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Application to Appeal a Decision of the DeKalb County Historic

Preservation Commission

All appeals must comply with the procedures set forth herein.

An application to appeal a decision of the Historic Preservation Commission on a certificate of
appropriateness application must be filed within fifteen (15) calendar days after the issuance or denial of
the certificate of appropriateness.

To be completed by County:
Date Received:

To be completed by appellant:

Name: Margarita Studemeister and Renee Nelson

Address of appellant: 520 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta, GA 30307 and 526 Emory Circle NE,

Atlanta, GA 30307

Address of Property: 15853 N Decatur Road, Atlanta, GA 30307

This appeal is a review of the record of the proceedings before the preservation commission by the
governing authority of DeKalb County, Georgia. The governing authority is looking for an abuse of
discretion as revealed by the record. An abuse of discretion exists where the record presented to the

governing authority shows that the preservation commission: (a) exceeded the limits of its authority; (b)
that the preservation commission’s decision was not based on factors set forth in the section 13.5-8(3)
or the guidelines adopted by the preservation commission pursuant to section 13.5-6 or; (c) that the

preservation commission’s decision was otherwise arbitrary and capricious.

If the governing authority finds no abuse of discretion, then it may affirm the decision of the
preservation commission. If the governing authority finds that the preservation commission

abused its discretion in reaching a decision, then it may; (a) reverse the preservation
commission’s decision, or; (b) it may reverse the preservation commission’s decision and remand

the application to the preservation commission with direction.

Date(s) of hearing, if any: July 17, 2023

Date of Historic Preservation Commission decision: July 21, 2023




404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building
¥ v 404.371.4556 (f) 330 W. Ponce de Leon Ave
eKalb County
L Qﬁﬁ“ H“ ”“"‘“G L%”"E b - DeKalbCountyGa.gov | Decatur, GA 30030

Historic Preservation Commission
Appeal Form
Page 2 of 2

In the space provided below the Appellant must describe how the preservation commission’s decision
constitutes an abuse of discretion. Specifically, the appellant must, citing to the preservation commission’s
written decision. show at least one of the following: that the preservation commission exceeded the limits
of its authority, or that the preservation commission’s decision was not based on factors set forth in the
section 13.5-8(3) of the DeKalb County Code or on the guidelines adopted by the preservation commission
pursuant to section 13.5-6 of said code or that the preservation commission’s decision was otherwise
arbitrary and capricious.

Grounds for appeal: The HPC’s decision was capricious and arbitrary for it was based on insufficient

information, flawed technical reports and glossing over guidelines (see attached report): Specifically:

The HPC failed to consider the historic nature of the property — a Colonial Revival variant of the Minimal
Traditionalist Style built as affordable housing for young and working families and worthy of preservation.
-The HPC accepted flawed technical reports, which did not prove need for rehabilitation; did not establish
that house was “so unsound that rehabilitation was not possible” (Guideline 7.3.3); and did not consider
options to shore foundation and common approaches to settling issues in early 20" C houses in area.

-The case of the demolition of 955 Springdale Road did not explain that the HPC required owners to

professionally document the structure and rebuild it so that the facade was exactly the same as before.
-The HPC failed to apply guidelines (area of influence, massing, etc.) to the 10,835 5qFt new design, amid

modest homes — a size 7 times a historic home nearby and 2.5 times the recently built infill homes next to
it. No streetscape drawings from 3 surrounding streets with visibility of the property were presented.
_The HPC has dismissed neighbors’ opposition; 11 households nearby signed in support of this appeal.

The appellant may submit a written supplementary explanation in support of the appeal. The
supplementary explanation shall be submitted with the appeal. The supplementary explanation may not
exceed three pages and must be typewritten and double-spaced using a twelve-point font with a one-inch
margin on all four sides. The governing authority will not consider text in excess of the page limit set forth
herein.
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Instructidns:g The appellant shall also deliver copies of this appeal to the planning department and the
county attorney. The appellant and any person who has filed a statement in opposition to, or in support of

the appeal may attend the meeting at which the appeal is considered and may be called upon by any
member of the governing authority to provide information or answer questions. There shall be no other

public participation in the appeal.
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Comments from Cynthia Tauxe, Architect P.C. Re: COA for 1853 N Decatur Road 7/30/23
Historic contribution: This historic structure in the Garrison Style is a Minimal Traditional
variant of the Colonial Revival Style [see Druid Hills Design Manual, p. 115]. The rare
asymmetric facade contributes to our understanding of the transition from the Romantic
Revival Movement to the Modern Ranch Style. These modest homes were constructed in 1935-
1955 for 70ung and working families, and should be preserved as such.

It is not proven that the massing and scale of the new design is appropriate: The HPC has

previously required of me and other applicants for modifications to the streetscape that we

present a scaled drawing of adjacent houses sitting on @ measured topography line with a
scaled drawing of the proposed new construction inserted into the streetscape also sitting on
its proper grade line. No streetscape drawing is presented, so the HPC did not have enough
information to determine if the building is appropriately massed in context of the rest of the

| streets from which the house would be visible, and from the area of influence which was not

defined by the staff.
Structural Review is flawed: There is no documentation of failure of the structure, only the

potential for failure if it is “rehabilitated.” There is no proof that the building is unusable or that
the foundation requires correction for it to be usable. We know that the house was recently

inhabited. | agree that the proposed remediation is a bad idea; but there is no proof that it is

necessary at all. There is no requirement in DeKalb County that an old building be brought up
to current codes.
The House has a wooden structure which probably sits on wood mud sills like typical

contributing structures in this Historic District. The Engineer’s report does not note anything



wrong with the wood structure. There is no mention of dry rot, wet rot, damp rot, mold,

mildew, termites, powderpost beetles, sheer cracks, or checking of the wood fibers which
- would suggest imminent failure.
The engineering reports show an unfamiliarity with early 20" C. brick pier supports. The

structural wood mudsills typically sit on fat brick piers at the corners of the building. They are

made of interwoven bricks that continue below the frost line to undisturbed red clay soil.

There is no mention of cracking or undermining, or settlement of these crucial piers.

The reports confuse the brick veneer with continuous foundations. The references to cracking
refer to the non-structural brick veneer, which is supported by what the report describes as a
“non-existent” brick foundation. This veneer brick is a finish surface. The engineer says that
“These crécks will continue to migrate and enlarge in width.” This is speculation; there is no
proof that the building is unstable today. Proper documentation would show a recent patch
that has opened up. If it were moving, it could be patched so that frank water cannot enter
behind the brick rain screen, or in serious cases, the damaged area of brick could be pulled out
and replaced with new mortar by a competent mason.

Overspanning is not a problem. The old wood in these structures was grown more slowly and
exhibits more tree rings than current lumber, so no comparison can be made using current load

tables. There is no mention of failure of these joists. If they sag a bit, that is not failure, and it

can be remediated by using the simple expedient of adding mid-span supports with proper
footings inside the basement area. This is a common practice in our neighborhood to stiffen

the structure if it is deemed to be shaky (which is not proven here).



Correction is not overly expensive. The Chair of the HPC was mistaken when she noted in

February, as Ms. Dunlavy writes in her june 13, 2022 email, that “it was uncommon to find

houses without any foundational supports like this one and the cost to correct it ‘would be

P

sizable.”” | have inspected over 800 basements in Druid Hills and most of the historic structures

from our historic building period have no foundations per se and all the joists are over-spanned
by current codes--and vet they still stand. If it is proven that the foundation is undermined, or
otherwise unstable, then a simple and expedient soiution is to anchor a new concrete wall next
to the old foundation. Inthe approval statement, the Chair of the HPC conceded that the
Commission took the reporis of the “experts” at face value. The staff failed to demand
alternative expertise.

Consistency with precedent. The remand asked that the HPC explain whether its decision is
consistent with prior decisions of the HPC involving similar properties. in documenting the case
concerning Tom and Kasey Gryboski’s property at 955 Springdale Road, where it was
determined that the basement had been dangerously undermined, the applicant does not

explain that the HPC required the owners to professionally document the structure and rebuild

it so that the facade was exactly the same as before. This is a perfect precedent for this house
which could be documented and then rebuilt exactly to the same size envelope and styie as

existing.

Respectfully submitted by Cynthia Tauxe, Architect P.C.

Georgia Architect License #5521 dated Feb 9. 1984

1553 Emory Road NE Atlanta, GA 30306



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:

| 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 11™ 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
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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

ribragg@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

Date:

To:

cc via email:

From:

RE:

August 4, 2023

Clerk to the DeKalb County Board of Commissioners
and

DeKalb County Law Department

Manuel Maloof Building

1300 Commerce Drive

Decatur, GA 30030

Rachel L. Bragg (RLBragg@dekalbcountyga.gov)

Zoning Administrator

and

David Cullison (dccullis@dekalbcountyga.gov)

Senior Planner

DeKalb County Department of Planning & Sustainability

Mary Slaughter

1907 Ridgewood Drive NE
Atlanta, GA 30307
404-593-3132

Historic Preservation Committee Appeal — Supplemental Information
1853 N. Decatur Road, Atlanta GA 30307

Attached please find supplemental information, submitted in accordance with Dekalb County
Historic Preservation Committee Appeals Code, 13.5-8(12) d.

&\/\a/w) Sloegle (e st 4 2o03

Mary Slaughter Date



Supplemental Information: Submitted in accordance with Dekalb County Historic Preservation

Committee Appeals Code, 13.5-8(12) d.
Address of Property: 1853 N. Decatur Road, Atlanta, GA 30307
Appellants: Margarita Studemeister and Renee Nelson (appeal filed 8/2/2023)
Address of Appellants: 520 Emory Circle NE and 526 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta GA 30307
Property Owner Providing Supplemental Information: Mary Slaughter
Address: 1907 Ridgewood Drive NE, Atlanta, GA 30307 (within 1500 ft. 1853 N. Decatur Road)
Support for Grounds of Appeal:
The Historic Preservation Committee (HPC) failed to consider the watershed and drainage
impact on adjoining properties of a 10,800+ square foot structure. The additional hard surface
coverage associated with this massive new home will contribute to an existing flooding
condition on my property, caused by Dekalb County’s watershed and street drainage plan. This
flooding issue was escalated to Michelle Long Spears, Peggy Allen, and Richard Lemke on
April 25, 2023 (see attached email) and is under evaluation. The watershed that flows through
the backyard of 1853 N. Decatur Road, flows to my property with such speed and volume
that my property regularly floods, frequently within a few feet of the house foundation. No
additional hard surface coverage at 1853 N. Decatur Road should be approved without first
resolving the flooding caused by the existing watershed plan. The attached pictures of 1907
Ridgewood Drive NE, Atlanta GA 30307, show the severity of the flooding in comparison to dry

conditions. This flooding condition happens monthly, sometimes 2-3 times per month.

d\w«,{[ é&w%d:/ Ot 4, 2023

Mary Slaughter Date







8/3/23,7:18 PM Gmail - Watershed Issue and yard flooding - 1907 Ridgewood Drive NE

Mary Slaughter <mary.f.slaughter@gmail.com>

Watershed Issue and yard flooding - 1907 Ridgewood Drive NE

Enloe, Caroline <clenloe@dekalbcountyga.gov> Tue, Apr 25, 2023 at 9:55 AM
To: "Allen, Peggy" <pvallen@dekalbcountyga.gov>, "Lemke, Richard (Rick) W." <rwlemke@dekalbcountyga.gov>, "Williams,
Zachary L." <zlwilliams@dekalbcountyga.gov>

Cc: "mmo@mmolaw.com" <mmo@mmolaw.com>, "mary.f.slaughter@gmail.com" <mary.f.slaughter@gmail.com>, "Spears,
Michelle L" <mlispears@dekalbcountyga.gov>

Please see request for assistance below from Mary Slaughter regarding storm drain overflow and runoff onto her

property. She included the attached photo to depict the amount of water that flows through her property during rains. l
realize there may be some issues on her private property, but can you please inspect, and also inspect the storm drain a
street over that she references and let us know if the county can assist in any way? We understand there are storm drain
issues all over the county and that the PWI committee, under the Board of Commissioners, took this matter up on a recent
agenda. Please let us know about future action the county may be considering that could impact this area and the runoff
onto Ms. Slaughter’s property.

Thank you for your review, inspection, and reply.

Sincerely,

Caroline Enloe, Chief of Staff

Michelle Long Spears, Commissioner
District 2, DeKalb County

404-371-2863

% DeKalb County DeKdlb

P.S. If you want to stay up-to-date on DeKalb news, please subscribe to Commissioner Spears newsletter:

https://dekalbcountyga.us21.list-manage.com/subscribe?u=b9007 140b39a5e9590f4 5decb&id=
88acfe891f

From: mmo@mmolaw.com <mmo@mmolaw.com>

Sent: Monday, April 24, 2023 1:38 PM

To: Enloe, Caroline <clenloe@dekalbcountyga.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Watershed Issue and yard flooding - 1907 Ridgewood Drive NE

Can you please help my neighbor Mary Slaughter. Thank you.

https://mail .google.com/mail/u/0/2ik=806fcf8a7b&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f:1764156704872321765& simpl=msg-f: 1764156704872321765 12



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

Carlos Charry and Erin Trapaga
Seth Kelly

Jessica Joy

Jarrett Gossett

Kyle Ruth

Pamela Giles

Gary Tapp

Cathleen Woodward
Wade Sanner and Felipe Restrepo
Melissa P. Walker

Charles Vela

Evelyn C. Kerpel

Mary Slaughter

and Suzanne Ledoux

ADDRESS

461 Durand Drive

449 Emory Circle
1839 N Decatur Road
1904 Ridgewood Drive
1900 Ridgewood Drive
1897 Ridgewood Drive
454 Emory Circle

458 Emory Circle

493 Emory Circle

1811 Burlington Place
520 Emory Circle

486 Emory Circle

1907 Ridgewood Drive



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



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 facade of a demolished historical structure such that it was

exactly the same as the demolished facade, there is nothing in the Ordinance or Guidelines



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.



=] Dekalb County Historic Preservation Commission
330 Ponce De Leon Avenue, Suite 300
Decatur, GA 30030
(404) 371-2155 or (404) 371-2813 (Fax)

Michael L. Thurmond

Chief Executive Officer CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
July 20, 2023
Site Address: 1853 N DECATUR RD

ATLANTA, GA 30307-

Parcel ID: 18-052-05-035

Applicant: Linda | 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.

Print Date: 07/20/2023 Page 1 of 1 PL111 Ver 12192019



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: ____ July 17, 2023

Case Number: 1246298

MApproved [0 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.

MPursuant 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.

M 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:

Demolish and replace the house and other elements, including adding a retaining wall in the front
yard facing the house.

The applicant has provided alleged expert reports from 3 experts in similar fields - structural
engineer, professional builder, and a foundation specialist. These persons say the building cannot
be brought back and should be demolished and absent contrary reports saying the opposite we
have to rely on these experts and their conclusions because we have not been provided with any
sort of rubric for how to determine when we can reject conclusions of experts.

Application is approved with conditions or modifications o /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 1 / or, the applicant has not

provided sufficient information for the Preservation Commission to approve the application O.
Specifically, the Preservation Commission finds as follows:

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: q// 7/( /@ 15 Signature: %:'A

To—)
Chair, DeKalb County
Historic Preservation Commission




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.
o 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.

e 1097 Dan Johnson Road
o 1098 Dan Johnson Road
o 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 2) 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
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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 Consstruction 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 Consstruction 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.
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Project #

1244683

1244683

1244749

1244683

1245084

1245084

1245363

1245618

Date

Address
1/19/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

2/16/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

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

3/18/2021 1207 Oakdale Road (1928)

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

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

12/13/2021 1266 Briardale Lane (1950)

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



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




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



995 Springdale Road (1923)




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)






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



Historic Robert Platt




Historic Chris Missling



Historic

Kasey Gryboski




Historic Howard Williams

Historic David Price (architect)
Historic Willie & Michelle Westhuizen
Historic Kathleen Curry

Historic Craig Davis

Historic Joe Shelby






Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Non-Historic
Non-Historic

Historic
Non-Historic

Non-Historic

Dave Price - Price Residential Design

John Sitton
Emory University
Scott Klemens

BWH Holdings, LLC.

Rutledge Alcock Architects

Muta & Jill Issa

Paul Doss

Charles Rossignol (Emory University)
Gunn Construction

Phillip Clark Custom Builders & Dunlavy Law
Group, LLC

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

Demolish and replace historic house

Demolish and replace historic house

Demolish and replace historic house
Demolish historic house

Demolish historic house

Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification

Approved
Approved

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

Demolition of non-historic house. Construct new home.

Demolish the house and make property into a park.

Demolish house and build new house.

Demolish house and build new house.

Demolish house and build new house.

Demolish house and build new house.

Demolish structures, remove pavement, plant with grass.

Demolish 8 cottages on Emory West campus
Demolish nonhistoric build

Demolish existing house and build new house.

Demolish secondary structure

Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification
Approved with Modification
Approved with Modification

Denied ( Listed on Dunlavy's
'Approved' list)

Approved

Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification

Approved
Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification

Approved



Demolish secondary structure

Demolish house and garage

Demolish house and build new house.

Demolish nonhistoric house and build new one

Demolish nonhistoric house and build new one

Demolish house

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

Demolish house and build new house

Demolish existing nonhistoric house and build a new house

Demolish existing ranch and build new house

Demolish nonhistoric house and build a new one

Approved

Approved

Approved with Modification

Approved with Modification

Approved

Approved with Modification

Approved
Approved

Approved with Modification

Approved

Approved

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't deep plus a 12't 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:

e The drawings are not the dimensioned hardline drawings as typically required for new
construction.

¢ The houses on Ridgecrest tend to be smaller.

e 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.

e The FFE is not shown.

e The brick is larger than normal.

Tennessee-Alabama field stone is generally not considered to meet the guidelines. Staff has asked

The proposed demolition appears to meet the guidelines and the preservation planner recommends approval
door does not appear to meet the guidelines and staff recommends denial.

. The new



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 location, window size and shape of the front roof dormer.

2.0n the front wall there is brick in the higher gable over half-timbering in the lower. If this was a traditional 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 optional. Need another rear elevation to show what the rear wall will look like without the porch.

4. Where half-timbering 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" section of half-timbering on the right is very odd.

9.Windows in half-timbering must appear to rest on beams, again simulating historic work.

10.The placement of the windows appears random. | know the locations are to serve the interior plan, but our concern is the exterior.
11.The gable on the left side is incomplete.

12.Ten foot ceilings are too tall for this house.

13.1f the lamp show in the illustration 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 documentation of the existing house.

*Will there be a stepping stone walk to North Decatur?

*The notes say HARDI BD will be used with the half-timbering, 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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June 14, 2023

Via E-Mail to:
Rachel L. Bragg RLBragg@dekalbcountvga.gov

and David Cullison dccullis@dekalbeountyga.ooy

DeKalb County Planning and Sustainability Department
178 Sams Street
Decatur, GA 30030

RE:  Remand of Singleterry COA Application to HPC for Demolition
Dear Rachel and David:

As you know on May 9, 2023, the Board of Commissioners heard the appeal of Darell and
Naomi Singleterry from the denial of their application by the Historic Preservation Commission
("HPC”) for a Certificate of Appropriateness to demolish the house at 1853 North Decatur Road.
After considering the appeal the Board of Commissioners voted to reverse and remand the decision
of the HPC with specific direction. Commissioner Spears stated in her motion that 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.” This matter is scheduled for hearing before the HPC on June 20, 2023. We look
forward to discussing these issues with members of the HPC at the upcoming hearing. However,
prior to the meeting, on behalf of the Appellants, I would like to address the instructions given
by the Board of Commissioners and submit the following for consideration by the Planning and
Sustainability staff and members of the HPC:

1. Whether it is feasible to rehabilitate the property as currently constructed?
Short Answer: NO
Longer Answer:

In order for a historical home to be demolished “it must be so unsound that
rehabilitation is not possible.” To this end, we have consulted with multiple industry
experts - structural engineer, geotechnical engineer (foundation specialist), residential
builder - as to the current condition of the home and feasibility of rehabilitation. There
was considerable confusion and misunderstanding of the two expert reports submitted, by
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Planning staff and members of the Historic Preservation Commission when this question
was last considered by them on February 21, 2023. Because Harrington Engineers and
Dennis Brown both alluded to an expanded footprint of the home within their
assessments, staff and Commission members assumed that somehow these experts were
concluding that rehabilitation was feasible. That is not the case and not what these
experts intended to convey. As such, both experts have revised their reports in an effort to
make it clear to the HPC and Planning staff that their conclusion is that rehabilitation of
the property as currently constructed, is not feasible. Additionally, the Singleterrys
consulted with a professional geotechnical engineer who made a site visit and reviewed
the two revised reports. The revised reports of Harrington Engineers and Homeside
Construction along with a letter from Padstone engineering are enclosed with this letter
and the key points of these revised reports are summarized as follows:

A) Expert opinion of Structural Engineer, Gus Harrington (Harrington
Engineering Report).

There are two major issues impeding feasibility of this home for
rehabilitation: 1) its non-conforming foundation system, i.c.. no footings
under the foundation walls and unsale interior brick retaining walls; and
2) over spanned floor joists at the 1st and 2nd floors. In my opinion, given
the needed engineering and the risk of irreparable damage to the existing
structure by performing the necessary foundation work. it is NOT
reasonably feasible to rehabilitate the existing footprint of the home and 1
cannot recommend undertaking the work outlined for fixing these
significant defects in light of the risks involved.

B) Expert opinion of Professional Builder, Dennis Brown (Homeside
Construction Report).

I'have reviewed the Harrington Engineers Report, and as a professional
builder I do not recommend proceeding with the scope of work outlined.
There is a difference between shoring up an existing foundation or
reinforcing a failing foundation versus trying to retroactively create the
foundation after a home has existed for 82 years and experienced
significant deterioration. 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. The excavation process alone creates a high risk that exterior
walls will fail. New materials will have to be introduced to replace
exterior walls, windows and framing that fail or suffer extensive damage
during the rehabilitation process. It’s highly probable that more than 50%
of the existing footprint will need repairs. If this rehabilitation process is
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pursued, the end product runs a high risk of failing to preserve any of the
current historic elements of the home.

C) Expert opinion of foundation specialist, Geoff Hubner (Padstone
Engineering).

» Although the Harrington Engineers and Homeside Construction reports offer
options for remediating or replacing the non existent foundations, both reports
concluded that this option is not recommended. Padstone agrees with the
conclusions in those reports that attempting to rebuild or remediate the
structure to provide adequate foundation support for the structure would likely
result in additional distress and damage to the home. Attempts to repair that
damage would likely be extensive and also likely undermine any historical
value the home currently has.

2. Whether its decision is consistent with prior decisions of the Historic Preservation
Commission involving similar properties?

Short Answer: NO

Longer Answer:

The HPC has approved at least! 11 historic homes for demolition since the
inception of the Druid Hills Historic District. Experts consulted on demolition requests at
1097 Dan Johnson Road, 1098 Dan Johnson Road, 1107 Dan Johnson Road. and 1302
Stillwood Drive noted defective flooring systems, defective foundations and lack of
footings to support their conclusion that rehabilitation was risky and not feasible. These
four approved demolitions are indistinguishable from the current application and were
based on evidence and facts nearly identical to the expert assessments that have been
provided in this case. The Singleterrys provided to the HPC records relevant to the
demolition approval of seven historic homes that had similarities to the records submitted
by them, in support of demolition of their house at 1853 North Decatur Road. See chart
summarizing these demolition approvals along with supporting documents enclosed with
this letter.

1254 Stillwood is especially instructive, considering the HPC’s decision to deny the
Singleterry’s application. In the 1254 Stillwood case, the owner commenced renovation
of the home but stopped doing so when he discovered that the brick walls of the house
were not tied to the house in any way and that the foundation did not contain any
footings. Analogous to the Singleterry application, existing brick on the house did not
have a foundation; “it was simply laid directly on the ground”. Due to the risk to the
historic structure of further rehabilitation efforts, professionals recommended demolition

! Applicants say “at least” because the HPC records are largely unsearchable and the evidence of demolitions
gathered has been done on a piecemeal basis. There have been more non-historic homes and may have been
additional historic homes approved for demolition.
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of the existing structure for safety reasons and the HPC and Planning staff agreed,
ultimately approving demolition. Like the experts in 1254 Stillwood, the experts in the
Singleterry case, Harrington, Homeside and Padstone, all express concern regarding the
risks associated with rehabilitation efforts and the overall safety of undergoing such
efforts. Finally, while rejected as irrelevant in the Singleterry case, Planning staff and the
HPC seemed to be, in part, persuaded that demolition was appropriate for 1097 Dan
Johnson, 1098 Dan Johnson, 1107 Dan Johnson. 1302 Stillwood and 2015 North Decatur
Road because the houses lacked architectural or historic significance. No one has
identified any architectural or historic significant elements of the 1853 North Decatur
Road house.

3. 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.
Short Answer: The only evidence in the Record supports a finding that the
Application complies with the relevant Guideline and that there will be no
substantial adverse impact on the District from demolition.

Longer Answer:

Section 13.5-8(3) requires the HPC, when reviewing COA application consider any
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 thereof to the exterior architectural
style; and pertinent features of other properties in the immediate neighborhood. This is
necessary in considering any request but with demolition requests, it is particularly
important. While Section 13.5-8(5) specifically allows for the demolition of buildings,
structures, sites or objects within a local historic district, Guideline 7.3.3 specifically
limits demolition of historic structures to those that “are so unsound that rehabilitation is
not possible”. “Rehabilitation™ is defined as “the process of returning a building to a state
of utility while retaining those elements essential to its architectural, historical and/or
aesthetic significance”. Neither Planning staff nor the HPC have identified in previous
deliberations what elements of the house at 1853 North Decatur are purportedly
significant and how. Nonetheless, the three experts retained by the Applicants have
concluded that whatever elements, if any, might be there is at considerable risk with an
effort to rebuild the foundation of this house, and that those elements will likely be
destroyed, due to the rehabilitation process not being reasonable or feasible. In other
words, they have concluded that the defective foundation and flooring supports cannot be
corrected “while retaining those elements”. The only experts offering testimony advised
the HPC that rehabilitation was unsafe and not a viable option. They further concluded
that rehabilitation was not feasible. Even the Chair, in February, noted that it was
uncommon to find houses without any foundational supports like this one and the cost to
correct would be “sizable”. Absent contrary reliable evidence (as opposed to unsupported
speculation), there can be no doubt that the application met Guideline 7.3.3. Per Section
13.5-8(7), a COA must issue if the proposed change “would not have a substantial
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adverse effect on the aesthetic, historical, or architectural significance and value of the
historic property or the historic district”. Morcover, because the block face on North
Decatur Road does not include any historic homes—only new construction?---and
because there is large, looming multi-family construction under way on the opposite side
of the street, it cannot reasonably be concluded that removal of the house at 1853 North
Decatur Road and replacement with the new construction home proposed by the
Applicants would have a substantial adverse impact on the District or otherwise
negatively impact the pertinent features of other properties in the immediate
neighborhood. In their February 21% Staff Report, Planning staff stated “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.”

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that: 1) Rehabilitation of the existing home is
not feasible; 2) To deny this application would be inconsistent with prior decisions
allowing demolition of historic homes with analogous findings and circumstances; and 3)
The application meets all relevant Guidelines and ordinance provisions. For these
reasons, the Applicants respectfully request that the HPC approve their demolition
application. Additionally, because there were no objections to the new construction
proposed, the Applicants request that the COA for new construction also be
approved.

Sincerely yours,

DUNLAVY LAW GROUP, LLC
Linda I. Dunlavy

Attorney for Darell and Naomi Singleterry

LID: ms
Enclosures

CC:

Naomi and Darell Singleterry
Gus Harrington

Dennis Brown

Geoffrey Hubner

2 Photographs of this ongoing construction are included with this letter,
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Harrington Engineers
4615 Jailette Trace.
Atlanta, Ga. 30349

SUPPPLEMENTAL FIELD INSPECTION REPORT

June 8, 2023

Location: 1853 N. Decatur Rd., Decatur, Ga. Building
Type: Single Family Dwelling
By: B.W. Harrington, Jr., P.E.

Description:

A previous report, date Dec 23, 2022, was issued describing in detail the
existing conditions existing in the house. The report offered 3 alternatives
that would address the defective conditions outlined in that report. We felt it
was our responsibility to offer alternatives to the owner, rather than for us to
make that decision for them. As a result of conversations with the City,
County, and the owner, we are amending our December 23, 2022 report to
focus on rehabilitating the existing structure without making any additions
or increasing the current square footing in the house.

Executive Summary:

There are two major issues impeding feasibility of this home for
rehabilitation: 1) its non-conforming foundation system, i.e. no footings
under the foundation walls and unsafe interior brick retaining walls, and
2) the over spanned floor joists at the 15t and 2™ floors

In my opinion, given the engineering required and the risk of irreparable

damage to the existing structure by performing the necessary foundation
work, it is NOT reasonably feasible to rehabilitate the existing footprint of
the home and | cannot recommend undertaking the work outlined below

in light of the risks involved.

Existin nditions. Remediation Pr ss. and Risk:

The following observations and recommendations are based on the
following scope of work; performing remedial work to this approximately 82
year old house’s structural system to bring it up to a safe and functional
state, because right now it is in a precarious state showing signs of
structural distress in many locations.



1. EXTERIOR PERIMETER FOUNDATION WALLS:

a. Existing Conditions: The exterior unreinforced and un-grouted
brick foundation walls, as well as the interior brick foundation
walls, do not have footings to support them. | have observed
foundations for buildings constructed during the 1800’s and
they all had footings supporting the structure above. Why this
building does not have footings is a mystery. As a result of not
having footings, the brick foundation wall has had to act as the
footing. These foundation walls are only 2 wythes thick, or
approximately 8”, and un-grouted and un-reinforced. So, we
have the weight of the dwelling sitting on an 8” wide, un-
reinforced brick wall without any footings to uniformly distribute
these loads to the soils. A bowing of the brick foundation wall is
visible from the outside of the home. Additionally, there is a
diagonal, stair-stepped, crack in the driveway side exterior
foundation wall that extends down from a small window to the
rear exterior wall of the house. This crack has migrated thru the
wall and is visible from the interior and exterior near the junction
of the driveway foundation wall and the rear foundation wall.
The cause of this crack is likely due to the pressure of the soils
and weight of the structure causing settling of the unsupported
foundation walls over time. These cracks will continue to
migrate and enlarge in width. This could lead to additional
settlement of the structure and cause significant damage to the
structure above.

b. Remediation Process: New concrete footings for all of these
walls will be required to ensure the safety and integrity of the
structure. This will require extensive shoring of the existing
exterior wood frame walls and the floors. It will also require the
disconnection and rerouting of all utilities. Once the shoring is
in-place, the existing brick foundation walls would be removed.
New cast-in-place concrete footings should be constructed and
new foundation walls rebuilt. This will require digging around
the existing foundation walls and constructing new walls and
footings.

c. Risk: While this process of shoring and underpinning is done
frequently with old structures, it should be noted that there is a
risk that the mere process of removing the soils from around
the existing foundation walls to install shoring or underpinning
could cause the brick foundation walls to move and cause
additional damage to the structure above. This damage would
manifest itself in cracks and buckling of wood framed walls
above. This could cause irreparable damage to the structure.




Even if the removal of the soil from around the foundations
does not cause any problems, the process of underpinning and
shoring of the existing structure, will cause movement in the
structure above. The adverse impact this type of work will have
on the fragile 82 year old structure is unpredictable. Given the
poor building practices used to erect the current residence, it is
likely that there are other defects that cannot be seen at this
time. Due to these risks, | do not recommend pursuing this
remediation process.

2. MAIN, OR 1ST FLOOR, LEVEL:

a. Existing Conditions: The 1 floor joist are currently
underpinned in the basement. The floors in the main level have
significant “sags” throughout. This is due to the floor joists,
2x8@16, are under sized for their spans. These joists will
require new permanent supports to shorten their spans or
deeper joists added to them so they can safely span to their
original permanent supports.

b. Remediation Process: We would recommend that deeper or
additional joist be added to safely span to the original supports.
If this is done, the temporary shoring can be removed. This will
ensure continuous load paths to the foundations for the loads
generated by the roof and 2™ and 1%t floors.

c. Risk: The work recommended to correct the excessive
deflections in the wood framed floors is totally dependent on
successively completing the remedial work described for the
foundations and foundation walls. If remedial work is not done
on the foundations, the work recommended here for the
excessive deflections in the floors above should not be done.

3. THE INTERIOR BRICK BASEMENT WALLS:

a. Existing Conditions: There are interior brick walls in the
basement, supporting the wood framing above that are
retaining approximately 5 to 6 feet of earth. Currently, these
walls do not have footings beneath them, nor are they
reinforced. Based on their current construction, there is no way
we can certify the structural integrity of these walls to retain the
earth or support the building loads currently above.

b. Remediation Process: At a minimum, we recommend that
new cantilevered masonry retaining walls and footings be
constructed flush with the face of the existing brick walls; or
construct masonry piers, on new footings, and perpendicular to
the existing brick wall at approximately 4ft. on center.




c. Risk: There is very little risk involved with the work
recommended above. However, there is a significant risk of
damaged to the structure if it is not done.

It must be stated that the above recommendations appear to be
reasonable and straight forward, however, there are a myriad of things
that could go wrong and would be out of the contractors control. The work
proposed will cause unanticipated movements in the structure, that we
cannot predict and could cause catastrophic to the preservation of the
building. Even though the house may visually appear to be functioning
alright now, the deficiencies noted above still exist and must be addressed
before the home can be occupied. As such, | was pleased to note upon
reinspection on June 6, 2023, that there were no tenants occupying the
first and second floors of the home. | would recommend that the house
remain un-occupied while it is in its current condition.

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call.
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FTIONESNTDE CONNTRUCTION

P.0. BOX 335 LOCUST GROVE, GA 30248 - HOMESIDECONSTRUCTION @GMAIL.COM

PROJECT SCOPE & ESTIMATE

Location: 1853 N Decatur Road Atlanta. GA 30307

Assessment of Work | have reviewed the Harrington Engineers Report, and as a
professional builder | do NOT recommend proceeding with the scope of work outlined
below There is a difference between shoring up an existing foundation or reinforcing a
faling foundation versus trying to retroactively create the foundation after a home has
existed for 82 years and experienced significant deterioration 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 rreparable damage and the home, as we see it today. cannot
be preserved The excavation process alone creates a high risk that exterior walls will
fall New materials will have to be introduced to replace exterior walls, windows and
framing that fail or suffer extensive damage during the rehabilitation process It's highly
probable that more than 50% of the existing footprint will need repairs (f this
rehabilitation process is pursued. the end product runs a high risk of falling to preserve

any of the current historic elements of the home

Scope of work: Replace non-canforming foundation system and the over spanned floor
system at the 1* and 2" floors Based on the Harrington Engineers Report. the
following work needs to be done in order to rehabilitate the existing structure to make it
stable. These alterations would be required before the house could be safely occupied

and restored to utility
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e Erosion control site management

* Disconnect all utifities. including plumbing, septic. electric, gas, heating.
cooling, telephione. and internet.

* Remove pipes. plumbing or ductwork, secure/remove any wiring befow
floor joists

* Remove and replace front porch

» Excavation of area necessary to access existing foundation to replace
extenor walls, footings, deteriorated and compromised concrete floors
Installation of steel beams under framed house during excavation
Removal of driveway and walkways are needed to access these areas
Extracted dirt to be stored offsite and returned once walls have been
replaced *°

* Additional footings and prers to secure shoring of the existing frame walls
and floor system

* House will have to be picked up and moved onto piers to be constructed
on site adjacent to current foundation location and then set onto newly
constructed foundation after its completion

« Remove plaster ceilings and re-route mechanical systems to allow for new
joist additions

*  Waterproof and add new drain system, backfill foundation walls,
landscape all disturbed areas back to pre-construction conditions

* Paint disturbed areas to match existing structure

+ Deeper and/or additional joist to be added to safely span to the original
supports so that the temporary shoring can be removed and to ensure
continuous load transfer from upper floors and roof to the foundation

¢ Estimate is subject to change upon hidden or concealed conditions and
consequential damage to interior from construction activity and shifting of
walls and foundation during excavation However. it is more likely than not



HOMESITDE CONSTRUCTION

P.O. BOX 335 LOCUST GROVE, GA 30248 - HOMESIDECONSTRUCTICN@GMAIL.COM

that damage to the majority of the existing exterior materials will occur in
the process of this type of work, requiring a large portion of the fagade to
be replaced including framing. roofing. siding and brick.

“*Estimate does not include hiring of experts for the foundation work. We
will need to work with soil scientists and other experts to make sure
excavation is being performed properly and dirt is properly compacted
around newly poured foundation. | estimate those costs to be no less than
$25.000 00

Minimum Estimate for Project: $267,220.00

Dennis Brown, CEO
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PADSTONE

h ENGINEERING, LLC

June 13, 2023

Derell Singleterry
1819 Fair Oaks Place
Decatur, GA 30033

Subject: Geotechnical Review of Foundation and Structural Conditions
1853 North Decatur Road Residence-Atlanta, Georgia
Padstone Project Number 23015

Dear Mr Singleterry:

Padstone Engineering, LLC (Padstone) is pleased to provide this letter summarizing our
observations during a recent site visit and review of available engineering and construction
rehabilitation reports for the above referenced location.

Background:

As a practicing professional engineer specializing in geotechnical engineering for over 30 years,
I have designed thousands of foundations for commercial buildings, industrial facilities,
residential homes, transportation projects such as bridges, retaining walls, etc. Additionally, |
have consulted on numerous forensic engineering projects to evaluate distressed existing
structures in an effort to ascertain the causes and recommend potential remediation.

