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The appointed members of the Economic Review Panel met to consider the application for
demolition of 1034 Euclid Avenue NE. The applicant has presented documentation to support
the assertion that the property does not offer reasonable economic return. The panel agreed
that the objectives for this assignment were to look at the financial tools available, the financial
viability as a rental and as a owner occupied property, the highest and best use, the renovation
costs, and the new construction costs based on the concept provided by the applicant. The
following are the determinations made by the panel and their final conclusion.
The panel considered the information provided for the following situations:
1) Property retained as a rental property.
2) Property sold as is.
3) Property renovated for the applicant to live in with his family.
4) Demolition of the property and construction of new home on the lot.
Rental Property:
The property is zoned R-5 and has two separate units - the main house, which is a 4 BR
2BA house (approximately 2300 sq ft), and a second basement unit (approximately 350
sq ft), which, according to the applicant, is a studio apartment with a kitchen and
bathroom (this information was given verbally to staff and two panel members during
tour of property by the applicant). Both units are legal under R-5 zoning.
The applicant stated at the 5/22/2018 UDC hearing that the rent for this property does
cover the mortgage which is $2012 a month. He also stated that he never intended to
live in the property and that he has owned it for 14 years as an investment property.
Panel Determination:
The applicant never states the exact rental rates for this property. The tax returns
provided by the applicant are for three investment properties (including the property in
question), but are not broken out; as a result, the panel was unable to use the returns to
develop their conclusions. The panel did carefully consider what current rental rates are
in Inman Park. The main house is in good condition and the kitchen and bathrooms have
good finishes. The property also has a washer/dryer in the house and off street parking.
The main house should rent for $2500-$3000 per month. The downstairs unit has a
private patio and garden and should rent for $750 per month, thus bringing the total
rental to $3250-3750 with a surplus of approximately $1500 per month.

Sale of Property:
The owner has stated that he paid $328,000 for the property. The tax returns do not
accurately reflect the cost of the taxes or the mortgage interest for this property. The
Fulton County Tax summaries for 2014-2017 show an average tax payment of $4300,
multiplied by the number of years of ownership equals $60,197. Using the mortgage
statement provided, the interest paid over the period of 14 years equals $134,400. The
total outlay for the property comes to $522,600. The panel was not given enough
information to determine what actual income was derived from the property including
rental, depreciation, and tax deductions for interest paid. Given the size of the lot,
current condition of the property, and the Broker Provided Opinion, the sale price of the
home is estimated at $450,000.
Panel Determination:
The sale of the property would provide a return on investment but the amount is
unknown because of the lack of detailed information provided by the applicant. The
panel cannot determine if selling the property could provide a reasonable economic
return.
Renovation of Property:
For this situation, the panel assumed that the applicant would not want to upgrade the
property and still keep it as a rental. We therefore looked at the costs cited by the
applicant to rehabilitate the property for he and his family to live in. We also looked at the
information provided by the applicant including the engineer’s report, the architect’s
assessment, and the bid for the structural improvements.
The cost cited by the applicant for the rehabilitation is approximately $310,000 with a
$46,635 contingency. The panel looked at the cost estimates and questioned the cost of
the leveling of the structure ($65,200) and the subsequent repairs that would need to be
done after the leveling of the structure. The engineer stated that he would NOT
recommend jacking up the foundations through the use of helical piles or other means to
level out the floors. He also stated that the structure was currently stable. The panel felt
that the overall bid had deficiencies in certain line items that would equal the amount of
the foundation bid. The panel explored the use of the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits
(RTC) and the State Rehabilitation tax credits/property tax freeze for this project. If the
small apartment was retained then the property is considered income producing.
$356,635 (cost plus contingency)
- 89,159 (Federal RTC)
- 71,327 (State RTC)
$196,149 ( Net cost after RTCs)
In addition, the property taxes would be frozen for 8 ½ years at the pre-improved value
of $139,560.
Panel Determination:

The application of the federal and state tax credits along with the property tax freeze
likely makes this rehabilitation very affordable. If the applicant decided to remove the
basement unit from the rental market (thus foregoing eligibility for the Federal RTCs), the
State RTCs and the property tax freeze would likely still make this project economically
feasible. If the applicant chose not to rehabilitate the property, a new owner could take
advantage of the these programs.
Demolition of Property and Construction of a New Structure
The applicant has provided a concept drawing of a house to be constructed on the lot.
The current lot size is 5053 sq ft (.116 acres) according to the property survey provided
by the applicant. The lot coverage for R-5 is 55%, therefore the maximum size of the
house and any impervious surfaces is 2779 sq ft. The concept drawing does not state
the square footage of the house but in the email correspondence between the applicant
and broker, the applicant mentions a 3200 sq ft house with a 400 sq ft patio and a 3 car
garage.
Panel Determination:
It would be very challenging to build a 3200 sq ft structure with a patio and a 3 car
garage on a lot this size without exceeding the maximum lot coverage or floor area ratio.
Further, the style selected by the applicant would not comply with the Inman Park
ordinance. The design would need to be compatible to the contributing structures on the
block face. Given that there are no other structures on the block face, the closest block
face would be used and that would be the connecting side of Austin Avenue. There are
no Prairie style homes on that block face.
Panel Conclusions:
Upon reviewing the application and supporting documentation provided by the applicant,
it is the panel’s recommendation that the Type IV application for demolition due to lack of
reasonable economic return be denied because:
1) The property can earn a reasonable economic return as is or if it is rehabilitated
utilizing the federal and state tax credits and property tax freeze.
2) The applicant did not provide accurate specific information related to the
property.
3) The new construction house would not comply with the Inman Park Historic
District regulations and likely not comply with the underlying zoning of R-5.
4) The applicant knew the property was in a historic district but likely did not
thoroughly research how that impacts possible future improvements to the
property.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

279 Little Street SE

APPLICATIONS:

CA3-18-228 (special exception)
CA3-18-227 (addition, alterations, sitework)

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018

FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Grant Park Historic District (Subarrea 1)

Other Zoning: R-5

Date of Construction: 1905, District Inventory.
Property Location:

On the southwest corner of the intersection at Little and Hill streets.

Contributing (Y/N)?: Yes

Building Type / Architectural style: Georgian Cottage

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission:
• Special exception to allow a 6 ft. privacy fence/wall in the half-depth front yard;
• Rear addition;
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission:
• Fencing, Driveway, Reroof; and,
• Interior alterations
Relevant Code Sections: Section 16-20.008, Section 16-20.009, Section 16-20K.007, Section 16-07.008, and
Section 16-28.008
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues: CA3-17-553

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Deferral.

CA3-18-227 and CA3-18-228 for 279 Little St.
June 27, 2018
Page 2 of 3

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter 20 and
Chapter 20K of the City of Atlanta Zoning Ordinance.
Because the building is located on a corner lot, the proposed addition and deck at the rear of the dwelling will
face a public street and therefore are subject to review by the Commission.
Plan Issues
While the submitted plans show existing and proposed elevations for all sides of the building, Staff notes a few
discrepancies on the plans when compared to the photographs of the dwelling. The proposed right elevation is
identical to that of the left elevation and based on the proposed floor plan, the proposed right elevation appears to
be incorrect (it is shown with a rear shed roof addition). Furthermore, the proposed rear elevation does not appear
to correctly delineate the roof form of the rear addition.
Other issues include: the gable vent on the front façade is incorrectly depicted on the existing elevations as a fourlight, fixed window; the entrance door transom and chimney on the west side of the building are not delineated
on the plans. The rear window on the proposed right-side elevation of the historic section of the building does
not appear to be accurately located. Finally, the architectural drawings depict the existing windows as four-overfour double-hung sashes, while current photographs show the windows to be one-over-one double-hung sash
units. Staff recommends the Applicant provide revised plans that accurately depict the existing and proposed
changes in sufficient detail for review.
Special Exception
The Applicant seeks a special exception to replace the existing 6-ft. wood privacy fence with a new, 6-ft. wood
privacy fence and gate along the Hill Street frontage. The City Zoning Ordinance classifies privacy fence as
walls, given they are less than 50% open and prohibit the passage of light and air. The District regulations only
allow fences that do not exceed 4 ft. in height in the front and half-depth front yards.
The Applicant did not provide responses to the questions required in the Special Exception Petition. Following
submission of the application, the Applicant stated he preferred to retain and repair of the existing wood privacy
fence rather than replace it and no longer sought a special exception for the work. Staff would note that because
no prior permit has been issued for the existing 6-ft. wood privacy fence and it does not appear to predate the
Zoning Ordinance, the fence may be considered an illegal structure by the City and the owner may be compelled
to remove the structure or bring it into compliance. Staff recommends deferral of the Special Exception petition
to allow the Applicant time to submit the required answers.
Site / Development Controls
Based on the submitted plans, the proposed rear addition will be massed at the rear of the principal structure,
will be located within the buildable area of the lot, and will not exceed the height of the existing roof ridge
line. It does not appear the proposed 45% Floor Area Ratio (FAR) will exceed the maximum FAR of the
underlying R-5 zoning; however, the proposed lot coverage of 59% appears to exceed the 55 % lot coverage
maximum for the R-5 residential zoning. Staff recommends the Applicant revise the plans to bring the
proposed project into compliance with the underlying zoning requirements
Addition
The District regulations provide two standards for reviewing proposed alterations and additions to
contributing buildings. The proposed work must meet one of the two standards. The first of the two standards
require that the alterations and additions “be consistent with and reinforce the architectural character of the
existing structure”. The second of the two standards require: “New additions, exterior alterations, or related
new construction will not destroy historic materials that characterize the property.”
The rear of the existing house consists of a non-historic shed roof addition and rear deck. Therefore, it does
not appear the proposed addition will destroy historic materials or architectural character of the existing
building. The height of the proposed addition will be lower than the ridgeline of the existing principal roof
structure and the addition and deck will not extend beyond the sides of the existing building.
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While visible from the public street, the Staff finds that the overall design of the proposed rear addition and
covered porch to be generally consistent with and reinforcing of the architectural character of the existing
house. However, the plans do not indicate the materials that will be used for the siding, fenestration, and the
foundation. Staff recommends the building materials be specified on the revised plans. Staff further
recommends the Applicant install false corner boards at the junction of the original house section and the
addition to delineate between the new and existing forms.
Alterations
Primary alterations and repairs identified in the narrative scope of work appear to be paining and reroofing.
Staff recommends that no unpainted masonry be painted. Further, Staff recommends the reroofing materials
be compliant with the District regulations.
Sitework
Proposed sitework includes the aforementioned fencing and a paver driveway/parking pad that will be located
in the rear yard and accessed via Hill Street. In addition to Staff’s concerns noted above (lot coverage, need
for a Special Exception), Staff recommends the Applicant provide additional information regarding the
material of the proposed driveway.