In the latter capacity, Padstone was retained to review engineering and construction reports
prepared by Harrigton Engineers and Homeside Construction, respectively with respect to
potential remediation of the distress in the home at the above address.

We understand that the home was built in 1941 with wood frame construction and a partial brick
facade with brick stem walls providing support at the ground level of the home. The stem walls
extend to the ground level of the home (from the crawl! space or basement below) to provide
support for the floor joists above.

Observations and Recommendations:

During our initial site visit we observed the exterior of the home for signs of distress as well as
the accessible interior of the crawl space to evaluate the existing foundations of the home.

The exterior of the home showed visible signs of distress at several locations in the form of
cracking in the existing brick walls likely the result of settlement of the structure over time. On
the lowest level in the crawl space we were able to visually observe the existing foundations (or
lack thereof). The brick stem walls (vertical) appear to rest on a thin unreinforced concrete pad
about 2 % to 3 inches thick with a width approximately the same as the stem walls immediately
underiain by soil.

GEOTECHNICAL, MATERIALS, AND CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERS
262 DANIEL AVENUE * ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30317
678-777-7414 » GEOFF@PADSTONEENGINEERING.COM



1853 North Decatur Road June 13, 2023
Geotechnical Review

Additionally, we probed the exterior of the perimeter at available locations with a 3-foot long steel
probe rod. In those locations, no discernable foundation was noted.

A conventional concrete foundation would typically be reinforced with steel and extend 18 to 24
inches below the stem wall with a width of 18 to 24 inches (depending on soil type and stiffness).

In an effort to prevent further settlement and distress of the home, the non-existent “foundations”
would need to be completely rebuilt, or in more applicable terms, a real engineered foundation
system would need to be constructed. However, attempting to perform that task under an existing
home would be very difficult and with a brick home would likely result in further distress and
damage to existing walls and structural elements of the house and is not recommended.

Summary:

Although the Harrington Engineers and Homeside Construction reports offer options for
remediating or replacing the non existent foundations, both reports concluded that this option is
not recommended.

Padstone agrees with the conclusions in those reports that attempting to rebuild or remediate the
structure to provide adequate foundation support for the structure would likely result in additional
distress and damage to the home. Attempts to repair that damage would likely be extensive and
also likely undermine any historical value the home currently has.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you on this project. Please feel free to contact the
undersigned with any questions you have. We look forward to continuing to assist you on this and
future projects as needed.

Sincerely,
PADSTONE ENGINEERING, LLC

./
Geoffrey C. Hebner, PE

Principal Engineer, President

HPADSTONE



ANALAGOUS DEMOLITION APPROVALS



ADDRESS

AND AGE OF
STRUCTURE

1097 Dan
Johnson
Road

1940

PRIOR DEMOLITION APPROVALS ANALOGOUS TO CURRENT APPLICATION

DATE OF

APPROVAL

2-21-2012

ENGINEERS REPORT

Engineer’s report stated
untreated wood floor joists
bear directly on brick
foundation walls. No
connection of wood framing to
foundation. Retrofitting walls to
foundation “not practical”. To
properly attach house to the
foundation, the foundation
should be removed and
replaced with concrete or
masonry walls bearing on new
footings. This may be
accomplished by bracing the
floor system and wall above,
excavating both sides of the
wall, removing the walls,
pouring a new footing and
building a new wall.

Concluded that “The extent of
the foundation work and
associated dangers, as well as
the likelihood of bringing the
entire house into current Code
Compliance, it may be safer
and more cost effective to raze
the existing structure and
rebuild on a new foundation”

OTHER
SUPPORTING
DOCUMENTS

1) Cost estimate
showing cost to
restore would
be much more
than value of
property
2) Photos

STAFF
RECOMMENDATION

Although historic,
house (oldest one on
street) is not
significant or
contributing

No substantial
adverse effect on
district, appears to
meet guidelines,
recommended
approval

COMPARED TO
CURRENT
APPLICATION
EXACTLY THE
SAME WORK AS
NEEDED ON
THE CURRENT
HOME WITH
SAME RISKS

DIRECTLY
ANALOGOUS
CONCLUSIONS
BY ENGINEERS
THAT “Due to
the extensive
work required
and potential
risks to the
structural
integrity posed
by rehabilitation
of the
building...I think
to demolish and
rebuild is the
most realistic
and viable
solution”.

1098 DAN
JOHNSON

1938

5-2014

Defective flooring systems and
foundation

1) cost to cure
2) Evaluation of
architectural
significance;
3) Photos

[ 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

Analogous to
current
application and
supporting
documents
similar




—

small house. Many
of these deficiencies
were also seen by
staff.

1107 DAN
JOHNSON

1941

10- 2013

Several isolated piers bear at
the edge of the vertically cut
soil and are in danger of
collapse. The non-pressure
treated first floor joists bear
directly on the brick walls.
There is no connection of the
wood framing to the
foundation. Retrofit is not
practical. To properly attach
house to the foundation, the
foundation should be removed
and replaced with concrete or
masonry walls bearing on new
footings. This may be
accomplished by bracing the
floor system and wall above,
excavating both sides of the
wall, removing the walls,
pouring a new footing and
building a new wall.

The floors are uneven and out
of level throughout. Concluded |
that “The extent of the
foundation work and
associated dangers, as well as
the likelihood of bringing the
entire house into current Code
Compliance, it may be safer
and more cost effective to raze
the existing structure and
rebuild on a new foundation”

1) Cost estimate
showing cost to
restore would
be much more
than value of
property
2) Photos

Although marginally
old enough to be
considered historic,
the existing house is
not architecturally
significant either for
itself or for in
combination with its
surroundings. It is
out of character for
the area. The house
should not be
considered historic.
In addition, the
applicant has
provided copies of
reports from The
Cornerstone
Inspection Group and
Michael Quinn and
Associates that
document the
problems present in
the house. The
Cornerstone
documents also
provide estimates of
the cost of bringing
the house up to
code. The cost far
exceeds the value of
the structure. The
guideline states,
“Historic buildings
and structures
should not be
demolished unless
they are so unsound
that rehabilitation is
not possible.” Based
on the inspection
reports this house
could be
rehabilitated, albeit
at great cost.
However, for the
reasons noted above,
the house should not
be considered
historic and
demolition should be
approved.

EXACTLY THE
SAME WORK AS
NEEDED ON
THE CURRENT
HOME WITH
SAME RISKS

DIRECTLY
ANALOGOUS
CONCLUSIONS
BY ENGINEERS
THAT “Due to
the extensive
work required
and potential
risks to the
structural
integrity posed
by rehabilitation
of the
building...l think
to demolish and
rebuild is the
most realistic
and viable
solution”. Also
due to
overspanning of
floor joists,
floors uneven
throughout
1853 home.

Except for being
over 50 years
old and in the

district staff has
not pointed to
any significant

architectural or
historical
elements on
1853 house




1-21-2009

Safety issues and damage to Photos Demolition request Foundation
995 foundation and framing. appears to meet the
SPRINGDALE Homeowner tried to repair guidelines and
structurally unsound preservation planner
1923 foundation and was unable to. recommends
Came back to HPC a year after approval to demolish
approval of foundation work to | house
seek demolition of house.
1254 9-18 -2017 | Owner commenced renovation | Photos and new Sufficient Risks of
STILLWOOD but work stopped due to house plans documentation has rehabilitation
serious concerns with lack of been provided to efforts
1925 any foundation. Existing brick show that the house confirmed in
on the house did not have a is so unsound that 1254 history.
foundation. It was simply laid rehabilitation is not Documentation
directly on the ground. The possible provided
brick was not tied to the house extremely
structure in any way. Some of similar to '
the existing brick pilasters do documentation
not have footings and trying to here. Although
work a new foundation around documentation
the existing foundation is not in this matter
practical. Professional opinion more extensive.
is that the existing structure
should be demolished. This will
allow for a safe foundation and
a better framed structure.
1302 4-17-2006 The foundation wall below Architects Brick fagade appears EXACTLY THE
STILLWOOD floor level has no structural report to be much newer, SAME WORK AS
backing to brick. No concrete confirming possibly as recent as NEEDED ON
1925 wall footings found. The concerns of 1970s. Because of THE CURRENT
process of trying to provide a engineer this change the HOME WITH
foundation for the brick could regarding building lacks SAME RISKS
cause cracking in the brick or structural significance (Note None of the
the brick could be lost since it fragility of 1853 North Decatur exterior and
has no backing structure. Due existing home facade similarly interior
to the questionable | and risk of altered with foundation walls

construction methods and
delicate state of the structure it
is possible that parts of the
exterior wall and brick could be
lost unintentionally in the
reconstruction process. Due to
the extent of the existing
foundation issues, | do not
recommend proceeding with
renovation. | strongly urge you
to consider demolishing the
existing structure and
rebuilding.

compromising
exterior walls
during
reconstruction;
second
engineer’s
report not
recommending
repair or
renovation due
to structural
state.
New
construction
plans.

installation of
aluminum siding all
around home). The
house is in poor
conditions with
foundation problems.
Staff recommended
approval finding met
guidelines and
proposed demolition
would not have
significant negative
effects on district.

In rehabilitating

have footing
supporting
them. Without
footings, the
structural
integrity of the
home is
threatened.
DIRECTLY
ANALOGOUS
CONLCUSIONS
BY ENGINEERS
THAT

the structure,

there is a risk

that the mere
process of |




removing soils
from around the
structure (which
is necessary for
foundation
repair) could
cause damage
to the remaining
structure. It
could crack and
buckle; the
existing floors
could shift; it
could cave in
and irreparable
damage to the
structure could
occur. Mere
construction
activity on this
site may also
cause cracking
and crumbling
of this fragile

foundation. |
2015 NORTH | 8-8-2001 No engineering report. Photos Not part of a Inthe 1853 |
DECATUR character area. application staff
Additions made to states that
1930 home and not a good house is
representative of any | contributing and
particular style or “there is no
house type. Does not requirement
appear to have any that

architectural or
historical

significance.
Recommend
approval of

demolition and

documentation of all
four sides of the

house.

contributing
properties be
architecturally
designed in
order to be
deemed historic
ora
contributing
property”
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DeKalb County Government

Historic Preservation Commission * -
330 Ponce De Leon Avenue Suite 500 I
e Decatur, GA 30030
Ihe Honorabie Burel 404/371-2155 or 404/371-2835(Fax)
Chief Exetlz.:t?:ve Officer
March 8, 2012
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
_— e
SITE ADDRES 1097 Dan Johnson RD
Atlanta, GA 30307
PARCEL ID; 18-002-06-019
APPLICATION DA February 6, 2012
APPLICAN Daniel J. Matthews Trust
MAILING ADDRE C/0 Dunlavy Law Group 1026 B Atlanta Avenue

Decatur, GA 30030

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVAfION
COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON FEBRUARY 21, 2012,
REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: MODIFIED APPROVAL

Demolish the existing house and attachments such as paving and retaining walls. Prior to
demolition the house must be documented with as-built drawings and photographs to the
satisfaction of the county preservation staff,

Construct a new house in roughly the same location as the old house, but oriented more toward
the street. The house will be end gabled, one story over the garage on the right end and 1%
story (with a shed dormer) on the left end. The middle section will be a full two stories. A lower
secondary gable will project from the center section. The topography slopes down to the left, so
that end will sit on a higher brick foundation on the front and will have a walk-in basement on the
rear. The right half of the house will sit very close to the ground.

Most of the house will be clad with wood lap siding. The area around the projecting entrance will
be veneered with granite. A round topped door and a small arched window will be set in the front
of the entry area. An arched roof will be supported by brackets over the door. The floor of the
front stoop will be concrete. The windows will be wood and will have true divided lights (TDL) with
7/8" muntins. Wooden louvered shutters will flank most of the windows on the front and ends
and some of the windows at the rear. Brackets will be installed in the eaves on the front of the



middle part of the house. A granite chimney topped by a temra cotta chimney pot will rise from
just behind the ridge near the center of the house. A side loading garage will occupy the right
end of the house, with caniage house type overhead doors. A wooden deck will be attached to
the rear.

The driveway will curve to a tumaround/parking area at the left side of the house. Part of this
area will be supported by a retaining wall that faces the rear of the property and will not be visible
from the street. Maximum height of the retaining wall is to be about 4.5'. A wooden railing will be
installed at the top of the retaining wall. The driveway and front walk will be paved with concrete.
The driveway will be 10' wide and the front walk will be 4' wide. Two pines and a 38" oak will be
removed.



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Tuesday, February 21, 2012 - 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments
New Construction Agends
R. 1097 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Daniel J. Matthews Trust c¢/o Dunlavy Law Group.
Demolish and replace house. 17647

Constructed 1940. (18-002-06-019)

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

This house is the oldest one on this street. The street was laid out around 1940 on a plot that
was not part of the original Druid Hills subdivision. The property owner refused to sell this
portion of his property. Most of the property is still in the Matthews family.

The applicant says the property is not in a National Register Historic District or a identified
character area, but she is mistaken. It is in the Druid Hills National Register District and in the
Druid hills Character Area 1. During the initial survey of the district for the local nomination this
street was identified as an intrusion.

Applicant has provided a structural engineers report describing the house as so unsound
rehabilitation is not practically possible. A cost study says even if the house could be restored
the cost would be much more than the value of the property.

Recommendation

Although built in the historic period, the house is not a significant structure and does not contribute
to the district. The proposed demolition does not appear to have a substantial adverse effect on the
district, appears to meet the guidelines, and the preservation planner recommends approval.

At this time staff has not had enough time to study the proposed new construction.

Relevant Guidelines

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.
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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.

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.

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

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.

Shape: Building Elements (p68) Guldeline - 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.

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 pattems 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

7.2.7

pattemns in the area of influence, if such pattems are present.

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

7.2.8

82

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.

Individual Architectural Elements (p73) Guideline - New construction and additions should be com patible and
not conflict with the predominant site and architectural elements—and their design relationships—of existing
properties in the area of influence.

Trees (p78) Recommendation - The mature hardwaod 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.
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9.5

8.7
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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.

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.



Burrell Ellis
Chief Executive Officer

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

1. Address of Property: 1097 Daniel Johnson Road

Owner:_Jon Evanlee Daum Owner Telephone:_404-492-7220
Owner Address: _c/o Dunlavy Law Group, LLC *(below)

2. Name of Applicant: Danje]l J. Matthews Trust c¢/o Dumlavy Law Group, LLC

You or your representative may be present at the meeting of the commission, but attendance is not mandatory.
You will be notified of the time, date, and location of the meeting. Email: 1dunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com
Mailing Address: __1026 B Atlanta Avenue, Decatur, GA 30030

Daytime Telephone: _404-371-4101

Relationship of Applicant to Property Owner: Owner O Architect 0 Contractor 2
Other§ Attorney
3. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the primary structure on the property and

any secondary structures affected by this project: 1940

4. Nature of Proposed Work: — =
X New Construction X Site Prépafation/Clearance
X Demolition - Moving R'BUilding 1012
_  Addition _  Sign Eregtion for iflfp(acéng‘enf

—  New Freestanding Building — Repairs dr Alterations
_  Fence/wall _  Exterior Anchitectural Features .
_  Bxterior Environmental Change g landscaping

Deck or Patio Other

Please describe your proposed work as simply and accurately as possible. Use the attached submittal
criterla checklist to guide you in your description. Be sure to indicate building and landscape materials
to be used. Accurate drawings and photographs are required. (Use extra sheet, if necessary.)
Demolition of principal structure, walkwavs, driveway. garage, and
trees needed. New home construction on same site.
SEE ATTACHED FOR MORE DETAILS

IMPORTANT: This form must be completed before the Historic Preservation Commission can consider the
approval of any material change to a Historic Property or within a Historic District. This form, along with
supporting documents (plans, material, color samples, and photos), must be filed with the Historic Preservation
staff, DeKalb County Planning Department, 330 West Ponce de Leon Ave, Suite 500, Decatur, Georgia 30030.
Five (5) coples of plans or renderings for any new structures must be filed. One set of plans must be reduced to
11" x 17” or smaller,

Al applicable items from the attached checklist of Submi
will not be docketed for consideration by the Historic Pr

Criteria must be addressed. Incomplete applications

Signature of Applicant
Date received: -{-12

Initials: ne / 764 /
Sign given: «Yes _ No Rev 7/28/2011

* as Trustee of Daniel J. Matthews Trust (See Deed Attached)




michael quinn and associates, p.c.

2626 school drive telephone: 770-452-0744
doraville, georgia 30360  facsimile: 770-452-0827

January 4, 2012

Mr. Joseph Fritz

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Builders
3235 Roswell Road. Unit 400
Atlanta. Georgia 30305

RE: 1097 Dan Johnson Road
MQ + A Project No. 11290

Dear Joc:

On November 9. 2011 the undersigned visited the referenced project to evaluate the suitability of
the existing structure for the proposed renovation. QOur observations were visual only.and limited
to the exposed portions of the structure: we did not remove finish materials or perform soil or

material tests.

The house is a two-story, wood-framed structure on a brick masonry partial crawl
space/basement foundation. We understand the house was built in 1940. The house is in
disrepair and has been poorly maintained. Our findings and recommendations follow:

1.

The foundation consists of a double wythe brick wall and unknown footing. The
non-pressure treated 2 x 10 floor joists and rim band bear directly on the brick
walls. If compliance with current Code is required, the joists must be pressure-
treated or otherwise protected against decay as required by Section R319 of the
2006 International Residential Code for One - and Two - Family Dwellings, with
the Georgia State Amendments (IRC). Attaining the required clearances between
the soil, masonry. and non-pressure treated lumber is not possible with the
existing foundation and grading configuration.

There is no connection of the wood framing to the foundation. If compliance
with current Code is required. a connection satisfying Section R403.1.6 of the IRC
must be made. Making a retrofit connection is not practical with a solid brick
foundation.

To properly attach the house to the foundation. the brick foundation should be
removed and replaced with either a concrete or concrete masonry wall bearing on
a new footing. This may be accomplished in sections by bracing the floor system
and wall above. excavating both sides of the wall, removing the wall, pouring a
new footing, and building a new wall.

consulting engineers




michael quinn and associates, p.c.

2626 school drive telephone: 770-452-0744
doraville, georgia 30360  facsimile: 770-452-0827

1097 Dan Johnson Road

page 2
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We do not recommend lifting the entire house off the foundation and setting it
back down atop a new foundation unless the soil is first excavated from both sides
of the wall; the floor system is bracing the walls and preventing collapse.

Three large trees are too close to the foundation; the drip lines of the trees cover
the majority of the house.  We recommend removing the trees and root balls
prior to attempting repairs on the house. An arborist should be consulted, if
needed.

The matn levetl floor is supported on a variety of piers, posts, and beams. If the
existing framing will be reused. a detailed evaluation of these members should be
performed.

The second floor system is covered by finishes and was not observed. We suspect
the floor system is constructed with 2 x 10 joists, similar lo the exposed first floor.
Once exposed during renovation, the framing should be evaluated and reinforced
or replaced as necessary.

The ceiling and roof framing consist of 2 x 6 joists and rafters. This framing
should be reinforced or replaced as necessary. The attic insulation should be
brought into compliance with Energy Code requirements. We understand the full
requirements may come into effect, depending on the ratio of the cost of the
renovation relative to the value of the home. We further understand this ratio may
trigger compliance of all construction with current Code requirements.

The insulation of the 2 x 4 exterior walls should be verified and upgraded for
efficiency and/or Code compliance. Opening the walls will likely lead to
replacement/upgrade of the exposed wiring and plumbing.

The house does not presently have central air conditioning. Installation of a
system will require modification to wall and floor framing. All modified
construction should comply with current Code requirements.

The rear porch with the walk-out roof deck is collapsing from failure of rotted
wood members and should be removed and completely replaced.

consulting engineers




michael quinn and associates, p.c.

2626 school drive telephone. 770-452-0744
doraville. georgia 30360  facsimile: 770-452-0827

1097 Dan Johnson Road
page 3

8. There appears to be mold throughout the house. Please note that we are not mold
experts. If desired, an expert should evaluate the house and develop a remediation

plan.

Considering the extent of the foundation work and associated dangers, as well as the likelihood
of bringing the entire house into current Code compliance, it may be safer and more cost
effective to raze the existing structure and rebuild on a new foundation. Please do not hesitate to
call if you have any questions concerning this report or if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely. ——
o -~

MICHAEL QUINN AND ASSOCIATES. P.C. .
| | *E ;// 141
Michael D. Quinn '

consulting engineers




¥u¥ The Cornerstone Inspection Group @

Property Inspections and Radon Testing

L _]
Internationsl Code
Council
wew.CamerstoneinepectionGroup.com

Summary Inspection Report
1097 Dan Johnson Rd; Atlanta, GA

Inspection Date:
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REPAIR RECOMMENDATION HIGHLIGHTS / SUMMARY

The following is a synopsis of the immediate and/or more costly repairs needed for the building, some of which may be
significant. Other repairs and improvements may also be necessary. AW work should be performed by licensed
professionals. The approximate costs of these repairs are shown in red (“Improve” and “Monitor” items are not

included).

STRUCTURAL REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

1.

Concern: Horizontal cracking was observed in the back foundation wall under the rear porch (see photo #1). Cracks of
this nature are usually the result of soil or hydrostatic pressure. Keep water away from the foundation; review the lot
and roof drainage improvements in the Exterior and Roofing sections of this report (see comments below). If these
cracks should worsen, a structural engineer who is familiar with foundation repair or qualified foundation repair
contractor should be consulted. The rate of movement cannot be determined during a one-time inspection. A

Re-brace and Support Back Foundation Wall: $10,000.

2

Repair, Monitor: There is evidence of past moisture intrusion in the crawlspace and basement areas, especially as
noted at the back left comer (see photo #2). Wet crawlspaces and basements risk building damage from rot and insects
and can cause interior mold or mildew (mold testing is not included in this report unless specifically requested). This
condition may vary seasonally and/or with precipitation intensity. Roof and lot drainage repairs or improvements
should be addressed as a first step to controlling moisture intrusion (see “Exterior and/or Roofing Sections”). This
condition should then be monitored to determine if additional, potentially costly measures such as an interior french
drainage system are necessary to protect the building interior from water and moisture damage.

[nstall Interior French Drainage System with Sump Pump: $8,000

ROOFING AND GUTTER REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

Concern: Overall, the roofing is nearing the end of its useful life as indicated by brittle and curling shingles and moss
growth in various areas (see photo #3). Numerous areas of stains and damage were noted in the roof decking (see
photos #4 and #5) and interior ceilings (sec photo #34). Previous repairs to the roofing were also noted in several
locations (see photo #6). The roof should be budgeted for replacement in the very near future, Recommend removing
all previous layers of roofing material and replacing all old flashings when the roof is replaced. Replace all damaged
sections of roof decking as needed. The lower rear porch roof is also leaking and causing damage to the structure below
and needs replacement (a tarp is currently installed aver this roof - see photo #7)

Replace Roofing and Flashings: $15,000

4,

Repair: The gutters and downspouts require cleaning and realignment by a qualified gutter contractor to avoid spilling
roof runoff around the building and into the cornice - a potential source of water entry and damage (see photo #8).
Debris should also be removed from the roofing to reduce the risk of leaks and early roof wear. All leaks and joints in

* the gutters should be caulked and sealed. All loose gutter nails should be re-driven into the fascia board. The cornice

and fascia boards behind the gutters should be checked for damage. Check all underground piping, where present, for
blockages to insure that they are also draining properly. Ribbed (black corrugated) piping as noted is more prone to
become blocked with debris than smooth wall piping.

Clean / Repair Gutters: $1,000

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Phillip Clark Builders
©® 2011 The Comerslone Inspection Group, Inc.
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EXTERIOR REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

5.

Concern, Repair: Many of the windows are rotted and damaged and need repair or replacement (see photos #9 and
#10). Signs of rot and water damage were also observed at the rear porch, which should also be repaired as needed (see
photos #11 and #12). Following repair of all damaged arcas (which should be combined with exterior painting/
maintenance), future maintenance of the siding and wood trim and control of water from roof or surface runoff can
avoid further damage. The carpenter should check all exterior components for further damage and repair as needed,

Exterior Wood Repair and Repaint: $25,000

6.

Concern, Repair: The masonry chimney at the left side shows evidence of deterioration and damage (see photo #13).
Rebuilding may be needed to assure a safe and functional flue system. A qualified chimney repair contractor should
inspect all components and make repairs as necessary. A new rain cap and vermin screen should be installed on the
chimney to reduce the risk of further damage to the damper and flues and blockages from bird and squirrel nests or
other debris (existing cap is damaged - see photo #14).

Repair / Rebuild Chimney: $8,000

7.

Repair, Safety Issue: The front steps and stoop show signs of scttlement (see photo #15). These conditions may cause
uneven risers and walking areas, which may pose tripping hazards. These components should be considered for
removal and rebuilding with proper foundation support to prevent future movement. In the meantime, all cracks and
openings should be grouted and sealed to prevent moisture intrusion into the structure and further deterioration of the

steps and landings.

Rebuild Front Steps / Stoop: $6,000

8.

Improve: The shrubbery and vegetation growing near exterior walls as noted should be kept trimmed away from
siding, window trims, and the caves to reduce risk of inscct and water damage. Overhanging tree branches should be

cut back to prevent future damage to the roofing and gutters.

ELECTRICAL REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

9.

Repair, Safety Issues: Electrical repairs are needed, which should be performed by a licensed electrician for improved

safety.

a. Damaged or frayed insulation was noted on the main service wire, which should be repaired or replaced as

-necded for proper protection of the wire (see phote #16). The main electrical service mast should be better
secured to the exterior to prevent movement and damage to the main service line (see photo #17).
b.  Damaged outlets or missing outlets as noted at the upstairs bedrooms should be replaced to prevent shocking
hazards (scc photos #18 and #19).
c. Improper electrical connections as noted in the crawlspace should be repaired. All electrical connections should
be made with wire nuts and installed inside junction boxes fitted with cover plates to minimize shock and fire

hazards (see photo #20).

d. Missing light fixtures as noted should be re-installed or the wiring properly terminated in a covered junction box
(see photo #21).

€. The installation of smoke detectors inside all bedrooms and within 10’ of all sleeping areas is recommended as
required for proper safety.

Electrical Repairs: $3,000

10. Improve, Safety Issue: The instailation of ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI) outlets is recommended in the

kitchen and at all exterior locations as required by present day codes. A ground fauit circuit interrupter (GFCI) offers
increased protection from shock or electrocution. Proper weatherproof covers should be installed at all exterior outlets.

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Philllp Clark Bullders
© 2011 The Comerstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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HEATING AND COOLING REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

11. Repair, Safety Issue: When furnace and water heater flues vent into masonry chimneys such as this, it is important to
have them inspected and cleaned on a regular basis to prevent the risk of potential blockages in the lines (see photo
#22), Blocked and damaged vents pose a risk of fTue gas and carbon monoxide back-ups into the house and other unsafe
conditions. The configuration of metal piping connected to masonry is also more prone to rusting of the metal when the
warm flue gasses condense at the colder masonry components. Relocating these vents to discharge directly to the

»  exterior or lining the chimney would improved the safety of the venting system.

Replace Venting / Add Booster Fans: $3,000

12. Repair: All exposed supply ductwork as noted in the crawlspace/ basement should be properly wrapped with
insulation and sealed with tape for proper energy efficiency (see photos #23 and #24). This will also help reduce
condensation on the ductwork, which can accumulate in the crawlspace and cause mold and mildew.

Insulate Ductwork: $800 -

13. Improve: The installation of a central air conditioning system is recommended for improved comfort and to help in
reducing humidity within the home.

PLUMBING REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

14. Concern: Low water pressure was observed at the upstairs bath fixtures, especially when multiple fixtures are turned
on. This may be the result of the old gaivanized piping that still remains here and to the street. This piping is subject to
corrosion on the interior of the pipe. As corrosion builds up, the inside diameter of the pipe becomes constricled,
resulting in a loss of water pressure. This piping is typically replaced when the loss of pressure can no longer be
tolerated. Consult with a qualified plumber for remedies that may be available to improve these conditions.

Replace Old Galvanized Water Piping with Copper: $15,000

15. Concern: Old cast iron waste piping components as also noted will need replacement in the future to prevent
blockages in the lines and leakage at the joints. Evidence of beginning rust and damage was noted in the drain line
piping in the crawlspace (see photos #25 and #26).

Replace Old Cast Iron Sewer Piping: $8,000

16. Repair: There was no expansion tank or valve visible above the water heater. Expansion devices are now required by
most municipalities to prevent the back up of hot water Into the potable drinking water system and to prevent excessive
pressure build-up in the piping systems. Consult with a qualified plumber concerning the need for this device and have

installed as necessary.

Add Expansion Tank: $500

7. Repair: The water pressure at the rear exterior hose bibb was 110 psi, which is higher than normal (40-80 psi is
typical). It may be necessary to install or otherwise replace the pressure regulator valve (not located) to prevent future
* leaks in piping, fittings or other equipment caused by higher than normal water pressure. Consult with a plumber
concermning this condition and make repairs made as needed.

Add PRV: $400

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Phillip Clark Bullders
© 2011 The Comerstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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18. Repair: The tub spout in the upstairs bathroom does not fit tightly against the tile, which exposes a large gap at this
location (see photo #27). This condition causes the wall structure to be at risk from moisture intrusion. The spout
should be adjusted and secured for a tighter fit and caulked as necessary.

Adjust Tub Spouts: $300

19. Monitor, Possible Repair: Signs of previous leaks were noted in the ceilings below both upstairs bathrooms, which
were dry at the time of the inspection (see photo #28). Consult with seller concerning previous plumbing leaks that
may have occurred here and repairs performed. If no record of repair can be produced, a plumber should investigate all
piping and fixtures above this area and make all repairs necessary to prevent further leakage.

See Above for Piping Replacement

20. Improve: The plumbing fixtures in the bathrooms and kitchen are older components. Upgrading fixtures would be a
logical long term improvement. In the interim, a higher level of maintenance will likely be required.

21. Monitor: The water heater located in the basement was not on during the inspection and could not be tested. This
should be turned on and tested for proper function before occupancy. -

INTERIOR REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

22. Concern, Safety Issue: Evidence of possible mold and fungus growth was noted on the joists and floor decking in the
crawlspace and basement, which can promote bacteria causing agents to infiltrate living areas (see photos #29, #30, and
#31). These areas should be tested for toxicity (mold testing is not included in this repori). All affected material should
be cleaned and then sprayed with a fungicide for proper protection. This condition appears to be caused by improper
ventilation, outside moisture intrusion, and the lack of a vapor barrier on the crawispace floor. Proper ventilation and
storm water control (see "Roofing" and "Exterior” Sections) will help control moisture in the crawlspace and will also
reduce the potential for rot and termite infestations. A new moisture barrier should also be instatled on the craw! space
floor, which will also help in limiting humidity build-up in the area.

Mold Remediation: $15,000

23. Repair, Safety Issue: Duct tape as noted in the crawlspace/basement appears to be a product that may contain asbestos
(sce photo #32). The Environmental Protection Agency reports that asbestos represents a health hazard if “friable”
(damaged, crumbling, or in any state that allows the release of fibers). Recommend having this material evaluated and
removed as necessary by a qualified asbestos removal company. Due to the age of construction, there may be other
materials within the home that contain asbestos but are not identified by this inspection report (e.g. as noted at the vinyl
flooring in the kitchen). Visit itp.//www.epa, gov/asbestos/ashome. htmi#3 for further information on asbestos in the
home.

Remove Asbestos: $7,000

24. Repair, Safety Issue: There is evidence of past rodent activity in the attic as evidenced by droppings on the basement
stairs (see photo #33) and/or disheveled insulation (e.g. on the ductwork). A pest control specialist should be consulted
to eliminate future activity. All outside openings into the structure should be covered with screen wire or otherwise
sealed. Consult with the seller concerning remedies taken to address this condition. Rodents can damage clectrical
wiring and other building components and can create unhealthy conditions within the home.

Rodent Extermination / Cleag-up: $5,000

This confidential report Is prepared excluslvely for Phiilip Clark Bullders
© 2011 The Comarstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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25. Repair, Safety Issue: The windows are in a state of mild disrepair. Broken glass and damaged window sashes and
frames were noted at several locations, Most of the windows are painted or stuck shut (current safety standards require
at least one operable window per bedroom for fire escape). This is a fairly common condition as found in older homes.
Trimming and adjustment, hardware improvements and glazing repairs would be logical short-lerm improvements,
Replacement of the windows should be considered as a long-term improvement. The most important factor is that the
window exteriors are well-maintained to avoid rot or water infiltration and function properly for fire escape.

Complete Window Replacement (if needed): $20,000

26. Repair: Damage and/or holes were noted in the walls/ceilings, especially as noted at the back right room (apparently
caused by roof leaks - sce photo #34), which should be repaired and repainted. Numerous cracks in the ceilings, which
should be patched and monitored for further movement (see photo #35). On the whole, the interior finishes of the home
are considered to be in below average condition. When repainting, repairs to the sheetrock and doors will be necessary.
Please be aware that this report does not address "cosmetic® items.

Interior Repairs: $5,000 (not including paint)

27. Monitor, Safety Issue: Lead based paint was in use until approximately 1978. According to the Federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development, a lead hazard can be present in a house of this age. This can only be confirmed by
laboratory analysis. An evaluation of lead paint and other indoor air quality issues is beyond the scope of this
inspection. For more information, consult the Environmental Protection Agency (E.P.A.) for further guidance and a list
of testing labs in your area. If lead is present in the paint, special care should be taken when renovating or sanding trim
and walls to prevent this material from becoming airborne and possibly ingested by occupants.

28. Improve: A kitchen exhaust hood fan should be installed in the kitchen to exhaust to the building exterior.

Total: $156,000

THE SCOPE OF THE INSPECTION

This inspection is generally cursory in nature and is intended only for the purpose of identifying major repair issues that may
need to be addressed or corrected as the house is renovated. Although minor repairs and improvements are listed, further
minor repairs may still be needed. The inspection does not fully comply with ASHI® Standards of Practice in terms of
identifying and reporting the types of systems present. The heating and air conditioning equipment and kitchen appliances
were not fully tested. Low vaoltage wiring components (including security and intercom systems) and lawn irrigation systems
(if present) were also not tested, _

This inspection is visual only, A representative sample of building components are viewed in areas that are accessible at the
time of the inspection. No destnictive testing or dismantling of building components is performed. This inspection report
should not be considered a guarantee or warranty of any kind. Please be reminded that a pruspeclive purchaser should not
rely solely on this document and is encouraged to secure a separate inspection report.

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Phillip Clark Bullders
© 2011 The Comerstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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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 ¢/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.



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, March 17, 2014 - 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments
New Construction Agenda
0. 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

3-121098, 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
>-12 1100 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Fine Custom Home Builders. Demolish secondary structure. 17855
Approved with modification

The existing house a is 12 story, L-shaped building that was built in or around 1940 when Dan Johnson
Road and Vilenah Lane were first laid out. The front fagade 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 12 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

7.2.7

page four

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.

Scale/Helght (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

7.2.8

732

732

732

733

8.2

83

9.1

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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."”

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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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.

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

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.

Nonbhistoric 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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INTRODUCTION

The Subject Property, known as 1098 Dan Johnson Road (“Subject Property), is
owned by Matthews Properties, LLC. It is not located within a National Register Historic
District, nor is it in an identified character area. On the contrary, the Subject Property is
located at the end of the cul-de-sac on an intrusion street, east of Oakdale between the
ByWay and North Decatur Roads. Dan Johnson is currently developed with 11 homes,
four of which were constructed prior to the period of significance (1946 and earlier) at,
1098, 1112, 1128, and 1107/1109 Dan Johnson Road. Three of the remaining homes
were built between 1946 and 1950 (1108, 1137 and 1113). One home at the northeast
intersection of Vilenah Lane and Dan Johnson Road (1141 Dan Johnson Road) was
constructed in 2003/2004 after receipt of a COA for demolition of the pre-existing home
and approval of the new construction by the HPC. New homes at 1097, 1121, and 1131
and Dan Johnson have been built by Phillip Clark Custom Homes within the past two
years pursuant to COA’s issued by the HPC.! One lot at 1116 Dan Johnson Road is
vacant after demolition of the pre-existing home pursuant to a COA and awaits
construction of a new residence thereon. 1107/1109 Dan Johnson has been approved for
demolition and new construction by the HPC as of October 2013. The Subject Property
contains a home built in approximately 1938 with related structures including a rear
outbuilding previously rented as a residence, drives and walkways. See included existing
conditions site plan. The existing residence and its associated structures are in extremely

poor condition. They contain mold, asbestos and structural deficiencies.

' COAs for new construction on vacant lots fronting Oakdale have also been approved by the HPC in
furtherance of the Estate redevelopment plans.



HISTORY

The Subject Property has been in the Johnson/Matthews family since 1863, as
part of a larger land grant stemming from the Indian Land Grants after the Revolutionary
War. By 1890, the holdings of the Johnsons had been reduced to approximately 10 acres,
a major part of which is now owned by the Daniel J. Matthews Trust. Daniel J. Matthews
is a direct descendant of the original grantee and the grandson of Dan Johnson, the
namesake for the road on which the Subject Property is located. Daniel J. Matthews is
the late husband of Jon Evanlee Daum, principal of Matthews Properties. The ten acres
owned by the Johnson family in 1890 was made into a small subdivision comprised of
Vilenah Lane and Dan Johnson Road. Vilenah was named after Dan Johnson’s wife.
The home on the Subject Property was one of the first homes erected on Dan Johnson
Road in approximately 1938 pursuant to plans prepared by Clarence Glass. It was built
for Antoinette Matthews, granddaughter of Dan Johnson and used as a rental property
until approximately 1971 when Dan Matthews moved in with his family. Ms. Daum
lived at 1098 Dan Johnson Road for a brief period of time (2011-2012) prior to the
completion of her new residence at 1097 Dan Johnson Road. Ms. Daum, through a
contractual arrangement with Phillip Clark, has contracted for the complete
redevelopment of all lots owned by Matthews Properties. This contract, over the course
of the past two years, has resulted in rapid transformation of the effected properties such
that three new homes now exist on Dan Johnson and are occupied; two additional lots
have been approved for new construction on Dan Johnson,; three lots facing Oakdale are

in various phases of new construction and the home at 1153 Oakdale has been approved



for demolition. In furtherance of the overall redevelopment plans for the Matthews
Properties’ lots, Phillip Clark wishes to build a new home on the 1098 site after
demolition of the existing residence and its associated structures (accessory structures,
drive, walkways, walls and steps). See attached photographs depicting associated
structures. Also, see, included new construction site plan and architectural drawings.

A structural engineer’s report, secured from Michael Quinn and Associates,
shows that the home at 1098 Dan Johnson Road is so unsound that rehabilitation is not
practically possible. Moreover, a cost to cure report indicates that even if the home could
practically be rehabilitated, the cost to cure deficiencies to bring the existing structure to
code and to make it habitable would far exceed the fair market value of the home.
Finally, an “Architectural and Historic Significance Evaluation”, prepared by Laura
Drummond of the Atlanta Preservation and Planning Services, finds that the only
historical significance of the 1098 home “rests solely on the features constructed of stone
(on the fagade of the home) from the Johnson Dairy”. The Applicant proposes to
repurpose that stone by including it in the fagade and water table of the proposed new
home to be built on site. The Applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to
demolish the existing structures on site and to construct a new residence compatible and
consistent with other residences in the area of influence.

PROPOSED DEMOLITION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION

The Applicant desires to take the current aging structure and demolish it along
with the driveway, walkways and walls on the site. The lot on which the home is situated
was reconfigured pursuant to a COA issued by the HPC in May of 2012. The existing

house is a two-story stone and frame home clad with asbestos shingles and set on a



granite partial crawl space/basement foundation. There is a one story covered porch on
the front of the home and a one story home at the rear. Additionally there is a one and a
half story outbuilding in the rear of the main house previously used by the Outdoor
School and later as a rental of unknown vintage. It is a wood framed structure supported
on a brick masonry pier and a curtain crawl space foundation. * The front fagade is faced
with a veneer of uncoursed rubble stone some of which was used originally in the
construction of the Johnson dairy which was located near the current intersection of
Vilenah Lane and Oakdale Road. The home is approximately 2264 square feet and the
unfinished basement is approximately 244 square feet. It originally had a detached
agricultural style garage at the rear’. In addition to the home, the Applicant proposes to
demolish the concrete driveway, the walkways, accessory structures and walls on site.
The new construction for the Subject Property is proposed as per the plans of Spitzmiller
and Norris and filed contemporaneously herewith.

BASIS FOR THE DEMOLITION PROPOSAL

Applicant notes that although the existing home was built during the period of
significance (prior to 1946), like many homes in Druid Hills the structure was not
designed by a professional but simply built using accepted building techniques of the day.
As such, many of the elements of the existing home are seriously deficient relative to
current building codes and standards. These serious deficiencies, include, but are not

limited to, brick masonry piers in crawl space in danger of collapse, inadequate footings,

* It should be noted that this structure appears to have been illegally used as a residence since DeKalb
County Codes do not allow two residences on the same lot and after reconfiguration of the lots in 2012,
cannot be used as a residence in addition to the main house. Additionally, it could not be subdivided into
its own lot as a compliant single-family residence due to lack of required lot size and lack of street
frontage.

Y This garage was demolished pursuant to a COA issued by the HPC in August of 2001.



overly stressed foundation walls, and non-existent foundation anchorage. Moreover, the
house is not a good representative of any particular style or house type and does not
appear to have any architectural or historical significance but for the stone on the fagade
of the house. The Applicant proposes to remove the fagade stone by hand and repurpose
it in construction of the proposed new home by integrating it into the facade and water
table.

In evaluating the request for demolition the HPC needs to determine if the
existing structure is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”. Guideline 7.3.3.
“Buildings and structures that are proposed for demolition... should be thoroughly
evaluated for historic and architectural merit and importance to the character of the site
and district. If significant, alternative uses that permit continued preservation should be
thoroughly investigated.” Because of the lack of historic or architectural significance of
the existing residence, the Applicant submits that “alternative uses that permit continued
preservation” need not be explored by the HPC.

The HPC has approved demolition of numerous structures within the District
since its inception in 1996. These structures include historic and non-historic structures.
The chart below summarizes the residences approved for demolition in the District:

SAMPLED DEMOLITIONS IN HISTORIC DISTRICT?

Year Demo
Address Built Approved Reasons
267 Chelsea Circle 1958 Mar-05 | nonhistoric
315 Vickers Drive Jun-05
519 Durand Drive 1935 Oct-06 | fire
| 1000 Clifton 1953 nonhistoric
1164 Clifton Road 1952

* There are likely other approved demolitions since there is no searchable data base to assure complete
information maintained and accessible to the public in DeKalb County Planning Department.



1000 Sprin:dale 1952 I_ Jan-05 | nonhistoric .
995 Spriny dale | 1923 | Jan-09 | Serious structural |
1169 Lullwater | 1929 | Aug-05 |mold
1185/1189 The ' |
' ByWay 1942 | Jan-10 | mold, structural ..
1203 The ByWay | 1953 | Nov-01 | nonhistoric
| 1209 The ByWay | 1947 | Nov-01 | nonhistoric
1247 University | 1948 I Dec-05
1282 Briardale =~ | 1950 | Aug-06 | nonhistoric
1287 The ByWay ~ 1950 | _ Apr-03 | nonhistoric |
1288 Briardale Lane | | Jul-04 | |
Nonhistoric :
1256 Briarcliff 1960s | GMHI cottages |
rofound
1302 Stillwood | 1925 Aug-06 | Structural
1314 University | Mar-05 | |
1444 Oxford Road Aug-06 | |
- I | Extreme structural |
1595 Emory Road | 1929 Nov-01 | and neglect f

1739 Coventry |

Mar-05 |

| 1741 Coventry
1745 Coventry

2015 North Decatur |
1107 Oakdale- i
, Cottage

1116 Dan Johnson
Road

' 1100 Dan Johnson
Road-Cottages

1153 Oakdale Road

1107 /1109 Dan
_Johnson Road

1100 Dan Johnson
Road-Garage

1930 | August 2001 | poor condition

1950- |

1959 | May 2012

Mar-05 |

1959 | May, 2012

1947 | May, 2012

Jan-05 |
- Nonsignificant; |

Non historic

|
| Non historic

Non historic

1941 | Octaber 2013

| May 2012

| Non historic
' Non-significant;
| poor condition |

1938 | August 2001 | Poor condition

1097 Dan Johnson
' Road ‘

1940 | February 2012 | condition

Insignficant; poor

1133 Dan Johnson ‘ :

‘Road

1950 ‘ May 2012 | Non-historic |



| 1141 Dan Johnson | 1955 ‘ Dec-99 ‘ Non historic

The COAs and related materials for the demolition and new construction of new
homes for the above approvals are included in the Application package. Since 1999, the
HPC has approved a total of eight (8) demolitions for historic (2) and non-historic (6)
structures on Dan Johnson combined. Seven (7) of these demolition approvals have been
secured by the Applicant as part of the redevelopment of the Dan Johnson Estate
properties.

The home on the Subject Property is in deplorable condition. Similar to the
historic homes above approved for demolition, it suffers from profound structural
problems and its current condition militates against requiring rehabilitation and
preservation. Reports documenting this condition are filed contemporaneously with this
written justification. These reports include a structural engineering report, an asbestos
report, a mold remediation report, a cost to cure report and a report evaluating the historic
significance and architectural significance of the historic residence.

The first expert report in support of demolition is a structural report from Michael
Quinn and Associates wherein he evaluates the “suitability of the existing structure for
...renovation”. He evaluated the residence and the rear outbuilding. Mr. Quinn, a
licensed professional engineer, notes that the “house is in disrepair and has been poorly
maintained”. He also observes that the “first floor ... joists and rim band bear directly on
the granite walls...and there is no connection of the wood framing to the foundation.”
Because of this existing dangerous condition, Mr. Quinn indicates that “to properly attach

the house to the foundation, the masonry foundation would need to be removed and



replaced with either a poured concrete or concrete masonry wall bearing on a new
footing. This may be accomplished in sections by bracing the floor system and wall
above, excavating both sides of the wall, removing the wall, pouring a new footing, and
building a new wall.” As to the rear outbuilding, Mr. Quinn observes that due to
inadequate headroom and floor loads, the attic should be abandoned as a storage space.
He further observes that the existing framing is out of level and uneven; there appears to
be mold throughout, and the brick foundation is cracked and distressed in places. Mr.
Quinn notes several other structural issues relating to the existing structures, including
mold throughout the home, and concludes “[c]onsidering the extent of the foundation
work and associated dangers, as well as the likelihood of bringing the both houses into
current Code compliance, it may be safer and more cost effective to raze the existing
structures and rebuild on a new foundations.”

The second report submitted is that of the Cornerstone Inspection Group. Chuck
LeCraw of Cornerstone inspected the home at 1098 Dan Johnson Road to determine the
need for repairs and the estimated cost for making needed repairs to bring the home into
compliance with current codes (i.e. “rehabilitate” defined in the Guidelines as “the
process of returning a building to a state of utility while retaining those elements essential
to its architectural, historical and/or aesthetic significance”). He identifies numerous
concerns and estimates the ““cost to cure” these concerns for the main house to be in
excess of $185,000°.

Due to the water intrusion and problems stemming from that intrusion over the

course of the past 50+ years, the structural condition of the home, and the need for major

5 Applicant believes this estimate to be VERY conservative given that he did not inspect or evaluate the
cost to cure deficiencies in the rear outbuildingcottage.



reworking of the systems within the home to bring it up to current code, Applicant
submits that this home is not of a character worthy or even capable of effective
rehabilitation and preservation. This is confinmed further by the asbestos and mold
reports included with the application packet. X-Mold industries estimates mold
remediation in the main house alone to be in excess of $30,000. The current condition of
the home and rear outbuilding, as reflected in the reports of Chuck Le Craw, Mike Quinn,
and the asbestos and mold reports make it clear that the house and rear outbuilding are so
unsound that rehabilitation is not practically possible. As such, the Application meets the
Guidelines for demolition and, pursuant to the Historic Preservation Ordinance, the HPC
is required (“‘shall approve the application”) to approve the demolition request because to
remove this house and the related structures would not have a “substantial adverse effect
on the aesthetic, historic or architectural significance and value of an historic property or
the historic district”. Section 13.5-8(7).

NEW CONSTRUCTION

Applicant seeks a Certificate of Appropriateness to build a new residence as per
the plans submitted with this application and drawn by Spitzmiller and Norris. The new
home proposed is in the style of an English Cottage, is brick with a stone base below the
first floor window sills. A gothic arch in stone creates the focal point of the entry porch.
Limestone impost and brick jack arches provide sophisticated detailing. It is a story and a
half with a proposed finished height of 33 feet 7 inches from finished grade to ridge
consistent with that of its neighbor at 1098 Dan Johnson, a newly constructed home
approved by the HPC in February of 2012. A side entry garage is attached to the

southwest side of the home and the plans contemplate a basement daylighting on the
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northwest side of the rear of the house along with a screened porch. There is proposed a
small gazebo in the rear yard. The existing curb cut on the property will be removed and
a new curb cut south of the existing installed. This allows the orientation of the new
home and the garage to be rotated slightly to appear more frontal to the street than that of
the existing historic residence on the Subject Property and in harmony with the
orientation of the new home at 1097 Dan Johnson Road. The floor to ceiling heights are
ten feet for the first floor and 9 feet for the second story. Exterior building materials will
be a mix of stone and brick veneer with random coursing of the stone which will be
removed from the fagade of the historic home currently on site. All windows will be
wood units with true divided lights, varying in number and size. The majority will be
double hung but there are some casement windows on the right side elevation. There are
26 trees of 6 inches or more on site. The land disturbance plan provides for the retention
of all trees at the rear of the house with the exception of an 8 inch hardwood. Removal of
trees will be required for the foot print of the home and the new driveway. However, 149
inches DBH will remain on site and the Applicant will pay recompense for trees removed
in the amount of $7200.

Applicant notes that the new house plans are in keeping with the character of the
Druid Hills Historic District and will have no substantial adverse effects on the District.
On the contrary, the new home, unlike the existing home, will make a positive
contribution to Dan Johnson Road and to the District as a whole. The area of influence
for the new home is Dan Johnson Road and, perhaps, the eastern end of Vilenah Lane,
where visual relationships will occur between the proposed new home and historical

residences (see included “Historic Property Map” and Guideline 7.1). This delineation



was confirmed (after considerable debate) when the new home at 1141 Dan Johnson was
approved for construction in late 2001. The plans for the proposed new home on the
Subject Property meet the Guidelines for new construction as follows:

7.2.1 Building Orientation and Set Back

The front and side setbacks are consistent with those within the area of influence.
The proposed home is in essentially the same location as the existing house® . The side
yard setbacks and spacing between homes is consistent with the pattern in the area of
influence.

7.2.2 Directional Emphasis

There is no dominant pattern of vertical or horizontal emphasis within the area of
influence. As can be seen from the photographs of the houses on Vilenah and Dan
Johnson, some are horizontal ranches and minimal traditional homes, whereas others are
more vertical. The proposed new home’s overall shape, size and placement of various
elements and openings on the fagade make it compatible with the directional emphasis of
1098 Dan Johnson, the existing home at 1097 and other homes on the street, especially
the new homes constructed by the Applicant and approved by the HPC. It is not
inconsistent with any dominant pattern of emphasis within the area of influence.

7.2.3 Shape

The roof pitches at 10/12 and 12/12 are not inconsistent with those next door at
1097 Dan Johnson Road and other homes within the area of influence. Building elements

and shapes used on the front facade, including windows and door openings, are similar to

® It is actually set back approximately 4 feet further than the existing house. Applicant is aware that it will
need to seek a set back averaging variance from the requirements of Zoning Ordinance Section 27-788.
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those found elsewhere on Dan Johnson and Vilenah. See photographs included with the
Spitzmiller and Norris plans.

7.2.4 Massing

The height, width and depth of the proposed new home are very similar to the
new home on the adjoining lot. The structures on Dan Johnson and Vilenah exhibit a
wide variety of house shapes, forms and mass. The proposed new home is compatible
with those shapes, forms, and massing. The massing of the new home is not out of line
with that of other homes within the area of influence and is located on a lot of similar
size, width and depth to other lots within the area of influence.

7.2.5 Proportion

Once again, there is no dominant pattern of proportion in the existing housing
stock within the area of influence. However, the proposed home is similar in proportion
to the home at 1097 Dan Johnson and other homes in the District. See Sheet 11 of 12 in
the included architectural drawings. The individual elements of the new home are
proportional to each other and to the structure as a whole.

7.2.6 Rhythm

Both symmetrical and asymmetrical rhythms are present within the area of
influence. The proposed new home respects and does not disrupt the rhythms present.

7.2.7 Scale/Height

The new home appears to conform to the floor-to-floor heights of homes within
the area of influence. While the floor to floor heights may be slightly more than that
found in older two story homes on Vilenah and Dan Johnson, they are not inconsistent

with the new construction approved by the HPC at 1097, 1121, 1131 and 1141 Dan



Johnson, and, with much of the second floor under the eaves of the roof, a ridge height
consistent with that of its neighbor at 1097 is maintained. See Streetscape included with
architectural drawings.

7.2.8 Individual Architectural Elements

Individual design characteristics and materials from homes within the area of
influence have been utilized and integrated into the proposed new home. As such, roofs,
walls, windows, entrances, details and materials are compatible with historic structures
within the area of influence.

SUMMARY

The existing proposal meets the specific Guidelines set forth in the Design
Manual for the Druid Hills Historic District for new construction and the Guidelines for
Demolition of Structures. The structure sought to be demolished is not of historic or
architectural value, is not a significant site element, is not a contributing structure, and is
structurally unsound. Demolition would not have a substantial adverse effect on the
aesthetic, historic, or architectural significance and value of the Historic District. The
proposed new home meets all of the Guidelines and would make a positive contribution
to the District.

Based on the foregoing and for all of the reasons set forth above, the DeKalb
County Historic Preservation Commission should grant the Applicant’s request for a
Certificate of Appropriateness so that the existing structures on the Subject Property can
be demolished and so that a new home, which will be aesthetically pleasing and
contribute positively to the District, may be constructed. As a condition of approval, the

Applicant would agree to document the old home via photographs of all elevations and
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repurpose the stone on the front fagade by integrating it into the newly constructed home

proposed.

PRESERVATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

The Applicant respectfully submits that, should the DeKalb County Historic
Preservation Commission refuse to grant the requested Certificate of Appropriateness,
such an action would be unconstitutional as a taking of property, a denial of equal
protection, an arbitrary and capricious act, and a denial of due process of law under the
United States Constitution and the Constitution of the State of Georgia.

Refusal to issue the requested Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the
Applicant of any alternative reasonable use and development of the Subject Property
without just compensation and would be insubstantially related to the health and welfare
of the public while substantially harming the Property owner.

Applicant specifically objects to the standing of any party that opposes this
Application for Certificate of Appropriateness.

This 2¥day of February, 2014.

Respectfully submitted,

Linda I. Dunlavy
Attorney for Applicant

Dunlavy Law Group, LLC

1026 B Atlanta Avenue

Decatur, Georgia 30030

(404) 371-4101 Phone

(404) 371-8901 Facsimile
Idunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com
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DeKalb County Department of Planning & Sustainability é

Lee May
Interim Chief Executive Officer

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
1. Address of Property: 1098 Dan Johnson Road

Owner: Matthews Properties, LIC Owner Telcphone;c/o 404-371-4101
Owner Address: 1097 Dan Johnson Road

2. Name of Applicant: Dunlavy Law Group, LLC and Phillip Clark Custom Builders
You or your representative may be present at the meeting of the commission, but attendance is not mandatory.
You will be notified of the time, date, and location of the meeting. Email: 1dunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com
Mailing Address: 1026 B Atlanta Avenue, Decatur, GA 30030
Daytime Telephone: 404-371-4101
Relationship of Applicant to Property Owner:  Owner.  Architect | Contractor
Otherg gpilder and Counsel
3. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the primary structure on the property and
any secondary structures affected by this project: 1938

4. Naturc of Proposed Work:

x New Construction _ Site Preparation/Clearance

x  Demolition _ Moving a Building

_ Addition _ Sign Erection or Replacement

_  New Freestanding Building _ Repairs or Alterations

_ Fence/Wall _ Exterior Architectural Features

_ Exterior Environmental Featurc _ Landscaping
Change _ Other
Deck or Patio

Please describe your proposed work as simply and accurately as possible. Use the attached submittal criteria checklist
to guide you in your description. Be sure to indicate building and landscape materials to be used. Accurate drawings
and photographs are required. (Use extra sheet, if necessary.)
Demolition of existing residence and accessory structures and
appurtenances.
See attached details.

IMPORTANT: This form must be completed before the Historic Preservation Commission can consider the
approval of any material change to a Historic Property or within a Historic District. This form, along with nine (9)
copies of all supporting documents (drawings, text, documents, photos, etc.), must be filed with the Historic
Preservation staff, DeKalb County Planning Department, 330 West Ponce de Leon Avenue, Suite 500, Decatur,
Georgia 30030. Three (3) copies of plans or renderings at scale and nine (9) sets of plans reduced to 117 x 17”
or smaller must be filed. All applicable items from the attached checklist of submittal criteria must be addressed.
Incomplete applications will not be docketed for consideration by the Histgsi€ Preservatign Commission.

c-TFx-/4
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Date received:

Initials:

Sign given: _Yes _ No Revised 3/19/ 12

Signature of Applicant



AUTHORIZATION OF A SECOND PARTY TO APPLY
FOR A
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

(1) (We), Evanlee Daum

being (owner) (owners) ol the property described below or attached, hereby delegate authority to

Linda Dunlavy and Dunlavy Law Group, LLC

to file an application in (my) (our) behalf.

= \
01/10/2014 _///Wé/:_/ M

DATE OWNER

PLEASE REVIEW THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

Approval of this Certificate of Appropriateness does not release the recipient from compliance with all other
pertinent county, state, and federal regulations.

Before making any changes to your approved plans, contact Lhe preservation planner (404/371-2155). Some
changes may fall within the scope of the existing approval, but others will require review by the preservation
commission. 1f work is performed which is not in accordance with your certilicale, the Preservation Commission
will issue a cease and desist order and you may be subject to other penalties including monetary Lines and/or
required demolition of the non-conforming work.

If your project requircs that the county issue a Certificate of Occupancy at the end of construction, the
prescrvalion planner will need Lo inspect the completed project Lo ensurc that the work has been completed in accord
with the Certificate ol Approprialeness. The review may be conducled cither before or alter your building
inspection. If you will be requiring a Certificate of Occupancy, please notily the prescrvation planncr when your
project ncars complelion. [ the work us completed is not the same as that approved in the Certificate ol
Approprinteness you will not receive a Certificate of Occupancy. You may also be subject to other penaltics
including monetary lincs and/or required demolition of the non-conforming work.

[f you do not commence construction within twelve months of the date of approval, your Certificate of
Approprialeness will become void. You will necd to apply for a new certificale if you still intend to do the work.

Please contact the preservation planner, David Cullison (404/371-2155), if you have any questions.
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DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, September 21, 2015 - 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments
Reqular Agenda
S. 1107 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Custom Builders — Druid Hills, Inc. Modify the
previously approved CoA to change the grade and the retaining wall in the backyard. 20175

Built 2015. (18-002-06-018)

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

10-13 1107-1109 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Custom Builders & Dunlavy Law Group, LLC. Demolish existing house
and build new house. 18925 Approved with modifications

1-15 1107 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Custom Builders — Druid Hills, Inc. Build one boulder retaining wall in the
backyard and raise the backyard grade. 19610

This is a nonhistoric property. (Druid Hils Design Manual, Glossary, page ii: Nonhistoric — Nonhistoric properties
within the district are those properties constructed after 1946. Nonhistoric properties are identified on the Historic District
Map.)

The applicant says what they have built along the property line meets what was approved by the HPC
with the exception of the area of 3:5 grade above the retaining wall. They are applying to remove
that requirement.

Staff believes what has been built does not comply with what was approved in January. A sketch by
staff of his understanding of the January approval is included in the application. As built the former
upper retaining wall remains I place, the lower wall has been removed and made into a slope. Shrubs
have been planted both above and below the retaining wall The yard above the wall remains flat.

Recommendation (September 2015)

Staff recommends denial, and that the applicant comply with the January approval.

Staff comments from January 2015

This is a new house approved by the HPC in 2013. This is a retroactive application. In an attempt
to provide a level backyard for the purchaser, the applicant has built two stacked granite retaining
walls along the north property line in the backyard. The walls are set one above the other to create
a terrace between them. Staff measured the walls in various places. The upper wall is as low as 20"
in one measurement and as high as 30” in another, but most measurements were around 24", The
lower wall varies in height between 30” and 38", with most measurements around 36”. The applicant
also has brought in a lot of fill dirt to raise the backyard grade.

The original approval included some grading in the south part of the backyard to make a platform for the
garage, but the builder has added soil to flatten the whole backyard. Rather than sloping down 10’ from
the south property line to the north line, as built, the backyard slopes about 3%’ across the yard and
drops precipitously 6’ to the neighbors lot, using the two retaining walls.



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, July 16, 2012 - 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments
New Construction Agenda
0. 1107-1109 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Phillip Clark Custom Builders & Dunlavy Law
Group, LLC. Demolish existing house and build new house.

Built 1941. (18-002-06-018)

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

4-12 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

The demo plan dated August 22 has been superseded by the site plan dated August 28. The
driveway will be on the south side of the property. In several places the lap siding is identified
as wood, but it will actually be Hardieboard lap siding. The plan view of the front porch
erroneously shows a square column where a round one should be. The elevation drawing is
correct.

The existing house is an early form of a brick ranch with Colonial Revival detail at the front door. A
dormer has been added, the windows have been replaced, and the porch at the left end has been
enclosed. Although marginally old enough to be considered historic, the existing house is not
architecturally significant either for itself or for in combination with its surroundings. It is out of
character for the area. The house should not be considered historic. In addition, the applicant has
provided copies of reports from The Cornerstone Inspection Group and Michael Quinn and
Associates that document the problems present in the house. The Cornerstone documents also
provide estimates of the cost of bringing the house up to code. The cost far exceeds the value of
the structure. The guideline states, “Historic buildings and structures should not be demolished
unless they are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible.” Based on the inspection reports this
house could be rehabilitated, albeit at great cost. However, for the reasons noted above, the house
should not be considered historic and demolition should be approved.

Height from grade at the front of the house will be 33’. The HPC has previously approved COAs for
the construction of four new houses on this street. Their heights are: 1097, 1V stories—30'4";
1133, 1Y stories —30'11"; 1121, 2 stories —31’4”; and, 1116, 1- stories —31'. In addition, all of
those houses were set at street grade or higher, while this house will be set partially below street
level. The elevation at the right front corner of the lot is 962, at the left front corner is 958, and the
elevation at the foot of the front stairs will be 958. The house to the left was built in 1964.
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The proposed house is modeled on a historic house found at 851 Springdale Road (City of Atlanta),
built in 1925. The proposed house is 2-story. It is basically L shaped with a 2-story wing projecting
on the left front. The roof will be hipped and clad with architectural shingles. The eaves will
overhang and show exposed rafter tails. The house will be clad with Hardieboard lap siding. The
windows will be wood SDL, mostly double hung sash. Most of the windows will be 8/8, but with a
larger window flanked by 2/2 sidelights set in the front wing facing the street. The front windows
will be flanked by operable wood shutters.

The shallow portico will be set in the ell on the front of a one-story projecting foyer. The
entablature and roof will be supported by two round columns on the right and a round column and
a square pilaster on the left. Another square pilaster will be set on the wall behind the paired
columns. A wooden balustrade will be installed on the front of the porch roof, wrapping around the
side where it will meet a shiplap parapet wall of eh same height. The front door will be topped by a
transom and flanked by sidelights. An oval window will be set on the right side of the projecting
foyer behind the porch.

The rear of the house will be one-story, with eth right side under a hipped roof and the left under a
very low pitched, hipped, standing seam metal roof.

A large stuccoed chimney will be set at the right end of the house. There will be only one small
casement window on this side, but, because the house sis at the dead end of the street, this wall
will be minimally visible if at all. On the one story section of the right side there will be a glass door
under a pent roof and an 8/8 window.

The left side will have several 8/8 windows, one 8/8 flanked by 2/2 sidelights, and one narrow 4/4.
The three windows nearest the street will be flanked by shutters as found on the front. A small
one-story flared roofed bay will project from this side and will mount a 4 light casement window.
Another stuccoed chimney will rise from this side of the rear wing. It will be shorter than the other
because it will be attached to the one-story rear wing. A widow well will be set on each side of the
chimney.

The ground floor of the rear of the house will project beyond the two-story section. The upper floor
will mount a ribbon of 4 6/6 double hung windows and two small, 4 light casements. The left side
of the rear addition will be set in the plane of the main body of the house and will have a hipped
roof to match that used on the main house. The addition across the rest of the rear will have a low
pitched standing seam metal roof and will be set in 4’ from the left side house plane. Three sets of
French doors will open out of the back of the addition onto an open deck with stairs leading down
into the backyard. The ground starts falling away at the rear wall of the addition so that the deck is
over the slope.
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A garage will be built in the right rear (southeast) corner of the yard. The slab will be about 10
below street grade. The 7" wide concrete driveway will lead straight down the right side of the
property to flare to the left in front of the garage. The garage will be 24'6” wide by 25'6” deep. It
will have a pyramidal roof with architectural shingles to match those on the house. Two garage
doors will face the street and a pedestrian door will face north, into the lot. A window will face the
neighbor to the south. The garage will be clad with Hardieboard lap siding. Rafter ends will be

The ledger on the corrected demo plan shows only one tree remaining, but this is in error and
applicant will correct it. There is a 24” oak in the backyard near the south property line, a w24”
oak in the front yard, and two pines near the street. They will attempt to save both oaks, but
their root zones will be impacted by construction.

Recommendation
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.

Relevant Guidelines

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.



michael quinn and associates, p.c.

6767 peachtree industrial blvd. * suite p
+ norcross, georgia 30092
770-452-0744

September 24, 2013

Mr. David Klamm

Phillip Clark Fine Custom Builders
3235 Roswell Road. Unit 400
Atlanta, Georgia 30305

RE: 1107/1109 Dan Johnson Road
MQ + A Project No. 13270

Dear David:

On August 23, 2013 the undersigned visited the referenced project to evaluate the suitability of
the existing structure for the proposed renovations. Our observations were visual only and
limited to the exposed portions of the structure; we did not remove finish materials or perform
soil or material tests.

The house is a two-story, wood-framed structure on a brick masonry partial basement/crawl
space foundation. LThe house is in disrepair and has been poorly maintained. Our findings and
recommendations follow:

1. The foundation is a brick pier and curtain wall system, with a rear-entry drive
under basement garage on the left side of the house. There is also basement on
the right rear portion of the house, with a partially excavated crawl space under
the remainder of the house. The carth is retained by brick masonry picrs and
integral double wythe brick wall. Several isolated piers bear at the edge of the
vertically cut soil and are in danger of collapse.

There is mud in the crawl space. indicating compromised waterproofing and poor
exterior drainage. The basement has a musty odor, indicating the presence or
potennal for mold. which should be verified by a mold remediation contractor.

The non-pressure treated [irst Toor 2 x 10 joists and rim band bear directly on
the brick walls. If compliance with current Code is required. the joists must be
pressure-treated or otherwise protected against decay as required by Section R319
of the 2006 International Residential Code for One - and 1wo - Family Dwellings.
with the Geergia State Amendments (IRC). Attaining the required clearances
between the soil, masonry, and nen-pressure treated lumber is not possible with
the existing toundation and grading configuration.

consulting engineers
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There is no connection of the wood framing to the foundation. If compliance
with current Code is required, a connection satisfying Scction R403.1.6 of the IRC
must be made. Making a retrofit connection is not practical with a \asonry
foundation.

Smove eplaced thh eithera goumd concrete or concrete
masonry wall beanng on a new footmg This may be accomplished in secnons by
bracing the floor system and wall above. excavating both sides of the wall.
removing the wall, pomxx fgon,%@d_byl_l_dmg a new wall. Although
technically possxble such a repair has a high degree of dlﬂ‘i(.ulty and is dangerous.
Conmderl%_ wns, including soil conditions and strength and
integrity o Mtlons we do not recommend this type of repair.

‘We also do not recommend lifting the entire house off the foundation and setting
it back down atop a new-foundation unless the soil is first excavated from both
sides of the wall: the floor system is bracing the walls and preventing collapse.

A large tree at the front left side is too close to the retaining wall along the
driveway and the house foundation: the drip lines of the tree extends over the
house.  We recommend removing the tree and root ball prior to attempting
repairs on the house. An arborist should be consulted. if needed.

The main level floor is supported on a varicty of picrs. posts. and beams. The
floors are uneven and out-of-level throughout. If the existing framing will be
reused. a detailed evaluation of these members should be performed. The floor
and column structure under the laundry room at the rear is unsafe and should be
removed and replaced.

The second floor system is covered by finishes and was not observed. We suspect
the floor system is constructed with 2 x 8 joists. The floors are uneven and out-
ol-level throughoul.  Once exposed during renovation, the framing should be
evaluated and reinforced or replaced as necessary.

The roof framing consists of 2 x 6 rafters. This framing should be reinforced or
replaced as necessary. The attic insulation should be brought into compliance
with Energy Code requirements. We understand the full requirements may come
into eftect, depending on the ratio of the cost of the renovation relative to the
value of the home. We further understand this ratio may trigger compliance of all
construction with current Code requirements.
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S. The insulation of the 2 x 4 exterior walls should be verified and upgraded for
efficiency and/or Code compliance. Opening the walls will likely lead to
replacement/upgrade of the exposed wiring and plumbing.

6. There are metal ducts in the basement for the existing heating system. The joints
in the ducts may be wrapped in asbestos. The ducts should be examined by an
asbestos removal contractor and remediated as prescribed.

7. There appears to be mold throughout the house. Please note that we are not mold
experts. If desired, an expert should evaluate the house and develop a remediation
plan.

Considering the extent of the foundation work and associated dangers, as well as the likelihood
of bringing the house into current Code compliance. it may be safer and more cost effective to
raze the existing structure and rebuild on a new foundation: Please do not hesitate to call if vou
have any questions concerning this report or if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL QUINN AND ASSOCIATES, P.C.

bl 0.4

Michael D. Quinn
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Report Overview

THE HOUSE IN PERSPECTIVE

An inspection was performed at the above referenced address for the purpose of identifying issues that may need to be
addressed or corrected if the house is renovated in the near future. The purpose of this inspection is to identify major issues
only. Minor repairs are not listed. This is an older home that is showing various signs of wear and tear. Numerous repairs
are required. A substantial investment will be required to bring the house up to acceptable condition. The costs of these
repairs and the end result should be weighed against the cost of demolition and reconstruction.

CONVENTIONS USED IN THIS REPORT

For your convenience, the following conventions have been used in this report:
Major Concern / Concern: a system or component, which is considered to be significantly deficient or is unsafe.
These deficiencies should be corrected immediately and may involve significant expense.
Safety Issue: a condition that relates to the overall safety of occupants, which may require prompt attention.
Repair: a system or component which is missing or which needs corrective action to assure proper and reliable
function.
Improve: denotes improvements or repairs, which are recommended but are not immediate in nature.

Monitor: a system or component needing further investigation and/or monitoring in order to determine if repairs are
necessary.

Please note that these designations are assigned based on visual observations only at the time of the inspection. After further
investigation, these conditions may be more serious than previously assessed. They are given as a guideline only and should
not be used solely for the purpose of determining repairs that may or may not be performed by the seller. The directions
given in this report (i.e. left side, rear, etc.) are as you are facing the building from the street.

REPAIR RECOMMENDATION HIGHLIGHTS / SUMMARY

The following is a synopsis of the immediate and/or more costly repairs needed for the building, some of which may be
significant. Other repairs and improvements may also be necessary. All work should be performed by licensed
professionals. The approximate costs of these repairs are shown in red.

STRUCTURAL REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

»  Concern, Repair: The construction of the rear porch and rear laundry room structures is of low quality and need major
repair. The floors of both structures are poorly supported and need re-building (see photo #1). The ceiling of the rear
porch has been damaged by previous roof leakage and appears to be caving in (see photo #2) and there us a noticeable
sag in the header over the rear windows (see photo #3). The exterior steel stairs are rusted out and are unsafe (see photo
#4). Replacement of these structures is the best long term approach.

Tear off Rear Porch and Laundry Room / Replace Structure with properly supported Pressure Treated Framing /
Replace Stairs: $25,000

e Concern, Repair: The floor structure at the front entry at the right side shows signs of more than typical sagging and
movement. The flooring system under this area (see photo #5) should be strengthened and straightened by adding beams
supported by columns under the floor in the crawlspace (similar to repair that has been made under the adjacent
bathroom - see photo #6). All sagging support beams should be re-supported by columns. The wood sill and band board
of the structure in this area appears to be at or below grade level as evidenced by rot in these components, which needs
repair or replacement (see photo #7). Foundation walls should extend at least six (6) inches above grade level so that
wood structural members are protected from moisture and insect damage. Where insufficient clearance exists, grade

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Evanlee Daum
© 2012 The Cornerstone Inspection Group, Inc
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level should be lowered, treated wood used, or an effective moisture barrier should be provided. During these
improvements, further investigation of the wood sills should be undertaken as there is risk of hidden damage. Have a
qualified framing contractor assess the entire floor system for all improvements and repairs that may be necessary.

Jack up flooring system to level / Re-support flooring system in basement / Replace Rotted Sills: $7,500

EXTERIOR REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

e Concern, Repair: Signs of extensive rot were observed at the exterior wood trim components, especially as noted at the
rear (see photos #8 and #9), which should be repaired by a qualified carpenter. Some of the windows are also rotted and
damaged and need repair or replacement (see photo #10). Minor rot was also noted at the front door (see photo #11).
Following repair of all damaged areas (which should be combined with exterior painting/maintenance) proper
maintenance of the siding and wood trim and control of water from roof or surface runoff can avoid further damage. The
carpenter should check all exterior wood components for further damage and repair as necessary.

Repair/Replace Damaged Exterior Trim and Window/Door Components / Repaint all Exterior Woodwork: $15,000

e Possible Concern: The brick chimney at the roof shows evidence of deterioration and settlement (see photo #12).
Rebuilding will more than likely be needed to assure a safe and functional flue system. A qualified chimney repair
contractor should inspect all components and make repairs as necessary. A rain cap and vermin screen should be
installed over the entire the chimney to reduce the risk of further damage to the damper and flues and blockages from
bird and squirrel nests or other debris.

Repair / Re-Line Chimney: $7,500

° Repair: Loose siding was noted, especially at the rear dormers, which should be re-nailed and secured to prevent
moisture intrusion and possible wind-damage (see photo #13). All nail holes, butt joints, and other openings in the
siding should be caulked and sealed.