CA-18-228 (Special Exception)
STAFF RECOMMNEDATION: Deferral to allow the Applicant time to address the following:
1. Completion of the Special Exception Petition questions in order to bring the existing fence into
compliance with the District and underlying zoning regulations, per Section 16-20K.007(1)(B)(14)
and Section 16-28.008(5).
CA-18-227 (Addition, Alterations, Site work)
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deferral to allow the Applicant time to address the following concerns:
1. The Applicant shall submit 2 sets of properly scaled, revised existing and proposed elevations, and
12 sets of reduced size, revised existing and proposed elevations, per Sec. 16-20.008(c)(1);
2. The revised elevations shall show all proposed changes to the property in sufficient detail for
review, per Sec. 16-20.008(c)(1);
3. The plans shall be revised to bring the project’s lot coverage requirements into compliance with the
underlying R-5 zoning, per Section 16-07.008(6);
4. The Applicant shall specify all proposed exterior building materials (e.g. siding, fenestration,
foundation), per Section 16-20K.007(2)(B)(15);
5. False corner boards shall be installed to delineate between the existing house and new addition, per
Section 16-20K.007(2)(D);
6. Unpainted masonry shall remain unpainted, per Section 16-20.009;
7. Reroofing materials shall be asphalt shingles, wood shingles, metal shingles, slate, or pre-finished
metal panel, per Section 16-20K.007(2)(B)(15);
8. The Applicant shall provide additional documentation regarding the material of the proposed
driveway, per Section 16-20K.007(2)(B)(15); and,
9. The Applicant shall submit appropriate copies of plans and documentation no later than eight days
before the deferred meeting.
10. .
cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:152 Powell St.
APPLICATION:

CA3-18-189 & CA3-18-190

MEETING DATE: May 23, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Cabbagetown Landmark District (Subarea 3) Other Zoning: N/A
Date of Construction: Vacant lot.
Property Location: East blockface of Powell St., north of Kirkwood Ave., and south of Wylie St.
Contributing (Y/N)?: N/A

Building Type / Architectural form/style: N/A

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: New Construction & Variance
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 & Sec. 16-20C
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues: N/A

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION CA3-18-189: Approval with conditions.
SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION CA3-18-190: Approval with conditions.
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CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter 20
and Chapter 20I of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
Variance Requests
The requested variances are to reduce the rear yard setback from 33.9' to 17', and to reduce the right side yard
setback from 23.5' to 15.1' for the proposed accessory structure.
The Applicant has added several items to their variance request. These items include a variance to to
increase the left side yard setback from 5.1’ (required) to 6.6’ (proposed), to increase the primary mass
width from 16.3’ (required) to 20’ (proposed), and to increase the height from 11’ (required) to 14.9’
(proposed) for to proposed accessory structures; and a variance to decrease the rear yard setback from
141.8’ (required) to 112.2’ (proposed), to increase the right side yard setback from 4.5’ (required) to 9.6’
(proposed), to increase the left side yard setback from 3.1’ (required) to 3.5’ (proposed), to decrease the
building width from 38' (required) to 32', and to increase the allowable height from 18.2’ (required) to 19.2’
(proposed) for the proposed principal structure.
There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in
question because of its size, shape or topography;
The Applicant states that the property in question is defined by sheer drops at the rear of the lot
where the proposed accessory structure would be placed.
The application of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta to this particular piece of property
would create an unnecessary hardship;
The Applicant states that compliance with the setbacks prescribed by the historic properties on the
block face would require the removal of several trees that would otherwise be saved by the proposed
accessory structure placement. Staff would note that the preservation of mature trees is encouraged
by the District regulations and can constitute a basis for the granting of a variance.
Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved;
The Applicant cites the small number of comparable properties, particularly the single accessory
structure which determines the setbacks for the proposed structure, as the peculiar conditions for the
lot.
Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair the
purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
The Applicant states that the requested setback reduction would allow for the preservation of the
trees mentioned in their earlier responses. Further, the Applicant states that the view of the proposed
structure would be screened from public view by the proposed principal structure and the preserved
trees.
Staff finds that the request meets the variance criteria, particularly the exceptions for the preservation of
mature trees. Per the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta for the granting of a
variance for the preservation of mature trees, Staff recommends that should the subject tree(s) die as a
consequence, direct or indirect, of construction despite the granting of the variance, they shall be replaced, at
the property owner's or applicant's expense, in accordance with a tree replacement plan prepared by the city
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arborist. Staff further recommends the Applicant notify the city arborist of the death of any of the subject
tree(s) within 30 days.
Staff finds that the variance requests, including the additional requests, still meet the variance criteria. Staff
bases this finding on the applicant's responses to the criteria which is noted above. Staff would note that
existence of only one comparable property on the block face with which to make compatibility comparisons
is also a contributing factor to the hardships presented for this project.
New Construction
Compatability comparisons
The Applicant has provided compatibility comparisons based on the contributing structures located at
138, 142, and 146 Powell St. The District regulations require measurements for compatibility
comparisons to be made from contributing structures of the same style and like use on the block face.
The proposed structure would be best classified as a Folk Victorian Cottage. On the block face, one
contributing Folk Victorian Cottage exists and is located at 142 Powell St. As such, the compatibility
comparisons for the proposed structure are required to be taken from only 142 Powell St.
Site Plan
The proposed structure has a front yard setback of 13.2'. the comparable property at 142 Powell St.
has a front yard setback of 13.1'. As such, Staff recommends the front yard setback of the proposed
structure be 13.1'.
The Applicant has revised their drawings to show a front yard setback of 13.1'. As such, Staff finds
this recommendation has been met.
The proposed structure has a north side yard setback of 3.5'. The comparable property at 142 Powell
St has a north side yard setback of 3.1'. The proposed structure has a south side yard setback of 9.6'.
The comparable property at 142 Powell St has a south side yard setback of 4'5". The proposed structure
has a rear yard setback of 112.2'. The comparable property at 142 Powell St. has a rear yard setback
of 141' 10". Based on this information, Staff finds the north, south, and rear yard setbacks do not meet
the District regulations.
Staff would note that compliance with the required south side yard setback would prohibit the
installation of a driveway to the required off street parking on the site. Staff further finds that
compliance with the required north side yard setback could limit the ability of windows to be installed
on the north façade. Lastly, compliance with the required rear yard setback would limit the site's
development potential which is otherwise limited to a maximum floor area of 50%. As such, Staff
recommends the Applicant apply for a variance from the north, south, and rear yard setback
requirements before the next deadline of 3:00 on Tuesday May 22, 2018.
The Applicant has applied for the variances mentioned above.
recommendation has been met.

As such, Staff finds this

Height and Width.
Based on the compatibility information provided, the height of the structure at 142 Powel St. is 18.2'.
The proposed structure has a height of 19.7'. Staff recommends the height of the proposed structure
be no higher than 18.2'.
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Based on Staff's findings regarding the variance request for the building height, Staff finds this
recommendation has been met.
Based on the compatibility information provided by the Applicant, the structure at 142 Powel St. has
a width of 38'. The proposed structure has a width of 32'. Staff finds that compliance with the width
requirements could impact the Applicant's ability to provide the required on site parking. As such,
Staff recommends the Applicant apply for a variance to reduce the required building width from 38'
(required) to 32' (proposed).
The Applicant has applied for the variances mentioned above.
recommendation has been met.

As such, Staff finds this

Porch
Per the regulations a front porch is provided. The porch will contain a hipped roof matching the design
of the structure at 152 Powell St. Staff has concerns with the railing along the roofline of the porch.
Staff finds this feature does not match the porch at 142 Powell St. Additionally, the proposed porch
includes a "broken" column which is inconsistent with the porch at 142 Powell St. As such, Staff
recommends the proposed railing along the roofline of the porch be removed. Staff further
recommends the "broken" column be removed from the proposed porch.

The revised plans still show the porch roofline railing and "broken" column. As such, Staff
retains these recommendations.
The proposed porch railing will not be appropriately scaled top the front façade. As such, Staff
recommends the front porch railing be appropriately scaled to the front porch, with the top rail set no
higher than the bottom sill of the front façade windows. Staff further recommends any additional
railing height needed to meet code be achieved through a simple plane extension.
The revised drawings still show an inappropriately scaled front porch railing. As such, Staff retains
these recommendations.

Façades
The first floor height of the structure at 142 Powell St. has not been received. As such, Staff
recommends the Applicant provide the allowable first floor height based on the comparable structure
at 142 Powell St.
The Applicant has provided compatibility information showing the allowable first floor height above
grade as 3.8'. The proposed structure has a first floor above grade height of 3.8'. As such, Staff has
no concerns with the proposed first floor height.
Staff has no concerns with the proposed fenestration pattern on the proposed structure.
While no gable ornamentation/fenestration exists on the comparable property, Staff finds it is not
uncommon for the style of the proposed structure. As such, Staff has no concerns with the use of the
proposed window in the front or side facing gables of the structure.
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Accessory Structures
The Applicant is proposing a new garage to the rear of the site, a pool to the rear of the principal
structure, and a pergola to the rear of the principal structure. Staff has no concerns with the locations
of these proposed features. However, Staff has not received height information for the proposed garage
and pergola. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide information detailing the allowable
height of the proposed garage and pergola.
The Applicant has provided information for the height of the proposed accessory structures based on
the comparable property at 142 Powell St. The height of the accessory structure on this property is
11'. The Applicant's proposed accessory structure height of 14.9' would violate this height. However,
given Staff's finding regarding the variance request for the accessory structure height, Staff has no
concerns with the proposed accessory structures.

Site Work
The Applicant is proposing a fence along the side and rear lot lines, and a driveway along the south
side of the property. With the exception of Staff's previous findings regarding the placement of the
structure and the resulting impact on the proposed driveway, Staff has no concerns with the design of
either the fence or driveway themselves. Staff would still strongly encourage the Applicant to seek
the variances mentioned earlier in this analysis before the next deadline of 3:00 on Tuesday May 22,
2018.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION for CA3-18-190: Approval conditioned upon the following:
1. Should the subject tree(s) die as a consequence, direct or indirect, of construction despite the granting
of the variance, they shall be replaced, at the property owner's or applicant's expense, in accordance
with a tree replacement plan prepared by the city arborist
2. The Applicant notify the city arborist of the death of any of the subject tree(s) within 30 days

STAFF RECOMMENDATION for CA3-18-189: Approval conditioned upon the following:
1. The proposed railing along the roofline of the porch shall be removed, per Sec. 1620A.006(13)(e)(1);
2. The "broken" column shall be removed from the proposed porch, per Sec. 16-20A.006(13)(e)(1);
3. The front porch railing shall be appropriately scaled to the front porch, with the top rail set no higher
than the bottom sill of the front façade windows, per Sec. 16-20A.006(13)(e)(1);
4. Any additional railing height needed to meet code shall be achieved through a simple plane
extension, per Sec. 16-20A.006(13)(e)(1);
5. All updated materials shall be submitted no less than 8 days before the deferred meeting date.