Included in Above

*  Monitor, Future Repair: The retaining wall noted at the front left corner, is leaning noticeably and will need major
repair or replacement in the near future (see photo #14). This may necessitate the removal of the tree located here.

Replace Retaining Wall: $3,500

ELECTRICAL REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

* Repair, Safety Issue: It is recommended that the old 2 wire system be replaced with safer grounded wiring and outlets.
In the meantime, grounded outlets may be desirable in some areas where ungrounded outlets exist, especially at locations
where computers and TV's are connected. This will depend on electrical needs.

* Repair, Safety Issue: The installation of ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI) outlets is recommended in the kitchen
and at all exterior locations as required by present day codes. A ground fault circuit interrupter (GFCI) offers increased
protection from shock or electrocution. Up to date weatherproof covers should be installed at all exterior outlets.

* Repair, Safety Issue: The installation of smoke detectors inside all bedrooms and within 10' of all sleeping areas is
recommended as required by present day codes. Current codes also now require carbon monoxide alarms in all sleeping
areas and are recommended for proper safety.

*  Repair, Safety Issue: The installation of "arc-fault" breakers for the circuits in all living areas is now required by
present day codes and provides added protection against faulty wiring. Consult with an electrician concerning the
installation of these for the enhanced safety of these circuits.

Re-wire House / New Panel to bring up to existing codes: $13,500

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Evanlee Daum
© 2012 The Cornerstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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HEATING AND COOLING REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

¢ Concern: Given the age and rust noted in the furnace, it may be near the end of its useful life (see photo #15). Repairs
could possibly prolong the life of this unit, however, you should budget for replacement of the furnace in the near future.

*  Repair, Safety Issue: When furnace and water heater flues vent into masonry chimneys such as this, it is important to
have them inspected and cleaned on a regular basis to prevent the risk of potential blockages in the lines (see photos
#16). Blocked and damaged vents pose a risk of flue gas and carbon monoxide back-ups into the house and other unsafe
conditions. The configuration of metal piping connected to masonry is also more prone to rusting of the metal when the
warm flue gasses condense at the colder masonry components. Relocating these vents to discharge directly to the
exterior or lining the chimney would improve the safety of the venting system. Single wall vent piping as also noted is
prone to rusting and should be replaced with insulated piping for better durability and proper safety.

*  Repair, Safety Issue: The “draft diverter” of the water heater venting system is loose and should be properly attached
to the top of the water heater to prevent the spillage of dangerous vent fumes (see photo #17). Make sure all vent pipe
connections are properly screwed and sealed. The slope on the water heater vent pipe also does not appear to be
sufficient for proper venting of the exhaust gases. This should be checked and repaired as necessary.

e Improve: The installation of a central air conditioning system is recommended for improved comfort and to help in
reducing humidity within the home.

Replace Furnaces (2) / Install A/C / Re-vent Furnace and Water Heater: $15,000

PLUMBING REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

e Concern: Old cast iron waste piping components as also noted will need replacement in the future to prevent blockages
in the lines and leakage at the joints. Evidence of active leakage was noted below the bathroom at the back left, which
needs immediate repair (see photo #18). The sink in the front right powder bath was draining slowly indicating that an
obstruction may exist or the sink stopper needs adjustment. Have the stopper adjusted and then check the P-trap and
drains line for blockages and clear as needed.

Replace Rusted and Blocked Plumbing Waste Lines: $9,000

*  Monitor, Future Repair: Water heaters have a typical life expectancy of 7 to 12 years. The existing units are in or
beyond this age range. One cannot predict with certainty when replacement will become necessary. There was no
expansion tank or valve visible above the water heater. Expansion devices are now required by most municipalities to
prevent the back up of hot water into the potable drinking water system and to prevent excessive pressure build-up in the
piping systems and will need to be installed when replacing the water heater.

Replace Water Heaters (2): $1,600

* Improve: The plumbing fixtures in the bathrooms and kitchen are older components. Upgrading fixtures would be a
logical long term improvement. In the interim, a higher level of maintenance will likely be required.

Replace Plumbing Fixtures: $7,000

INTERIOR REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

e Concern, Safety Issue: Evidence of possible mold and mildew was noted in several locations, especially as noted at the
rear bath (see photo #19). Bacteria growth within the house contaminates indoor air quality could pose a health risk.
Recommend having an indoor air quality specialist evaluate these conditions and make recommendations as necessary.
These areas may need cleaning with a fungicide or otherwise sanitized. All damp and damaged sheetrock should be
replaced. The source of the moisture should be eliminated to prevent further growth (see "?2?" Section). Indoor air and
mold sampling is not included in this inspection unless specifically requested.

Mold Clean-up: $10,000

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Evanlee Daum
© 2012 The Cornerstone Inspection Group, Inc
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o  Repair, Safety Issue: Duct tape as noted in the crawlspace/basement appears to be a product that may contain asbestos
(see photo #20). The Environmental Protection Agency reports that asbestos represents a health hazard if “friable”
(damaged, crumbling, or in any state that allows the release of fibers). Recommend having this material evaluated and
removed as necessary by a qualified asbestos removal company. Due to the age of construction, there may be other
materials within the home that contain asbestos but are not identified by this inspection report (€.g. as noted at the vinyl
flooring in the kitchen). Visit http://www.epa.gov/asbestos/ashome.html#3 for further information on asbestos in the
home.

Encapsulate Asbestos Tape: $2,000

e  Repair, Safety Issue: The windows are in a state of disrepair. Broken glass and damaged window sashes and frames
were noted at several locations. Most of the windows are painted or stuck shut (current safety standards require at least
one operable window per bedroom for fire escape). This is a fairly common condition as found in older homes.
Trimming and adjustment, hardware improvements and glazing repairs would be logical short-term improvements,
Replacement of the windows should be considered as a long-term improvement. The most important factor is that the
window exteriors are well-maintained to avoid rot or water infiltration and function properly for fire escape.

Window Repairs: $2,500

e Repair: Several of the shower/bathtub enclosures are damaged and need to be rebuilt due to loose and open tiles and
apparent water intrusion into the walls (see photo #21). Structural damage behind and under the enclosure should also be
repaired.

Replace 2 Bath Enclosures: $2,000

e  Monitor, Future Repair: The appliances are showing signs of aging. As such, they are more prone to breakdowns. A
few years of serviceable life should still remain.

Replace Appliances: $10,000

e  Monitor, Safety Issue: Lead based paint was in use until approximately 1978. According to the Federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development, a lead hazard can be present in a house of this age. This can only be confirmed by
laboratory analysis. An evaluation of lead paint and other indoor air quality issues is beyond the scope of this inspection.
For more information, consult the Environmental Protection Agency (E.P.A.) for further guidance and a list of testing
labs in your area. If lead is present in the paint, special care should be taken when renovating or sanding trim and walls
to prevent this material from becoming airborne and possibly ingested by occupants.

Prime / Repaint Interior: $13,000

TOTAL COST: $144.100

THE SCOPE OF THE INSPECTION

This inspection is generally cursory in nature and is intended only for the purpose of identifying major repair issues that may
need to be addressed or corrected as the house is renovated. Although minor repairs and improvements are listed, further
minor repairs may still be needed. The inspection does not fully comply with ASHI® Standards of Practice in terms of
identifying and reporting the types of systems present. The heating and air conditioning equipment and kitchen appliances
were not tested. Low voltage wiring components (including security and intercom systems) and lawn irrigation systems (if
present) were also not tested.

This inspection is visual only. A representative sample of building components are viewed in areas that are accessible at the
time of the inspection. No destructive testing or dismantling of building components is performed. This inspection report
should not be considered a guarantee or warranty of any kind. Please be reminded that a prospective purchaser should not
rely solely on this document and is encouraged to secure a separate inspection report.

This confidential report is prepared exclusively for Evanlee Daum
© 2012 The Cornerstone Inspection Group, Inc.
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APPLICATION FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

. Address of Property: CI<15 S3
Owner:%,ﬂ_\_ogér Telephone:__ 40d- 3777 - 206073

Owner Address: m.rz)da.l{ 2d ., 20%0L
. Name of Applicant: TOON Gy WG5S GrulposK,

You or your representative may be present at theﬁﬂeeting Bf the commission, but attendance is not mandatory.
You will be notified of the time, date, and location of the meeting.

Maiting Address: \ ontn 3030k
Daytime Telephone: _4OM- 1471-91225
Relationship of Applicant to Property Owner: Owner @ Architect 0 Contractor O

Other O
. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the primary structure on the property and
any secondary structures affected by this project:

. Nature of Proposed Work:

_ New Construction _  Site Preparation/Clearance

- Demolition -  Moving a Building

v~ Addition _  Sign Erection or Replacement
_  New Freestanding Building v~ Repairs or Alterations

v’ Fence/Wall _ . Exterior Architectural Features
- Exterior Environmental Feature Landscaping

Change - Other
)/ Deck or Patio

Please describe your proposed work as simply and accurately as possible. Use the attached submittal
criteria checklist to guide you in your description. Be sure to indicate building and landscape materials to
be used, Accurate drawings and photographs are required. (Use extra sheet, if necessary.)

“see GHtache.d

IMPORTANT: This form must be completed before the Historic Preservation Commission can consider the approval of
any material change to a Historic Property or within a Historic District. This form, along with supporting documents
{plans, material, color samples, and photas), must be filed with the Historic Preservation staff, DeKalb County Planning
Department, 330 West Ponce de Leon Avenue, Suite 500, Decatur, Georgia 30030. Four (4) copies of plans or
renderings for any new structures must be filed.

All applicable items from the attached checklist of Submittal Criteria must be addressed. Incomplete applications will
not be docketed for consideration by the Historic Preservatjop’ Commissid

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Date received: =33
Initials: <
Sign given: «Yes _ No (5040 1/9/05




We propose resolving the severe structural issues on the house and front
terrace. This will involve removal of much of the brick veneer and front terrace
(see accompanying supporting letters). Most of the brick that is visible from the
street is not original to the house (see brick expert letter) and much, if not all, of
the brick veneer and the entire porch need to be removed to properly repair the
structural issues (see engineer's letter). The house is to be fully renovated,
windows and soffits replaced, and an addition added to the rear with attached
garage. There is currently no plan to replace historic brick veneer along the
south side of the house, but as noted in the engineer’s letter, it may need to be
removed. A pool will be added - the existing newly constructed house in the
back is to be demolished and a more appropriately scaled pool cabana
constructed. The front door and transom will be replaced with new units that
have window lights in them (see accompanying plans).
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ENGINEERING--INC

July 28, 2008

Thomas Gryboski
1039 Springdale Road
Atlanta, Georgia 30306

RE: 995 Springdale Road - Inspection of Exterior Brick & Front Porch Area
ESE # E08056

Dear Tom,

Per your request, a representative from Estes Shields Engineering, Inc. visited the residential house, located
at 995 Springdalc Road, Atlanta, Georgia 30306. We visually inspected the foundation, the front porch area
and recently completed exterior bricking on the lefi front and the northern side of the residence.

Findings

The front porch area and left front of the house has experienced severe sagging. This has caused extensive
cracking in the concrete steps and supporting sides of the porch and in various places in the foundation of the
house. It does not appear that any additional foundation repairs have been completed to prevent further
sagging or deflection. It is our opinion that the porch should be removed and rebuilt. Additionally, in order
to properly repair the foundation and plumb the house, the brick on the front and northern side of the house
must be removed. Please note that, in conjunction with the extensive structural work required at the home,
you must anticipatc that the brick along the southern sidc of the home may need to be removed as well.

WARRANTY AND LIABLILITY

Estes Shields warrants that its services are performed, within the fimits prescribed by its Clients, with that

level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by inembers of the same professions currently practicing in the

same locality under similar conditions. No other warranty or representation, either expressed or implied is

included in its proposals, contracts or reports,

It was a plcasure to work with you in this matter. 1f you have any questions, plcase do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

ESTES SHIELDS ENGINEERING, INC.
" Martin D. Shiclds, P.E., LEED""

Principal

No. 20586
PROFESSIONAL

50 HURT PLAZA o SUITE 1700 o ATLANTA o GFORGIA 30303 P 404360118900 F 404160118901 www eseinc com



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Wednesday, January 21, 2009 - 7:00 e M
Staff Comments
Regular Agenda
E. 995 Springdale Road (DH), Kasey Gryboski. Demollsh house, rebuild it according to
plans previously submitted, and change design of front door. 15353

House constructed 1923. (18-001-06-003)

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

6/05 995 Springdale Road (DH), Jason O. Henderson, trustee. Build swimming poo! and pool house, install
wall around the backyard, remove several trees, and repair damage to main house and accessary building.
Deferred from May. Denial

4/06 995 Springdale Road {DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips [TI. Replace windows, install privacy fence, modify
rear roof, and remodel accessory buikling. 1854 Part approved with modification, part denied

5-06 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips III. Approval accessory building with buffers, terrace on
top of sunroom behind the house, and add dormer on rear roof slope. 4627 Approval as modified

8-06 995 Springdaie Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips ITI. Expanded accessory building and screening plants.
8544 Denled

4-07 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips, LII. Build wall around backyard, screen accessory
building with cryptomeria plantings, build pool and pool house, extend the garage, build a granite courtyard
with a wall fountain, add a gate to the courtyard from the drive entrance, and landscape well. 13381 Denied
8-08 995 Springdale Road (DH), Tom & Kasey Gryboski. Replace brick veneer, windows, and front door; build
rear addition, demolish outbuildings, build cabana and install pool. 15040 Approval as modified

11-08 995 Springdale Road (DH), Kasey Gryboski. Construct brick walls on south side. 15116 Approval

[F anyone wants to visit the property, please call the contractor Roy Aeschlimann at 404-216-
5659 to schedule an appolntment.

Applicant has provided documents from her contractor and from Palmer Engineering, both
recommending demolition of the house because of safety issues and damage to the foundation
and framing. She states the county inspector, Mike Green, agrees with these estimates. T will
obtain a statement from Mr. Green.

Replacement of the foundation, framing and previously approved replacement of windows and
brick leaves little of the historic building. Under the circumstances, demolition appears justified
The house will be reconstructed based on the plans previously approved.

Applicant’s proposal for a similar front door was denied in August. Applicant has provided
additional documentation of doors with muitiple lights.

The guideline states: “In the case of a replacement for a deteriorated door, the new door
should be similar to the original in deslgn and materfals.”

Recommendation
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.
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SITE ADDRE:S

PARCEL ID

APPLICATION DA

APPLICAN
MAILING ADDRE

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DeKalb County Government
Historic Preservation Commission

330 Ponce De Leon Avenue Suite 500
Decatur, GA 30030
104 371-2155 or 40-1 371 -2835(Fax)

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

995 Springdale RD
Atlanta, GA 30306

18-001-06-003
July 31, 2008

Kasey Gryboski
1039 Springdale Rd Ne
Atlanta, GA 30306

FILE COPY

COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON AUGUST 18, 2008,
REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: MODIFIED APPROVAL

1. Remove the front and left (north) side veneer, replacing it with brick that matches the original.
The brick on the south side might also have to be removed, although they will not know for sure
until the work is begun.

2. The front terrace is in poor condition and will also be replaced. The final result will duplicate

the current terrace, with the exception that the decking may not be bluestone.

3. Replace front door and transom. The door will be a six panel wood door without windows.
4. Replace all windows.

5. Replace sollits.

6. Build rear addition. This will include an attached garage at the foor of the diasevcay. Phe 8 walt
shown on the south side of the addition is not approved.
7. Demolish nonhistoric garage and outbuilding.

8. Install swimming pool, terrace. and cabana.

9. Install metal gate across driveway.

10. Realign front driveway. The new drive will be 10" wide and will be surfaced with plain

concrete.

11. Remove four trees, all in the backyard.



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, August 18, 2008 - 7:00 e.m.
Staff Comments
Regqular Agenda
L. 995 Springdale Road (DH), Tom & Kasey Gryboski. Replace brick veneer, windows,

and front door; build rear addition, demolish outbuildings, build cabana and install pool.
15040

House constructed 1923. (18-001-06-003)

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

6/05 995 Springdale Road (DH), Jason O. Henderson, trustee. Build swimming poal and pool house, install

wall around the backyard, remove several trees, and repair damage to main house and accessory building.

Deferred from May. Denial

4/06 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips III. Replace windows, install privacy fence, modify rear
roof, and remodet accessory building. 1854 Part approved with modification, part denied

5-06 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips 1II. Approval accessory building with buffers, terrace on top
of sunroom behind the house, and add dormer on rear roof slope. 4627 Approval as modified

8-06 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips III. Expanded accessory building and screening plants. 8544
Denied

4-07 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Debbs Phillips, I1I. Build wall around backyard, screen accessory
building with cryptomeria plantings, build pacl and pool house, extend the garage, build a granite courtyard
with a wall fountain, add a gate to the courtyard from the drive entrance, and landscape well. 13381 Denied

The previous owner of this property damaged the house. There was a pre-existing foundation
problem centered on the left front corner. This was exacerbated by a tree falling on that corner
of the house. The former owner replaced the left side of the front wall and the left side wall.
The work was very poorly done. He also erected an outbuilding in the backyard and the wall on
the left side without a CoA.

The new owners propose:

1. Remove the front and left (north) side veneer, replacing it with brick that matches the
original. The brick on the south side might also have to be removed, although they will
not know for sure until the work is begun. Letter from engineer in file.

2. The front terrace is in poor condition and will also be replaced. The final result will
duplicate the current terrace, with the exception that the decking will be bluestone.
Letter from engineer as noted above.

Replace front door and transom.

Replace all windows.

Replace soffits.

Build rear addition. This will include an attached garage at the foot of the driveway.

Demolish nonhistoric garage and outbuilding.

Install swimming pool, terrace, and cabana.

Install metal gate across driveway.

0 Realign front driveway. The new drive will be 10’ wide and will be surfaced with plain
concrete or exposed aggregate concrete.

50 @NO NS W



I. 995 Springdale Road (DH), Tom & Kasey Gryboski
page two

11.Remove four trees. 34" water oak, 26" red oak, 22" magnolia, 19" hickory, all in the
backyard.

Recommendation

The proposed change does 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
exception may be the wall built on the left side of the house.

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 propased 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.

6.1.1  Exterior Materials (p5S0) Guideline - Original masonry should be retained to the greatest extent possible without
the application of any surface treatment, including paint. Repointing of mortar joints should only be undertaken
when necessary, and the new mortar should duplicate the original material in composition, color, texture,
method of application, and joint profile. Repaired joints should not exceed the width of original joints. The use
of electric saws and hammers in the removal of old mortar is strongly discouraged as these methads can
seriously damage adjacent bricks.

6.1.2 Architectural Details (pS2) Guideline - Stylistic details should be maintained and treated with sensitivity. The
removal of such details or application of details inappropriate to the period or style of a house is strongly
discouraged. Damaged elements should be repaired rather than replaced if at all possible. Historic details that
have been lost or are beyond repair may be replaced with new materials, provided that their earlier presence
can be substantiated by historical documentation and that the new materials match the original in composition,
design, color, and texture.

6.1.3  Entrances and Porches (p53) Guideline - Original porches and steps should be retained. Repair of porches
should not result in the removal of original materials (such as balusters, columns, hand rails, brackets, and roof
detailing) unless they are seriously deteriorated. If replacement materials must be introduced, the new shauld
match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features should
be substantiated, if possible, by documentary and physical evidence.

6.1.3 Entrances and Porches (p54) Guideline - Original doors should be retained unless deteriorated beyond repair.
Screen and storm doors should not detract from the character of the house and should be designed to be
compatible with ariginal doors. In the case of a replacement for a deteriorated door, the new door should be
similar to the original in design and materials.

6.1.4 Windows (p55) Guideline - Existing windows, including sashes, lights, lintels, sills, frames, molding, shutters, and
all hardware should be retained and repaired through routine maintenance whenever possible. When
deteriorated elements must be replaced, new elements should be compatible with the original in terms of
material, design and hardware. Should it be necessary to replace an entire window, the replacement should be
sized to the original opening and should duplicate all proportions and configurations of the original window.

7.2.8 Individual Architectural Efements (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.
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Additions (p74) Guideline - Additions should not be added to the main facade of the building and should not
appear to dominate the original structure. It is preferable to build new additions to the rear of a historic
building, where it will have little or no impact on the streetscape facade. Design and materials should be
compatible with the existing building. Avoid obscuring character-defining features of the historic building with
the addition.

Adaitions (p74) Recommendation - While an addition should be compatible, it is acceptable and appropriate for
it to be clearly discernible as an addition rather than appearing to be an original part of the building. Consider
providing some differentiation in material, color, and/or detailing and setting additions back from the historic
building’s wall plane.

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 ariginal 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.

Enclosures and Walls (p90) Guideline - Fences and walls should not be built in front yard spaces and are
strongly discouraged from comer lot side yard spaces. Retaining walls should only be used in situations where
topography requires their use.

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.

Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed in @ 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 nat
destroy the unbroken landscaped character of the front yard spaces in Druid Hills. Rear yard spaces should be
considered for expansion of parking areas.

Accessory Buildings (p91) Guideline - New accessory buildings, such as garages and storage houses, are to be
located in rear yard spaces and visually buffered from adjacent property owners and the public right-of-way.
Accessory buildings that complement the architecture of the adjacent residence do not require the same level of
buffering and may remain more visible within the local district. If the new building will be visible from the street,
it should respect the established setbacks and orientations of the historic buildings in the area.

Accessory Buildings (p91) Recommendation - Recreational structures, such as tree houses and play houses,
should be added only to rear yard spaces in a manner that is compatible with the architecture and siting
patterns of the adjacent area.



Decision of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

Name of Applicant; Tom & Kasey Gryboski

Address of Property: 995 Springdale Road

Date(s) of hearing if any: 8-18-08
Approved 0 Denied O 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, histonc,
or architectural significance and value of the historic district and hereby approves the :ssuance
of a certificate of appropriateness.

Any conditions or modifications are shown below.

D/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 matenals to the exterior
architectural style; pertinent features of other properties in the immediate neighborhood, as
prescribed generally by county code and specifically by the distnct design guidelines.

méhis application relates to an existing building, pursuant to the authonty 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 Historic
Preservation Projects, including the Standards for Rehabilitation therein as a guidelines.
The Preservation Commission finds that all relevant guidelines have been met.

Additional pertinent factors:

1. Remove the front and left (north) side veneer, replacing it with brick that
matches the original. The brick on the south side might also have to be
removed, although they will not know for sure untii the work is begun.

2. The front terrace is in poor condition and will also be replaced. The final result
will duplicate the current terrace, with the exception that the decking may not be
bluestone.

3. Replace front door and transom. The door will be a six panel wood door without
windows.

4. Replace all windows.

Replace soffits.

6. Build rear addition. This will include an attached garage at the foot of the
driveway. The 8’ wall shown on the south side of the addition is not approved.
Demotlish nonhistoric garage and outbuilding.

Install swimming pool, terrace, and cabana.

9. Install metal gate across driveway.

[}
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Decision of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

Name of Applicant: Kathleen Curry

Address of Property: 1254 Stillwood Drive

Date(s) of hearing if any: September 18, 2017

Case Number: 21810

I Approved O Denied 0O 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.

[VIPursuant 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.

MThis 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 Historic Preservation
Projects, including the Standards for Rehabilitation therein as a guidelines. The Preservation
Commission finds that all relevant guidelines have been met.

Additional pertinent factors:

Modify the CoA issued in February to allow demolition of the existing house and construction of the
new house from the ground up rather than as a modification of the existing house. The plans will
remain those approved in February 2017. Sufficient documentation has been provided to show
that the house is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”.

Application is approved with conditions or modifications a/without conditions or modifications /]



1254 Stillwood Drive
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 O/or, the applicant has not

provided sufficient information for the Preservation Commission to approve the application 0.
Specifically, the Preservation Commission finds as follows:

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: —W/ [7

Historic Preservation Commission



m 404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building

404.371.4556 (f) 330 W. Ponce de Leon Ave
DeKalb ICounty DeKalbCountyGa.gov Decatur, GA 30030
Chief Executive Officer DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY Director
Michael Thurmond Andrew A. Baker, AICP

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness

Date Received: Application No..

Address of Subject Property: 1254 Stillwood Drive Atlanta, GA 30306

Applicant: Kathleen Curry E-Mail:_kcurry@homeworkarchitecturalstudio.com

Applicant Mailing Address: _3217 Lynnray Drive Atlanta, GA 30340

Applicant Phone(s): (404) 819-6150 Fax:

Applicant's relationship to the owner: Owner O Architect: KI Contractor/Builder O Other O

Owner(s): _Scott Sampsel - Turnkey Property Investment Group, Inc E-Mail:__scott@turnkeypropertyinc.com

E-Mail:

Owner(s) Mailing Address: _ 501 N Orlando Ave Suite #313-331 Winter Park, FL 32789

Owner(s) Telephone Number: __ 321-299-6137

Approximate age or date of construction of the primary structure on the property and any secondary structures affected by this
project: 1925

Nature of work (check all that apply):

New construction @ Demolition @  Additon O  Moving a building O  Other building changes O
New accessory building O Landscaping O Fence/Wall O  Other environmental changes O
Sign installation or replacement 00  Other O

Description of Work:

We received approval of our previously submitted Certificate of Appropriateness dated 1/26/17 to move forward with this project. As our contractor

began work and requested an inspection from the Dekalb County building department. inspector Mike Green notified us he had serious concerns

with the lack of any foundation. and the safety issues this presented moving forward. He recommended we demo the existing structure so that a

proper solid poured foundation could be completed. We asked our architect and engineer to review this information and the engineer provided the

altached reporl citing safety concerns and the lack of an adequate foundation. We need to demo the existing foundation, then proceed with the
previously approved building plans. There does not appear to be any safe alternative to move forward with this project.

This form must be completed in its entirety before the Planning Department accepts it. The form must be accompanied by
supporting documents (plans, material, color samples, photos, etc.). Provide eight (8) collated sets of the application form and all
supporting documentation. If plans/drawings are included, provide eight (8) collated sets on paper no larger than 11" x 17" and
three (3) additional sets at scale. All documents submitted in hard copy must also be submitted in digital form (.pdf format). All
relevant items from the application checklist must be addressed. An application which lacks any of the required attachments shall
be determined incomplete and will not be accepted

K. K. Cwu_q 8/29/17
¢/ Signature of Applicant/Date

Revised 1/26/17

Page 1 of 8



m 404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building

404.371.4556 (f) 330 W. Ponce de Leon Ave
DeKalb COl.ll'ltY DeKalbCountyGa.gov Decatur, GA 30030

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

Authorization of a Second Party to Apply for a Certificate of Appropriateness

This form is required if the individual making the request is not the owner of the property.

() 7 (We),

Scott Sampsel - Turnkey Praperty Investment Group. Inc
being (owner) (owners) of the property _1254 Stillwood Drive Atlanta. GA 30306

hereby delegate authority to __ Kathleen Curry andfor Ronald Davidson

to file an application in (my) (our) behalf.
Fi

" Signature of Owner/Date

Please review the following information

Approval of this Certificate of Appropriateness does not release the recipient from compliance with
all other pertinent county, state, and federal regulations.

Before making any changes to your approved plans, contact the preservation planner (404/371- 2155).
Some changes may fall within the scope of the existing approval, but others will require review by the
preservation commission. |f work is performed which is not in accordance with your certificate, the
Preservation Commission will issue a cease and desist order and you may be subject to other penalties
including monetary fines and/or required demolition of the non-conforming work.

If your project requires that the county issue a Certificate of Occupancy at the end of construction, the
preservation planner will need to inspect the completed project to ensure that the work has been
completed in accord with the Certificate of Appropriateness. The review may be conducted either before
or after your building inspection. If you will be requiring a Certificate of Occupancy, please notify the
preservation planner when your project nears completion. |f the work as completed is not the same as that
approved in the Certificate of Appropriateness you will not receive a Certificate of Occupancy. You may
also be subject to other penalties including monetary fines and/or required demolition of the non-
conforming work.

If you do not commence construction within twelve months of the date of approval, your Certificate of
Appropriateness will become void. You will need to apply for a new certificate if you still intend to do the
work.

Please contact the preservation planner, David Cullison (404/371-2155), if you have any questions.

Revised 1/26/17

Page 2 of 8



MH STRUCTURES

MH Structures, LLC
1087 Waterbury Close
Powder Springs, GA 30127

404-317-0746
Email: matt@mhstructures.com

Website: mhstructures.com

August 28, 2017

Turnkey Investment Group, Inc.
Scott Sampsel

501 North Orlando Ave

Winter Park, Florida 32789

Property: 1254 Stillwood Dr NE, Atlanta, GA 30306

Dear Mr. Sampsel,

It has come to my attention that the contractor renovating the property
mentioned above discovered that the existing brick on the house did not
have a foundation; it was simply laid directly on the ground. Further
investigation revealed that the brick was not tied to the house structure in
any way. My understanding of the situation is that this was not acceptable to
the building inspector and it was determined for safety that the brick must
be removed. At this point the brick has been removed from the house.

The current foundation which consists of a few brick pilasters and footings
are not adequate to support the new addition. As shown in the attached
pictures, some of the existing brick pilasters do not even have concrete
footings, and trying to work a new foundation around the existing foundation
is not practical. In my opinion, the existing foundation for this house is
exceptionally poor, even for the time period of the original construction.

The entire roof, all interior walls, and the entire floor framing is scheduled
to be demolished based on the current permitted set of construction
documents. Adding that the brick is no longer on the house, all that will
remain of the existing structure is an inadequate foundation and
existing exterior wall studs. My professional engineering opinion is
that the existing structure should be demolished and the house built
from new construction. This will allow for a safe foundation and a better
framed structure to meet current building codes.

Sincerely,

Tt A,

Matt Hammond, PE
Structural Engineer No. PE038341
President / Owner

MH Structures, LLC

* | PROFESSIONAL | %

MH Structures, LLC 8/28/20117 pg. 1



MH STRUCTURES

MH Structures, LLC
1087 Waterbury Close
Powder Springs, GA 30127

404-317-0746
Email: matt@mbhstructures.com

Website: mhstructures.com

Ne Soil 5'-’PP°"+

Figure 2 Brick pilaster isn't supported on concrete footing. Pipe post added to the
right, but the footing isn't supported fully on soil.

MH Structures, LLC 8/28/20117 pPg. 2



MH STRUCTURES

MH Structures, LLC
1087 Waterbury Close
Powder Springs, GA 30127

404-317-0746
Email: matt@mhstructures.com

Website: mhstructures.com

Figure 3 Excavation shows no footing for brick pilaster

MH Structures, LLC 8/28/2017 pg.3



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, April 16, 2017 - 7:00 p.m.

Staff Report

New Construction Agenda
M. 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Chad Mattison. Build a new house and garage. 22209

Built 1925. (18 001 04 035)

This property is not in a National Register Historic District or in an identified character area.

11-16 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Kathleen Curry, architect — Kathleen Curry, LLC. Demolish damaged house. 21098 For
comment only

2-17 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Kathleen Curry. Add a second story and a rear deck, add front steps and widen the
driveway. 21344 Approved with modification

9-17 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Kathleen Curry. Demolish and replace a historic house. 21810 Approved

12-17 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Chad Mattison. Madify an existing CoA to build a new house and detached garage. 21992
For comment only

NOTE — Revised survey and site plan were received 4-12.
The applicant has addressed many of the concerns staff expressed in December.

This was a brick bungalow (photosin file). In February 2017 a CoA was approved to build an upper
floor addition along with other changes. Asthe work progressed, the owners become aware of the
poor condition of the foundation. They returned to the preservation commission in September 2017
and received a CoA to demolish the house and replace it with the same design that had been
approved in February. The house has been partially demolished. Code enforcement has opened a
case for having a dangerous property.

The HPC approved demolition of the house in September 2017, but the owners appear to have
ignored it since then. That application was based on using the previously approved plan as the
replacement. The applicant is now applying to replace the previously approved plan with the one in
this application. If this application is denied, the plans that were originally approved in February
2017 as modifications and approved again in September 2017 as a new house, would still be the
approved plans and could be built without further preservation commission review.

This property is at the highest point of the north side of Stillwood Drive. The grade at the base of
the existing house is about 6’ above the sidewalk, with a small lawn and a steep bank intervening.
Both sides of any new house will be visible from the right-of-way.

Although most applications can be understood even when the lot is occupied by another house, the
way the half-demolished house sits on the lot makes it difficult to visualize the effect of the proposed
new construction.

The applicant proposes replacing the house witha two-story house that gives the appearance of a
1Y>-story house from directly in front. The two-story rear wing will probably be fully visible at an
angle from the left and partially visible at an angle from the right. The whole house will be set above
a crawlspace.

22



M. 1254 Stillwood Drive (DH), Chad Mattison
page three

Several short, nonhistoric wood retaining walls in the backyard will be removed. The applicant says
they want to flatten out the backyard.

The lot coverage will be 3.3% more than the 35% allowed by the zoning code, but this should not
affect the HPC review.

Recommendation

This application cannot be adequately reviewed because the half-demolished house sits on the lot
makes it difficult to visualize the effect of the proposed new construction. The preservation
commission approved demolition in September 2017 and there does not appear to be any
impediment in applying for a demolition permit. Staff recommends the application be denied or
deferred until the house is removed.

If the commission does not accept this recommendation, staff has concerns with the relative height
of the left side wall of the rear addition, where the wall rises much higher than the window headers.
Also, although staff recommended that the rear wing be clad with either false half-timbering
throughout or brick on the ground floor and false half-timbering on the upper, seeing the false half-
timbering on paper shows that that is not appropriate material, and the ground floor should be clad
with brick.

DeKalb County Code Sec. 13.5-8. Certificate of Appropriateness

(1) Application for Certificate of appropriateness. Owners of historic property or of property in a historic district, or
their duly authorized agents, must make application for a certificate of appropriateness on forms and according to
procedures promulgated by the preservation commission for such purpose. The Georgia Department of
Transportation and contractors performing work funded by the Georgia Department of Transportation are exempt
from provisions of this chapter. Local governments are also exempt from obtaining certificates of appropriateness
but shall notify the preservation commission at least forty-five (45) days prior to beginning or undertaking any
work that would otherwise require a certificate of appropriateness, so as to allow the preservation commission an
opportunity to comment. All applications for certificates of appropriateness shall be accompanied by drawings,
photographs, plans and documentation as required by the preservation commission. Notarized authorization of
the property owner shall be required if the applicant is not the owner of record.

Relevant Guidelines

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.

24



DEKALB COUNTY | .
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION'

330 Ponce De Leon Avenue Drive Suite 500 o
Decatur, Ga 30030
404/371-2155 or 404/371-2813 (Fax)

Michael L. Thurmond
Chief Executive Officer

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

SITE ADDRES 1254 Stillwood DR
Atlanta, GA 30306
PARCEL ID: 18-001-04-035
APPLICATION DA August 31, 2017
APPLICANT Kathleen Curry
MAILING ADDRE 1254 Stillwood Drive

Atlanta, GEORGIA 30306

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 18,
2017, REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: APPROVAL
Modify the CoA issued in February to allow demolition of the existing house and construction of
the new house from the ground up rather than as a modification of the existing house. The plans
will remain those approved in February 2017. Sufficient documentation has been provided to
show that the house is "so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”.



1302 STILLWOOD



& —m%  DeKalb County
% § Historic Preservation
’ Commission

1300 Commerce DrivesSuite 400¢Decatur, GA 30030
404/371-2155¢404/371-2813 fax

August 1, 2006
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

SITE ADDRESS: 1302 Stillwood Drive

ATLANTA, GA 30306
PARCEL ID: 18-001-04-043
APPLICATION DATE; 3-31-06

CORRECTED COPY

APPLICANT: Craig Davis
MAILING ADDRESS: 798 Drewry Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30306

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION, AT

ITS PUBLIC MEETING ON APRIL 17, 2006, REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS
APPLICATION:

ACTION: APPROVAL

Demolish existing house. Build a new two-story house on this property, with the following modifications
The front floor to be seven feet high (transom above it okay), and porch roof redesigned to match the
door height; Front walk, steps and risers to be concrete, with the walkway to be four feet wide: dentils
to extend around all four sides of the house, first floor elevation to be the same as the old house; the
upstairs windows on the front fagade to be the same height and size as the other upstairs windows and

set symmetrically in relation to the downstairs windows. Plans showing these modification to be verifiec
by the preservation planner.

Build free-standing garage as shown in the attached drawinas.

All the above as shown on the attached drawings.

CORRECTED COP .
=20
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APPLICATION FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
1. Address of Property: (207 St ({ed dﬁ; e
Ownerzﬁ_gj‘gg ﬁ E 2% S Owner Telephone:__40% 184 - \{S S
Owner Addressd_ 74 § D(‘ﬁu}rta SR ST S = 6 S0
2. Name of Applicant: L eace Davis

You or your representative may be present at the meeting of the commission, but attendance is not mandatory.
You will be notified of the time, date, and location of the meeting.

Mailing Address:
Daytime Telephane: Aod-N9H - || o5
Relationship of Applicant to Property Owner: OwnersZ Architect 0 Contractor O

Other O
3. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the primary structure on the property and
any secondary structures affected by this project:___ (o © (ArS .

4. Nature of Proposed Work:

New Construction _  Site Preparation/Clearance
Demolition — Moving a Building
_ Addition - Sign Erection or Replacement
—  New Freestanding Building — Repairs or Alterations
_  Fence/Wall -  Exterior Architectural Features
—  Bxterior Environmental Feature _ Landscaping
Change _ Other
_ Deck or Patio

Please describe your proposed work as simply and accurately as possible. Use the attached submittal criteria
checklist to guide you in your description. Be sure to indicate building and landscape materials to be used.
ccurate drawings and photographs are required, (Use extra Shft' if necessary.)
i in=s_exishing sbcuctuee @and o \d ve, ., woe .

_ r—*@g@
F\2g T \AD as e aeners L %gita D ée_s‘qn; nmé Seneml
\nbpes o dhe Shveet 2o Ao, eutrrince Se . Dy Tncli i des
Q anrau.-e/b cacaoe. ot 3—\1.\(_:,0 [ Letlesn kﬂ;&_ﬁu}i@_‘\@s
00D dad Aol Jso Mo hec o Drvecociy, Bl s b a-dpe
woilde o venolhge® loglerce Ap S G agdd sphea rance

IMPORTANT: This form must be completed before the Historic Preservation Commission can consider the approval of
any material change to a Historic Property or within a Historic District. This form, along with supporting documents
(plans, material, color samples, and photos), must be filed with the Historic Preservation staff, DeKalb County Planning
Department, 1300 Commerce Drive, Suite 400, Decatur, Georgia 30030-3221. Four (4) coples of plans or renderings for
any new structures must be filed.

All applicable items from the attached checklist of Submittal Criterla must be addressed. Incomplete applications will not

be docketed for consideration by the Historic Preservation mission.
c@x_\ (D"v-’\) 3 ( EY J A

FOR OFFICE UsE OnLY Signa Applicant Date
Date received: _ 1-31-06 @
Initials: ne 1853

Sign given: vYes _ No 4110 3/1/04




PRELIMINARY
DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, April 17, 2006 - 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments

Reqular Agenda
T. 1302 Stillwood Drive (SH), Craig Davis. Demolish existing structure and build new
house.

Constructed 1925. (18-001-04-043)

This property is not located in a National Register Historic District or a designated Character
Area.

2-06 1302 Stillwood Drive (DH), Craig Davis. Demolish house. Denied

County tax record shows this house as having been built in 1925, but the brick fagade appears to be
much newer, possibly as recent as the 1970s. Because of this change the building lacks
significance.

Applicant proposes demolishing this house and building a new house. The house is in poor
condition, with foundation problems and uncorrected roof leaks, as well as a major odor problem
caused by the previous owner's animals.

The new house is a two-story brick structure with a hipped roof. The style is a simple Colonial
Revival. Windows are generally 9/1 on the ground floor and 6/1 on the second.

May need more details.
Recommendation

This proposal does not appear to have significant negative effects on the district. The proposal
appears to meet the guidelines and staff recommends approval.

PRELIMINARY



Decision of the DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

Name of Applicant:

B Cra.; Q"; Dava;c

1302 S$+illwood Dr_

Address of Property:

Date(s) of hearing if any:

H4-17-0¢
[Eépproved ) Denied O 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 madifications 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.

lz/r his 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 Historic
Preservation Projects, including the Standards for Rehabilitation therein as a guidelines.
The Preservation Commission finds that all relevant guidelines have been met.

Additional pertinent factors:
Bueitd new +wo-stoey bouse develiling oxliligbinase,
- .Bu-;[a O\Umrnﬁp.

Application is approved with conditions or modifications bﬂvithout conditions or modifications -.

/ RESI EISHormszsDensiabormModied 2HM din



2015 NORTH DECATUR ROAD



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Wednesday August 8, 2001 - 7:00 e.m.

Staff Comments

Regular Agenda
Y. 2015 North Decatur Road (DH), Charles Buckley. Demolish house.

Constructed 1930. (18-051-06-007)
This property is not located in a National Register Historic District or in an identified character area.

In June 2001 the DCHPC approved a CoA for this applicant for development of a new subdivision
on the adjacent property. If present plans work out this property will be part of a land swap with
John Willis Homes to be added to their development previously approved on the other adjacent
property.

The applicant proposes demolishing this house.

This house was built about 1930. It was not part of the adjacent Emory Grove development. The
house was probably originally a simple four room structure, but additions have been made to the
left end and the rear. The house is not a good representative of any particular style or house type.
It does not appear to have any architectural or historical significance.

There are several retaining walls on this property. The walls on the left (east) side of the driveway
and behind the driveway in the rear appear to be better made than the ones on the right of the
driveway.

The preservation planner recommends approval of the CoA with the restrictions that the applicant
document all four sides of the house with good quality photographs for the record, and that the
retaining walis 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.

Relevant Guidelines
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.

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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DeKalb County
Historic Preservation
Commission

1300 Commerce DrivesSuite 400 Decatur, GA 30030
404/371-2155+404/371-2813 fax

August 10, 2001

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

SITE ADDRESS: 2015 NORTH DECATUR ROAD
ATLANTA, GA 30307

PARCEL ID: 18-051-06-007

APPLICATION DATE: 7/26/01

APPLICANT: Charles J. Buckley

MAILING ADDRESS: 2462 Glen Oaks Court

Atlanta, GA 30345

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION,
AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON AUGUST 8, 2001, REACHED THE
FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS

Demolition of the house, with the conditions that all four sides of the house must
first be documented with good-quality photographs for the case record, and that the
granite retaining walls along the east property line and behind the house be
preserved.

Wwéﬂ g//d Aj/ r-ﬁfjiswﬂ?

Chairman Date 8/23/01




APPLICATION FOR
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

. Address of Property: 2015 North Decatur Road, Atlanta, GA 30307«
Owner: Dorothy M, Hauser* Owner Telephone: (404) 378-5851
Owner Address: 1896 Ridgewood Drive, Atlanta, GA 30307
* formerly Dorothy G. Moore
. Name of Applicant: Charles J. Buckley
You or your representative may be present at the meeting of the commission, but attendance is not mandatory.
You will be naotified of the time, date, and location of the meeting.
Mailing Address: 2462 Glen Oaks Court, Atlanta, GA 30345
Daytime Telephone: (404) 320-7976
Relationship of Applicant to Property Owner: Owner 0  Architect 3 Contractor O
Other® Contract Purchaser
. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the primary structure on the property and
any secondary structures affected by this project: 1935-1940

. Nature of Proposed Work:
_  New Construction _  Site Preparation/Clearance
x Demolition _ Moving a Building
_  Addition _  Sign Erection or Replacement
_ New Freestanding Building _ Repairs or Alterations
_  Fence/Wall _  Exterior Architectural Features
_ Exterior Environmental Feature _ Landscaping
Change _ Other
Deck or Patio

Please describe your proposed work as simply and accurately as possible. Use the attached submittal criteria
checklist to guide you in your description. Be sure to indicate building and landscape materials to be used.
Accurate drawings and photographs are required. (Use extra sheet, if necessary.)

Demolish rental house which is non-historic.

IMPORTANT: This form must be completed before the Historic Preservation Commission can consider the approval of any
material change to a Historic Property or within a Historic District. This form, along with supporting documents {plans,
material, color samples, and photos), must be filed with the Historic Preservation staff, DeKalb County Planning Department,
1300 Commerce Drive, Suite 400, Decatur, Georgia 30030-3221. Four (4) copies of plans or renderings for any new
structures must be filed.

All applicable items from the attached checklist of Submittal Criteria must be addressed. Incomplete applications will not be
docketed for consideration by the Historic Preservation Commission.

AL T [_{:z/zl%/ Z- 7/

For OFFICE USE ONLY Signature of Applicant Date

Date received: “1-2.6-91!

Initials: C.
Sign given: es _No

Revised 3/1/01
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PHOTOS OF CONSTRUCTION ACROSS NORTH DECATUR ROAD
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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.

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).

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.

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

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.

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.

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.

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).

S

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 Preservation Commission:

We are hereby requesting the rejection of the two petitions of the applicants, for demolition of a historic
house and for a new construction. Our request is based on the following six objections, which are
explained further below:

1) The engineering arguments are deficient and do not justify demolition.

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 documentation regarding prior HPC decisions in
demolition cases.

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

5) The applicants have provided faulty and shifting cost-benefit analyses.

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

Explanation:

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

a) The reports do not unequivocally conclude that the foundation is unsound and rehabilitation
is impossible, allowing demolition of the property.

b) The risks identified by Harrington Engineers, Homeside Construction, and Padstone
Engineering are based on foundation replacement and not on shoring or reinforcing a failing
foundation, which is a possibility that had been identified by Homeside Construction. This
approach is a common practice in the United States, including for houses without a concrete
foundation, 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 identify the type of settling that the house had sustained;
the potential continuation of such settling; and the potential risks and hazards of said
settling.

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

e) Moreover, Padstone Engineering did not report any deterioration or cracks in the 2.5 to 3
inch thick platform discovered.



f) Neither Harrington Engineers, Homeside Construction, nor Padstone Engineering have
provided engineering analyses, including building codes, calculations, explanations, pictures,
etc,. as is customary in an engineering analysis. Stating something constitutes an
unsubstantiated opinion not engineering facts and evidence mindful of construction codes
and calculations.

g) Regarding the remediation of the over spanned joist, as identified 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 submitted by the applicants that rehabilitation is unfeasible.

CONCLUSION: The commission should NOT approve demolition if no conclusive engineering analysis
report unequivocally determines that the house is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible,”
including exploring techniques for shoring or reinforcing the existing foundation.

2. The Commissioners clearly stated that the applicants’ requests required a two-step process: 1) the
approval or denial of a demolition request; and 2) the consideration of the appropriateness of the
proposed replacement house. This latter 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 meeting did the Commissioners discuss nor vote to
approve the construction of the hugely oversized and out-of-character structure.

CONCLUSION: The approval of a new construction 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 demolition by the HPC. No detailed engineering analysis reports for
each previous demolition decision are provided by the applicants, and the information submitted is
diverse in nature and detail and not uniform across the cases, making affirmations tentative at the
very best. Furthermore, as stated before, the applicants have not provided the evidence that
demolition is necessary.

A proper analysis should include a matrix with columns identifying each criteria and data to determine
equivalencies. The applicants have not provided any such data for 1853 N Decatur Road and making
assertions regarding equivalencies with past demolitions is impossible.

Thus, “Whether its decision is consistent with prior decisions of the Historic Preservation Commission
involving similar properties?” Short answer: The applicants have not provided the necessary
information 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 section 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 demolition of historic structures to those that
are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”. However, none of the engineers have provided
evidence to the fact that the property is so unsound that demolition is required or that rehabilitation is
not possible. The engineers address the possible risks of damaging those elements of historical value in
the property by rebuilding the foundation. None of them have provided an engineering analysis that
concludes that the foundation requires rebuilding.

Furthermore, none of the engineers have provided evidence that shoring or reinforcing the foundation is
not an alternative.

It is incumbent upon the interested parties (that is, the applicants) to demonstrate that the criteria
applied to identify and declare the property in question as a historical contributing property was wrong.
No such counter criteria have been submitted by the applicants.

In addition, 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
respective areas of expertise, in researching their backgrounds and experience, there is no evidence that
their expertise is in the area of historical preservation, restoration and rehabilitation. In fact, the
engineers do not claim to have such expertise. Therefore, they may be unfamiliar with the particular
techniques and they may lack the practical 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 contributing 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 contributing property should not be demolished.

5. Faulty and shifting cost-benefit analysis: The applicants have submitted faulty cost-benefit analysis.
Initially, the engineers claimed that such an analysis was based on required remediation 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 rehabilitation versus the cost of demolition plus
the construction of a similar structure. Any other economic feasibility analysis is invalid and irrelevant in
the matter.

Furthermore, any cost analysis that does not take into consideration 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 demolition should be sustained.

6. It has come to our attention that this hearing has been dictated by the Board of Commissioners.
In reviewing the minutes of the BOC meeting, it seems that there was no discussion of the matter during
the meeting and that an instruction was issued to this Historic Preservation Commission without a
thorough review of the record and a due consideration to the long-standing concerns of the DeKalb
County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), of the residents, and of the Land Use Committee of the



Druid Hills Civic Association. Under such a scenario, we are deeply concerned that the deliberations
during the June 20 hearing may be influenced by subjective factors and improper political 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 subjective factors and improper political
pressures.

Finally, we noticed that the addendum submitted 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 untimely.

Respectfully submitted,
Margarita Studemeister and Charles Vela

520 Emory Circle NE, 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 Preservation Commission:

We are hereby requesting the rejection of the two petitions of the applicants, for demolition of a historic
house and for a new construction. Our request is based on the following six objections, which are
explained further below:

1) The engineering arguments are deficient and do not justify demolition.

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 documentation regarding prior HPC decisions in
demolition cases.

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

5) The applicants have provided faulty and shifting cost-benefit analyses.

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

Explanation:

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

a) The reports do not unequivocally conclude that the foundation is unsound and rehabilitation
is impossible, allowing demolition of the property.

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

¢) While Padstone Engineering paid a visit to the site, it did not conduct a full engineering
analysis. In fact, the firm did not identify the type of settling that the house had sustained;
the potential continuation of such settling; and the potential risks and hazards of said
settling.

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

e) Moreover, Padstone Engineering did not report any deterioration or cracks in the 2.5 to 3
inch thick platform discovered.



f) Neither Harrington Engineers, Homeside Construction, nor Padstone Engineering have
provided engineering analyses, including building codes, calculations, explanations, pictures,
etc,. as is customary in an engineering analysis. Stating something constitutes an
unsubstantiated opinion not engineering facts and evidence mindful of construction codes
and calculations.

g) Regarding the remediation of the over spanned joist, as identified 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 submitted by the applicants that rehabilitation is unfeasible.

CONCLUSION: The commission should NOT approve demolition if no conclusive engineering analysis
report unequivocally determines that the house is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible,”
including exploring techniques for shoring or reinforcing the existing foundation.

2. The Commissioners clearly stated that the applicants’ requests required a two-step process: 1) the
approval or denial of a demolition request; and 2) the consideration of the appropriateness of the
proposed replacement house. This latter 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 meeting did the Commissioners discuss nor vote to
approve the construction of the hugely oversized and out-of-character structure.

CONCLUSION: The approval of a new construction 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 demolition by the HPC. No detailed engineering analysis reports for
each previous demolition decision are provided by the applicants, and the information submitted is
diverse in nature and detail and not uniform across the cases, making affirmations tentative at the
very best. Furthermore, as stated before, the applicants have not provided the evidence that
demolition is necessary.

A proper analysis should include a matrix with columns identifying each criteria and data to determine
equivalencies. The applicants have not provided any such data for 1853 N Decatur Road and making
assertions regarding equivalencies with past demolitions is impossible.

Thus, “Whether its decision is consistent with prior decisions of the Historic Preservation Commission
involving similar properties?” Short answer: The applicants have not provided the necessary
information 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 section 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 demolition of historic structures to those that
are so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”. However, none of the engineers have provided
evidence to the fact that the property is so unsound that demolition is required or that rehabilitation is
not possible. The engineers address the possible risks of damaging those elements of historical value in
the property by rebuilding the foundation. None of them have provided an engineering analysis that
concludes that the foundation requires rebuilding.

Furthermore, none of the engineers have provided evidence that shoring or reinforcing the foundation is
not an alternative.

It is incumbent upon the interested parties (that is, the applicants) to demonstrate that the criteria
applied to identify and declare the property in question as a historical contributing property was wrong.
No such counter criteria have been submitted by the applicants.

In addition, 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
respective areas of expertise, in researching their backgrounds and experience, there is no evidence that
their expertise is in the area of historical preservation, restoration and rehabilitation. In fact, the
engineers do not claim to have such expertise. Therefore, they may be unfamiliar with the particular
techniques and they may lack the practical 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 contributing 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 contributing property should not be demolished.

5. Faulty and shifting cost-benefit analysis: The applicants have submitted faulty cost-benefit analysis.
Initially, the engineers claimed that such an analysis was based on required remediation 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 rehabilitation versus the cost of demolition plus
the construction of a similar structure. Any other economic feasibility analysis is invalid and irrelevant in
the matter.

Furthermore, any cost analysis that does not take into consideration 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 demolition should be sustained.

6. It has come to our attention that this hearing has been dictated by the Board of Commissioners.
In reviewing the minutes of the BOC meeting, it seems that there was no discussion of the matter during
the meeting and that an instruction was issued to this Historic Preservation Commission without a
thorough review of the record and a due consideration to the long-standing concerns of the DeKalb
County Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), of the residents, and of the Land Use Committee of the



Druid Hills Civic Association. Under such a scenario, we are deeply concerned that the deliberations
during the June 20 hearing may be influenced by subjective factors and improper political 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 subjective factors and improper political
pressures.

Finally, we noticed that the addendum submitted 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 untimely.

Respectfully submitted,
Margarita Studemeister and Charles Vela

520 Emory Circle NE, Atlanta, GA 30307



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



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. Atthe 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.



SOLUTIONS EXIST

1. Inits 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

e 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.

e 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

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.”



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:

e 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.

e 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.

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

e 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 oversized" (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

! The documentation refers to three different sizes: 3,000-5,000 square feet, 4,733 square feet, and 5,000-7,000
square feet.



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.]

PARID: 18 052 05 035
Tax Dist: 04-UNINCORPORATED
SINGLETERRY DARELL JOHNSON
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The area of influence encompasses the following properties:

1827 N Decatur (1932) CONTRIBUTING?
1873 N Decatur (1936) CONTRIBUTING
1925 Ridgewood (2017)

1917 Ridgewood (2017)

1907 Ridgewood (2017)

526 Emory Circle® (1925) CONTRIBUTING
520 Emory Circle (1986)

521 Emory Circle (1935) CONTRIBUTING
515 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING
10. 512 Emory Circle (1940) CONTRIBUTING

LN R WNE

% Shown on map as 1930 Ridgewood
® The front entrance and driveway are on N Decatur, with address 1861 N Decatur Road
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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.””

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.

* Druid Hills Design Guidelines, p. 16



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 fagade 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 fagade” (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 fagade 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 Circle® (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.

> Front entrance and driveway on N Decatur Road with address 1861 N Decatur Road

8



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.



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.
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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:

| 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. Itis 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. |
also however have a driveway entering my property from North Decatur Road that has not been in use
since | purchased the house in 2011 because | 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 | 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, |
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 | 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.0.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 | 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
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mailto:gus_harrington@yahoo.com

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



SUBIJECT: 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/gRsKIGI1Ir5fpfi_spHI1sberviyRS-

t4697dV60Gveg92kup NuEOH2aSviYtiQ.YKYST50k6ePghNL-

Passcode: d=$gk0G0


https://dekalbcountyga.zoom.us/rec/share/gRsKlGl1Ir5fpfi_spH1sberviyRS-t469TdV60Gvcg92kupJNuEOH2gSviYtiQ.YKY8T50k6ePghNL-
https://dekalbcountyga.zoom.us/rec/share/gRsKlGl1Ir5fpfi_spH1sberviyRS-t469TdV60Gvcg92kupJNuEOH2gSviYtiQ.YKY8T50k6ePghNL-

m 404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building

404.371.4556 (f) 330 W. Ponce de Leon Ave
DeKalb Icounty DeKalbCountyGa.gov Decatur, GA 30030
Chief Executive Officer DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY Director
Michael Thurmond Andrew A. Baker, AICP

Application to Appeal a Decision of the DeKalb County Historic
Preservation Commission

All appeals must comply with the procedures set forth herein.

An application to appeal a decision of the Historic Preservation Commission on a certificate of
appropriateness application must be filed within fifteen (15) calendar days after the issuance or denial of
the certificate of appropriateness.

To be completed by County:
Date Received:

To be completed by appellant:

Name: Darrell and Naomi Johnson Singleterry

Address of appellant: 1819 Fair Oaks Place, Decatur, GA 30033

Address of Property: 1853 North Decatur Road

This appeal is a review of the record of the proceedings before the preservation commission by the
governing authority of DeKalb County, Georgia. The governing authority is looking for an abuse of
discretion as revealed by the record. An abuse of discretion exists where the record presented to the
governing authority shows that the preservation commission: (a) exceeded the limits of its authority; (b)
that the preservation commission’s decision was not based on factors set forth in the section 13.5-8(3)
or the guidelines adopted by the preservation commission pursuant to section 13.5-6 or; (c) that the
preservation commission’s decision was otherwise arbitrary and capricious.

If the governing authority finds no abuse of discretion, then it may affirm the decision of the
preservation commission. If the governing authority finds that the preservation commission
abused its discretion in reaching a decision, then it may; (a) reverse the preservation
commission’s decision, or; (b) it may reverse the preservation commission’s decision and remand
the application to the preservation commission with direction.

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

Date of Historic Preservation Commission decision: February 28, 2023




m 404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building

404.371.4556 (f) 330 W. Ponce de Leon Ave
DeKalb COUHW DeKalbCountyGa.gov Decatur, GA 30030

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

Historic Preservation Commission
Appeal Form
Page 2 of 2

In the space provided below the Appellant must describe how the preservation commission’s decision
constitutes an abuse of discretion. Specifically, the appellant must, citing to the preservation commission’s
written decision, show at least one of the following: that the preservation commission exceeded the limits
of its authority, or that the preservation commission’s decision was not based on factors set forth in the
section 13.5-8(3) of the DeKalb County Code or on the guidelines adopted by the preservation commission
pursuant to section 13.5-6 of said code or that the preservation commission’s decision was otherwise
arbitrary and capricious.

Grounds for appeal:

The Appellants contend that the HPC erred in at least four ways: 1) It abused its
discretion in disregarding the only evidence on feasibility of rehabilitating the existing
failing structure; 2) It abused its discretion when it applied an incorrect standard to
assessing the demolition request; 3) The HPC’s decision was arbitrary and capricious in
light of prior decisions allowing demolition of historic properties ; 4) there was no credible
evidence of how demolition would have a “substantial adverse effect on any specific
historic property or the historic district as a whole; and 5)its written decision failed to
“clearly set forth the reasons for the decision” as required by Section 13.5-8(8); and 4)

Appellants seek reversal of the HPC’s denial of their application for demolition and remand
to the HPC for consideration of and decision on their application for new construction.

The appellant may submit a written supplementary explanation in support of the appeal. The
supplementary explanation shall be submitted with the appeal. The supplementary explanation may not
exceed three pages and must be typewritten and double-spaced using a twelve-point font with a one-inch
margin on all four sides. The governing authority will not consider text in excess of the page limit set forth

herein.
Date: %// ( ‘5‘/ z>S Signature: _ )W v/",é/f/(j
Instructions: THe appellant shall also deliver copies of this appeal to the planning departpent- e

county attorney. The appellant and any person who has filed a statement in opposition to, orin support of
the appeal may attend the meeting at which the appeal is considered and may be called upon by any
member of the governing authority to provide information or answer questions. There shall be no other
public participation in the appeal.

10/24/2017



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 15t and 2" 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



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). 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

! This reference and those below are to the video recording approximate time/location.



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”.
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February 22, 2023

NOTICE OF DENIAL

SITE ADDRESS: 1853 NORTH DECATUR RD

PARCEL ID: 18-053-05-035

APPLICANT: Linda I. Dunlavy, Dunlavy Law Group LLC
MAILING ADDRESS: 245 N Highland Ave NE

Suite 230, #905
Atlanta, GA 30307

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION,
AT ITS PUBLIC MEETING ON February 21, 2023 REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: DENIAL

The preservation commission determined that the demolition of the house does not comply with
guideline 7.3.3 and would have a substantial adverse effect on the house and the historic district.

This decision is in accord with the sections of the DeKalb County Code and the Druid Hills Design
Manual listed below.

Sec. 13.5-8(1) Application for Certificate of appropriateness. Owners of historic
property or of property in a historic district, or their duly authorized agents, must make
application for a certificate of appropriateness on forms and according to procedures promulgated
by the preservation commission for such purpose. All applications for certificates of
appropriateness shall be accompanied by drawings, photographs, plans and documentation as
required by the preservation commission. Notarized authorization of the property owner shall be
required if the applicant is not the owner of record.

Sec. 13.5-8(3) Review of Applications When reviewing applications for certificates of
appropriateness, the preservation commission shall consider, in addition to any other pertinent
factors, the historical and architectural value and significance; architectural style; scale, height,
setback, landscaping; general design; arrangement, texture and



L 404.371.2155 (o) Clark Harrison Building
404.371.4556 (f) 330 W.Ponce de Leon Ave
DeKalb County DeKalbCountyGa.gov Decatur, GA 30030

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

materials of the architectural features involved and the relationship thereof to the exterior
architectural style and pertinent features of other properties in the immediate neighborhood.
When considering applications for existing buildings, the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Historic Preservation Projects, including the Standards for Rehabilitation shall be used as a
guideline.

The Design Manual for the Druid Hills Local Historic District

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.

D 5 2/28/23

Heather Shuster, Chair Date



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

ClApproved M 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.

CJPursuant 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 o /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 M/ or, the applicant has not

provided sufficient information for the Preservation Commission to approve the application O.
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: 2/28/2023 Signature: i i

Chair, DeKalb County
Historic Preservation Commission




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.

26


https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-67

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 15t and 2" 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.
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7.2.4

7.2.5

7.2.6

7.2.7

7.2.7

7.2.8

732

732

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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8.2

9.4

9.4

9.5

9.5

9.7

13.0

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

Page Break
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BACKGROUND

Subject Property. The Subject Property is located in the local Druid Hills
Historic District at 1853 North Decatur Road (Tax parcel ID #18-052-05-035). The
property is also within the University Park-Emory Highlands-Emory Estates Character
Area. It is on the south side of North Decatur Road between Emory Circle and
Ridgewood Drive. It is on the very northern edge of the local historic district. There are
three other houses on the block face—526 Emory Circle (side yard fronts North Decatur
and was built in 1925), 1917 Ridgewood Drive (built in 2017) and 1925 Ridgewood
(built in 2017) Emory University land is immediately across North Decatur to the north
and is currently being redeveloped by the demolition of older ranch style homes to make
way for student housing. DJ and Naomi purchased the property in 2018. The couple were
attracted to the area because both graduated from Emory and liked the prospect of living
close to their alma mater. They also believed the property had potential for expansion to
create their forever home. Four years and one newborn child (8 months old) later the
house is too small for their needs, especially since they are planning to have one set of
parents live with them in the near future. After investigation, regrettably they discovered
that adding on to the existing house is not a viable option due to its significant structural
issues.

Existing structures. The Subject Property is currently developed with a two-story wood
frame house in the minimal traditional style built in 1941 with a partial basement. A
metal carport adjacent to the home was built in 1983. The home itself is less than 1900
square feet. The existing residence and associated structures are in very poor condition.

See attached photographs depicting home and associated structures along with those



photographs in the engineer’s report. While listed as a “contributing structure”, the home
is not known to be designed by an architect to the best of the Singleterry’s knowledge and
does not otherwise appear to have significant architectural value. It was seemingly
constructed by a builder on site using accepted building techniques of the day and poorly
so. The foundation system of the home is non-conforming to current building codes and
the floor systems for both the first and second floors are over spanned. None of the brick
foundation walls have footings to support them and these walls are made of unreinforced,
ungrouted brick. There are significant signs of instability and failure in the exterior
foundation wall and transverse brick basement walls. While previous owners appear to
have attempted to shore up walls in various locations, this shoring has been insufficient to
prevent the continued deflection of the walls. To rehabilitate the existing structure such
that it is stable and capable of supporting future additions, significant work would need to
be done. The work needed is detailed in a Field Inspection Report by Harrington
Engineers dated December 23, 2022, and the Homeside Construction Report and
included contemporaneously with the COA application herein'. In his report, Mr.
Harrington, a licensed structural engineer, states that:

I have reviewed the estimate provided by Homeside Construction for work to rehabilitate
the existing structure such that it can be safely added onto and am of the opinion that
rehabilitation of the existing structure is not economically feasible and depending upon
the fragility of the foundation walls (which will not be known until excavated) may not be
technically feasible. I note that staff in its report submitted to the HPC in October of
2022, seemed to suggest that because my report of September 29, 2022, presented “an
option ...to renovate/rehabilitate the house”, that somehow I was of the expert opinion
that renovation/rehabilitation was reasonably feasible. That is not the case and I wish to

correct that impression. In my opinion, given the cost, the needed engineering, and the
risk of irreparable damage to the existing structure by performing the necessary

' Mr. Harrington has submitted two previous reports to the HPC in prior applications, one dated June 26,
2022, and one dated September 29, 2022. The HPC sought more detail than that provided in the June report
and staff clearly misconstrued and misunderstood the more detailed September report. Mr. Harrington
submits this third report to clarify the September report and address staff’s misunderstandings.



Joundation work, it is NOT reasonably feasible to renovate/rehabilitate the existing home
on the property.

Cost to renovate. To assess the economic viability of renovation, an estimate from
Homeside Construction was secured. Homeside estimated that replacement of the non-
conforming foundation system to prevent further deflection and destabilization of the
house and correcting the over spanned floor system would cost a minimum (excluding
costs for soil experts) of $267, 220. This expenditure would merely restore the home to a
stable condition and does not include the costs for adding onto the stabilized structure.
Dennis Brown of Homeside opines that the cost for an addition to the stabilized residence
could cost an additional $675,000 to $1,125, 000. While Mr. Brown provides the
requested cost estimate he warns at the end of his report that:

Even though I provide this estimate for rehabilitation of the existing residence, please
note that as a professional builder I do NOT recommend this route for the Singleterry’s
due to the massive expense involved, the possible technical infeasibility of adding on to
the rehabilitated structure, and the unknown contingencies that may be encountered in
attempting to shore up the unstable foundation of this home.

Details of Mr. Brown’s cost estimate can be seen in the Project Scope and Cost Estimate
from Homeside filed contemporaneously with the COA application. The tax appraisal for
the house is currently $284,100. In other words, it would cost more to rehabilitate the
house than it is currently valued. Relevant tax records are included with the COA
application. The combination of the Harrington Engineers report and the Cost Estimate
demonstrate that even if the home could practically be rehabilitated, the cost to cure
deficiencies to bring the existing structure to code, stabilize it, and to make it safe for
long term habitation would be equal to, or in excess of, the current fair market value of

the home. As such, the Applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to

construct a beautiful new home compatible with the Character Area and immediate



neighboring homes and to demolish the existing structures on site—the house and the
carpott.

NEW CONSTRUCTION

Applicant seeks a Certificate of Appropriateness to build a new residence on the

Subject Property as per the plans submitted with this application and drawn by Bryan
Jones of Jones Pierce Studios, Architect. The new home proposed is a one and a half-
story home designed in the English Vernacular Revival style with Tudor leanings. It is
set back from the front property line 45 feet—10 feet more than the existing home and 8
feet more than the adjoining home at 526 Emory Circle. The width of the proposed home
is similar to that of the existing home on site. The plan provides for drive under garages
at the side and rear of the home. In order to keep parking out of the front yard, the
garages were designed to tuck under the home and behind the street facing fagade. The
primary cladding on all sides will be brick with cementitious material infills. The roof
will be high-definition architectural shingles on most of the home with metal seamed

rood on the rear porch. It has a proposed ridge height of -approximately 32 feet from the



front door threshold to the ridge of the predominant and a 12:11 pitch side gable main
roof. Steeper pitched 12:14 front facing nested gables terminate into the primary roofline,
indicative of the style and consistent with that of its predominantly two-story neighbor at
1925 Ridgewood. The plans contemplate a day light basement (Terrace level) with an in-
law suite containing a bedroom, kitchenette, bathroom, flex space, exercise room and an
unconditioned rear terrace patio with access to a recessed grill and associated chimney.
Two garages with sufficient space for four cars will also be on the Terrace level. The
existing curb cut on the property will remain with the driveway running behind the front
facade on the western side of the property to provide for side entry into the recessed

garages.

Most windows will be casement or fixed with true simulated divided lights (a mix
of 4 x2,3 x 2, or 2x2). Windows will be trimmed with a course of brick top and bottom.
A brick chimney flanks the front entry which is comprised of a double soldier course
arched opening into a recessed porch with stain grade full glass French doors with arched
side lights and an arched transom. The tree protection plan provides for the removal of
five trees, all within the buildable area. All significant trees outside of the buildable
envelope will be retained. The driveway curve was specifically designed to stay out of
the critical root zone of the 41-inch hickory in the side yard of 1917 Ridgewood.
C’urrently the home at 526 Emory Circle is screened with heavy vegetation from the east
side of the Subject Property. Heavy vegetative screening will remain with only two trees

proposed for removal.



In designing the proposed new home, the architect purposefully drew from the
design of homes in the immediate University Park/ Emory Estates/ Emory Highlands
neighborhood and that of the existing home on the Subject Property. He also looked
specifically at the Guidelines at 13.0 for University Park/ Emory Highlands/ Emory
Estates Character Area. He particularly noted the sample photograph on page 117 and the
specified Building Characteristics on that page. See sheet A.21 of the proposed plans. The
proposed house appears to incorporate all of the listed characteristics. Mr. Jones -picked
up the large front gable with a smaller nested gable on the front fagade of the existing
home and that at 1925 Ridgewood and elsewhere in the neighborhood. See supplemental
photos used by architect for inspiration and design. The design takes advantage of the
existing sloping topography which allows for the provision of a modest front fagade with

the majority of the home tucked behind it.

Applicant notes that the new house plans are in keeping with the character of the
Druid Hills Historic District and will have no substantial adverse effects on the District.
On the contrary, the new home will make a positive contribution to this section of North
Decatur Road and to the District as a whole. The area of influence for the new home is
the southern block face of North Decatur Road and, where visual relationships may occur
between the proposed new home and the historical residence at 526 Emory Circle (see
included “Historic Property Map” and Guideline 7.1). However, it must be noted that the
home at 526 Emory Circle is largely not visible from North Decatur Road or the Subject

Property due to the planting of heavy vegetation on the north and west sides of that



property. * The orientation of that home is to Emory Circle not North Decatur Road. The
plans for the proposed new home on the Subject Property meet the Guidelines for new

construction as follows:

7.2.1 Building Orientation and Set Back

The front and side setbacks are consistent with those within the area of influence.
The proposed home will actually be set back 10 feet more than the existing home and
approximately 8 feet more than the home at 526 Emory Circle. The home at 1917
Ridgewood (fronting North Decatur) is a bit of an outlier, being set back 81 feet. The
proposed front yard setback is consistent with the requirements in an R-75 zoning district
and compatible with the homes in the immediate as-built environment. The side and rear
yard setbacks are also consistent with the pattern in the area of influence.

7.2.2 Directional Emphasis

There is no dominant pattern of vertical or horizontal emphasis within the very
small area of influence. 526 Emory Circle is a two-story Colonial Prairie Style home;
1917 Ridgewood is- a two-story Colonial and 1925 Ridgewood (a/k/a 1839 North
Decatur) is an English Vernacular Revival with two-story and 1 % story elements. The
proposed new home’s overall shape, size, and placement of various elements and
openings on the fagade make it compatible with the directional emphasis of the existing
homes on the block face and elsewhere within the immediate neighborhood. Its design is

not inconsistent with any dominant pattern of emphasis within the area of influence.

? While visual relationships will occur between the proposed home and the new student housing on the
opposite side of North Decatur Road from the Subject Property, that housing is outside of the historic
district and is obviously not historical.



7.2.3 Shape

The shape of the home is iconic English Vernacular with multiple building
elements including steeply pitched front gables of varying size, chimneys, and varying
roof -forms. The roof pitches, while steeper than some of the homes within the area of
influence, are compatible with their neighbors. Building elements and shapes used on the
front facade, including windows and door openings, are similar to those found elsewhere
in the University Park/Emory Highlands/ Emory Estates Character Area. See
photographs.

7.2.4 Massing

The height and width of the proposed new home are very similar to the existing
home on the Subject Property. The structures in this Character Area exhibit a wide
variety of house shapes, forms and mass. The proposed new home is compatible with
those shapes, forms, and massing with side gabled primary roof and more steeply pitched
street facing cross gables. The proposed new home has a modest front fagade that
respects the predominant 1 % story scale of primarily English Vernacular homes in the
area. The design tucks the majority of the living space behind this modest fagade along
with the ten-foot additional setback from the front property line reduces the perception of
size and form feel from the street. As such, the massing of the proposed home is
compatible with massing of homes within the Character Area and the Area of Influence.

7.2.5 Proportion

Once again, there is no dominant pattern of proportion in the existing housing

stock within the area of influence. However, the proposed home is similar in proportion



to the existing home on the site at 1925 Ridgewood which also contains 1 % story
elements, similar roof pitch, an asymmetrical front fagade with multiple building
elements such as projecting gables, dormers, chimneys, and variety of window
arrangements. The height and width of the proposed home are like that of the existing
home on the Subject Property and the new design picks up design elements from the
existing such as scale and relationship of the various elements to each other. The
individual elements of the new home are proportional to each other and to the structure as
a whole. See Block Face photos included in submission.

7.2.6 Rhythm

Both symmetrical and asymmetrical rhythms are present within the area of
influence. The proposed new home respects and does not disrupt the rhythms present.

7.2.7 Scale/Height

The new home appears to be consistent with the floor-to-floor heights of other
homes within the area of influence. While the floor-to-floor heights may be slightly less
than that found in -two story homes found in the Character Area, they are not inconsistent
with the relatively new construction at 1917 and 1925 Ridgewood. See Block Face Study
included with architectural drawings. The proposed roof pitch is similar to that found at
1925 Ridgewood.

7.2.8 Individual Architectural Elements

Individual design characteristics and materials from homes within the area of
influence have been utilized and integrated into the proposed new home. As such, roofs,
walls, windows, entrances, details and materials are compatible with historic structures

within the area of influence. Brick as a primary material was purposefully chosen as
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predominant in the Character Area and of this style house. The brick chimneys capped
with decorative chimney pots further enhance the style. Where the side gable swoops
low to cover the main level, a radiused roof line is employed. A four-course stepped brick
detail terminates the eaves at the gable ends See Block Face study and photos of homes
within the Character Area.