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

376 Atwood Street, SW

APPLICATION:

CA3-18-192 (Addition, Alterations, Sitework)

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018 (deferred from May 23 and June 13)
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: West End Historic District

Other Zoning: R-4A/ Beltline

Date of Construction: c. 1923-24, District Inventory
Property Location: East blockface of Atwood Street between Hopkins Street and Sells Avenue.
Contributing (Y/N)?

Yes,

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Folk Victorian

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Addition, alterations
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: Interior renovations
Relevant Code Sections:

Sec. 16-20G.006 and 16-20.008

Deferred Application (Y/N)?

No

Previous Applications/Known Issues: N/A

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions
CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter
20 and Chapter 20G of the City of Atlanta Zoning Ordinance.
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Plan Issues

The maximum FAR (floor area ratio) allowed for this property is 50% of the net lot area. At this
time, no FAR calculations have been received. Per the regulations, the maximum lot coverage
allowed is 55% of the net lot area. At this time no lot coverage calculations have been received.
Staff Recommends Applicant submit a revised site plan with the existing and proposed FAR and lot
coverage calculations for the property.
The Applicant has provided plans with information regarding heated area and unheated area.
Staff is not concern with this proposal.
Staff also notes some inconsistencies or apparent inaccuracies of the submitted elevations and floor
plans. To note, the floor plan shows the proposed deck on the south side of the house, while the
Plan Elevations identify it as the North Elevation. Further, Staff notes the proposed windows on the
South and West elevations of the addition are too close to the wall corners. Staff recommends the
revised plans provide accurate labeling and delineation of the project components.
The Applicant has provided plans that shows the proposed deck south and north elevations
correction. Staff has no concern with the elevations on the new plan.
Addition
The Applicant proposes to construct an addition to an existing single-family wood frame house and
new deck. The plans show that this new addition and deck will be massed behind the main structure
and will not extend beyond the sides of the existing house. The addition will have a continuous
brick foundation, hipped roof with asphalt shingles, and clapboard siding. The small deck patio on
the North Elevation will be accessed from paired doors.
Staff finds the addition will fit within the buildable area of the lot and does not encroach on the rear
or side yard setbacks. The plans show the addition roof does not exceed the height of the main
structure’s roof ridgeline; however, Staff recommends the Applicant slightly lower the ridgeline of
the addition to differentiate the new addition from the existing structure.
In order, to lower the ridge height of the addition to allow the side gable of the primary roof of
the structure to remain unaltered, the Applicant is proposing a shed roof which has a front to
back orientation and engages the rear plane of the side gabled portion of the primary roof. Staff
finds this configuration creates an awkward side facing profile for the addition which is
incompatible with the architecture of the existing structure. Staff finds that changing the
orientation of the shed roof to engage the side plane of the new hipped roof for the proposed
addition would alleviate the incompatibility of the roof design. As such, Staff recommends the
shed roof proposed for the rear addition engage the side plane of the new hipped roof of the
proposed addition.

Staff notes the submitted plans do not specify the materials of the siding. Staff recommends the
new siding and trim on the addition be horizontal wood or smooth cementitious clapboard siding.
The Applicant has submitted plans indicating that new siding will be horizontal wood or smooth
cementitious clapboard siding. Additionally, the Applicant has proposed if the original wood
siding is beyond repair, the damaged, deteriorated or missing sections shall be documented to
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Staff through detailed annotated photographs prior to replacement. Staff has no concerns with
this proposal.

The plans also do not specify the materials of the new fenestration on the addition. Staff
recommends all new windows and doors be unclad wood with true or simulated divided lights.
Finally, Staff finds the horizontal fixed window on the South Elevation of the addition does not
appear to be compatible in size or proportion to existing windows. Staff recommends the Applicant
revise the plans to include a proposed window type that is compatible with the size and design of
original windows on the building.
The Applicant has provided plans that indicate, the original windows on the North and South
elevation will be retained. Staff is not concerned with this proposal.
Windows
On the North Elevation, the Applicant proposes to remove one of the paired double-hung sash
windows and to reduce sizes of the paired windows on the South Elevation. According to the
submitted floor plans, the subject windows on the North Elevation will be for the kitchen while the
proposed reduced windows on the South Elevation will be for the Master Bedroom. While the
District regulations allow for the replacement and reconfiguration of windows on the side elevations
to accommodate kitchens and bathrooms, they do not allow for original window openings shall to
be completely blocked or enclosed. Staff recommends the original paired window configuration on
the North Elevation and the original windows on the South Elevation be retained.
The plans the Applicant provided illustrates the proposed front windows on the North Elevation
are changed in size from the existing windows due to a bedroom addition. While the District
regulations allow for the replacement and reconfiguration of windows on the side elevations to
accommodate kitchens and bathrooms, it does not allow for these bedrooms. Staff recommends
the Applicant retain and repair in kind the existing front windows on the North Elevation.
Siding
Staff notes the siding and trim is not delineated on the existing elevations and it is unclear if the
siding will be retained or is proposed for replacement. Staff recommends the Applicant clarify the
siding on the original house and any plans for replacement or repair. Staff further recommends that
any repairs of damaged or deteriorated wood siding and trim be in-kind to match the existing
materials, design, and reveal.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions
1. The shed roof proposed for the rear addition shall engage the side plane of the new hipped roof
of the proposed addition per Sec. 16-20G.006(7)(d);
2. The Applicant retain and repair in kind the existing front windows on the North Elevation per
Sec. 16-20G.006(3) (a) and
3. Staff shall review and approve if appropriate and approval all final plans.
cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

1244 Sells Ave.

APPLICATION:

CA3-18-197

MEETING DATE: May 23, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: West End Historic District

Other Zoning: R-4A / Beltline.

Date of Construction:
Property Location: South blockface of Sells Ave, east of Atwood St.
Contributing (Y/N)?: n

Building Type / Architectural form/style: N/A

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Subdivision
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 & Sec. 16-20G
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues:

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Approval with conditions.

CA3-18-197 for 1244 Sells Ave.
May 23, 2018
Page 2 of 2

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter 20
and Chapter 20G of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
The Applicant is proposing to subdivide the two existing properties at 1244 and 1238 Sells Ave. into three
properties. The properties will have a width of 53.8’ and a depth ranging from 164’ to 217’ due to the curve
at the north boundary of the property. The properties would have originally fronted Sells Ave., but this
portion of Sells was converted to the onramp for I-20 when it was constructed. As such, and as the
properties also front Mohawk Ave, Staff finds it is appropriate to take the compatibility comparisons from
the properties with frontage along Mohawk Ave.
The two properties in question are the only properties with principal frontage along Mohawk Ave. As such,
Staff will use the properties across mohawk Ave. for comparisons. The comparable properties (two of which
have frontages along both Greenwich and Mohawk Ave.) located at 1237, 1231, and 1226 Greenwich St.,
contain a minimum lot width of 43.2’ and a maximum lot width of 67’. As such, Staff has no concerns with
the proposed width of 53.8’. The properties have a minimum depth of 77’ and a maximum depth of 219’.
As such, Staff has no concerns with the proposed lot depth.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION for CA3-18-147: Approval conditioned upon the following:
1. Staff shall review and if appropriate, approve the final plans and documentation.
cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

707 Hill St

APPLICATION:

CA3-18-209

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Grant Park Historic District (Subarea 1)

Other Zoning: R-5

Date of Construction: 1905
Property Location: The property has three street frontages, fronting the west block face of Hill St., the south
block face of Bass St., and the east block face of Woodson St.
Contributing (Y/N)?: Y

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Queen Anne Cottage.

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Height of the proposed fence in the front
and half-depth front yards of the structure
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 & Sec. 16-20K
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: Yes. Deferred at the June 13, 2018 meeting. Updated text in italics.
Previous Applications/Known Issues: the Commission previously reviewed and approved CA3-18-071 &
CA3-18-072 at this address for a setback reducion in the Woodson St. front yard, and a new rear porch.

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Deferral.

CA3-18-209 for 707 Hill St.
June 13, 2018
Page 2 of 2

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter 20
and Chapter 20K of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
The Applicant's Special Exception justification centers on their argument that the Bass St. and Woodson St.
frontages are not front yards and should not be treated as such. However, Staff finds that half-depth front
yards such as the yards fronting Bass St., and Woodson St. are treated as front yards and are therefore subject
to the restrictions on fences in the front yards of properties in the R-5 District.
The Applicant further argues that the fence is question is not incompatible with the character of the District.
The Applicant notes several blocks which they state contain similar privacy fence configurations. However,
Staff is unable to determine whether all of the properties included in the argument contain fences which
exceed the 4' height restrictions and which are not at least 50% open. If such fences exist legally, they would
have been approved through a Special Exception process, the files for which Staff would be able to access.
As such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide specific addresses for the properties noted in their analysis
or base their argument on another of the exception justifications.
The Applicant has provided addresses of several properties in the district on corner lots where 6’ high
privacy fences/walls are present. After researching these addresses, Staff found that several of the addresses
appear to have installed their fences without permits or proper review by the Office of Design. The
remaining fences appear to be compliant as the fences are outside of the half-depth front yard and continue
the line made by the side façade of the principal structure. As such, Staff cannot find a pattern of compliant
6’ high privacy fences/walls built in the half-depth front yards of properties in the District.
The height of the fence is unknown to Staff, but it appears to line up with the height of the picket fence
shown in the photographs which encloses the Hill St. front yard of the property. from the photographs
provided, Staff also finds that the privacy fence/wall is set back several feet from the Bass St., and Woodson
St. frontages which would reduce the impact of the privacy fence/wall on the public right ow way.
The Applicant has provided responses relating to the criterial which allows for higher fences justified by the
security of persons or properties in the area. The Applicant states that property has been removed from the
property in the past and cites publicly accessed information showing a pattern of crime in the area relating
to property theft. In the past, the Commission has required applicants to submit proof of a pattern of crime
or police reports from circumstances of theft from the subject property. As such, Staff finds it appropriate to
require the same for this project if approval of the special exception is granted. As such, Staff recommends
the Applicant provide either police reports detailing circumstances of property theft involving the subject
property, or submit information establishing a pattern of crime in the area relating to property theft.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval conditioned upon the following:
1. The Applicant shall provide either police reports detailing circumstances of property theft involving
the subject property, or shall submit information establishing a pattern of crime in the area relating
to property theft, per. Sec.16-20.008(b)(1).

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

220 Haralson Ave.

APPLICATION:

CA3-18-229

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Inman Park Historic District (Subarea 1)

Other Zoning: R-5 / Beltline.

Date of Construction: 1996
Property Location: West blockface of Haralson Ave, south of Alta Ave, north of Dekalb Ave.
Contributing (Y/N)?: No

Building Type / Architectural form/style: 20th century infill.