PROPOSED DEMOLITION

The Applicant desires to take the current failing structure and demolish it along
with the carport, concrete pads, driveway and walkways on site.

BASIS FOR THE DEMOLITION PROPOSAL

As noted above, like many homes in Druid Hills the house on the Subject
Property was not designed by a professional but simply built using accepted building
techniques of the day, techniques which the engineer notes in his report “would not be
acceptable today”. As such, many of the elements of the existing home are seriously
deficient relative to current building codes and standards. These serious deficiencies,
include, but are not limited to, the absence of footings for the foundation, over spanned
flooring systems for the first and second floors, overly stressed and deflecting foundation
walls.

Applicable standards for demolition.

Historic Preservation Ordinance and Secretary of Interior Standards.
Section 13.5-8(5) specifically allows for the demolition of buildings, structures, sites or
objects within a local historic district. Section 13.5-8 (3) of the Historic Preservation
Ordinance (HPO), specifically requires the HPC:

When considering applications for existing buildings, the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guideline for Preserving,
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Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, shall be used as a
guideline. All local guidelines must be adopted in accordance with federal guidelines.

In other words when considering a demolition application, the HPC must consider the
Secretary of Interior’s -Standards for Rehabilitation and Standards for Historic
Preservation Projects (36 CFR 67) and the Guidelines adopted for the Druid Hills
Historic District must be read in that context and in conformity with the Secretary’s
Standards.

The National Parks Website addresses the Secretary’s Standards, in relevant part, as
follows:

The Standards for Rehabilitation (codified in 36 CFR 67 for use in the Federal Historic
Preservation Tax Incentives program) address the most prevalent treatment.
"Rehabilitation” is defined as "the process of returning a property to a state of utility,
through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while
preserving those portions and features of the property which are significant to its
historic, architectural, and cultural values... The Standards are to be applied to specific
rehabilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration economic and
technical feasibility.

(Emphasis supplied).

So, even though the Druid Hills Guideline for demolition at 7.3.3 does not mention
economic or technical feasibility, it must be interpreted to provide for a feasibility
analysis to be “in accordance with federal guidelines”. To ignore the costs of a needed
rehabilitation would be legal error. For this reason, Applicant provides the cost estimate
of Homeside Construction to assist the HPC in evaluating the economic feasibility of
rehabilitating the existing residential structure on the Subject Property. The Applicant
also provides the reports of Homeside Construction and Harrington Engineers to assist in

the assessment of the technical feasibility of rehabilitating the existing residential

structure.
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Section 13.5.8(3) also requires consideration of- historical and architectural value
and significance, architectural style, scale, height, setback, landscaping, general design,
arrangement, texture and materials of architectural features, and pertinent features of
other properties in the immediate neighborhood and Section 13.5-8(7) requires (*“shall
approve”) the HPC to approve a COA application if the proposed material change would
not have a substantial adverse effect on the...significance and value of the historic
property or the historic district.”

In evaluating a request for demolition, the HPC is also required to determine if the
existing structure is “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible.” Guideline 7.3.3.
Applicant submits that this guideline must be interpreted and applied against the
backdrop of the admonition from the Secretary of the Interior that economic and
technical feasibility must be evaluated and in a reasonable manner. Finally, any COA
consideration must take into account the overarching legal standard under local and state
law that the proposed change would not have a substantial adverse effect on historic
property or the historic district as a whole.

Application of Standards to current COA application.

Secretary of Interior Standards. Under the Secretary’s Standards, demolition
should occur only if rehabilitation is not reasonably attainable technically and
economically. The rehabilitation of the residence on the Subject Property is clearly not
economically feasible and is not reasonably attainable technically. The Homeside
Construction report shows that renovation/rehabilitation of the house would require
replacement of the non-conforming foundation system and the over spanned flooring

systems on the first and second floors. Additionally, the report notes that in order to



rehabilitate the existing structure to make it stable enough to bear the additional loads for
planned renovation expanding the living space, compliance with current electrical,
mechanical and residential building codes would be required. Dennis Brown, CEO of
Homeside Construction estimates that rehabilitation would cost a minimum of $267, 200,
almost as much as the current tax appraisal for the residence®. Mr. Brown concludes that
the massive expense of rehabilitation makes it- economically infeasible. Moreover, he
concludes that the unknown contingencies that may be encountered in attempting to shore
up the unstable foundation may make rehabilitation not reasonably attainable technically.
The conclusions of Mr. Brown are VERY similar to the conclusions reached by
experts in other COA applications for demolition that the HPC has clearly found
persuasive support for demolition approval. For example, the HPC approved an
application to demolish a historic residence at 1097 Dan Johnson Road, in part based on
the report of engineer Michael Quinn who stated “considering the extent of the
foundation work and associated dangers, as well as the likelihood of bringing the entire
house into current Code compliance, it may be safer and more cost effective to raze the
existing structure and rebuild on a new foundation.” The estimated cost to cure the
foundation and other defects for 1097 Dan Johnson Road was $156,000. Nonetheless, the
HPC approved demolition on February 6, 2012, conditioned upon HABS drawings.
Documentation of this approval and supporting documents are included with this
submittal. Similarly, the HPC approved demolition of the residence at 995 Springdale
Road based on engineering reports recommending demolition because of damage to the

foundation and framing in January of 2009 as documented in a report from MH

3 The County Tax Assessor notes that the home is 90% economically obsolete.
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Structures noting that there were no footings for the foundation walls and that the existing
floor beams would not be able to support new construction. Similar to the Harrington
Engineers report for the Subject property the MH Structures report noted that “Due to
questionable construction methods and delicate state of the structure, it is possible that
parts of the exterior wall and brick could be lost unintentionally in the construction
process...Due to the extent of the existing foundation issues, I do not recommend
proceeding with the renovation.” See MH Structures report provided contemporaneously
with this submittal.

B.W. Harrington, Jr., P.E., in his Field Inspection Report concerning
rehabilitation of the existing residential structure on the Subject Property notes that “none
of the exterior and interior brick foundation walls have footing supporting them...without
footings, the structural integrity of the home is threatened” and notes that “the pressure of
the soils and weight of the structure” have caused a diagonal crack in the foundation wall
that has migrated through the foundation wall and is visible from the interior and exterior
of the foundation wall. The unsupported foundation walls have deflected over time. He
also notes that the floor system is supported by these unsupported foundation walls and
have caused the floor to move in the direction of the transferred forces. He provides
photographic documentation of these matters. In his report he provides an analysis of
three options for the homeowners: 1) Rehabilitation; 2) Demolition; and 3) Do- nothing.
He concludes that rehabilitation is risky, economically and technically unfeasible; do
nothing will likely cause continued deterioration due to continued settlement and lateral
movement of the foundation causing additional structural problems; demolition is the

most “realistic and viable solution”.
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Guideline 7.3.3. The HPC has approved demolition of numerous structures
within the District since its inception in 1996, thereby expressly finding, as to historic
structures that they are “so unsound that rehabilitation is not possible”. These structures
include historic structures similar to the residence on the Subject Property. The chart
below summarizes the historic residences approved for demolition in the District:

SAMPLED DEMOLITIONS IN HISTORIC DISTRICT*

Year Demo
Address Built Approved Reasons
519 Durand Drive 1935 | October 2006 | fire
Damage to
framing and
| 995 Springdale 1923 | January 2009 | foundation
Court order
demolition | Mold and
1185 the By Way 1941 2009 | structural damage
1254 Stillwood 1925 2017 | No footings
| Mold, floor joists

and foundation
could not take
1169 Lullwater 1929 | August 2005 | additional loads
Structural defects;
lacks significance;

foundation
1302 Stillwood 1925 | August 2006 | problems
November | Extreme structural
1595 Emory Road 1929 2001 | and neglect
Nonsignificant;
2015 North Decatur 1930 poor condition
Not significant
1100 Dan Johnson 1930s | 2012 architecturally
Nonsignificant;
2049 North Decatur 1930 poor condition
Significant
foundation issues-
1097 Dan Johnson 1940 | 2012 no footings

! There are likely other approved demolitions since there is no searchable data base to assure complete
information maintained and accessible to the public in DeKalb County Planning Department.
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Of the documented approvals Applicant was able to locate, 32 demolitions have
been approved by the HPC since 1999; 11 were of historic residences. Demolition of
several of the historic structures (i.e., 1097 Dan Johnson, 1302 Stillwood, 1254
Stillwood, and 995 Springdale) were approved on very similar, if not indistinguishable
grounds and based on similar evidence to that presented by the Applicant in support of its
demolition request herein—structural and foundation problems; no footings.

As noted above, similar to the historic homes above approved for demolition, the
home on the Subject Property suffers from profound structural problems and its current
condition militates against requiring rehabilitation and preservation. Mr. Harrington
indicates that to properly attach the house to the foundation, the brick foundation should
be removed and replaced with new foundation walls bearing on newly poured footings.
This may be accomplished in sections by bracing the floor system and wall above,
excavating both sides of the wall, removing the wall, pouring a new footing, and building
a new wall. Due to the structural condition of the home, and the need for major
reworking of the systems within the home to bring it up to current code, Applicant
submits that this home is not of a character worthy or even capable of effective
rehabilitation and preservation. The current condition of the home as reflected in the
reports make it clear that the house is so unsound that rehabilitation is not reasonably
possible. As such, the Application meets the Guidelines for demolition and, pursuant to
the Historic Preservation Ordinance, the HPC is required (“shall approve the

application™) to approve the demolition request. To deny the request would be
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inconsistent with previous approvals, not consistent with the Secretary of Interior

Standards, -and would result in an arbitrary and capricious decision.

HPO Section 13.5-8. Taking into consideration any historical or architectural
value of the existing residence and significance, architectural style, scale, height, setback,
landscaping, general design, arrangement, texture and materials of architectural features,
and pertinent features of other properties in the immediate neighborhood, it is clear that
the proposed demolition would not have a substantial adverse effect on the...significance
and value of the historic property or the historic district per Section 13.5-8(7). The
Subject Property-, as can be seen below, abuts a contributing property at 526 Emory

Circle and is itself designated as contributing.

Fack-Emory tlighlands-Emorsy Estates Historic District
-nil> Dckalb County. Geargia

Scate: 1°" 2<0
Mavionst n.u..m Foundary
Cantributing Progp

Nuncentributing P

Strect Addrcsses pnderlinegd

Norih +

.;n_t. %

\\:—5(” ,,};-
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However, there are no contributing structures on the block face of North Decatur
Road other than on the Subject Property. 526 Emory Circle fronts on Emory Circle with
its rear yard abutting the eastern side yard of the subject property and, as evident from the
photos submitted with this application cannot be seen from the Subject Property due to
topography and dense vegetation between the two properties. Across North Decatur Road
aging homes are in the process of demolition by Emory University for the construction of
student housing and the other two lots within the same block as the Subject Property
contain homes newly constructed at 1925 Ridgewood Drive (built in 2017) and 1917
Ridgewood Road (f/k/a 1847 North Decatur Road and built in 2017). See Tax Records
filed with this application. Of the homes fronting North Decatur Road in the same block
of the Subject Property, only 1925 Ridgewood and the Subject Property can be seen by
the walking public and due to the speed of traffic along North Decatur Road and the
sharp drop in topography from the road,- the residence on the Subject Property is not
realistically visible to the motoring public along North Decatur Road. The Applicant
recognizes that staff in its report in October of 2022 takes a different view of -the home’s
significance and contribution to the District than the Applicant. However, -Applicant
nonetheless asserts that it cannot be said that removal of the home on the Subject
Property would have “a substantial adverse effect on the...significance and value of
the historic property or the historic district.” Without such a substantial adverse
effect being demonstrate, per Section 13.5-8(7), the Applicant is entitled to the issuance

of a COA for demolition of the existing residential structure as requested.
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CONCLUSION AND REQUEST

Based on the foregoing and for all the reasons set forth above, the DeKalb County
Historic Preservation Commission should grant the Applicant’s request for a Certificate
of Appropriateness so that the existing structures on the Subject Property can be
demolished and a beautiful new home constructed on the Subject Property in conformity
with the architectural drawings provided with this submission. Pursuant to Section 13.5-
8(2) of the Historic Preservation Ordinance, the Applicant requests a public hearing on
this COA application not confined to the 5 minutes of presentation time generally
allowed. This is the only opportunity for the Applicant to submit evidence to the HPC in
support of its application for the record and to confine this opportunity to a mere 5

minutes is a denial of due process under the law.

PRESERVATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS

The Applicant respectfully submits that, should the DeKalb County Historic
Preservation Commission refuse to grant the requested Certificate of Appropriateness,
such an action would be unconstitutional as a taking of property, a denial of equal
protection, an arbitrary and capricious act, and a denial of due process of law under the
United States Constitution and the Constitution of the State of Georgia.

Refusal to issue the requested Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the
Applicant of any alternative reasonable use and development of the Subject Property
without just compensation and would be insubstantially related to the health and welfare
of the public while substantially harming the Property owners.

Applicant specifically objects to the standing of any party that opposes this

Application for Certificate of Appropriateness.
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This 27% day of January- 2023.

Respectfully submitted,

poA's 5%,@

LindaI. Dunlavy
Applicant and
Attorney for Owners

Linda I. Dunlavy

Dunlavy Law Group, LLC

(404) 371-4101 Office Phone
(404)664-0895 Mobile Phone
245 North Highland Avenue,
Suite 230 #905

Atlanta, Georgia 30307
Idunlavy/edunlavylawgroup.com
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: 1043712155 (0) | 178 Sams Street

g 4043714556 ( Decatur, GA 30030
De}.\alb COLlnty 3 y.)3 N catur 3

Chief Executive Officer DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY Director

Michael Thurmond Andrew A. Baker, AICP
Application for Certificate of Appropriateness

Date Received Application No

Address of Subject Property 1853 North Decatur Road

Applicant: inda |. Dunlavy, Dunlavy Law Group, LLC E-Mail- l[dunlavy@dunlavylawgroup.com

Applicant Mailing Address. 245 North Highland Ave NE, Suite 230, #905, Atlanta 30307

Applicant Phone(s): 404-371-4101 /404-664-0895 Fax:

Applicant's relationship to the owner: Owner [ Architect: 0 Contractor/Builder 0 Other ErAttomey

x * sokeke * L e e At L L TerEw

Naomi Johnson Singleterry E-Mail: NSJohnson8@gmail.com

Owner(s):

Darell Johnson Singleterry E-mail- disingleterry@gmail.com

Owner(s) Malllng Address 1819 Fair Oaks Place, Decatur, GA 30033

Owner(s) Telephone Number: 302-858-6484

Approximate age or date of construction of the primary structure on the property and any secondary structures affected by this
project: 1941

Nature of work (check all that apply):

New construction &4 Demoilition @  Addition O Moving a building O Other building changes O
New accessory building O Landscaping O Fence/Wall O Other environmental changes O
Sign installation or replacement O Other O

Description of Work:
Demolition of the existing home on the property and approval of new construction drawings for a single family residence

This form must be completed in its entirety and be accompanied by supporting documents, such as plans, list of materiais, color
samples, photographs, etc. All documents should be in PDF format, except for photographs, which may be in JPEG
format. Email the application and supporting material to plansustain@dekalbcountyga. gov An incomplete
application will not be accepted

U/l (,(

Ler ik ) [ ({

Signature of Applicant/Date
Revised 10;’5!20(_5/
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LE 404.371.2155 (0} | 178 Sams Street

- 1455 D ,GA 300
DeKalb County 40437 536(0 l ecatur, GA 30030

Dorathe i oy Ea

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & SUSTAINABILITY

Authorization of a Second Party to Apply for a Certificate of Appropriateness

This form is required if the individual making the request is not the owner of the property.

I/ We, Naomi Johnson Singleterry and Darell Johnson Singleterry

being owner(s) of the property at __ 1853 North Decatur Road

hereby delegate authority to Linda |. Duniavy, Dunlavy Law Group, LLC

to file an application for a certificate of appropriateness in my/our |}

|- 32-2ar3

Date

revi he f ing infor i

Approval of this Certificate of Appropriateness does not release the recipient from compliance with
all other pertinent county, state, and federal regulations.

Before making any changes to your approved plans, contact the preservation planner (404/371- 2155).
Some changes may fall within the scope of the existing approval, but others will require review by the
preservation commission. If work is performed which is not in accordance with your certificate, a Stop
Work Order may be issued.

If your project requires that the county issue a Certificate of Occupancy at the end of construction, an
inspection may be made to verify that the work has been completed in accord with the Certificate of
Appropriateness. If the work as completed is not the same as that approved in the Certificate of
Appropriateness you will not receive a Certificate of Occupancy. You may also be subject to other
penalties including fines and/or required demolition of the non-conforming work.

If you do not commence construction within twelve months of the date of approval, your Certificate of

Appropriateness will become void and you will need to apply far a new certificate if you still intend to do
the work.

Revised 8/26/2019
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Property Appraisal Home

DeKalb County Property Appraisal

Real Estate Search  Personal Property Search

Profile

Value History

Appeals History
Appeal by Year
Current Yalues
Commercial

Detached Improvements
Land

Map

Pictometry

Permits

Photos

Ras dental Stracturs
Sales

Sketch

Exemptions

https://propertyappraisal.dekalbcountyga.gov/datalets/datalet.aspx?mode=residentiaI&UseSearch=no&pin=18 052 05 035&jur=000&taxyr=20228LMp...

PARID: 18 052 05 035
Tax Dist: 04-UNINCORPORATED
SINGLETERRY DARELL JOHNSON

Residential Structure

Building # 1

Land Class R3 - RESIDENTIAL LOT
Stories 1.5

Construction 1-FRAME

Style 15 - TRADITIONAL
Living Area 1,893

Quality Grade 025

Condition AV

Year Built 1941

Remodeled Year

Effective Year

Bedrooms 5

Full Baths 3

Half Baths 0

Total Fixtures 13

Fireplaces 1

AC 4 - CENTRAL WITH A/C
Basement 1- SEE ADDITIONS
Unfinished Area

Finished Basement Living Area
Functional Obsolescene

Economic Obsolescence 90

% Complete 100

Additions

Addition Number Description

0

1 BSMT UNDER DWELLING~—-
3 ~COMP ATTIC FIN-

4 ~OVERHANG-

5 -ADD FRAME FULL STORY AFO/AFT--
6 FINISH BASEMENT-—

7 -FULL STORY FRAME--

8 PATIO—

9 FINISH BASEMENT-—

10 PATIO-—

11 -OPEN PORCH--

Advanced/Sales Search Map Search

1853 DECATUR RD NE N
Actions
6 Printable Summary
= Printable Verslon

Area
854
854
634

142
750
255
72

255
102
12

1n
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PARID: 18 05205 035
Tax Dist! 04-UNINCORPORATED

SINGLETERRY DARELL JOHNSON 1853 DECATUR RD NE N
12
6 AB 6
12
27
17
& A10 [ 2%
7 30
Main Building
15 AT 15
17
Item Area
Main Building 854
- 90:BSMT UNDER DWELLING 854
ALUM/F'GLS - CPA:ALUM/F'GLS CP 440
A10 - 88:PATIO 102
A11 - 84:0PEN PORCH 12
- 52:COMP ATTIC FIN 634
Ad - 45:0VERHANG 8
AS - 10A:ADD FRAME FULL STORY AFO/AFT 142
- 96:FINISH BASEMENT 750
A7 - 10:FULL STORY FRAME 255
A8 - 88:PATIO 72

hitps://propertyappraisal.dekalbcountyga.gov/Datalets/PrintDatalst.aspx?pin=18 052 05 0358gsp==8laxyear=20228jur=000&ownseq=&card=1&roll=&... 1/2
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- 96:FINISH BASEMENT 255

Printed on Monday, August 29, 2022, at 10:45:44 AM EST

htlps://propertyappralsal.dekalbcoun[yga,gov/DataIets/PrintDataIet.aspx?pin=18 052 05 035&gsp=4&taxyear=20228&jur=000&ownseq=&card=18&roll=&. .  2/2
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2018 Assessment Notice
2019 ) Assessment Notice
2020 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2020 Assessment Notice
2021 Assessment Notice
2022 Assessment Notice
Notices

Tax Year Hearing Type

2013 Board of Equalization

2013 Board of Equalization

2013 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2013 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2015 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2015 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2015 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2020 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2020 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2020 Appeal to Board of Assessors
2022 Assessment Notice

Detached Improvements

Card # Description

1 CPA : ALUM/F'GLS CP
Land

Land Type

Land Code

Square Feet
Calculated Acres
Deeded Acres
Parcel ID
Address

Unit

City

Zip Code
Neighborhood
Class

Land Use Code
Super NBHD
Zoning

Residential Structure

Building #
Land Class
Stories
Construction
Style

Living Area
Quality Grade
Condition

https:l/propertyappraisal.dekalbcountyga.gov/Datalels/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin=18 052 05 0358gsp=0OBY &taxyear=2022&jur=000&ownseq=08&card=1&r .  3/5

DeKalb County Property Appraisal

Subkey  Notice Type

BOE Decision Form

BOE Appointment Letter

Appeal No Changes - Real Estate
Res Review Form

30 Day Letter

Appeal Value Changes- Real Estate
Res Review Form

306C

Appeal Value Changes- Real Estate
Res Review Form

Res Review Form

e T T W G U N G G G Y

Year Built Grade Width
1983 C 20

G- SITE

2-SITE VALUE

0

0

4

18 052 05 035

1853 N DECATUR RD NE

ATLANTA

30307-

0931

R3 - RESIDENTIAL LOT
101-Residential 1 family

R75 - SF RES DIST

1

R3 - RESIDENTIAL LOT
1.5

1 - FRAME

15 - TRADITIONAL
1,893

025

AV

$359,400
$429,200
$402,900
$434,800
$402,900
$402,900

Mail Date

09/17/2013
08/26/2013
08/22/2013
07/11/2013
09/09/2015
09/03/2015
07/20/2015
08/04/2020
07/30/2020
07/03/2020
05/27/2022

Length Area
22 440
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Year Built
Remodeled'Year
Effective Year
Bedrooms

Full Baths

Half Baths

Total Fixtures
Fireplaces

AC

Basement

Unfinished Area
Finished Basement Living Area
Functional Obsolescene

DeKalb County Property Appraisal
1941

- = O W W,

4 - CENTRAL WITH A/C
1 - SEE ADDITIONS

Economic Obsolescence 90
% Complete 100
Additions
Addition Number Description Area
0 854
1 BSMT UNDER DWELLING-- 854
3 --COMP ATTIC FIN- 634
4 --OVERHANG- 8
5 -ADD FRAME FULL STORY AFO/AFT- 142
6 FINISH BASEMENT--- 750
7 -FULL STORY FRAME-- 255
8 PATIO--- 72
9 FINISH BASEMENT--- 255
10 PATIO--- 102
1 -OPEN PORCH-- 12
Sales
Sale Date Price  Tran Code Grantor Grantee Instrument Book / Page
06/16/2022 0 4- SINGLETERRY JR SINGLETERRY DARELL LW - 30407 / 00638
Affiliated/Related DARELL JOHNSON LIMITEDWARRANTY
Parties DEED
01/25/2018 407,500 0 - Valid Sale FMV HOOMAN YASAMIN SINGLETERRY DARELL LW - 26721 /00358
JR LIMITEDWARRANTY
DEED
05/18/2015 0 HA - Sales from  HAYDEN PATRICK LANCE HAYDEN PATRICK LANCE WD - WARRANTY DEED 24963 / 00105
Bank - Appeal
Value
05/18/2015 200,000 HA - Sales from  GEORGIA OWN CREDIT HAYDEN PATRICK LANCE LW - 24963 / 00087
Bank - Appeal UNION LIMITEDWARRANTY
Value DEED
01/06/2015 0 F - Foreclosure or DENNARD MICHAEL E GEORGIAS OWEN DP - DEED UNDER 24742100723
Bankruptcy CREDIT UNION POWER

02/28/1991 135,000 0 - Valid Sale FMV LOWENDICK H DURANCE DENNARD MICHAEL E
12/01/1987 135,000 0 - Valid Sale FMV LOWENDICK CAROLYN K LOWENDICK H DURANCE WD - WARRANTY DEED 06020/ 00186

05/12/1987 0 5 - Old Code No
Longer Used

06/02/1978 0 0 - Valid Sale FMV

Sale Details

KENNEDY LILA A

LOWENDICK CAROLYN K

WD - WARRANTY DEED 06899 / 00634

EX - EXECUTORS DEED 05842 / 00310

AD - ADMINISTRATORS 03813 /00436
DEED

10f9

https:/lpropertyappraisal.dekalbcountyga.gov/DataIets/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin:18 052 05 035&gsp=0BY&taxyear=20228&jur=000&ownseq=08card=18&r... 4/5
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Sale Date 06/16/2022

Price $0

Deed Book 30407

Deed Page 00638

Plat Book

Plat Page 100 1 DOG

Buyer 1 SINGLETERRY DARELL JOHNSON
Buyer 2 SINGLETERRY NAOMI! JOHNSON
Seller 1 SINGLETERRY JR DARELL

Seller 2 JOHNSON NAOMI S

https://propertyappraisal.dekalbcountyga.gov/Datalets/PrintDatalet.aspx?pin=18 052 05 035&gsp=0BY&taxyear=2022&jur=000&ownseq=08&card=1&r... 5/5
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DeKalb Counly Tax Commissioner

Property Ta

= e -

herein, its use, or its interpretation.

x Information Results

Pay Now ]

Sign up Lo receive future tax bills by email.

Click here for the reguest form

Any errors or omissions should be reported for investigation. No warranties, expressed or implied, are provided for the data

Parce! 1D

Rin Number
Property Address
Property Type
Tax District

Jan. 1 5% Owner
Co-Owner

Current Owner
Co-Owner

Owner Address

Exemption Ty2

Care of Information

Tax Exempt Amount

Exemption Type

Deed Type
Deed 3aok/Page
Plat Book/Page

NBHD Code
Zoning_Type

Year Buit
Condition Code
Quality Grade
Air Conditioning
Fireplaces
Stories

Square Footage
Basement Area
% Bsmt Finished
Bedrooms
Bathrooms

Last Deed Date

Value Exemption Amount

Improvement Type

Last Deed Amount

18 052 05 001

0910180

1925 RIDGEWOOD DR NE
Real Estate

04 - UNINCORPORATED

Last Name, First Name
HARTLEY RANDALL

HARTLEY RANDALL

1925 RIDGEWOOD DR NE
ATLANTA GA 30307-1160

** CHANGE MALILING ADDRESS **

H1F - BASIC
EXEMPTION WITH
FREEZE

$7,578.14

$0.00

WARRANTY DEED
26432 / 00211
/100

0931

R75 - SF RES DIST
15-TRADITIONAL
2017

AVERAGE

VERY GOOD

YES

1

1.7

4,237 5q. Ft.
1,764 Sq. Ft.

0 Sq. Ft.

4

4.5

8/11/2017
$995,000.00

Click here to view property map

https://dekalbtax.org/property-information

Taxable Year

Millage Rate

1 St [nstaliment Amount

2 " Installment Amount
DeKalb County Taxes Billed
DeKalb County Taxes Paid
DeKalb County Taxes Due

Total Taxes Billed
Total Taxes Paid
Total Taxes Due

-- Choose a Tax Year -- v

URRENT YEAR PAYM

DeKalb County Tax
Commissioner
Collections Division

PO Box 117545

Atanta, GA 30368-7545

Prior Years Tax
==* Please note that payment posting information may be delayed
due to batch processing***

DeKalb County Tax
TaxYear Total Owed

2022 $13,999.04
2021  $13,999.18
2020 $13,666.66
2019  $14,516.20
2018  $12,667.78
20L7  $11,396.45
2016  $6,535.52

2015  $6,104.46

Tax Sale File Number
FiFa-GED Book/Page
Levy Date
Sale Date

Delinguent Armount Due

Total Paid

$0.00
$13,999.18
$13,666.66
$14,516.20
$12,667.78
$11,396.45
$6,535.52
$6,104.46

2022
0.04389
$7,169.66
$6,829.38
$13,999.04
$0.00
$13,999.04

$13,999.04

($0.00)
$13,999.04

Tax Bill Detéus

G-gt 1_'_ax Payoff Info.

PRIOR YEAR PAYMENTS

DeKalb County Tax
Commissioner
Collections Division

PO Box 100004

Decatur, GA 30031-7004

Adjusted Bill

Total Due Due Date

$13,999.04
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
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Additional Property [nformation

DeKalb County Tax Commissioner

Taxable Year 2022
Land Value $220,000
Building_Value $963,500
Misc. Improvement Value %0
Total Value $1,183,500
40% Taxable Assessment $473,400 |

Information as of 10/28/2022 '

For additional information on the data abnve, |
contact the Property Appraisal Department at 404-371-

2471

hitps://dekalbtax.org/property-information 2/2
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DeKalb County Tax Commissioner

herein, its use, or its interpretat

Attention:

Property Tax |

Any errors or omissions should be re

T ——

ion.

nformation Results

ported for investigation. No warranties, expressed or implied, are provided for the data

Our records indicale thal 4 mortgage company or tax service is scheduled to pay the taxes for 2022,

Would you like to continue wit

h this payment?

Pay Now

Sign up to receive future tax bills by email,

Click here for the request form

Jan. 1%t Qwner

Co-Owner

Current Owner
Co-Owner

Owner Address

Care of Information

Exemption Type

Tax Exempt Amount

Exemption Type
Value Exemption Amount

Jeed Type

Deed Book/Page
Plat Book/Page

NBHD Code
Zoning_Type
Improvement Type
Year Buiit
Condition Code
Quality Grade
Air Conditioning
Fireplaces
Stories

Square Footage
Basement Area
% Bsmt Finished
Bedrooms
Bathrooms

Parcel ID 18 052 05 002

Pin Number 0910198

Property Address 1917 RIDGEWOQD DR
Property Type Real Estate

Tax District 04 - UNINCORPORATED

Last Name, First Name
ZYGLIS MICHELLE
ZYGLIS JASON
ZYGLIS MICHELLE
ZYGLIS JASON

1917 RIDGEWOOD DR
ATLANTA GA 30307

“* CHANGE MAILING ADDRESS #*

H1F - BASIC
EXEMPTION WITH
FREEZE
$5,293.89
$0.00
LIMITEDWARRANTY
DEED
26469 / 00417
/1001

0931

R75 - SF RES DIST
15-TRADITIONAL
2017

AVERAGE

VERY GOOD

YES

1

2

3,938 Sq. Ft.
1,842 Sgq. Ft.

0 Sq. Ft.

4

4.5

https://dekalbtax.org/property-information

Taxable Year

Millage Rate

2 "™ [pstallment Amount
DeKalb County Taxes Billed
DeKalb County Taxes Paid
DeKalb County Taxes Due

Total Taxes Billed
Total Taxes Paid
Total Taxes Due

DeKalb County Taxes

First Payment Date
First Payment Amount
Last Payment Date
Last Payment Amount

Tax Paid_l'\iecgpt_ ]

-- Choose a Tax Year -- v

Tax Bill Details |

Get Tax Payoff Info. |

2022
0.04389
$7,375.03
$14,750.06
$7,375.03
$7,375.03

$14,750.06
$7,375.03
$7,375.03

9/17/2022
$7,375.03
9/17/2022
$7,375.03

CURRENT YEAR PAYMENTS

DeKalb County Tax
Commissioner
Collections Division

PO Box 117545

Atlanta, GA 30368-7545

Prior Years Tax

PRIOR YEAR PAYMENTS

DeKalb County Tax
Commissioner
Collections Division

PO Box 100004

Decatur, GA 30031-7004

*** Please note that payment posting information may be delayed

due to batch processing***

DeKalb County Tax

TaxYear Total Owed Total Paid  Total Due
2022  $14,750.06 $7,375.03 $7,375.03
2021  $14,091.96 $14,091.96 $0.00
2020  $14,102.30 $14,102.30 $0.00
2019  $13,936.60 $13,936.60 $0.00
2018  $13,242.04 $13,242.04 $0.00
2017  $11,100.62 $11,100.62 $0.00
2016  $1,983.81 $1,983.81 $0.00
2015  $1,952.30 $1,952.30 $0.00

Tax Sale File Number
FiFa-GED Book/Page
Levy Date

Sale Date

Delinquent Amount Due

Adjusted Bill_

Due Date

112
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Last Deed Date 8/31/2017
Last Deed Amount $999,000.00

Click here to view progerty map

Additional Property [nformation

Taxable Year 2022

Land Value $220,000
Building_Value $902,700
Misc. Improvement Value $0
Total Value $1,122,700
40% Taxable Assessment $449,080

Information as of 10/28/2022
For additional information on the data abave,
contact the Praoperty Appraisal Department at 404-371-
2471

DeKalb County Tax Commissioner

hitps://dekalbtax.org/property-information
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Property Tax Information Results

Any errors or omissions should be reported for investigation. No warranties, expressed

herein, its use, or its interpretation.

DeKalb County Tax Commissioner

or implied, are provided for the data

— PayNow ]

Sign up to receive future tax bills by email.

Click here for the request form

Parcel ID

Pin Number
Property Address
Property Type
Tax District

Jan. 1 5% Qwner
Co-Owner

Current Qwner
Co-Owner

Owner Address

Care of Information

18 052 05 036
0910457

526 EMQRY CIR NE
Real Estate

04 - UNINCORPQRATED

Last Name, First Name
NELSON RENEE V

NELSON RENEE V

90 FAIRLIE ST NW 902
ATLANTA GA 30303

Taxable Year 2022
Millage Rate 0.04389
2 " [nstallment Amount $4,284.66
DeKalb County Taxes Billed $8,569.32
DeKalb County Taxes Paid $4,284.66
DeKalb County Taxes Due $4,284.66
Total Taxes Billed $8,569.32
Total Taxes Paid $4,284.66
Total Taxes Due $4,284.66
DeKalb County Taxes
First Payment Date 9/17/2022
First Payment Amount $4,284.66
Last Payment Date 9/17/2022
Last Payment Amount $4,284.66
Tax Paid Receipt | . Tax Bill Details |

-- Choose a Tax Year — v GgT_a_x E’gﬂ Info.