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Alterations and additions.
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: Portions of the project which are not
visible from the public street.
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 & Sec. 16-20L
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues:

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION:

CA3-18-229 for 220 Haralson Ave.
June 27, 2018
Page 2 of 2

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance with Sec.
16-20 and Sec 16-20L of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
Addition
The proposed addition will be placed to the rear of the principal structure within the side yard setbacks as
required by the District regulations. The existing structure is a non-contributing infill building from the
1990’s, so Staff has no concerns with the addition damaging historic materials or spatial relationships.
However, Staff does have a few specific concerns with the design in its current proposed state.
The District regulations prohibit slab on grade construction. While it appears that the existing structure was
placed on a slab foundation, this does not remove the prohibition of slab on grade construction. However,
Staff finds it would be impractical to place a new addition on a 14” crawlspace as the District regulations
require when the principal structure is on a slab foundation. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant apply
for a variance to allow a slab on grade foundation.
Two transom style accent windows are proposed for the second story portion of the rear addition on the left
side façade. The size and shape of individual windows for visible portions of the structure are subject to the
compatibility rule. No information detailing the compatibility of the proposed accent windows have been
received. Further the left side façade of the proposed addition contains a lack of fenestration on the first
floor. Staff recommends the Applicant provide compatibility information for the proposed fenestration on
the left side façade.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deferral conditioned upon the following:
1. The Applicant shall apply for a variance to allow a slab on grade foundation, per Sec. 1620L.006(1)(h);
2. The Applicant shall provide compatibility information for the proposed fenestration on the left side
façade, per Sec. 16-20L.006(1)(n);
3. All updated plans and documentation shall be submitted no less than 8 days before the deferred
meeting date.

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY OF ATLANTA
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

1152 Eggleston Street

APPLICATION:

CA3-18-233

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: West End Historic District

Other Zoning: R-4/ Beltline

Date of Construction: 1920
Property Location

South blockface of Holderness and Westend Pl

Contributing (Y/N)? Y

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Folk Victorian

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission:
 Rear Roof Addition
 Fenestration and Windows alterations
 Doors
 Shed roof over front porch
 Front porch rails
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: Interior
Relevant Code Sections:

Sec. 16-20G.006

Deferred Application (Y/N)?

No

Previous Applications/Known Issues: N/A

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions

CA3-18-233
1152 Eggleston
Page 2 of 4

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter
20 and Chapter 20G of the City of Atlanta Zoning Ordinance.
Plans
The site plan received by Staff does not contain lot coverage or FAR calculations. Staff recommends the site
plan be revised to show the existing and proposed lot coverage and FAR..
Porch roof and front railing
Staff has reviewed the photos of the front façade provided by the Applicant. The Applicant does not provide
detail information of the repair of the roof over the front porch or information of the repair of the front porch
railings. Staff recommends the Applicant provide detailed information regarding the shed roof and porch
railing repair.
Gable Roof

Staff reviewed the photos the Applicant provided. On the front gable, the vent is missing on the
plans. Staff recommends Gable vent be retained.
Addition
The Applicant proposes to change the roofline over an existing bedroom in the rear of the house to increase
the height to allow for the interior renovation. The new roofline will continue the Hip roof line that is
existing on the house. Staff is not concerned with this new roofline. Additionally, Staff finds the

addition will fit within the buildable area of the lot and does not encroach on the rear or side yard
setbacks. The plans show the addition roof does not exceed the height of the main structure’s roof
ridgeline. Staff has no concern with the new addition height and build area. However, Staff recommends
the Applicant lower the ridgeline six inches of the addition to differentiate the new addition from
the existing structure.
Bay Window Projection
The Applicant proposes to remove the existing bay projection to construct a kitchen. The bay projection is
architecturally and historically significant for this house. Staff find the removal of this historic feature
inappropriate and alters the character of the structure. Staff recommends the bay project and roof line
associated with it be retained.

Alterations
Windows
On the proposed right elevation, the Applicant proposes to remove the existing bay window with the
construction of a new kitchen. The Regulations states that the replacement and reconfiguration of

windows on the side elevations to accommodate kitchens and bathrooms is permitted. Staff has no
concern with this proposal.
On the proposed left elevation, the Applicant proposes to install accent or transom style window.
Staff recommends the proposed window be vertical double-hung in orientation and proportional to
the windows on the existing structure.
On the proposed right elevation, the Applicant proposes a double grouped one over one window to
replace the existing one over one window. Reconfiguration of windows on the side elevations to
accommodate kitchens and bathrooms is permitted. Staff is not concerned with this proposal.

CA3-18-233
1152 Eggleston
Page 3 of 4

On the proposed front elevation, the Applicant proposes to install a one over one vertical window to
replace the door that currently exist due a conversion of house to a duplex. Inventory shows the
original opening was a window. Staff has no concern with this window proposal.
On the plans for both the existing and proposed elevations, the Applicant does not show the third
window moving from front to back of the house. The Regulations requires that architecturally
significant windows and doors, including details, trimwork, and framing, shall be retained. Staff
recommends, the Applicant place the missing window on the plans and retain it.
The Applicant proposes the replacement of window sashes due to damage. However, the Applicant
does not demonstrate through detail photos that the window sashes need replacing. Based on the
photographs provided, Staff finds the existing windows could be retained, but photographs show
only two windows. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide documentation that the
windows proposed for replacement on the front façade are non-historic or cannot be repaired. If the
photographic documentation shows the windows to be non-historic or beyond repair, Staff
recommends the windows be replaced with new windows that meet the District regulations. If the
photographic documentation shows the windows to be historic and can reasonably be repaired, Staff
recommends the existing windows be retained
Removal of extension
On the proposed left elevation, the Applicant propose to remove the existing non-original extension on the
house. The Applicant proposes to build one seamless elevation. Staff has no concerns with this proposal.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions
1. The Applicant shall submit the site plan be revised to show the existing and proposed lot coverage
and FAR. per Sec. 16-20G.001;
2. The Applicant shall provide plans with detail information regarding the shed roof and porch
railing repair per Sec. 16-20G.006 (1)(g);
3. The Applicant shall provide plans that reflect the air vent over the front gable and retain the
air vent per Sec. 16-20G.006 (16)(a);
4. The Applicant shall slightly lower the ridgeline of the addition to differentiate the new
addition from the existing structure per Sec. 16-20G.006;
5. The bay project and roof line associated with the bay window shall remain per Sec. 1620G.006 (3)(g);
6. The proposed window shall be vertical in orientation and proportional to the windows on the
existing structure per Sec. 16-20G.006 (9)(g);
7. The Applicant shall place the missing window on the plans and retain it per Sec. 1620G.006 (3)(a);
8. The Applicant shall provide documentation that the windows proposed for replacement on
the front façade are non-historic or cannot be repaired per Sec. 16-20G.006 (3)(a);
9. If the photographic documentation shows the windows to be non-historic or beyond repair,
the windows shall be replaced with new windows that meet the District regulations per Sec.
16-20G.006(3)(a);
10. If the photographic documentation shows the windows to be historic and can reasonably be
repaired, the existing windows shall be retained Sec. 16-20G.006(3)(a);
11. Staff shall review and if appropriate, approve the final plans and documentation.

CA3-18-233
1152 Eggleston
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cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY
KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

19 Randolph Street

APPLICATION:

CA4PH-18-117 – Demolition due to a threat to public health and safety

MEETING DATE: May 23, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Martin Luther King, Jr. Landmark District

Other Zoning: None

Date of Construction: 1960s or earlier
Property Location: East side of Randolph Street, north of Edgewood Avenue
Contributing (Y/N)?: Yes

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Bungalow.

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Demolition
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: None
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20.008
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: Yes, from April 11, 2018. Updated text shown in italics. Additional photographs
received from the Applicant on May 17, 2018.
Previous Applications/Known Issues: N/A

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Approval with conditions.

CA4PH-18-117 for 19 Randolph Street
May 23, 2018
Page 2 of 6

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter 20 of the City
of Atlanta Zoning Ordinance.
Staff Response to the Application Submitted
Please note that if the question / criteria is not discussed below, the Staff finds that the information / materials
submitted are sufficient and/or meet the criteria.
1. Demonstrate through independent analysis and supporting information that a major and
imminent threat to public safety exists.
The engineer’s letter describes the conditions of the property / structure and recommends the demolition of the
structure, but does not describe that an imminent threat to public safety exists. It is not clear if the entire house
is structurally compromised or just the portion that was damaged by the tree fall. It is also not clear the extent
of the fire damage, given the limited interior photographs. It appears that some of the interiors of the exterior
walls are intact which would make seem like not all the brick has lost its lateral support, if it even had it to start
with. The roof in at least the front third of the house appears intact and as such might have provided more
protection from the weather there then in the rear of the house. The citation provided in the submission
addresses graffiti and the building being “open and vacant”, not its structural soundness. It also does not require
the demolition of the house.
The additional submission did not address this issue. However, at the previous hearing, the Staff would note
that the Applicant provided a copy of a “unsafe building notice” from December, 2016 ordering the property be
demolished. No timeframe for addressing this notice is included in the notice.
The Staff finds that the additional photographs provide a compelling argument for the demolition of the house
for two reasons: (1.) the tree damage, fire damage, and resulting water damage / deterioration have left the
side walls of the house unbraced and off center. and the front wall detached from the majority of what was the
rest of the house; and (2.) the rear two-thirds of the house is completely collapsed and the remaining front onethird retains only the exterior brick veneer and some interior framing, though the later of these appear to be
damaged by fire and water. The only remaining character defining feature of the house is its front façade and
front porch.
2. Present all reasonable alternatives for rectifying the threat and analysis of all such
alternatives.
The engineer’s letter does not provide any description of potential alternatives, including renovating the
structure or removing only the damaged portions and building an addition. This comparative analysis must
show the how or if alternatives are feasible. Though not preferred by the Applicant, the Commission’s needs to
know what problems (monetary, logistical, physical, time, etc.) are associated with a potential renovation or
renovation / addition that prevent them from being reasonable alternatives.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

CA4PH-18-117 for 19 Randolph Street
May 23, 2018
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3. Demonstrate that the costs associated with rectifying the threat would create a condition whereby the
investments in the project are incapable of earning a reasonable economic return. This finding shall
be made by considering, and the applicant shall submit to the Commission evidence establishing, each
of the following factors:
a) The applicant’s knowledge of the landmark designation at the time of acquisition, or whether the
property was designated subsequent to acquisition.
Though the Applicant noted that the property did not or does not have historic designation, the property has
been in the District since it was created in the 1970s and subsequently incorporated into the then new City
Historic Preservation Ordinance in 1989. Its contributing status to that District was reaffirmed when the
District regulations were updated in 2014.
6. The fair market value of the property immediately prior to its designation and the fair market value
of the property (in its protected status as a designated building or site) at the time the application is
filed.
No documentation was provided regarding the current valuation and no valuation was provided for the year
the district was designated.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

10. The infeasibility of alternative uses that can earn a reasonable economic return for the property as
considered in relation to the following:
a)

A report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation as to the
structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for rehabilitation.
The engineer’s letter describes the conditions of the property / structure and recommends the
demolition of the structure, but does not describe in sufficient detail the structural soundness of the
house. It is not clear if the entire house is structurally compromised or just the portion that was
damaged by the tree fall. It is also not clear the extent of the fire damage, given the limited interior
photographs. It appears that some of the interiors of the exterior walls are intact which would make
seem like not all the brick has lost its lateral support, if it even had it to start with. The roof in at
least the front third of the house appears intact and as such might have provided more protection
from the weather there then in the rear of the house. The citation provided in the submission
addresses graffiti and the building being “open and vacant”, not its structural soundness.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

b)

Estimate of the cost of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal,
and an estimate of any additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the recommendation
and decision of the commission concerning the appropriateness of the proposed alterations.
Only the cost of demolition was provided in the submitted materials. No cost estimates were
provided for potential alternatives to the demolition if the Commission were to require something
other than demolition be done with the house (i.e. renovation or renovation / addition).

CA4PH-18-117 for 19 Randolph Street
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The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.
c)

Estimated market value of the property in the current condition; after completion of
the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed
demolition, after renovation of the existing property for continued use.
The City’s citation does not direct the owner to demolish the building. It requires that the graffiti be
removed and the property be cleaned and secured. Notwithstanding the condition of the property,
the values for the scenarios contemplated in the criteria are applicable to the situation. The value of
the property can be documented after the house were to be removed (if approved by the
Commission), with a renovated house and with a new construction house.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

d)

In the case of a proposed demolition, the testimony of an architect, developer, real
estate consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to
the economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property.
No values were provided for these various alternatives. It is these potential values that are weighed
against the costs of obtaining those alternatives that determine the economic feasibility of those
alternatives (i.e. is there a reasonable return on the investment through rental rates or sales prices).
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

e)

The infeasibility of new construction around, above, or below the existing protected
building or site, and the infeasibility of a transfer of development rights, including an assessment
of the monetary value that could be derived from such a transfer, pursuant to section 16-28.023 of
the Code of Ordinances.
No response was provided for the potential for transferred development rights.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

10.

Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, or
private programs.

The submission highlights the State of Georgia’s grant programs and the federal tax programs for income
producing properties, but does not address how or if the State of Georgia’s property tax and income tax
programs would affect the economic viability of the renovation or renovation / addition of the house.
The additional submission did not address this issue. The Staff would retain its previous comment.

CA4PH-18-117 for 19 Randolph Street
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11.

Also, please provide photographs of the existing conditions of the building, both exterior and
interior.
The Applicant provided pictures, thought only about four each of the exterior and interior.
The photographs provided in the additional submission include almost all possible views of the house,
from both the interior and the exterior.

Comment on Application Materials by the Bureau of Buildings
One of the requirements of the Type IV Certificate of Appropriateness process is for the Office of Buildings to
comment on the application materials via a written report. Staff has submitted a request to the Office of
Buildings to inspect the property and produce a report regarding this property. When the inspection and report
are complete, Staff will include the report in the file for future reference.
Overall Comments
Based on the pictures provided, Staff finds that the existing building is in a state of disrepair. It is clear most of
the rear portion of the house would need to be replaced / rebuilt, some portions of the exterior walls need to be
repaired, and a significant portion of the interior finishes, framing, etc. needs to be replaced, due to the structure
being open to the elements.
While Staff finds that the building in its current condition is unsafe and a nuisance, Staff does not find the
Applicant has proven the property is an imminent and major threat to public health and safety. Based on the
information submitted, Staff finds a major and imminent threat has not been proven.
As Staff has determined that a major and imminent threat to public health and safety has not been proven, Staff
finds that potential alternatives to demolition are a critical part of the decision-making process regarding the
application. However, as discussed above, the Applicant has not submitted any alternatives to demolishing the
structure. Given the information we have at this time, Staff cannot support the application for demolition.
The Staff finds that the additional photographs provide a compelling argument for the demolition of the house
for two reasons: (1.) the tree damage, fire damage, and resulting water damage / deterioration have left the
side walls of the house unbraced and off center. and the front wall detached from the majority of what was the
rest of the house; and (2.) the rear two-thirds of the house is completely collapsed and the remaining front onethird retains only the exterior brick veneer and some interior framing, though the later of these appear to be
damaged by fire and water. The only remaining character defining feature of the house is its front façade and
front porch.
Despite a lack of documentation addressing the required information for approving a Type IV certificate of
Appropriateness for a demolition due to a threat to public health and safety, the Staff finds that the photographs
provide sufficient evidence of a threat to public health and safety if the remaining criteria are met via new or
updated documentation from the Applicant.
The Staff would recommend approval of the application conditioned on all the remaining documentation items
being met by the Applicant.
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Staff Recommendation: Based upon the following:
a) The Applicant has not provided all the specific support information required to document a demolition
due to a threat to public health and safety, per Section 16-20.008; and
b) The documentation that has been provided shows that a threat to public health and safety does exist on
the property, per Section 16-20.008
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval with the following conditions:
1. The Applicant shall present all reasonable alternatives for rectifying the threat and analysis of all such
alternatives, per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
2. The Applicant shall provide the fair market value of the property immediately prior to its designation and
the fair market value of the property (in its protected status as a designated building or site) at the time the
application is filed, per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
3. The Applicant shall provide a report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation
as to the structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for rehabilitation, per
Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
4. The Applicant shall provide an estimate of the cost that would be incurred to comply with the
recommendation and decision of the commission concerning the appropriateness of the proposed alterations,
per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
5. The Applicant shall provide the estimated market value of the property in the current condition; after
completion of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed
demolition, after renovation of the existing property for continued use, per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
6. The Applicant shall provide the testimony of an architect, developer, real estate consultant, appraiser, or
other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of rehabilitation or
reuse of the existing structure on the property, per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
7. The Applicant shall provide an assessment of the infeasibility of a transfer of development rights, including
an assessment of the monetary value that could be derived from such a transfer, pursuant to section 1628.023 of the Code of Ordinances, per Section 16-20.008(d0(2)(a);
8. The Applicant shall provide an assessment of the benefit to the project of the economic incentives and/or
funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, or private programs, per Section 1620.008(d0(2)(a); and
9. The Staff shall review, and if appropriate approve, the supporting documentation as meeting the criteria for
a demolition due to a threat to public health and safety.

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY
KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

551 Cherokee Ave.

APPLICATION:

CA4PH-18-231

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Grant Park Historic District (Subarea 1)

Other Zoning: R-5.

Date of Construction: 1922
Property Location: West blockface of Cherokee Ave., south of Orleans St, North of Milledge Ave.
Contributing (Y/N)?: Yes

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Craftsman Bungalow

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Demolition of the structure.
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 & Sec. 16-20K
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues:

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Deferral.
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CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance with Sec.
16-20 and Sec 16-20L of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.

Demolition
1. Demonstrate through independent analysis and supporting information that a major and
imminent threat to public safety exists.
The Applicant has provided a letter from a licensed engineer stating the extent of damage to the
property which states a threat to public health and safety exists. However, the Engineer’s letter
states their recommendation to secure and close the property to alleviate the threat to public
health and safety.
2. Present all reasonable alternatives for rectifying the threat and analysis of all such
alternatives.
The Applicant states no reasonable options to demolition exist, but does not list the alternative
options considered or why they are unreasonable. Staff recommends the Applicant provide
documentation that alternatives to demolition, such as renovation of the existing structure, are
not reasonable.
3. Demonstrate that the costs associated with rectifying the threat would create a condition whereby
the investments in the project are incapable of earning a reasonable economic return. This finding
shall be made by considering, and the applicant shall submit to the Commission evidence
establishing, each of the following factors:
a) The applicant’s knowledge of the landmark designation at the time of acquisition, or whether
the property was designated subsequent to acquisition.

The Applicant has not stated whether the property owner was aware of the properties
designation at the time or acquisition or whether the property was designation subsequent to
acquisition. Staff recommends the Applicant provide information detailing whether the
property owner was aware of the properties designation at the time or acquisition or whether
the property was designation subsequent to acquisition
b) The current level of economic return on the property as considered in relation to the following:
(1) The amount paid for the property, the date of purchase, and party from whom purchased,
including a description of the relationship, if any, between the owner of record or applicant
and the person from whom the property was purchased.

The Applicant has not provided a response to this question. Staff recommends the
Applicant provide information detailing the amount paid for the property, the date of
purchase, and party from whom purchased, including a description of the relationship, if
any, between the owner of record or applicant and the person from whom the property
was purchased.
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(2) The annual gross and net income, if any, from the property for the previous three (3) years;
itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous three (3) years; and
depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt service, if any, during the
same period.

No response was received for this question. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant
provide information detailing the annual gross and net income, if any, from the property
for the previous three (3) years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the
previous three (3) years; and depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and
after debt service, if any, during the same period.
(3) Remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing secured by the
property and annual debt service, if any, during the prior three (3) years.
No response was received for this question. Staff recommends the Applicant provide
detailed information regarding the remaining balance on any mortgage or other financing
secured by the property and annual debt service, if any, during the prior three (3) years
4. Real estate taxes for the previous four (4) years and assessed value of the property according to the
two (2) most recent assessed valuations.
No response to the request for the real estate taxes for the previous four (4) years was received. As
such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide information detailing the real estate taxes for the
previous four (4) years.

The Applicant has provided information showing the assessed value of the property for the
last 2 years. This information is as follows:
Assessed value in 2016: $61,720.00
Assessed value in 2017: $61,720.00
5.

All appraisals obtained within the previous two (2) years by the owner or applicant in
connection with the purchase, financing or ownership of the property.

The Applicant states no appraisals were done on the property in the last 2 years.
6.

The fair market value of the property immediately prior to its designation and the fair
market value of the property (in its protected status as a designated building or site) at
the time the application is filed.

The Applicant states the previous fair market value of the property prior to the tree damage
was $240,000.00, but argues that the property is now only worth the price of the land which
is $65,000.00.
7. Form of ownership or operation of the property, whether sole proprietorship, for-profit or not-forprofit corporation, limited partnership, joint venture, or both.

The Applicant states that the property is owned by a single owner.

CA4PH-18-231 for 551 Cherokee Ave.
June 27, 2018
Page 4 of 7

8. Any state or federal tax returns on or relating to the property for the past two (2) years.

No response to this question was received. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant
provide information detailing any state of federal tax returns on or relating to the property
for the past two (2) years.
9. That the property if not marketable or able to be sold, considered in relation to any listing of the
property for sale or rent, price asked, and offers received, if any, within the previous two (2) years.
Including testimony and relevant documents regarding:
a) Any real estate broker or firm engaged to sell or lease the property.

The Applicant states the property could not be sold in its current condition.
b) Reasonableness of the price or rent sought by the applicant.