CHANGE MAILING ADDRESS
H1F - BASIC
Exemption Tyae EXEMPTION WITH
FREEZE
Tax Exempt Amount $4,905.02
Exemption Type
Value Exemption Amount $0.00

CURRENT YEAR PAYMENTS
DeKalb County Tax

Commissioner
Collections Division

PO Box 117545

Atlanta, GA 30368-7545

PRIOR YEAR PAYMENTS
DeKalb County Tax
Commissioner

Collections Division

PO Box 100004

Decatur, GA 30031-7004

Deed Type

Deed Book/Page
Plat Book/Page

QUIT CLAIM DEED
26894 / 00775
0/0

Prior Years Tax
*** Please note that payment posting information may be delayed
due to batch processing***
DeKalb County Tax

TaxYear Total Owed

2022 $8,569.32
2021  $8,569.48
2020 $7,396.88
2019  $7,336.56
2018  $7,331.08
2017  $6,920.50
2016 $6,791.94
2015 $6,991.36

) Adjusted Bill
Total Pajd Total Due “Due Date
$4,284.66 $4,284.66

$8,569.48 $0.00

$7,396.88 $0.00

$7,336.56 $0.00

$7,331.08 $0.00

$6,920.50 $0.00

$6,791.94 $0.00

$6,991.36 $0.00

NBHD Code 0931

Zoning Type R7S - SF RES DIST
Improvement Type 15-TRADITIONAL
Year Built 1925

Condition Code VERY GOOD
Quality Grade GOOD

Air Conditioning YES

Fireplaces 0

Stories 2

Square Footage 2,674 Sq. Ft.
Basement Area 1,260 Sgq. Ft.
% Bsmt Finished 0 Sq. Ft.
Bedrooms 4

Bathrooms 3

Last Deed Date 3/17/2018

Last Deed Amount $0.00

Click here to view property map

https://dekalbtax.org/property-informalion

Tax Sale File Number
FiFa-GED Book/Page
Levy Date
Sale Date

Deiinquent Amount Due

12
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Additionai Property [nformation

Taxable Year

Land Value
Building_Value

Misc. Improvement Value
Total Value

40% Taxabie Assessment

471

Information as of 10/28/2022

For additional infoermation on the data above,
contact the Property Appraisal Department at 404-371-
2

2022
$119,328
$626,473

$0
$745,800
$298,320

DeKaib County Tax Commissioner

https:/idekalbtax.org/property-information

22



SUBJECT PROPERTY-1853 NORTH DECATUR ROAD
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526 EMORY CIRCLE
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ACROSS ROAD FROM SUBJECT PROPERTY ON NORTH DECATUR ROAD
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1873 NORTH DECATUR ROAD






VEGETATION BETWEEN SUBJECT PROPERTY AND 526 EMORY CIRCLE






VIEW FROM SIDE YARD OF SUBJECT PROPERTY TOWARDS 1917 AND 1925
RIDGEWOOD ROAD






VIEW OF FRONTAGE ALONG NORTH DECATUR ROAD FROM 1925 RIDGEWOOD
ROAD TOWARDS SUBJECT PROPERTY
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1925 RIDGEWOOD ROAD






CONTRIBUTING PROPERTIES MAP



University Park-Emory Highlands-Emory Estates Historic District
Decatur vicinity, DeKalb County, Georgia
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CHARACTER AREA GUIDELINES AND ANALYSIS



1.0 University Park / Emory Highlands / Emory Estates CHarRACTER AREA

he University Park. Emon Highlands, and Emory Estates subdwisions are

located on the south side of North Decatur Road and east of Emory Univer
sity 1n the northeast quadrant of the local historic district. The area consists ot
three sections: 11 Uiniversity Park along Emory and Ridgewood Drives, 121 Emory
Highlands along Burlington Road and Ridgewood Drive, and 131 Fmory Fstates
along Emory Circle and Durand Drive A National Register nominalion request
tor these neighborhoods is currently pending

These neighborhoods were planned and developed during the late 1910s and
1920s and reflected the growing need for affordable suburban housing easily
accessible by the automobile. While adjacent to the large Druid Hills suburb
these subdivisions were placed on small parcels of land All of these Tactors
resulted m a dense development patlern with streets placed closely together,
small fots. and little open space, a much different situation trom that in neigh-
bornng Drund Hills. The land was sold to the Druid Hills Company in 1916 bui
was then sold again to another developer, W. D Thompson. The area was plat
ted and laid out in three phases - Umiversity Park in 1916, Emory Highlands in
1923 and Emory Estates in 1925 O, F. Kaultman was responsible for the layout
of both University Park and Emory Highlands. ¢ A Nash was responsible for
the tavout of Emory Estates. This 1s the only neighborhood within the local dis
trict known 1o be associated with this civil engineer Emory Highlands and Emory
Estates were probably developed by the same developer, Augustine Sams

The area 1s characterized by U-shaped streets, hilly terrain. umiform building
sethacks, sidewalks, and a variety of landscaping. Overall. the development is
small-scale with small lots and tront vards and modestly-sized houses. The ar
chitecture of these neighborhoods reflects, at a modest scale the early- twent
eth-century movemenlt toward period revival stvles such as English Vernacular
Revival. Colonial Revival and Dutch Colonial Revival as well as the modernis
te movement ol the Crattsman style Manv ol the houses have driveways and
garages tor the incredasingly popular automobiles of the early-twentioth century
the houses were constructed rrom the 14205 into the 19405
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Character-Defining Features

Landscape CHaracteristics:

Front Setback

W 275 - 35 range: setbacks in Emory Estates somewhal higher i 30

50" range

Side Setback

w 10 20 range

Typical Lot Size

w 30 70 x 130200 with a tew oversized exceptions at curves and
N areas of severe lopography . 2 acres - 3 acres

Typical Building Size

® 1,300-2 300 square toot range. majorty 1 the | 800+ square oot
range

Skt 1sCApE

O1her

P Hé

# streetscape cross section illustrates the typical patterns and dimen
stons: asphalt street, granite curb, planting space, sidewalk tront vard
# sidewalks on both sides of street throughout 4" in width

% planting space ranges trom 6'-8' Emory Drive within University
Park 15 6 wide and contains large hardwoods combination ot large
and small trees used in 8" wide space on Ridgewood Drve within
tmory Highlands: small trees predominant on Durand Drive within
Emory Estates

[TRYACTES

w drives and parking - lots [RUTC S SRV
typically comain paved access  istais s
drive parking within reqidential i
lots as well as onsstreet; street widths range
trom 20 24 providing limited space for on-

street parking

v tathic islands

two trattic islands
within character Do Dino
aread; one at
intersectlion ol Comele s
Durand Drive and ™idoap e
Emory Circle SLUL LR
contains small
tree; other 1sland at intersection
of Ridgewood Drive Burhington
Road, and Durand Mill Drive hdas concrete surtace

# front yard spaces - Severe terrain, particularly in the Emory Estates
and Emory Highlands neighborhoads, results in residential structures
elevated above the roadways. Front vard spaces in such situations are
too steep for the maintenance ot a lawn. For that reason. ground
cover vegetation is predominant

wil Fviors

AR A

i

[s

Durand Drive
Emory Estates

The Jacar Company
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Building CHaracTerisTics:

Coodd oaaniple of

Scale £ velish

w 1112 story Vievaclaw
Rivval snvie

Typt
¥ single-tamily detached

Syl
@ primarily English Vernacular
Revival and Colonial Revival; Craftsman also represented especially
in University Park area

PN o0 L4
ey 94 A Maierial
% primarily brick veneer exterior; limited weatherboard siding and
asbestos: weatherboard most common in University Park: granite
Emory Drive used as accent material around entrances and porches and in chim-
University Park neys

Rool Form
% predominant side gable main roof with cross hips and gables,
English Vernacular Revival examples display steeply pitc hed front
facing gables

Rool Pirch
¥ moderate pitches main side gable; steeply-pitched projecting bays

Massing

% asymmetrical front facade with multiple building elements such as
projecting gables and entrances, dormers, chimnevs and varely of
window arrangements: some Colonial Revival examples with svm

metrical facades
Strbr ! vl w

A Siraning

- Direcrional Emphasis

Rt rhses crearrd

24 WA 8 , 20 .8 4, 24 \ v main block ol 1 wou g
,_. ) 92’ ) H building - hori- Lablis
o K sontal

% tront-facing gables
Ridgewood Drive English Vernacular Revival
m3°ﬂ< I-Q—-NBQM examples, these friont-tacing

gables have a vertical emphasts

The Taeqenr Conpasy Page 11/
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Derails Ox-Streer Parking
w Joundahons - water table with solid brick toundations: solated % Emory also appears (o be having an adverse effect on the area
granite foundations, primarilv in Cmory Highlands created by extensive on street parking
v ¢h s - Chiminey placement vanes. nidgehine interior root

slope and tront exterior all common
¥ porches - small front corner porches characteristic of the area

w pnlrances - trequently accented we decorative surrounds such as ——
granite/fieldstone detailing sidelights. other wouod thm Guideline - New construction should be compatible with the predominant

w windows - double-hung sash 66 and /1. most common but architectural styles of the area, English Vernacular Revival and Colonial
other treatments well-represented such as other sash combinations Revival, and should reference important building elements of these styles
with decorative glazing patterns multi-paned: casement also present such as the projecting gables, prominent chimneys, and small-side porches
throughout of English Vernacular and the accented entrances of both styles.
INTRUSIONS: — rm—

Guideline - Traffic islands should be maintained as landscaped features
Porch Infill and should not be paved.
% Inappropriate
porch enclosures
detract from
overall integrity ol

area

New Construction
® New properties New
have been butlt ONSIRUC 0
without regard tor  Fadors o
prevailing scale el
sethack, and
materials

N

IR AL i
SLiDACN AassaN, ) B
i ; Comerrntrathe sdasd amaresrcnas o Ridgiwond Dve Berliseon Road et Dwasd Ml Dig,

e AN e

Dboer aned abir e stose wa

st fean w s

Trathic Islands
@ Traffic ssland at Ridgewood,
Burlington and Durand Mill has

been surtaced with concrete this 1s not the historic treatment

Adjoining Developmeni
% Emory Linnversity's continued high rise expansion and development
has had an adverse effect on the historic resources and the district’s
visual integrity

Page U8 The Targer Covpas




HOME CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE/COST
FOR REHABILITATION REPORT
1-23-23
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HOMESIDE CONSTRUCTION

P.0. BOX 335 LOCUST GROVE, GA 30248 - HOMESIDECONSTRUCTION@GMAIL.COM

PROJECT SCOPE & ESTIMATE

Location: 1853 N. Decatur Road Atlanta, GA 30307

Scope: Replace non-conforming foundation system and over spanned floor system at
the 1%t and 2" 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. | have reviewed the attached Harrington Report and based upon the report the
following work needs to be done in order to rehabilitate the existing structure to make it
stable enough to bear the additional loads from a planned renovation expanding the
living space more than 50% (to about 5000 to 7000 square feet total space) per the
recommendations contained in Altemative #2 and these alterations would be required
before any addition to the house could be safely made.

¢ Erosion control site management.

e Excavation of area necessary to access existing foundation to replace exterior
walls, footings, deteriorated and compromised concrete floors. Installation of
steel beams under framed house during excavation. Removal of driveway and
walkways are needed to access these areas. Extracted dirt to be stored offsite
and retumed once walls have been replaced. **

e Additional footings and piers to secure shoring of the existing frame walls and
floor system.

* Remove and re-route mechanical systems to allow for new joist additions.

e Waterproof and add new drain system, backfill foundation walls, landscape all
disturbed areas back to pre-construction conditions.

o Paint renovated areas to match existing structure.

Scanned with CamScanner
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HOMESIDE CONSTRUCTION

P.0. BOX 335 LOCUST GROVE, GA 30248 - HOMESIDECONSTRUCTION@GMAIL.COM

o Deeper and/or additional joist to be added to safely span to the original supports
so that the temporary shoring can be removed and to ensure continuous load
transfer from upper floors and roof to the foundation.

o Estimate is subject to change upon hidden or concealed conditions and
consequential damage to interior from construction activity and shifting of walls
and foundation during excavation.

**Estimate does not include hiring of experts for the foundation work. We will need
to work with soil scientist and other experts to make sure excavation being
performed properly and dirt properly compacted around newly poured foundation.
| estimate those costs to be no less than $25,000.00.

Projected cost of addition between 3000 and 5000 square feet at the rate of $225
per square foot, $675,000 — $1,125,000. Due to the additional required space
being more that 50% of the aggregate area of the building, this will require
compliance of existing electrical and mechanical systems with current Intemational
Residential Codes.

Total Estimate for rehabilitation: $267,220.00**
Total Estimate for rehabllitation + additional desired space $942,220-$1,392,220

Even though I provide this estimate for rehabilitation of the existing residence, please note that as a
professional builder | do NOT recommend this route for the Singleterry’s due to the massive expense
involved, the possible technical infeasibility of adding on to the rehabilitated structure, and the
unknown contingencies that may be encountered in attempting to shore up the unstable foundation of

this home.
(LB e

Dennis Brown, CEO

Scanned with CamScanner
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Building Characreristics:
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RECORDS OF PRIOR SIMILAR DEMOLITION REQUESTS



DeKalb County Government

Historic Preservation Commission *
330 Ponce De Leon Avenue Suite 500
Decatur, GA 30030
404/371-2155 or 404/371-2835(Fax)

a5
Chief Execusive Offices
March 8. 2012
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
SITE ADDRES 1097 Dan Johnson RD
Atlanta, GA 30307
PARCEL ID: 18-002-06-019
APPLICATION DA February 6, 2012
APPLICAN Daniel J. Matthews Trust
MAILING ADDRE C/0 Dunfavy Law Group 1026 B Atlanta Avenue

Decatur, GA 30030

THiIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON FEBRUARY 21,2012,
REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: MODIFIED APPROVAL

Demolsh the existing house and attachments such as paving and retaining wals. Prior to
demofidon the house must be d d with as-bulll d gs and ph hs to the
satisfaction of the county presecvation siafl,

Construct a new house in roughly the same location as the old house, but orented more loward
the street. The house will be end gabled, one story over the garage on the right end and 1%
story (with a shed dommer} on the left end. The mkidle section wil be a full two stories. A lower
secondary gable will projecl fom the center section. The lopography slopes down to the lefi. so
that end will sk on a higher brick foundation on the front and wil have a walk-in basemani on the
rear. The right half of the house will sl very close (o the ground.

Most of the house will be clad with wood lap sidng. The area around the projecting entrance wil
be veneered with granke. A round topped door and a small arched window will be set in the front
of the entry area. An arched roof wil be supported by brackets over the door. The floor of Lthe
front stoop will be concrete. The windows will be woad and will have true divided Ughts {TDL) with
7/8° muntns. Wooden louvered shuners will Tank mast of the windows on the front and ends
and some of the windows at the rear. Brackets will be inslalled In the eaves on the front of the



medidie pat of the house. A granie chimney topped by a tem cot chimtey pot wil fise fom
Just behind the rdg= near Uie center of the hause. A skle loading garaga wil occupy the dght

end of the house, wilh cantage house fype averhead doors, A wooden deck wil be atached to
the rear.

The s iy will curve to a A/ parlung area at the left side of the house. Pan of this

area il be suppatted by & mealning wad that faces the rar of the propesty and wil not be visibla
from the street. Maxmum height of tae retaining wal i i be about 4.5, A wooden raling wil be
insaled ot the top of the retalning wall The drtveway and font walk wil be paved with concrete.,

The diveway vl be 10" wide and the front walk wi be 4" wide. Two pines and a 38° oak will be
removied.



DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Tuesday, February 21, 2012 - 7:00 s
Staff Comments

New Consiruction Agenda
R. 1697 Dan Johnsen Road (DH), Daniel J. Matthews Trust c/o Dunlavy Law Group.
Demolish and replace houss, 17647

Constructed 1940, (18-002-06-019)

This proparty is located in the Druid Hills National Reglster Historic District and Druid Hilis
Character Area 1.

This housi is the oldest one on this street, The strast was laid aut afound 1940 on a plok that
was not part of the original Druid Hills subdivision, The property owner refused to ssii this
portinn of his oroparty.  Mast of the property is sl in the Matthews Family.

The applicant says the property s nnk in @ National Register Historic District or a identifiad
character area, but she is mistaken. It is n the Druid Hills National Aegister Distrct and |1 the
Druid hills Character Area 1. During the intial supvey of the district for the local namination this
street was |dentified as an intrusion,

Appllcant has provided a structural englneers report describing the house as so unsound
rehabilitation is not practically possitle, A cost stldy says even if the house could be restored
the cost would be much more than the valuz of the propery.

Recommendation

Althalgh built in the historic period, the house is not a significant structure and doss riot cantribite
to the district, The proposed damalition does not appear to have 3 substantial adverse effact on the
district, appears to meet the guidelines, and the preservation manper recommends approval,

At this ime staff has not had enough ime to study the proposed new construction.

Belevant Guidelines
¥4 Wmmwm;m;m-mmnm the appeoprinteness of a desian far a new
Disdding or additian In & historic district, it s imporant to determine the arss of Inflisnce. This aneas should be
that vhich will be vistally influsnced by the buisdlng, 1= the ares in which visual relationsn|ps will scour
Tistoric and new oonstruction,
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71 DeTring fhe Anea of. (praa) Guideling - In g the P of & design for a new
buiiding or addition in & hstonic distict, tis important 1 determine the ares of Influence. This area shackd be
that which will be visually mfluenced by the 2uiding, f.2. the area in which visual 1elationships will cccur
betweaen histore and rew constrictin,

Aecogrizing the Frevaiing Chamcter of Exsting Oebebpment (5] Guidelng - Wivn lsaking st 3 series of
Ristonic bulldings in the arsa of influence, pattems of wmniladties may emenge that hefp dafine the predominant
obysical and developmental chamctenstios of the area. Themz pastems must be |dentifled and mapectad in the
design of addions and aew constriction,

72

7.2.1  Buscng Orisniation and Seitack (p66) Guidsing - Thit sranation of 8 new bullding and ios sé= placemesnt
shoud appesr o e consstant with dominant patterns within the sm=a of Influence, i such patterms ane presan:,

722  Drecooral Emphess [p51) Guideling - A new buikling's dirctions! smphasis should be ssnsistent with dominant
pattems of directional emphasis within the area of inllussice, IF sich paiterns are gresent,

7223 M:Mm(pﬁu)m-memolmdambnidmgmld be consistent with thase of existing
bulldings within the area of influence, if dominant pattems are present.

723 Shupe; Busng Elemnts (£48) Guidgiing - The princifal elements and shapes used on the front facadn of a
trmw bunlding should be compatite with thoss of zasting boddings in the area of Influence, if dominant patteims
are present.

7.2.3  Shape: Ford form (pha) Guideline - The shape and size of a new parch should ba ronsistent with those of
existing hittonc buildings within the area of Infuence, if domirant pattems are presant.

7.2.9 Maszing (p59) Guideline - The massing of a new bullding should be consistent with dominant massing pattems of
existing buiidings in the area of Influence, I such sattems are present.

7.2.5 Fropation (o70) Guldebns - The proportians of a new bulding should be consistent with dominant patterns of
propartion of axisting buildings in the area of Influence, IF such pattems are present.

7.2.6 Riythm (p71) Guideline - Mavy constrsction in a historic area shoukd respect and nat disrupt existing rhythmic
patterns in the area of influgnce, If such pattams e Dresent

7.2.7 Saskyteoht{p72) Guidgling - Mew construction In historic areas shauld be consistent with domaant pattems of
wale within the area of influence, if such pattems are present. AddTtions I historic bulldings shauld not appear
iy emrwhaim the avsting building,

72.7 Save it (p1) Gudeline - A propased rew bullding should appear t conform to th floor-ta-flor iights of
ealsting structures if thare is 2 deminant paltemn withii Lhe establisned 2rea of Ffluence, Dominant patiers of
eonice lines, string coursas, and watsr tables t=n be to help creaty o ' P L

728 (vl Arciueetind Sements (373) Guideline - New construction and sdditiots should be eompatible and
not conllict with the predeminant site and architectural elements—and their deesign relationships—af extsting
propertias in the anea of influsnce,

82 Trws|p?e) Recommandation - The matune haintwood forest within the Druld Hifts Locil Histore District should
be perpetyated through a distret-wice replanting program. Trees shoukd ber meghaced when matuo trees sre lost
fo age o damages o ane removed for safaty ressons, Replacemant trees shoild be of idantical or similar
varieties o the original trees, A divemsity of tre types 15 recommendad o perpetuste the existing character of
mass free groupings. Replacameny trees of adaquate sire (1,57 caliper minimuin] ame recommended. Existing
oinantes thet provide for W prolection aind replacemarnt of the fstrict’s e resources shou'd e applied to
development activities velhin Douid Hills.
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Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed n a manner that does not distract from the overail
character of the district. Parking to serve private lots should be acc on-site, when at all
possible, using the pathway of original drives and parking. Front yard parking shoukd not ber afiowed Grless ICis
a public safety issue. When front yard parking is necessary, it should be acded in & manrer that does not
destroy the unbroken landscaped character of the front yard spaces in Druid Hills. Rear yard spaces shoutd be
considered for expansion of parking areas.

i3/ Landscape Design (p91) Regommendation - For residential yards, created without the assistance of
fandscape dasigners, histon: landscape plans for othor seslential bt Within the digtrct should be e far
guittance, Thasa pland can be infeeproted to creste 8 new landssapes plan thal w et on kstone tediens,
Core shoukl Ya taien m =lect desiges for yurds of similar sipe cortainng houses of smila: style and wak.
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APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
) DeKalh County Historic Preservation Commission

1. Address of Property: 1097 Daniel Johasoa Soad
Dwmer;_I n

i D Teleohone:_404-452-7030
Qumer Address: _c/o bunlevy Law Gyoup, LLE ®(below)
2 Name of Applicant; e mmig]
You o your representative may be present at the meeting of the #esion, bul sttendance & ot
Vamlumnnqdn-m-e.mwmwuumm Emall; ldun Levy@dunlavy lawgroup. com
Mailing Address: A Aveoma, Decatwr, GA 0030
Daytime Tied ADA-ITI-ATON
Retationshin of Applicent to Property Qwner: Cwmar O Architect 3 Contractor 5
Otnee & ALtorney

3. Aga ot date of rw#MQMMhmm
any secondary structures affected by this project: 1940

4. Nature of Proposed Work: =
Construction

X New X mhm

X Demoition - Moving xi

—  Addition - Sign En ‘or

—  New Freestanding Buliding — Repeirs & i

- Fencefwadl _  Exterior Festures. _
- Exterior Environmental Change s

_  Dedck or Ratio —  Other

hdmmrmmsmww:m Use the sttached submittal
cmmmqmmmmmwm.a:mmmmwmmm
0 be used, mmnmmﬂmﬂmu fUse awtra sheet, i nacesssry. )
Oemo. L]
trass nesded. New home comstruction om sass mire.
ORE

IMPORTANT: This form must be compicted before the Hstonc Pressrvabion Commeson can corgider (he
approval of any material change 1o # Historlc Prooerty ar within @ Histore Disirict. This farm, slang with
Wmemm.mmmmLmummwmw
m.mmmmwmlnmmummwemm,m 30030,
Five (5] coples of plana of renderings for sy hew StTUCTUrES Mgt e Mied. Ome 52t of plans must be reduced o
11"x 17" or smader.
uwmmhmmuwmmum.mm
will not be docketed for Ly the Historic -3 3
ol fl=.

ot e 4y - 12 e o e
Tnitiais: DT / 76 4/7
Sign given: Yes _No ey 7

* as Trustea of Deniel J. Matthews Troar (See Desd Attached)



STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF m

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICA F APP) T|
Applicant:
ION EVANLEE DAUM, as TRUSTEE OF DANIEL J. MATTHEWS TRUST
Proverty Location:
1097 Dan Johnsoa Rosd

Request for Certifleate of Appropriateness to
Demolish Existing Structures
And To
Construct A New Resldemce

Submitted for Applicant by:

Linda I. Dunlavy
Dualavy Law Group, LLC
1026 B Atlants Avenue
Decatur, Georgia 30030
(404) 3714101 Phane
(404) 371-8901 Facsimile
WunlavviBdunlay dawermup o



INTRODUCTION
The Subject Property, known as 1097 Dan Johnson Road (“Subject Property), is

owned by the Daniel J, Matthews Trust (the “Trust™). Warmaty Deed is included with
the Application Package Jon Evanlee Daum is the Trusiee of the Trust. [t is not located
within a National Register Historic District, nor is it in en identified character area. On
the contrary, the Subject Propexty is localed at the end of the cul-de-sac on an infrusion
sireet, cast of Oakdale between the ByWay and North Decatur Roads. Dan Johnson is
currenily developed with |2 homes, seven of which were constructed prior to the period
uf significance {146 add edrlicd) 1 1097, 1098, 1100, 11 12, 1128, 1109 and 1133 Dan
Johnson Read. Four of the remaining homes were built between 1946 and 1950 (1108,
1116, 1137 and 1113). One home at the northeast inlersection of Vilenah Lane and Dan
Johnson Road (1141 Dan Sohnson Rosd) was constructed in 2003/2004 after receipt of a
COA for demolition of the pre-existing home and appcoval of the new construction by the
HPC. The Subject Property contains a home buiit in epproximately 1940 with related

structures, drives and walkways. See included existing conditions sile plan. The exisling

idf and its i arein peor
HISTORY
The Subject Property has been in the Johnson/Matthews family since 1863, as

part of a larger land grant stemming from (he Indian Land Grants after the Revolutionary
War. By 1890, Lhe holdings of the Johnsons had been reduced to approximalely 10 acres,
a major part of which is now owned by the Daniel J. Matthews Trust. Daniel J. Matthews
is a direci descendani of the ariginal grantee and the grandson of Den Johnson, the
namesake (or the road on which the Subject Property is located. Daniel I, Matthews is



the late husband of Jon Evanlee Daum, Trusiee of the Trust. The ten acres owned by the
Johnson family in 1890 was made into a small subdivision compriscd of Vilenah Lanc
and Dan Johnson Road Vilenah was named after Dan Johnson’s wife The home on the
Subject Property was he first housc erected on Dan Johnson Road in approximately
1940. Ms. Daum has lived at 1097 Dan Johnson Road since 1989  Duc to the constant
water wntrusion into the home and ker reaction to the mold resulting from such intrusion
(she suffers from emphysema), Ms. Daum moved from 1097 Dan Johnson Read in mid-
Seplember 2011. She is residing temporarily at 1098 Daa Johnson Road  Ms. Daum
wishes (o build a new home on the 1097 site after demolition of the 2xisting rasidence
and its associaled structures (drive, walkways, walls and sleps). See attached

h hs depicti i She has retained Phillip Clazk Fine Custom

P grap!

Builders. Inc, for conslruction of the new residence pursuant to designs of Architect,
Linda D'Orazio MacArthur. Sce, included new construction site plan and architecturat
drawings.

A structural enginear's report, secured from Michael Quinn and Associates,
shows that the home at 1097 Dan Johnson Road is so unsound that rehabilitation is not
practically possible. Moreover, a cost to cure repart indicates that even if the home could
practically he rehabititated, the cost to cure deficiencies Lo bring the existing struclure to
code and to make it habitable would far exceed the fair market value of the home. As
such, the Applicant is requesting a Centificale of Appropriateness (o demolish the existing
structures on site and to construct a new residence compatible and consisient with other

residences in the arca of influence.



PROPOSED DEMOLITION AND NEW CONSTRUCTION

The Applicant desires to take the current aging structure and demolish it along
with the garage, concrete peds and other structures on the site. The existing house is a
two-story wood frame home set on a brick masonry partial crawl space/basement
foundation. It is approximalely 2500 square feet with an aunched garage. [n addition 1o
the home and the garage, the Applicant proposes to demolish the concrete driveway, the
stone walkways, sieps and several stone walls on sile. The new construction for the
Subject Property is proposed as per the plans of Linda D'Orazio MacAcdhur and filed
contemporancously herewith

ASIS FOR THE DEMOLITION P AL

Applicant notes that although the existing home was built during the period of
significance (prior to [946), like many homes in Druid Hills the structure was not
designed by a professional but simply built using eccepted building techniques of the day.
As such, many of Lhe elements of the existing home are seriously deficient relative to

current building codes and d These serious ienciss, include, but aro not

limited 10, inadequate footings, overly stressed foundation walls, and non-existent
foundation anchorage. Moreover, the house ia not a good representative of any particular
style or house type and does not appear to have any architectural or historical

significance.

In evaluating the request (or ition the HPC needs to determine if the

existing structure is 'so unsound that rehabilitalion is not possible” Guideline 73 3.

ildings and that are prop: for it should be tharoughly



evalualed for historic and i meril and imp: 1o the ch: of the site

and district. I significant, altemative uses thal permit continued preservation should be
thoreuphly investigated " Because of the lack of historic or architectural significance of
the existing residence, the Applicant submils that “altemative uses that permit conlinued

preservalion” need not be cxplored by the HPC

The HPC has app d ition of within the District
since its inception in {996, These include historic and nen-historic structures,
The chart below summarizes the resid app far demolition in the District:

SAMPLED DEMOLITIONS [N IISTORIC DISTRICT'

Yaar Dsmo

Address [ Byl Approved . Reasons .

267 Chelsea Circle "] Mar-05  nonhistoric

315 Vickers Drive Jun-05

519 Durand Drive . 1935 02106 iire

1000 Clifion 1953 nonhistoric

Hied Clifon Road 1952 .

1000 Sprinadale. 1952 Jan-05 _ nonnistor ¢

045 Spring dile 1923 an09 _ senous sinctural

1168 Lullwater . 1929 Aug-05 _ mokd

1433 The ByWay 1942 Jan-10

1203 The ByWay 1953 Nov-0l | monistaric

1304 The ByWay 1947 Nov-0l  nonhistone

1247 Unwerity 1948 Dec05

1242 Rriardale 1950 Aug-06 | nontwstaric

1287 The ByWuy 1950 Apr-03  nontustoric

1288 Anzreale Lane . wloa
Naonhistoric GMHt

| 256 Brareliff JleEn B

1 102 Seillwemal | 1925 Aug.

1314 Universary Mar-05

1464 Ovelordt Rodd Aug06

1595 Emory Road e Nov-0l ' Extreme siructural

 There uz likely other approved demolitions since there 15 no scerchable data base fo assure complcte
information maintained and aceassible 10 the public in DeKalb County Planning Department.



1739 Coveniry Mar-05
1741 Coventry J Mar03
1745 Coventiv Lan-05

Nonmgnifizant,
2015 Nerth Decatur 1930 conciban _'?‘ff
Nansgnificard: paar
2049 North Decatur 1950 condin
1141 Dun Johnson L9355 Dec-y fatfigsore

One large new home (5200+ square feet) has been built to the immediale east of
the Subject Property at 1141 Dan Johnson Road. It i the first new home since the
inception of the District to be built on Dan Johnson. it was done so with lhe express
approval of the HPC, which allowed demolition of the preexisting structure (a 1955 ranch
style home) on the site. The COAs for the demolition and new construction of this home
are included in the Application package.

The home on the Subject Property is in deplorable condition. Similar to the
historic homes above approved for demolition, it suffers from profound structural

problzimg and it current condition militates dgainsl reguinng rehabllitaion and

preservation. Two reports d ing this condition are filed ly with
this wrilten justification.
The first expert report in support of demolilion is a structural report rom Michael

Quinn and Associates wherein he evaluates the “suitability of the existing structure for

.renovation”, Mr. Quinn, a licensed professional engineer, notes thal the “house is in
disrepair and has been poorly maintsined”. He also observes that the “floor joists and rim
band bear directly on the brick walls.. and there is no connection of the wood framing to

the foundation.” Because of this existing dang ition, Mr. Quinn indi that

“to properly atiach the house to Lhe dation, the brick [¢ ion should be



and replaced with either a concrete or concrete masonry wall bearing on a new fooling.
This may be accomplished in sections by bracing the floor system and wall above,
excavaling both sides of the wall, removing the wall, pouring a new footing, and building

anew wall.” Me. Quinn notes seven other structural issuss refating to the existing

mold th the home, and concludes “{cJonsidering the extent
of the foundation work and associated dangers, as well as the likelihood of bringing the
entire house into current Code compliance, it may be safer and more cost effective 10 raze
the existing structure and rebuild on a new foundation.”

The second report submitted is that of the Comnerstane Inspection Group. Chuck
LeCraw of Comerstone inspected the home at 1097 Dan Johnson Road to determine the
need for repairs and the eslimated cost for making needed repairs to bring the home into
compliance with current codes (j.¢. “rehabilitate” defined in the Guidelines as “the
process of retuming a building Lo a state of utility while retaining those elements essential
to its architectural, historical and/or nesthetic significance™). He identifies numerous

concerms and estimates the “cost to cure” these concems 1o be in excess of 5 I56.000=.

Due to the waler i ion and p ing from that i ion over the
course of the past 50+ years, the structural condition of the home, and the need for major
reworking of the systems within the home to bring it up to current code, Applicant
submits that this home is riot of a character worthy or even capable of effective
rehabilitation and preservation.  The current condition of the home as reflecied in the
reports of Chuck Le Craw and Mike Quinn make it clear that the house is so unsound that
rehabililation is not practically passible. As such, the Application meets the Guidelines

* Applicant beficves his estimate o be VERY conservative given that anly $10.000 is estimated for the
exiensive ion work i by the lack of of the home 10 the i




for demolition and, pursuant to the Historic Preservation Ordinance, the HPC is required
(“shall approve the application™) 1o approve the demolition request because lo remove
this house and the relaled structures would not have a “substantial adverse effect on the
acsthetic, historic or architectural significance and value of an historic property or the
historic district”. Section 13.5-8(7).
NEW CONSTRUCTION

Applicant seeks a Certificate of Appropriateness to build a new residence on the
proposed historic Jot of record as per the plans submitt=d with this application and dawa
by Linda D*Orazio MacArthur, Architect. The new home proposed is of a
cottage/bungalow style. Ii is a story and a half with much of the second floor under the
eaves of the roof thereby maintaining a ridge height consistent with that of its two story
neighbors. A side entry garage is attached to the southwest side of the home and the
plans contemplate a day light basement with a rear wooden deck. The existing curb cut
on the property will be retained but the orientation of the new home and the garage will
be rotated slightly to appear more fronlal to the sireet than that of the existing historic
residence oa the Subject Property. The proposed new home has two main living floors
totaling 2012 square feet. There is an additional 1147 square feet of conditioned space in
the basement, for an overall healed square footage of 3159 square fest—-less than 600
square feet more than the current home on site. The foot print of the house and garage is
approximately 1851 square feet (see site plan submitted with Application) with 1147
square feet of the heated space in the day light basement, the majority of which is below
grade except at the rear. From finished grade to highest ridge line, the home measures 30

feet 4 % inches, however, due to the step back facade and the considerably lower roof



ridges on either side of the main part of the home, il will appear lower. The floor to
ceiling heights are ten feet for the first floor and 9 (et for the second story. Exterior
building materials will be a mix of stone, brick veneer, and hardiplenk. All windows will
be double hung wood units with true divided lights. The land disturbance plan provides
for the removal of four trees (3 pines and one oak). However, the number of density
units after construction will consist of 20.6 units in remaining trees and .8 units in
replecement trees for a total of 21.4 units or 340% of what is require by DeKalb County
Code®.

Applicant notes that the new housc plans are in keeping with the character of the
Druid Hills Historic District and will have no substantial adverse effects on the District.
On the conimry, the new home, unlike the existing home, will make a positive
contribution to Dun Johnson Roed and to the District as a whole. The area of influence
for the new home is Dan Johnson Road and, perhaps, the eastern end of Vilenah Lane,
where visusl relationships will occur between ihe proposed new home and historical
residences (see included “Historic Property Map” and Guideline 7.1). This delineation
i confirmed {after congiderabls dziate) when Lhe new home at { 141 Dan Johnson was
approved for construction in late 2001. The plans for the proposed new home on the
Subject Property meet the Quidelines for new construction as follows:

7.2.1 Building Orlentation and Set Back

The front and side setbacks are consistent with those within the area of influence
The proposed home is in exsentially the same location as the existing house and as can be
seen from the topographical map included with this application the front yard set back is

’ThilAwlbmimdoamindudealld:apeplrm It is Applicunt’s inten (o tmve such a plen developed
and submitted to the HPC at a laser date.



equal (o or larger than those elsewhere on Dan Johnson and Vilenah. The side yard set
backs and spacing between homes is consisient with the patiemn in the area of infiuence.
7.22 Directional Emphasis
There is no dominant pattem of vertical or horizontal emphesis within the arca of
influence. As can be seen from the photographs of Lhe houses on Vilenah and Dan
Johnson, some are horizonte! ranches and minimal traditional homes, whereas others are
more vertical. The proposed new home's overall shape, size and placement of various

elements and openings on Lhe fagade make it ible with the directional is of

1098 Dan Johnson, the existing home al 1097 and other homes on the street. [t is not

with any dominant pattcmn of emphasis within the arca of influence.

7.2.3 Shape

The roof pitches, while steeper, than many of the homes within the area of

infl are ible with their neighb: Building el and shapes used on the

front facade, includi i and door op

s, are similar (o thase found clsewhere
on Dan Johnson and Vilenoh. See photographs.

724 Massing

The height, width and depth of the proposcd new home are very similar to the
existing home on the Subject Property  The structures on Dan Johnson and Vilenah
exhibit a wide variety of house shapes, forms and mass. The proposed new home is
compatible with thase shapes, forms, and massing. The size of the new home is not out
of line with that of other homes within the area of influence and is located on a lot of
similar size, width and depth to other lots within the area of influence. See, Comparative

Square Footage charl included with this submission,



7.2.5 Proportion

Once again, there is no dominant pattem of proportion in the existing housing
stock within the area of influcnce. However. the proposed home is similar in proporiion
to the exisling home on the site, 1098 Dan Johnsen and 1385 Vilenah The individual
elements of the new home are proportional lo each other and to the structure as a whole

7.2.6 Rbythm

Both symmetrical and asymmetrical rhythms arc present within (he area of
influence. The proposed new home respects and does nol disrupt the chythms present

7.2.7 Seale/Height

The new hame appears to conform (o the floor-to-floor heights of two story
homes within the area of influence. While the floor Lo floor heights may be slightly more
than that found in other two story homes on Vilenah and Dan Johnson, they are not
inconsistent with Lhe new construction approved by the HPC at 1141 Dan Johnson and,

with much of the second floor under Ihe eaves of the roof, a ridge height consistent with

that of its two story neig is mai See § pe included with architectural
drawings

7.2.8 {ndividual Architectural Elements

Individual design characteristics and materials from homes within the area ol
influence have been ulilized and integrated into the proposed new home  As such, roofs,

walls, windows, entrances, details and materials are with historic

within the area of influence,



SUMMARY
The existing proposal meets the specific Guidelines set forth in the Design

Manual for the Druid Hills Historic District for new construction and the Guidelines for

Dermolition of S The sought to be d: ished is not of historic or
architectural value, is nol a significant site element, is not o conlributing structure, and is
structurally unsound. Demolitian would not have a substantial adverse effect on the
assthelic, historic, or archirectural significance and value of the Historic District. The
propasad new home meets all of the Guidelines and would make a positive contribution
10 the District

Based on the foregoing and for all of the reasons set forth above, the DeKalb
County Historic Preservation Commission should grant the Applicant’s request for a
Cetificate of Appropriateness so thal the existing structures on the Subject Property can
be demolished and so that a new home, which will be aesthetically plessing and
contribute positively Lo the District, may be consiructed.

VATI IONAL RIGHTS
The Applicant respectfully subemits that, should the DeKalb County Historic

Preservation Commission refuse to grant the

q Centificate of App

such an ection would be unconstitutionsl as a aking of praperty, a denial of equal
protection, an arbilrary and capricious acl, and a denial of due process of law under the
Uniled States Constitution and the Constifution of the State of Georgia.

Refusal o {ssue the requested Certificate of Appropriateness would deprive the

Applicani of any all i use and develop of the Subject Property



‘without just compensation and would be insubstantially related to the health and welfare
of the public while substantially harming the Property owner.

Applicant specifically objects to the standing of any party thal opposes this
Application for Certificate of Appropriatencss.

FFO
This { _day of Februacy, 2012.

Respectfully submitted,

S T

Linda 1. Dunlavy

Atomey for Applicant

Linda I. Dunlavy

Dunlavy Law Group, LLC

1026 B Atlenta Avenue

Decatur, Georgia 30030

(404) 371-4101 Phone

{404) 371-8901 Facsimile
unlavy(@duniavylawgroup.com



ATTACIMENTS IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION

Warraoty Deed to Daniel J. Matthews Trust

Existing Conditions Slte Plan—Site Warks Surveys and Planning
Photographs of walkways, steps and walls on Subject Property
New Construction Site Plan— Site Works Surveys and Planning
New Construction Drawings—Linda D'Orazio MacArthur
Structural Engineer's Report—Michael Quinn and Assotiates
“Cost to Cure Report—Cornerstone laspection Group

1141 Dan Johnson Road COAs

Historic Property Map Of Dan Johnson and Vilenah

DeKalb County Topographical Map Excerpt

Photographs of homes on Dan Johnson and Vilenab

Comparative Square Footage Chart
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michael quinn and associates, p.c.