The Applicant states the property could not be rented out in its current condition.
c) Any advertisement placed for the sale or rent of the property.

Based on the Applicant’s previous responses, no advertisements for sale or rent have been
made.
10. The infeasibility of alternative uses that can earn a reasonable economic return for the property as
considered in relation to the following:
a) A report from a licensed engineer or architect with experience in rehabilitation as to the
structural soundness of any structures on the property and their suitability for rehabilitation.

The letter from a licensed engineer provided by the Applicant states that due to the structural
damage to the walls and roof, these members will need to be demolished. However, based
on this letter the foundation appears to be in good condition.
b) Estimate of the cost of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal, and an
estimate of any additional cost that would be incurred to comply with the recommendation and
decision of the commission concerning the appropriateness of the proposed alterations.

No response to this question was received. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant
provide detailed information relating to the estimate of the cost of the proposed construction,
alteration, demolition, or removal, and an estimate of any additional cost that would be
incurred to comply with the recommendation and decision of the commission concerning the
appropriateness of the proposed alterations.
c) Estimated market value of the property in the current condition; after completion of the
proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal; and, in the case of a proposed
demolition, after renovation of the existing property for continued use.

No response to this question was received. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant
provide information detailing the estimated market value of the property in the current
condition; after completion of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or
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removal; and, in the case of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the existing
property for continued use.
d) In the case of a proposed demolition, the testimony of an architect, developer, real estate
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the
economic feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property.

No response to this question was received. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide
information detailing the testimony of an architect, developer, real estate consultant, appraiser,
or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic feasibility of
rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property.
e) The infeasibility of new construction around, above, or below the existing protected building or
site, and the infeasibility of a transfer of development rights, including an assessment of the
monetary value that could be derived from such a transfer, pursuant to section 16-28.023 of the
Code of Ordinances.

No response to this question was received. As such, Staff recommends the Applicant provide
information detailing the infeasibility of new construction around, above, or below the
existing protected building or site, and the infeasibility of a transfer of development rights,
including an assessment of the monetary value that could be derived from such a transfer,
pursuant to section 16-28.023 of the Code of Ordinances.
11. Economic incentives and/or funding available to the applicant through federal, state, city, or private
programs.

The Applicant has stated that there are no economic incentives available to the Applicant.
Staff would note for the benefit of the Applicant that Federal and State incentives for
Historic Preservation such as income tax credits and property tax credits are available to
properties in National Register Historic Districts. However, as the demolition of this
structure has already occurred, the property would no longer qualify for these incentives.
12. Please provide photographs of the existing conditions of the building, both exterior and interior.
The Applicant has provided digital and hard copy photographs of the previously existing structure as
well as the new structure.

Comment on Application Materials by the Bureau of Buildings
One of the requirements of the Type IV Certificate of Appropriateness process is for the Office of
Buildings to comment on the application materials via a written report.

Overall Comments
Based on the pictures provided, Staff finds that the existing building is in a state of disrepair and
partial demolition. It is clear that the roof structure needs to be replaced, the exterior walls need to
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be repaired and in some instances replaced, the interior floor systems need to be replaced and there
are likely issues with the foundation due to the structure being open to the elements.
While Staff finds that the building in its current condition is unsafe and a nuisance, Staff does not
find the Applicant has proven the property is an imminent and major threat to public health and
safety. A major and imminent threat to public health exists when the building is in danger of
collapsing. Based on the information submitted, Staff finds a major and imminent threat has not
been proven.
As Staff has determined that a major and imminent threat to public health and safety has not been
proven, Staff finds that any alternatives presented would be moot as this time. However, as
discussed above, the Applicant has not submitted any alternatives to demolishing the structure.
Staff finds further documentation is required regarding the following: the values of the property
currently and after reasonable alternatives are explored, and the infeasibility of rehabilitation or
reuse of the property. Given the information we have at this time, Staff cannot support the
application for demolition.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Deferral conditioned upon the following:
1. The Applicant shall provide documentation that alternatives to demolition, such as renovation of the
existing structure, are not reasonable, per Section 16-20.008;
2. The Applicant shall provide information detailing whether the property owner was aware of the
properties designation at the time or acquisition or whether the property was designation subsequent
to acquisition, per Section 16-20.008;
3. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the amount paid for the property, the date of
purchase, and party from whom purchased, including a description of the relationship, if any,
between the owner of record or applicant and the person from whom the property was purchased, per
Section 16-20.008;
4. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the annual gross and net income, if any, from the
property for the previous three (3) years; itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the
previous three (3) years; and depreciation deduction and annual cash flow before and after debt
service, if any, during the same period, per Section 16-20.008;
5. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the real estate taxes for the previous four (4) years,
per Section 16-20.008;
6. The Applicant shall provide information detailing any state of federal tax returns on or relating to the
property for the past two (2) years, per Section 16-20.008;
7. The Applicant shall provide detailed information relating to the estimate of the cost of the proposed
construction, alteration, demolition, or removal, and an estimate of any additional cost that would be
incurred to comply with the recommendation and decision of the commission concerning the
appropriateness of the proposed alterations, per Section 16-20.008;
8. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the estimated market value of the property in the
current condition; after completion of the proposed construction, alteration, demolition, or removal;
and, in the case of a proposed demolition, after renovation of the existing property for continued use,
per Section 16-20.008;
9. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the testimony of an architect, developer, real estate
consultant, appraiser, or other real estate professional experienced in rehabilitation as to the economic
feasibility of rehabilitation or reuse of the existing structure on the property, per Section 16-20.008;
10. The Applicant shall provide information detailing the infeasibility of new construction around, above,
or below the existing protected building or site, and the infeasibility of a transfer of development rights,
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including an assessment of the monetary value that could be derived from such a transfer, pursuant to
section 16-28.023 of the Code of Ordinances, per Section 16-20.008;
11. All updated plans and documentation shall be submitted no less than 8 days before the deferred
meeting date.
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Designation Report for

Ponce de Leon Tourist Home
Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
Street Address: 881 Ponce de Leon Avenue, NE
Application Number: N-18-160 (D-18-160)
Proposed Category of Designation: Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
Zoning Categories at Time of Designation: MRC-2-C / Beltline
District: 14

Land Lot: 16

County: Fulton
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1. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
As more fully described in this Designation Report, the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building
/ Site (LBS) meets the following criteria for a Landmark Building / Site (LBS), as defined in Section 1620.004(b)(2)(a):
Group I - Historic Significance:
(Three (3) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least one (1) criterion must be met)
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site meets one (1) criteria:
(2) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site, which has been alternately used as a
single-family residence, apartment and tourist hotel, is associated with the extremely important
historical trend with the twentieth century transformation of Ponce de Leon Avenue from a suburban
road lined with large, single-family dwellings on large lots, to a more urban streetscape setting
containing a mix of apartment buildings and commercial retail businesses. Eastward extension and
double-tracking of the streetcar lines prior to 1912 spurred an increase in speculative apartment
development along the corridor during the 1910s and 1920s. In 1920, Ponce de Leon featured
approximately 15 hotel and garden apartment buildings located between Peachtree Street and
Moreland Avenue / Briarcliff Road. By 1930, the road supported almost 40 apartments, including
several of the larger, older single-family houses that were converted for multi-family use. The Dixie
Highway Association’s 1917 designation of Ponce de Leon Avenue as part of the re-aligned auto
trail’s Eastern Division route between Atlanta and Waynesboro brought increased automobile use on
the thoroughfare in the 1920s. The corridor’s use as a major east-west highway route was solidified
in 1926 with the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
assignment of Ponce de Leon Avenue as U.S. Route 78 within the new U.S. Highway Numbered
Highway System and, over time, various sections of the road would constitute part of six federal and
state highway routes. Increased traffic brought an influx of auto-oriented “strip” development during
the 1930s and 1940s with a proliferation of garages, gas stations, diners, hotels, and tourist homes
along Ponce providing food, short-term lodging, and other automotive services to the growing number
of motorists and local commuters traveling on the road.
Group II- Architectural Significance:
(Eleven (11) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least five (5) criteria must be met)
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets five (5) criteria:
(1) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) clearly dominates and is strongly
associated with the historically-mixed commercial and residential character along the Ponce corridor
between Peachtree Street and Moreland Avenue / Briarcliff Road. The building occupies a site on a
slight rise overlooking the southeast corner of the intersection of Barnett Street and Ponce de Leon
Avenue. It is the only extant historic building on the block face between Barnett Street and Linwood
Avenue dating from the early twentieth century.
(3) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) is an exceptionally fine example
of a style, type, and period of construction that is typical of the City of Atlanta. Originally constructed
in 1915, the two-story, frame and brick veneer building was designed as a single-family residence in
the English Vernacular Revival style. Despite its subsequent conversion into a multi-family apartment
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in the 1930s and an office building in the 1980s, the proposed Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark
Building / Site retains its primary, character-defining, architectural features, including the symmetrical
façade, original exterior design, materials, and historic massing. The property is a representative
example of the English Vernacular Revival Style, which remained a popular residential architectural
aesthetic in Atlanta and throughout Georgia during the 1920s and 1930s (Georgia Department of
Natural Resources, Historic Preservation Division 1991). Elements of the domestic revival style are
clearly expressed in the decorative wood half-timbering and stuccoed gables and the prominent brick
masonry chimneys.
(9) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has an exceptionally high degree
of integrity. Although it has undergone changes in use over time (single-family residence, apartment
building, and commercial office), the building’s original design (height, plan, and massing) and
historic materials are largely intact. Integrity of design and materials contribute to the building’s
retention of craftsmanship and allow it to convey the feeling of an early twentieth-century, low-density
apartment building. While redevelopment along the Ponce de Leon Avenue corridor and construction
of I-485 / Freedom Parkway in the 1970s and 1980s has resulted in the loss of historic fabric and
truncation of Barnett Street to the south, the setting of the proposed Ponce de Leon Tourist Home
Landmark Building / Site still consists of a mix of early-twentieth century apartments and intermittent
streetcar era “tax-payer strip” commercial development interspersed with mid-to-late-twentieth
century auto-oriented retail buildings.
(10) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has virtually all character-defining
elements of its type and design intact. The building’s conversion from a 1915 single-family residence
into a multi-family apartment building in the 1930s / 1940s, and later use as commercial office space
in the 1980s appears to have resulted in very few alterations to the exterior, save for a 1945 addition
to the rear of the structure and replacement of some exterior doors on the side of the building. The
original plan and form of the building has largely been retained as have the defining elements of the
property’s English Vernacular Revival Style architecture, including: the extensive half-timbering
ornament in the roof gable ends; the Spanish tile roof; the chimneys; the decorative knee braces; and
the original fenestration on the front and sides of the building (front door, almost all of the original or
historic, six-light fixed windows and six-over-one double hung sash windows).
(11) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site’s (LBS) original orientation is
maintained. The building has not been moved or altered from its historic location facing Ponce de
Leon Avenue and the setbacks from the public street appear to be generally consistent with the original
period of development. The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) maintains
a visually prominent position along the Ponce de Leon Avenue corridor on a slightly elevated site at
the southeast corner of the intersection with Barnett Street.
Group III - Cultural Significance:
(Three (3) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least one (1) criterion must be met, as
well as least three (3) criteria from Groups I and II)
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets one (1) criteria:
(3) The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) clearly conveys a sense of time
and place and about which one has an exceptionally good ability to interpret the historic character of
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the resource. Although it now houses small business offices, the property’s high-degree of integrity
in design and materials allows it to retain the feeling of a converted apartment / tourist home that
characterized the developmental evolution of Ponce de Leon Avenue during the early twentieth
century. Between 1910 and 1940, the segment of Ponce between Peachtree Street and Moreland
Avenue / Briarcliff Road was transformed from a primarily, wooded suburban road lined with singlefamily residences on large landscaped lots to a mixed commercial and multi-family residential urban
setting that was originally serviced by extended streetcar lines and later by the personal automobile.

2. FINDINGS
The nomination of the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets the above
referenced specific criteria, as well as the minimum criteria for a Landmark Building / Site (LBS) as set
out in Section 16-20.004(b)(1) of the Code of Ordinances of the City.

3. PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) consists of a single, two-story building
with a basement level located on .15-acre lot at the southeast corner of the intersection of Ponce de Leon
Avenue and Barnett Street in the Poncey-Highland neighborhood of Atlanta. It has a rectangular plan
with irregular, multi-story rear additions. The frame structure has a continuous foundation with a painted
brick veneer on the historic core and a stucco veneer exterior on the rear additions. The roof structure of
the primary 1915 building is covered with the original red Spanish tile while the 1945 rear addition has a
shallow, hip roof clad with non-historic, standing seam metal. The symmetrical façade is characterized
by a central, covered entrance flanked by two, full-height, shallow projecting front gables. Two, prominent
brick chimneys are located at the east and west eave walls. A third, smaller chimney occupies the roofwall junction of the rear addition.
Half timbering ornamentation is present in the façade and side gables and on the front façade walls. The
primary entrance single door is recessed into the façade and protected by a shed roof porch covering with
Spanish red tile and supported by large wood knee braces. Six-light fixed windows flank the central
entrance door, which is wood with a half-glass panel with six lights. Secondary door entrances on the
sides also have shed roof coverings with standing seam metal cladding. The secondary doors on the sides
and rear of the building appear to be non-historic replacements. Original or historic window types include
six-over-one wood, double-hung sash units, four-over-one double-hung windows, original eight-light
casements in the gable ends, and six-light fixed windows. Paired six-over-one double hung windows also
occupy shed-roof oriole window on the upper level of the buildings’ west side. Non-historic sliding or
casement windows are present on the first level on the east side of the building.
Pedestrian access to the front entrance from the sidewalk along Ponce de Leon is via a short series of
concrete steps and a concrete walkway. A raised brick walkway with a non-historic metal handrail extends
along the west side of the building on the Barnett Street frontage while granite-faced retaining walls line
the rear and east sides of the building adjacent to the surface parking lot. A non-historic, three-story wood
staircase and deck is present on the rear elevation and a rear concrete ramp with a metal handrail provides
access from the rear surface parking lot to the rear, first floor entrance.
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Mechanical systems are located adjacent to the west side of the subject property. Vegetation in the front
yard consists of small grass lawn on either side of the entrance walkway, flowers, groundcover plants, and
foundation shrubs. Evergreen foundation shrubs also line the sides and rear of the building.
The setting consists of a mix of low-density, auto-oriented commercial development to the east and west
of the subject property on the south side of Ponce de Leon Avenue. A collection of early-twentieth century
apartment buildings interspersed with commercial development is present on the north side of the corridor.
Condominiums and townhomes dating from the 2000s line the truncated segment of Barnett Street before
the road terminates at the south into the parkland adjacent to Freedom Parkway.

4. PERIOD OF SIGNFICANCE
The period of significance begins with the construction of the building in 1915 as a single-family dwelling
for the family of Dr. William W. Young. Following its conversion to a multi-family apartment in the
1935 and later as the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home in 1945, the property continuously functioned as a
residential apartment building until the end of the period of significance in 1968.

5. NARRATIVE STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has significance at the local level in
the area of architecture as a representative example of the English Vernacular (aka Tudor) Revival Style.
The building has a high degree of design and material integrity with character-defining features of the
English Vernacular Revival Style fully expressed through the symmetrical, paired gables, the half
timbering with stucco infill ornament on the façade exterior and gable ends, prominent, brick chimneys,
the Spanish tile roof, and a shed-roofed oriole window located on the upper levels on the east side of the
building (McAlester 2013, 449–55). The building was constructed by H.W. Nichols and Son., a prominent
and prolific local building contractor during the early twentieth century. No architect of record has been
identified for the property.
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) also has a local level of significance
in the area of community planning and development for its association with the larger trend of the
transformation of Ponce de Leon from a primarily residential street, lined with large single-family houses
during the early twentieth century, to a denser urban corridor consisting of apartments and auto-oriented
commercial buildings from the 1920s through the 1940s. In the decade following the Georgia Railway &
Electric Company’s (now Georgia Power) monopolization of Atlanta’s streetcar system in 1902, the
electrified trolley route serving Ponce de Leon Avenue was double-tracked to allow for two-way service
and extended from its original terminus at Ponce de Leon Park (near the present day Ponce City Market
Building) approximately two-and-a-half miles east to Ponce de Leon Manor in the Druid Hills
neighborhood (Sullivan and Tankersley 2012, 45–46). Expanded streetcar access along the corridor
quickly ushered in commercial and residential suburban development after World War I as apartment
buildings were erected or existing houses were converted for multi-family use. Increased automobile use
among Atlanta residents coupled with the designation of Ponce de Leon Avenue as part of the Dixie
Highway in 1917 and the U.S. Numbered Highway System in 1926, brought more “auto-convenient”
development in the 1930s and 1940s as new gas stations, tourist homes, and restaurants emerged along
the urban roadside landscape to accommodate the growing numbers of motorists using the route(Liebs
1985, 10–26).
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6. BIOGRAPHY, HISTORY, AND ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT
Although the Atlanta Street Railway Company had extended mule-drawn trolley service to Ponce de Leon
Springs (now the site of the Midtown Place Shopping Center) by the mid-1870s, residential development
along Ponce de Leon Avenue prior to 1900 only extended eastward as far as what was then the City limits
near present day Boulevard. Most houses at that time generally consisted of the suburban estates of the
city’s economic and political elite (Atlanta City Directory Company 1900; Jones 2012, 30–40). In the
decade following the Georgia Railway & Electric Company’s consolidation and monopolization of the
City’s electric streetcar system in 1902, the Ponce de Leon Avenue route was double-tracked (two-way
service) and extended approximately 2.5 miles to the east to provide transit access for residents of the new
Frederick Law Olmsted-designed Druid Hills neighborhood (Sullivan and Tankersley 2012).
Construction and Early Use, 1915-1944
The property was original constructed in 1915 at 605 Ponce de Leon Avenue as a two-story, single-family
residence with a detached garage for Doctor William Walter Young (1890-unknown). The Virginia native
received his degree from the Johns Hopkins Medical School in 1913 with a specialization in neurology
and psychology. Dr. Young moved to Atlanta with his wife, Lucile Tobin Thornton, in 1915 where he
established his own medical practice in the Empire Building in downtown (Atlanta Constitution 1915a,
p6). Two months after their arrival, Lucile Young was issued a building permit to construct a “handsome
two-story, brick veneer dwelling” with a Spanish tile roof at 605 Ponce de Leon Avenue, on the southeast
corner of the intersection with Barnett Street. Local builders H.W. Nichols and Son were awarded the
contract for the 10-room house, which had an estimated cost of $10,000. According to the building permit,
construction was completed by mid-September 1915 (Atlanta Constitution 1915b, 12; Young 1915). The
following month Randall Brothers placed a lien against the house for $639, presumably over an unpaid
bill for construction materials (Atlanta Constitution 1915d, 10).
The 1916 Atlanta City Directory shows, Dr. Young and his wife living in their new house at 605 Ponce
de Leon Avenue along with Young’s father, Reverend William J. Young, a professor at Emory University
(Atlanta City Directory Company 1916, p1692). While an occasional article in the social pages of the
local newspapers presented the Youngs as a prominent couple that enjoyed a measure of domestic
tranquility, Dr. Young’s attempted suicide in June 1916 pointed to underlying turmoil in their marriage,
which ultimately ended in divorce (Atlanta Constitution 1915c, p7, 1916a, 5, 1916b, 12; Sunday Citizen
1920, 8).
By 1918, William and Lucile Young were no longer residing at 605 Ponce de Leon Ave (Atlanta City
Directory Company 1918, 1085). A review of Atlanta city directories shows that after the Youngs vacated
the house in 1917, the property continued to be used as a single-family house over the next 13 years but
was occupied by several different residents during that span (the longest occupant being attorney Joseph
James, and his wife Anne) (Atlanta City Directory Company 1925, 669). In 1926, the property’s address
was changed to 881 Ponce de Leon Avenue.
From 1932 to 1933, the building temporarily housed the Alpha Kappa Kappa fraternity of medical students
attending Emory University (Atlanta City Directory Company 1932; Atlanta Constitution 1930, 14). The
1928 Topographic Map of Atlanta and 1933 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map shows the building largely
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retained its original, compact rectangular plan save for two, shallow, one-story additions at the rear. The
1934 City Directory listed the building as vacant; however by 1935, the building was being used as a twounit apartment that advertised in the Atlanta Constitution classifieds as having an available “nice
mondernistically furnished (room) for two” (Atlanta Constitution 1935, 18).
Ponce de Leon Tourist Home and Subsequent Use, 1945 to Present
Expanded streetcar service brought increased commercial and residential suburban development along
Ponce de Leon Avenue between 1910 and 1920 and began to change the once-bucolic character of the
area (Jones 2012, 49). The Great Fire of 1917 resulted in the destruction of several residences along Ponce
to limit the northward spread of the inferno (Garrett 1954, II:701–2). The Dixie Highway Association’s
decision to include Ponce de Leon Avenue as part of the 1916 re-alignment of the Dixie Highway’s
Eastern Division (nicknamed the “Old Capital Route”) between Atlanta and Waynesboro, Georgia would
have an even greater impact on the corridor’s setting between the 1920s and the 1940s. As a section of
the Dixie Highway (also known as Bankhead Highway and later U.S. Highway 78), Ponce de Leon
Avenue became a primary east-west route for overland car travel into and out of the city, which resulted
in increased automobile traffic and accelerated changes along the road as late nineteenth and early
twentieth century single-family development as older houses were either demolished and replaced by new
apartment complexes and auto-oriented, commercial buildings.
Others like the property at 881 Ponce de Leon Avenue, were converted into apartments for moderate and
middle-income renters and “tourist homes” that provided short-term lodging for the “tin can tourists”
traveling through Atlanta via the automobile (McIntosh 1916, 8; Jackson 2013). Other notable hotels and
tourist homes that operated along Ponce during this period included: the Cherokee Motor Inn; the Shady
Rest Tourist Home, a complex of converted single-family houses; the Clermont Motor Lodge (now the
Clermont Hotel; originally known as the Bonaventure Arms Apartments); and the Briarcliff Hotel (Jones
2012, 50–51). According to architectural historians John Jakle, Keith Sculle, and Jefferson Rogers the
“tourist home” business was another product of the new American roadside landscape that began to
emerge in urban areas of the eastern United States during the early twentieth century and was generally
defined as,
…a private house, usually located near the downtown area on a major thoroughfare
carrying a through highway, where one or more bedrooms were “let for the night.” A
sign reading “Tourists Accommodated” or some such adorned the front lawn…Taking in
guests was a way of profiting from equity invested in private homes otherwise jeopardized
by the Depression (Jakle, Sculle, and Rogers 1996, 35–36).
Three families (Haynies, Copelands, and Powers) were recorded as living in the building at 881 Ponce de
Leon Ave during the 1940 U.S. Census. The Atlanta City Directory listing for that year only includes
Milton Haynie as a lodger and Willard Copeland as the principal owner (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1940;
Atlanta City Directory Company 1940). An article in the Atlanta Constitution made note the property at
881 Ponce de Leon was functioning as a tourist home as early as 1941; however, bus driver Milton Haynie
(1908-1993), his wife Annie (1908-1998), and their daughter Mickey, were listed as the only residents in
the 1942 directory (Atlanta Constitution 1941, 30; Atlanta City Directory Company 1942). By 1945, the
building had been enlarged at the rear to contain 12 apartment (Atlanta City Directory Company 1945).
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The building as depicted on the 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map is reflective of its current form with the
projecting, rear, two-story addition, which indicates the addition was constructed at that time.
By 1947, the name of the property along with a building on the other side of the road at 882 Ponce de
Leon Avenue had been changed to the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home and Annex (Atlanta City Directory
Company 1947, 191). The 1950 City Directory shows the adjacent Virginia Court Apartments and Gordon
Apartments at 887 and 891 Ponce de Leon Avenue, respectively, along with another building at 888
Ponce de Leon had been incorporated into the complex (Atlanta City Directory Company 1950, 235). A
business card for the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home from that period identified Annie Laurie Haynie as the
“hostess” of the the hotel/tourist home complex, which offered efficiency apartments and rooms with a
private bath that included “Every Modern Convenience” (Haynie 1945).
The property was known as the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home through the late 1960s. During the 1960s
and 1970s, the Ponce corridor and surrounding Poncey-Highland Neighborhood experienced significant
decline as a popular residential area for middle-class Atlanta residents in the post-war era. By this time,
many of the major commercial and recreational attractions along Ponce, including the Sears Roebuck and
Company Warehouse and the Crackers at Ponce de Leon Ballpark had closed and the corridor had become
beset by homelessness, drug addicts and prostitution (Gerardi n.d.) By 1970 the building’s name had
changed again, this time to the Ponce de Leon Motor Inn, but the business remained under the ownership
and operation of Milton and Annie Haynie through the early-1980s (Atlanta City Directory Company
1970, 1975, 1980).
The 1980s brought some revitalization efforts along the Ponce de Leon Avenue corridor, including the
adaptive reuse of the former Ford factory at 699 Ponce de Leon (now Ford Factory Square), the
development to two major grocery stores, and the rehabilitation of the Briarcliff Plaza Shopping Center
(Trocheck 1985, 3L). Other changes including the demolition of the former Virginia Court Apartments
at 887 Ponce de Leon Avenue, adjacent to the subject property, and the construction of a pharmacy and
attendant surface parking lot on the site (now the Rite Aid). Based on a review of the Atlanta City
directories from this period, it appears the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home was closed by 1985-86 and
renovated into small business offices known as the Barnett Building. The 1989 Atlanta City Directory
listed 11 office tenants in the building that year, including: a writer; a certified public accountant; a lawyer;
a real estate company; a film and video production company, and the offices of Smith-Dalia Architects.
By 1990, the Barnett Building housed the executive offices of Fellini’s Pizza (Atlanta City Directory
Company 1989, 1990). The property continues to function as a small office building.