T7C-4S2 374dq
770-452-0327

fanuary 4, 2012

r luseph Frtz

Phiilio Ciark Fine Custom Butiders
3233 Roswell Road  Lnit 402
Atlan'g, a 303

RE {097 Dan Johnsor Read
MQ - A Pruject No 11290

Dear Joe:

On November @ 231t Sig 2d aroject to evaluate the sunabiliy of
the '] clure tor the prooosed renevauon  Dur psenations were viscal coiwand limited
o the exposzd po Aimish mal
matenal tesis

riaiz >r perfomm o1l or

The hous2 is & wo-story, wood-framad struziure on 2 brizx masangy pariai vl
S emzat foundation  We imndersiand was huistin 4 he hetse 15

disrzpar- and as me2n poorly mainaned O fnes anit recomowndazions (ol'ow:

agannst decay as reguired oy Section R310 of the
ional Resideatial Code for Ore - and Twve - Family Dwallings w th
betwesn

There s no conne
with a1 Cu
st be made Mak:n:
“eundatian

es of lhz vafl, remuving the wal:, pouring a4
g 4 rew wail,

new 1Luting und buil

corsuftirg engincers



michaei quinn and associates, p.c.

g 770-152-0744
770-452-0327

2626 scraci drive
Joravil'e, gecrgra 30356

1997 Dan Johnsen Read

pagz s

ni the 2 ouse off the roundation ans
loundarron unless (a2 sa
he wals anx

We du nn: ecommend
bach down atop a -
hie wali, the floor system i3 bracing

s 02 100 ciases o ¢
v cfine nouse
erypin i

pitor a9
nzeded

[ne mua tevel floor s supportac 99 a vanzt;
i wili be reused a 4

a2 second floor system 1s coszved by st
Lhe flaor svsiem s construcld with 2 x 19 foists. simiier 1o (ke utn=d frst Aoor
Onzz 2xposed during rerovation, *h s70uld b2 evaluated and cein

: and 7oof framing consst 96 2 X 9 jasls and

with Energy Uode
2ff2, depending
vz ofthe nom
fuslen with

riorwalle hall) be
ance Ty
> ol the expaszd wiri

afehe ) cd led and sp2rded for
s (i1

and piumhing

The “ear porch with the walk-1ut raaf deck 15 cellapsirg
wood sers ind should e cemovad and compiztely -

corsulting anginaars
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€97 Dan Johnson Road

Page 3

3 There ppears 15 be mold throughout the house  Please noie thal we are nut mold
7S I desined, an vxp2n should 24 aluzty the heuse and develon a remeciation

chan

Considering the zxtent ot the foundation work and associated Jangers, 1s weil as rhz likefihoad
i to curreat Code compliance, it may be safer and more cast

s mos —
|<. ;wa("_

consultirg 2nginsears
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REPAIR RECOMMENDATION HIGHLIGHTS / SUMMARY

The folliuwseg i i ol wiakr s Sior the trafldung, s of whkich may be
mgrifiant. Oosher repmurs sl (mgrovernessy sy shn be secessary. Al sewrk shauld be peefermed by fcrmied
Vit sppriitimats casty of lhese swpairs aie sbwwn la rvd ("mprere® sad “Memie=® (ems sre na|

laclwidest,

L | Coscerm: &Muﬂq““.ﬁumﬂmﬁ_ﬁ(—mﬂ] Cracas of
e e ww sl the rewlt of i o Keem o v the ol
and ol hrae im the. Exierion s =tines of this repert (see commenty bedow ) If thise
mun.awwmnhﬁﬂm«ﬁxﬁummmﬁ
soascicr doakd be commulisd. The ale ol = e ume

Rebrace and Support Back Fomadatioa Wall: 510,000,

2 Hrpair, Musdear: Thire & evideace of g meovstiurs pesmon o ihe srye igece aad el aremi, expe<sally W
otk un the Sl bl covmer {3ee phiin 133, J ihbing o firoim it soed imserey
mm:—mmw-ﬂ-—(-ﬂuh'q:uwnhwmwhnrw] Thes

. -y iy ity. Rnof znd bot drsemage cpan or improvements
ikt bt ablrred a8 fi - “Exerms wkor Bafing Sections ). Fhis
Mh“huwu“”ﬂhﬂ.m;ﬂrm“un:mmn
*w_nmnmhhﬁi—whnﬂ-l—mu

Install Interlor Fresch Dryimage System with Sump Pamp: $4,000

ROOFING AND GUTTER REPAIR i

3 mmum-—nudd-wu-ﬂymu-ﬁg“sd-—
r=ih 49 varioms areus (et plte £1). Hesmessmst aress o staig send damvige were: roted i the roof deeking (e
o4 44 mmd #5) wad strroor crifings [soe g K] Freviows rrpeins i (e mefing wees ilse ssted is soveral

. o e phony M6). The ol smadd be [ z
dlwwﬂm-—uummﬂmﬂ—h—mw Woepeae= afl
wxrioes af ol derking s aotded. The iowrr e oaf 8
= neete (smpi y o

Replace Reafing and Flaskings: 315,000

4 Repsir The guniers snd

i - i oy 3 gpmslified guitor comtracar 1 sved api g
o runo T semesd the buikdag and intn the corsice - & potenaial wmroe of watsr ceiry aad dusage (ooe phoss £8)

nmmuunumn—umﬂqumhmduu-lm-m-.mmm;oimn

® the purery dhould e e saf uesing. AN oo gursee msiie shewkd be redeiven ik the famriy bisard. The cormice
e} Facia booards behiend the gufizes (el boe chodnd Fot dbasaee: ek il umdrepromnd pEcg, shere persent, for
Bhochages 0 it et they a7 alio dramisg proserly Wi ihlack cormagaad) pipmg s anted 15 Moes e
Decume blocked with drias tham imocsh wll pipisg.

Clean  Repair Guiters: $1,000

4 preganed Sor Phiilip Clard Suslders.
B 3211 The Cormrmore Fagicios O e
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EXTERIOR REPAR !
5. Comevrs, Repmir: Moy of the wi i il e tspmar or MM"H_
10 Sﬂdndwh‘mmﬁnhmm cald Ui be rep

Mlllﬂlluhﬂ-ﬁqwarlt g
bing ‘-—u—.—dmd’-_ﬂnn—duuﬁu rusalT can

avoid turther dazmge Y [ S p— for farther dumags and repair a5 needed.

Euteriar Woed Repair aod Repaim: 525,000

6 Comeere, Bepadr: The sosesry mnhudﬁ“mﬁmdmﬂh—p|uﬂquﬂi|

mqum-n-ﬂummm nu—ll’-iduuqmm“
gt ol s ompare s ot o T the:

dl—-ynma-zdurrmd-'-khw L i e
‘b debwis [ exaing g 5 damaged - dre phoin #14)

Repalr Rebuild Chicaney: $3,000

7. Mapair, Safety bioms: Tha froms: st s soop shere st of o #15) The ? e
wasiven e and walling aress. wnsch muy wdoeref e

These
romarvad s rebnsidiong weh roper Eesdelan agxrt 2 prevert fudars sovemot s (he mesntinme. al) orecks s
mﬁuhmd—uh“ EnwtT (sirrsce e tee st s e feseriocaion of Se
L.

Rebuild Fros! Sieps Stoop: 56,000

8 lepreve: The shrabbory s segeimon grvwmeg sesr csterse walls s pomd thoekd be kept irimaned away from
lhmmdtmnnﬁ-nﬁdwﬂ-- Overbanging tree brmnches showld be
i1l bk 3 perermt fatrw dammge do e rofing ead pusen

1 REPAR '
9. Repair, Safoly e Elactrical repains mre mraled, which showld be porformed by 2 bocasd slectrician for improved
sabty.

& Pumaged o frayes erulisen wws comd o8 e sl ey s, iy s be ropid or rplacid ad
“mmexdond s propes proecsios of e wice = phots #18]  The v
“deﬂnmnmm—-u—'uﬁ_mu(npﬂuln

b Damagsd cules 5 ieiicn e e @ e cpeay hrsbrren S e ropecnd 1D prevemt sheckiag

fuszmnd (s plans 41N wed #19)

rwwW-m-uwusmmw—u—M

b il sithy wive mmts sl wptailed (mcx! with caver o firc
Sasanty {see ot £30)

4 Missing fight finur=s 25 sosee] showld be re-jasafied ar the witi = in » covered junction bax.
l—uphnﬂll

3 mumum.guluu-muwdmmn_um-
eessaired for propes wfiy,

Eleetrical Repairs; 53,000

10. Lsprwve, Salety bome: T rmmsad s of prred Faild covcu imeveyapecs | mmuwmﬂz
kbiehen ad 28 all exbttunr locations s ceursd by presest duy codes. A grommd Seult circes merrigder (GFCT) ol
inestased proiscsion e tock or skovvcitioe. Praper sestiscrproel civers saskd be imustiod 3 ail xlevior oules

Thup crefvie R sl remart bw-ﬁhmmm

Camersiers regesson e, i
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AND COOLING REPAIR M WG

11 Pepair, Sabey Iune: wmmnmmn—umwﬂwu‘-mlumn
hbeiﬂ-“Alﬂeh-’anﬁhﬂl‘wh!ﬂﬂfmmllhﬁmluphm
mmuu-ua—..h-um-ﬂu::_._ e hosse and sther umsale
cominmns The u-#lpum mmmnmummmnmﬂhmlhu
wara M prass Rriccaing e venis = dischargs dimctly 30 thr
sﬂmhwh’ﬂwuﬂun{hﬂ.qﬂ-

Replace Veting / Add Booster Fuas: $3,000

12 l.q-lr Muﬂqﬂ,mauﬂnhwﬁdh——mumw-ﬁ

duﬂﬂmhmuﬁmmmm-ﬂﬂq m-dlnlnhulmﬂn
dwctwark, which

Initalaty Dhuerwprk. Shih

11 Emprove: muﬁ-dleﬂﬁmmkmhw“m-ﬂnwh

PLUMBING REPASR

4. Caserrn: mwm-m:mwumnww“nwhr.“"w
- muﬁyk&wﬂhwmgmmﬂmmﬂduhm This pegg 1 sbizent o
uTr om the owerior 0F ihe pipe Ax conrorion sy op, e imide dimmeder of (e g bevinncs toexivived,
mq-qqnhnurmw_gmmnquimﬂm-mdmmmhph
mlermied Comull with 8 sl plamber for cermmalics this mary 5o svactabic 30 imprive: these srecdition.

Replace Old Gelvanized Warer Piplng with Copper: $15.000

15. Camerrm: Ok e vt wild im the foture 10 preveat.
Hﬂ:p-ﬂl_ﬂl'ﬂh‘l Evidence of begimming rust ased dassspe was noied in the draio lise
puthm-lu-nﬂlumm-lﬂu

Replace OKd Cast Iran Sewer Pipiag: SRM0

16 Repait: Thers was s aborve the water hesits Expamiion des kes &= mr rosguered by

mumquihmhmp&mmmmbmm-mu

s idd g (s e png Tyviess mnmlt with & qusdifind plusacr concermmg the seed fie e device amd have
Im-m

Add Expausiea Tenk: $500

17, Hpmir: T\emn—nuuummm—lllﬂ -Hn*lhnmn]tﬁtuuin
tymicalh U may Imtali o evest fetue

L lwwmhw-mma—ihmﬂ-wmm Eo—nﬂ-ﬂu&-m
o tibng s corailion sad rmake AT e m pemdied

Add PRV: S400

v far Phillip Clas
O3 The Cormrvors repecier Gengp, e
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18, Repair: mw“mummm.umm“umgmm.upwau
Il striciere b= be o Hik Gows moistre instrasion, The spout
thould be adfusied and sevurmi 3 tighier Fif wed il 8 sevesary

Adjust Tub Spouts: $300
19. Swmiier, P L ek In the celings bonrw bosh opwsirs bathoooms, whick
—-&rlhmwhw{umnn M-ﬂ_mm Vi phambimg beshs (na

. TP prodeced ul—huﬂlmui
iping tod i Jrespuamiianuery ; Vo prrvens farther leskage

See Abwve for Piping Replacement

0. Impruve: The phombing famres in the had kincaem e ok Upgraskng fintures would be o
quh'umhhm-wbdd_nlﬂlhh_pd

20, Momiter: The wwter hester kocted in he ing be testsd This
sl e [rp—y sparcy .

INTERIOR REPAIR RECOMMENDATIONS / OBSERVATIONS

T Comerrn, Safiey favmes Evids pomaibly skt was soleaf om the joriis sl flcce decking

shach i g area {new phoiog 129, 931, aad

w_h e ] ey (g
n-lmmwmnﬂhmduwmuhm Bt Proper vesilleon sl
mwu-uiuwuwm il b ey a3 e cwwlipace ad will abia

i s be mmtalled n (bt St ipacs
meld-hq;-h_qi—dql-lquhn

Meid Remediarion: 515,000
23 Repaiy, Saiey hmme: h*-mwhmq—;oh-mwmlnsm-“

). These s sheuld be wand &rm-y{-w-quuw-mw Al affscied matertal shot
s cleamesd und Thin

= v XT3 The & Protessas A, o

fmma-mummnmumn [ - i

ool o necssamry et 1 e ag= o ﬁmwkm

urg_m&—uu—-munﬂmhh—p-m:r;-ﬂuhmﬂ
L Vit g =it ) B S iy imthe

bome

Remove Asbestes: 57,000
M. Ripair, Sulery hame These o oridones actrviny it by 2 b bnmcmest
i e kA i be comalod

i g
i el mte h-numl; ml_bm mﬁmd—ﬂhmﬂumwmxmh
b comditicn. Mondents oo domwge ehecaical

emled Comiull willy
wiriag aod ocher kg o miponenes 20 com crese stk comddivs withies (i hems
Redeal Extermioatios / Clesa-ap: $5.000
This Frilig Clark Buscers

e B311 Tha Cormsiorm rmmacin S, o
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. lq.bml-: The windews are m 3 e = mild
Sy weve poted o wevoral kocaem, H—dh-nhnphi--dshmhhrmm
.i—-m—a--mnu_mmh.m
Tn-—n. o ql-uwmnm
] ¥ hoagderm ot improriant Zaisor % that the
-l rcte s aveld iy il ety Son fire xcape.

Coinplete Window Replacement {if oeeded): 520,000

16, Repair: D [T P ——'—-, 2 e b gt
0t romed. N C ‘_#:‘f
Mhnﬂﬂwbwmlnhnn.{hnm&—r‘:'

Pleme be pearn Qs Wi rrport dors mst addeess “resmen” e

Inrerior Repairy: $5.000 (not Iachudisg peiat)
27, Mm]_ld-dﬂ--. LT 8e Freierad the F
Flémaing and ku_.uh-u_up_-.u_dm‘ma-uuwu

ud,nunﬂ-dl-ﬂm-dd--lw-m—uulm-ih
mu&su—gm-ﬂhh-_lmmivAlhhﬂ-Mwllh
Jm‘&nnn Nhﬂ-p—nﬁ“mml— h-lu-ha—n-k‘-mqmm

2 lllplwe: A Vs exhans Dot fn thould b smablend by e Ainhen -Ihl-lll oy cxrerior

Toral: $156 000

THE SCOPE OF THE INSPECTION
o smrsdent ok hnmsﬂmhmm_ bt may

T empersacm i gresradly cumory (0 e med

Rl E Y B S R — Alhough misor resains i spraTemesss srs imad. farther

-horrq-nmr-l e neded. m-w—in-a ity oy mmmum i scvme of
nd : w-ll-chm

woew st fnlly bewsend - Lowe ﬁw-—-[ddq—wm—_mu Iwn shgaros Sysicms

iufpn.-j mal-_

Thi onlty. A §

|-nﬂh-qmt-. &WW'M “WIM l’!ﬂhw-mi
l—uuhmu_:u-nqdqu Mhn—-ﬂ‘--m—. LT T
r=hywlely ool i T eTET § s

}

This comficiars regert s prapared vty bov P Gk
DI Mg Commerine feeerton

i
H
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August 20, 2008

SITE ADDRES
PARCEL ID
APPLICATION DA

APPLICAN
MAILING ADDRE

THIS IS TO ADVISE YOU THAT THE DEKALB COUNTY HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DeKalb County Government
Historic Preservation Commission
330 Ponce De Leon Avenue Suile 500

Decailur, GA 30030
10-1 371-2155 or 401371 2B35(Fax)

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

995 Sprngdale RD
Aulanta. GA 30306

18 001 06-003
July 31, 2008

Kasey Gryboski
1039 Springdale Rd Ne
Allanta, GA 30306

TILE copPY

COMMISSION, AT ITS REGULARLY SCHEDULED PUBLIC MEETING ON AUGUST 18, 2008,
REACHED THE FOLLOWING DECISION ON THIS APPLICATION:

ACTION: MODIFIED APPROVAL

| Reatiovers the fert il lefl (nonly side venss repacug i wih brck dat maichiss e gl

The Bock au e sauth side might also fiave ta be remaved, all

i his ik s Dosigun
E. Tl fiont tefrace & in pool conddion and will also be reptaced. The final result will duplicate

the comant ierace. with the excrption thal the decking may not be bluestone.

ugh |hey will ot know lne surg

3. Replace front daor and transom. The door will be a six pancl wand doar witlout winduws
4. Replace al windows,

5. Replace soflits.

6 Buikl rear addition. This will include an atached gamge at the foon of Hie dinevsay The 8 wall
shiown on the south side of the addlilon is not appraved

1.D P

ic garage and

8. Install swimming pool. temace. and cabana
9. Install metal gate across diveway.

10 Realign (rom driveway. The new drive will be 10" wide and will be surfaced with plain

concrele.

1 1. Remove four wrees, all in the backyard



Dekalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Wednesday, January 21, 2009 - 7:00 pn

Staff Comments
Reqular Agenda
E. 995 Springdale Road (DH), Kasay Gryboski. Demilish house, rebuild it according to
plans previously submitted, and change design.of front door. 15353

House constructed 1923. (18-001-06-003)

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

Bf05 995 Springdalke foad (DH), Jasan 0. Henderson, trustee, Build swimming pool and poal hause, install
wall araund the backyard. remave sevaral tress, and rapair damage to main house and accessory bulding,
1eferred from May. Denial

4/06 995 Springdale Road (DH), Eugene Dents Phillips 1. Repiade windows, nstall privacy fence, madify
cedr mof, and remodsl accessary bulkding, 14454 Part approved with modification, part denied

5-06 395 Sprngdale 2o9d (D), Eugene Debbs Phillips 111 Approval agcassory bulding with buffiers, terrace an
tap of sunroom behind (ha house, and a4 darmps a0 rear ol slopa, 4637 Approval as modified

B-D6 335 Springdsle Road {DH), Eugena Debbs Philtips T Expanded accessory building and reenirg plants,
3544 Denled

4-07 995 Springdale Road (OH), Eugens Dehbs Philligs, [T1. Build wall around backyard, screen accessary
buskfing with cryptomeria plantings, build pool and pool house, sxtend the garage. build a granite courtyard
with a3 wall fountaih, add a gate to the courtyard from the diive enlrance, and landscaps well, 11381 Denied
B-08 535 Springdale Road (H), Tom & Kasey Gryboskl, Replace brick veneer, windows, and front door; build
reear addition, demalish authuilaings, bulld cabana and install poal, 15040 Approval as modified

11-08 995 Springdale Road (DH), Kasey Gryboskl. Construct brick walls on south side. 15116 Approval

IF anyane wants to visit the property, please call the contractor Roy Aeschlimann at 404-216-
5659 to schedule an appointment,

Applicant has provided documents from her contraclor and from Palmer Enginearing, both
recommending demolition of the nouse because of safety Issues and damage o the foundation
and framing, She states the county inspector, Mike Green, agrees with these estimates. [ will
obtain a statemant from Mr, Green,

Replacament of the foundation, framing and previously approved replacement of windows ang
brick leaves little of the historic building. Under the tircumstances, demolition appears |ustified.
The hause will be reconstructed based on the plans previosly approved,

Applicant’s proposal for a similar front door was denied in August. Applicant has provided
additional docurnentation of doors with multiple lights,

The guideline states: “In the case of a replacemant for a deteriorated door, the new door
shiuld be similar to the original in design and materials.”

Recommendation

The pranosed demolition appears to meat the guidalines ane the preservation planner recammends
approval. The new door does not appear to meet the quideiines and staff recammends denial.



E. 995 Springdale Road (DH), Kasey Gryboski
page two

Relevant Guidelines

6.1.3 Entrances and Povches {p54) Guidsiing - Driginal doors sholld b retained uniess detenorated beyond repair.
Screen and storm doors should nok detract from the charactsr of the hbuse and should be designed & be
compalible with original doors, Tn the cose of a replacament for 3 detetionated door, he nesy doar showd be
simlar ta the original in desion and materais,

7.3.3  Demolition and Retcation (p75) Guirklma - Historic buildings and strictures should not be demollshid nlsss
theey are so unsound that rehabilitation s not possible. Hitare tilidings shauld not be moved off the praperty
ar rakacated on the site, nor should other buildings be moved onto the site.



DeKalb County Department of Planning & Sustainability

Lee May Andrew A_ Baker, AICP
Imferim Shiet Exvzutive Officer Director

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission

of Propurty: 1354 Sebencd Dres Asaite 03 52005
Sty MR Chancs Teloptahs Ao

] [rwreian S04 44w

T Gariced *
SO0

s i ol

e

b ephude Yeai1sd

RaTavienahig of Apphicant )

Py A LEURTE Architesr X0 Upibired
Other
. Age of Structure: Approximate date of construction for the pnmary structure on the propenty and
any secondary structures alTected by cthis project 31 Years - Buit m 1925

4 Naturz ot Proposed Work.

x  Naw Cunstruction Ste Preparation.Clearance
X emolition Muosing a Building
Addinon Sign Ercction or Replacement
_ New Freestanding Building Repars ur Alterations
Fence Wall Exterior Architeclual Features
Extenior Envircanental Feature Landscaping
Change Other
Deck or Patto

Please desenibe your propused work as simply and accurately as ponsible  (ise the anached submiual enrera checkhist
to uirle you 0 your description Be surz to indiexze building and landscape nuterials 0 be usad - Ascurate draw,
aud photographs arc required (Use cxzm sheel 11 necessary )

FOR COMMENT OnLY

Tema see Tl
—ama haA e wTphy

atiun Cummission can consider the
approwal of any material change to a Histol . *ipeety of within a Historic District. This (urm, along with supporting
documents {plans, material, colur sam

D=y 122472015
Signature o Applicant o

Revesed 310:15




AUTHORIZATION OF A SECOND PARTY TO APPLY
FOR A
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
DeKalb County Historic Preservatlon Coiminission

i (We), _ S:of g?f‘&f-_ - L of Z“QMY_AQW.'Vﬂ?’i‘;’ifEM M.
SR N Hehl

b gt e e iy e e
Kpmiezy _Cugﬂ.n'f' Aresieci

Lt earapraeied, hegahy (lilezale sthingy o

to lilc an application in (my) {our) bohall.

—

<
[ |{(|:{[ﬂo/!é W @I{ﬁ(

o

G/

PLEASE REVIEW THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

Ajipreval of this Certificate of Appiuprialeness does not release the reciplent frum compllznce with all other
grertinent county, state, and federal ropulations,

Bliee miaahing any elangis toamr apparnvd i, (R3] iwe
I I i

el Fexpirires K the ooty wse o U ertificarn: ol Ureenpaney at il eod of condirn i tiun (e
T prasier sl e o) st e g7 i 0 Amih e e coin i i accond

Vv sl iy

i [T

11 33 do ool ecommence consiruction within twilvie nionths ul (e daie of approsal, your Ceisilivate of
At priateness will become voud. You will need ++ 1ty for a st woptyticate iy stll intend 1 (s the work

Please contact the preservation planner. David Cullison (404/371-2155), i you hiase any questions.



HOME WORK ARCHITECTURAL STUDIO

Architectural Report | 1254 Sldlwood Drive, 30306
Paga1

2016 October 24

Prepared for

Tumkey Investment Group, Inc,
Scott Sampsel

501 North Orlando Ave

Suite #313-331

Winter Park, Florida 32789

Tumikey [nvestment Group recently acquired the residence locat=d 3t 1254 Stillwood Drive
I Angust 2016. The one-story home is in Historic Druid Hills, Unincorporated Dekalb
County.

Tha hiouse wad it by a fallen sree neady two vesrs &Q0, 'n Fall/Winte: of 2014, Sinc= that
fime. the pravious owner, Ksthleen Metulty, Bas Alowes te hauea 2o sit vacant for thess
LW yEIIS, With its maf truises demolishid and 1= roofing systsm gona, Only a tarp hias
=nclosed the home sinch that timip, The house has net b==n occunled.

In early October, Matt Hammond, the structural =niineer, vistted the site with Kathleen
Curry, the architect. “oticeably, the 2

Asitde from ths suctural issuss of the foundation, and the obvious rebulding of the real
Syztam, | am Mso —oncarmed sbout thi Smaunt oF rick that was remaved fom the forge of
the fullan tr=e, | belisve 3t toe fromt aeviation, sereral bnoks tumbled off the structuss, 3
ara now currently pied on site. The brick facade must ke rebult, with brick ta match &
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Turnkey Investrent Group, Inc
Scott Sampsel

501 North Orlando Ave

Winter Park, Florida 32189

Property: 1254 Stiliwood Dr NE, Atlanta, GA 30306
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Harrington Engineers
4615 Jailette Trace.
Atlanta, Ga. 30349

FIELD INSPECTION REPORT

December 23, 2022

Location: 1853 N. Decatur Rd., Decatur, Ga. Building
Type: Single Family Dwelling
By: B.W. Harrington, Jr., P.E.

Description:

The building sits on a site that slopes down sharply from the street, allowing the basement level to exit
directly to grade at the rear. The site levels out in the rear for about 40ft. and then slopes down to a lower
level. These topographical changes will pose challenges for any additions to the current residence on site.

The building on the lot is a 2 story wood framed single family dwelling with a partial basement. |
understand it was originally constructed in 1941. All of the wood framing members appear to have been
from that period. We were able to access the basement area to inspect the existing conditions. It should
be noted that some construction practices, especially for single family homes form that period, the 1940’s,
would not be acceptable today. Such practices are evident in this home, especially in the basement area
and flooring throughout the home.

The exterior foundation walls, and the interior basement walls, are constructed of brick. The brick walls
appear to be two wythes of un-reinforced and un-grouted brick, which was typical for the 1940 time frame.
The transverse interior basement walls are also brick and probably constructed the same as the exterior
foundation walls described above. Most of the basement area has been finished to create a habitable
space with a very low ceiling height. None of the exterior and interior brick foundation walls have footings
supporting them. They are all erected off a 2" to 3" thick unreinforced concrete leveling slabs. Without
footings, the structural integrity of the home is threatened.

There is a diagonal, stair-stepped, crack in the driveway side exterior foundation wall that extends down
from a small window to the end of the house. This crack has migrated thru the wall and is visible from the
interior and exterior near the junction of the driveway foundation wall and the rear foundation wall. The
cause of this crack is likely due to the pressure of the soils and weight of the structure causing deflection
of the unsupported foundation walls over time. If no remedial action is taken to correct this, these cracks
will continue to migrate and enlarge in width. This could lead to additional settlement of the structure and
cause significant damage to the structure above.

There has been some remedial work done to the existing transverse brick basement walls that support
the vertical cut in the soil that created the basement. Approximately half of this transverse wall, which is
brick, has been sistered with a concrete masonry block wall at the interior face. The wall is now leaning,
which is caused by the lateral pressure from the retained soil, and the absence of footings to support
these walls. Footings help to resist the overturning forces from the retained soil. Without footings, over
time, the soil pressures will cause the wall to deflect, or lean, more which will negatively impact the
existing structure. Since the floor framing is supported by these unsupported walls, a portion of these soil
forces are transferred into the floor above. If these forces are not adequately resisted they can cause the
floor to move in the direction of the forces, i.e., toward the rear of the house. push the structure out of
alignment from its original position. | have seen similar cases where these forces have pushed the upper
floors of the house as much as 2" to 3" out from their original position. The original transverse interior
brick basement wall also has a slight lean to it.

It should also be noted that there are several permanent and temporary shores in various locations
providing additional support for the original floor framing. The basic floor framing consist of 2x8's @16,
which in most cases are too shallow to provide a safe and functional floor with the original spans. Prior



owners have installed several permanent and temporary shores in various locations in an effort to provide
additional support for the original floor framing in the basement level and to decrease deflection of the
foundation walls.

CONCLUSIONS:

It is my understanding that the current owners require more living space than the approximate 1900
square feet available in the existing residence. They desire to provide space for working at home, for
their in laws and for future children. They propose to demolish the existing structure and build a new
home on the site to meet these needs. While the County code encourages adding onto the existing
historical structure rather than demolishing it, to do so according to estimates from the owners' home
builder this would not be economically viable and from an engineering perspective, in my opinion, not
reasonably practical.

To accomplish the homeowners' goals, there are theoretically three possible alternatives:

1. Demolish the existing structure and rebuild a new building with the spaces and infrastructure that
would meet current codes, or:

2. Renovate the existing structure and add to it get the space desired.

3. Do nothing and leave as is.

Alternative 1 is pretty straight forward and will achieve the owner's goals in part. However, Alternative 2
would retain the exterior appearance but it will require major alterations to the existing structure. Based
on my experience and attempting to adhere to the current Building Code, | would anticipate the following
work would be required:

4+ The exterior unreinforced and un-grouted brick foundation walls, as well as the interior brick
foundation walls, do not have footings to support them, which is required by current Building
Codes. New concrete footings for all of these walls will be required not just because the current
code would require it but because any addition to the existing structure would require a
foundation with footings to support the increased loads from additions needed to give the
homeowners the space desired. This will require extensive shoring of the existing exterior wood
frame walls and floors and removal of the existing brick foundation wall. New footings should be
poured and new foundation walls rebuilt. This will require digging around the existing foundation
walls and repouring new walls with footings. While this process is done frequently with old
structures, it should be noted that there is a risk that the mere process of removing the soils from
around the existing foundation walls could cause damage to the remaining structure. It could
crack and buckle; the existing floors could shift; it could cave in and irreparable damage to the
structure could occur. In my experience due to the risks involved in excavating around old
foundations, other property owners when faced with this option chose not to undertake the risk.
Given the poor building practices used to erect the current residence, it is likely that there are
other defects not visible upon exterior inspection that will become visible upon excavation of the
foundation. Mere construction activity on this site may also cause cracking and crumbling of this
fragile foundation.

2. The 1=t level floor joist will require new permanent supports to shorten the spans or deeper joist
added to them so they can safely span to their original permanent supports. We would
recommend that deeper or additional joist be added to safely span to the original supports so the
temporary shoring can be removed. This will ensure continuous load paths to the foundations for
the loads generated by the roof and 2" and 15t floors.

3. The interior brick basement walls that are retaining approximately 5 to 6 feet of earth will have to
be re-structured to function as conventional retaining walls. Currently, these walls do not have
footings beneath them, nor are they reinforced. Based on their current construction, there is no
way we can certify the structural integrity of these walls to retain the earth or support the building
loads currently above, let alone any additional loads necessary to accommodate additional space
desired by the homeowners. At a minimum, We recommend that new cantilevered masonry
retaining walls and footings be constructed flush with the face of the existing brick walls; or
construct masonry piers and footings perpendicular to the existing brick wall at approximately 4ft.
on center.



4. The existing finished basement area is on two levels. Access between the levels is by a short
stair, approximate 2-3 treads that each are about a foot high. Access to this stair is restricted by a
kitchen counter constructed about 12" from the last tread. All of this area should be re-arranged to
be more reasonably accessible.

5. The current ceiling height on both levels of the basement is very close to the minimum allowed by
Building codes. The current ceiling height appears to be approximately 6'-6". It prebably should
be a minimum of 7t everywhere for safety and in order to conform to the current building codes.

6. The additional space needed and desired by the homeowners will be more than 50% of the
aggregate area of the building. Per my understanding of the International Residential Code for
One and Two Family Dwellings adopted by DeKalb County, this would amount to an “Alteration-
Level 3" requiring compliance with current code. All of the electrical and mechanical systems will
have to be brought up to current Code standards. However, any plumbing or electrical
penetrating the existing joists will have to be removed in total, and rerouted, for the required new
joist additions.

I have reviewed the estimate provided by Homeside Construction for work to rehabilitate the existing
structure such that it can be safely added onto and am of the opinion that rehabilitation of the existing
structure is not economically feasible and depending upon the fragility of the foundation walls (which wil
not be known until excavated) may not be technically feasible. | note that staff in its report submitted to
the HPC in October of 2022, seemed to suggest that because my report of September 29, 2022,
presented “an option ...to renovate/rehabilitate the house”, that somehow | was of the expert opinion that
renovation/rehabilitation was reasonably feasible. That is not the case and | wish to correct that
impression. In my opinion, given the cost, the needed engineering, and the risk of irreparable damage to
the existing structure by performing the necessary foundation work, it is NOT reasonably feasible to
renovate/rehabilitate the existing home on the property.

Alternative 3, If selected, will leave a building that will continue to deteriorate over the next few years and
probably not be able to be sold to a new buyer. Based on my experience, given the massive cost and
risks associated with Alternative 2, if demolition is not approved, property owners in situations similar to
the subject owners will likely chose Alternative 3, which does nothing to enhance the as-built environment
or the integrity of the building. Moreover, If the owner cannot implement the recommendations above and
only renovates the interior, It is my opinion that the continuing settling and lateral movement of the
foundations will cause structural problems that will require extensive work to repair in the future.

In summary, there are two major issues impeding feasibility of this home for rehabilitation and renovation
to accommodate the property owners' needs: 1) its non-conforming foundation system, i.e. no footings
under the foundation walls and unsafe interior brick retaining walls, and 2) the over spanned floor joist at
the 15t and 2™ floors. Even though the house may visually appear to be functioning alright now, the
deficiencies noted above still exist and must be addressed before the home can be added onto. We
offered 3 alternatives; 1)Demolish and rebuild, 2)perform major renovation and rehabilitation, and 3)Do
nothing. Due to the extensive work required and potential risks to the structural integrity posed by
Alternative 2 to rehabilitate the building, and the fact that Alternative 3 does not benefit anyone, my
recommendation is to select Alternative 1, demolish and rebuild, | think this is the most realistic and viable
solution

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call.




Cracking within the brick cavity stem wall indicate disproportionate
settling throughout the foundation due to movement in the soil
over time and a lack of footings to properly disperse the weight of
the structure above.

Cracking is also seen in the concrete slab of the former screen room,
another indication of movement within the foundation structure.
This visual indicator reveals movement within the entire rear third

of the structure.




Existing brick cavity stem walls
throughout show multiple attempts to
point, patch and stabilize settling
damage. Attempts as late as 3 years
ago are already showing signs of
failure.

Extensive cracking in the poured
concrete floor of the crawlspace show
further settling and soil instability
below due to the 15%+ grade and
long-term drainage issues.

2x8 Floor joists are over spanned 36”
average. Sagging entry level floors
have been supported via multiple

screw jacks in the Crawl/basement.
However, 2" floor joists would require
removal of all ceilings, electrical and
plumbing to facilitate ‘sistering’ of all
joists.




In an effort to preserve and reinforce the
existing structure, the owners had multiple
screw jacks installed in addition to CMU walls
to counteract the failure of the existing
foundation system.

The photo to the right indicates persistent
water intrusion under the original cavity stem
walls and thru. the new CMU retaining wall

Retrofit steel bracing is supporting over-spanned floor joists, inadequate
beams, and a suspended concrete slab. This level is rendered effectively
unusable although the bracing employed is still insufficient.

The CMU wall installed three years ago is already showing signs of failure
(leaning) and continued water intrusion.



The pillars are showing cracking and
signs of settling and unsupported
movement.

Terrace level Ceilings are showing
deflection from the over spanned
floor joists above

The tile flooring in the terrace level is uneven due to movement in the grade slab
below.

Metal columns have been installed in an effort to support the entry level above.
It is unclear if footing were installed to support the columns.




Within the scope of supporting the structure, the homeowners also performed
cosmetic repairs throughout the interior of the home. Within 3 years the entry level
walls show cracking in the drywall/plaster in numerous areas of the ceiling and wall

surfaces, illustrating further movement of the structure post-repair.

In addition to cracking of drywall/plaster, extensive damage can be seen in the tile
flooring of the kitchen, and separation within the hardwood flooring due to
structure movement.

Uneven floor joists can be seen and felt throughout the entry level.




Walls on the upper-level present cracks over doorways, windows, and
throughout walls in every room. Baseboard trim illustrates the movement of
the floor joists below via gapping. Bathroom floor tiles have separated, unable
to withstand the fluctuation of the over spanned floor joists below. Patching
measures can be seen throughout that have already separated significantly in
3 years alone.
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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
unigue 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. Thetechnical 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
0. 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 12 story, L-shaped building that was built in or around 1940 when Dan Johnson
Road and Vilenah Lane were first laid out. The front facade 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



0. 1098 Dan Johnson Road (DH), Linda Dunlavy
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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 12 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 Orfentation 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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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.

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

7.2.8
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.”

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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Parking (p90) Guideline - Parking should be addressed in @ 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.

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

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.

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  Nonbhistoric 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

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  Nonbhistoric 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
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.




DeKalb County Historic Preservation Commission
Monday, May 21, 2012- 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments
Consent Agenda
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  Nonbhistoric 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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Monday, May 21, 2012- 7:00 p.m.
Staff Comments

Regular Agenda
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  Nonbhistoric 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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