7. CONTRIBUTING / NON-CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES
Contributing structures of the proposed Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
include: the principal, three-story building and its associated architectural features; the poured concrete
front walkway and steps; the front yard; and, the brick masonry retaining wall on the west side of the front
yard.
Non-contributing structures the proposed Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
include: the rear surface parking lot; non-historic granite-veneer retaining walls on the sides and rear of
the property; and, the non-historic rear porch, rear ramps and metal railings.
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POTENTIAL FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS AND
ECONOMIC INCENTIVES
In addition to other economic incentives administered by the State of Georgia that may apply to the
proposed Landmark Building / Site (including the Rehabilitated Historic Property Tax Abatement
Program, Federal Income Tax Credit Program, and the State Income Tax Credit Program), the Ponce de
Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site would be eligible for the following City economic
incentives:
Landmark Historic Property Tax Abatement Program
The owner of an income-producing building, which is listed in the National or Georgia Register of Historic
Places and has been designated by the City as a Landmark Building or a contributing building in a
Landmark District, may obtain preferential property tax treatment. The building must be in standard
condition. For purposes of tax assessment for City taxes, excluding bonded indebtedness, the fair market
value of the building and up to two acres of land surrounding it, is frozen for eight years at the level
existing at the time of application and certification. In the ninth year, the fair market value is fixed at onehalf the difference between the frozen value and the current fair market value. The application for this tax
freeze must be filed with the county tax assessor’s office by December 31st of the year before the freeze
will go into effect.
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City/County Urban Enterprise Zone Tax Abatement Program
Ad valorem property tax exemptions covering a ten-year period can be obtained by owners of qualifying
historic multi-family and non-residential structures located in urban enterprise zone eligible areas. There
is no minimum acreage requirement for proposed zones. Tax abatements are also available for
commercial, industrial, and mixed-use properties. For housing urban enterprise zones, structures suitable
for rehabilitation/renovation must provide a minimum of four multi-family housing units.
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)
Section 16-28.023 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Atlanta.

10. GENERAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
The Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS) is located at 881 Ponce de Leon Avenue
NE. The proposed boundary includes all properties and character-defining site features within the
following general description (approximate distances) and as further shown in the general plat map (see
Section 12):
Beginning at a point on the southeast corner of Barnett Street NE and Ponce de Leon Avenue NE, thence
easterly approximately 40 ft. along the southern right-of-way of Ponce de Leon Avenue NE, thence
southerly approximately 114.96 ft., thence westerly approximately 60 ft., thence northerly approximately
94.95 ft. along the eastern right-of-way of Barnett Street NE, thence northeasterly approximately 28.43 ft.
to the point of beginning. Area is approximately 6,697 sq. ft. or .15 of an acre.

11.BOUNDARY JUSTIFICATION
The proposed boundary of the designation is based on the current parcel boundary of the property, as
shown on the “General Plat Map.” The boundary includes the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark
Building / Site (LBS) and all other character-defining features of the property.
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12. GENERAL PLAT MAP
Ponce de Leon Tourist Home Landmark Building / Site (LBS)

Heavy red line represents
boundary of proposed
Landmark Building / Site
(LBS) designation.
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1. ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA
As more fully described in this Designation Report, the Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building /
Site (LBS) meets the following criteria for a Landmark Building / Site (LBS), as defined in Section 1620.004(b)(2)(a):
Group I - Historic Significance:
(Three (3) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least one (1) criterion must be met)
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site meets one (1) criteria:
(2) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site, which has been alternately used as a singlefamily residence, apartment, and tourist home, reflects the extremely important historical trend
associated with the twentieth century transformation of Ponce de Leon Avenue from a suburban road
lined with large, single-family dwellings on large lots, to a more urban streetscape character
containing a mix of apartment buildings and commercial retail businesses, and finally to a midtwentieth century automobile-oriented roadside setting. The property was originally built in 1904 as
a two-story, single-family residence and functioned in that capacity over the next 16 years. In 1920,
the building was converted into a four-unit apartment building, in keeping with the larger
development pattern occurring along Ponce de Leon after World War I as apartment buildings
serviced by the expanded streetcar routes began to replace former single-family residences along the
road. With the transformation of Ponce de Leon Avenue from a streetcar corridor to urban
automotive highway route, the property also briefly served as an annex within the larger Shady Rest
Tourist Home complex following the end of World War II, providing short-term lodging and parking
for automobile tourists traveling along U.S. Highway 78.
Group II- Architectural Significance:
(Eleven (11) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least five (5) criteria must be met)
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets four (4) criteria:
(3) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) is a fine example of a style that is
typical of the City of Atlanta. Originally constructed in 1904, as a two-story, wood frame singlefamily residence, the building was rehabilitated in 1920 as a four-unit, hotel apartment. Alterations
at the time of the conversion into the Grove Park Apartments included the addition of a new, yellow
brick veneer façade designed in the Italian Renaissance Revival Style. Elements of the architectural
style are expressed in the symmetrical masonry façade, classical Tuscan columns and pilasters
flanking the central entrance, the intricate, multi-light, arched window, and a stepped parapet wall
(Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Historic Preservation Division 1991). The Grove Park
Apartments Landmark Building / Site retains its primary, character-defining, architectural features
dating from the 1920 alteration, including the historic exterior design, construction materials, and
historic massing.
(9) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has an exceptionally high degree of
integrity. Despite the change in uses over time (single-family residence and apartment
building/tourist home), the building’s historic 1920 design (height, plan, and massing) and materials
appear to be largely intact. Integrity of the Grove Park Apartments design and materials, its deep
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setback from the street, wooded lot, and retention of original pedestrian circulation networks allow it
to convey the feeling of 1920s-period apartment building.
(10) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has virtually all character-defining
elements of its 1920 architectural design. The building’s conversion from a 1904 single-family
residence into a multi-family apartment building in the 1920 and later use as automobile tourist
home in the 1940s appears to have resulted in very few alterations to the exterior over time. The
1920s- period plan and form of the building has largely been retained, as have the defining elements
of the property’s Italian Renaissance Revival aesthetic, including: the yellow brick veneer façade,
covered entrance columns, prominent central arched window, decorative stone cornice, and stepped
parapet wall.
(11) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site’s (LBS) original orientation has been
maintained. The building has not been moved or altered from its historic location facing Ponce de
Leon Avenue to the south and the deep setback from the public street appear to be generally
consistent with the original period of development and 1920 apartment conversion. Due to its deep
setback Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) is largely screened by vegetation
when viewed from the public right-of-way.
Group III - Cultural Significance:
(Three (3) total criteria - if qualifying under this group alone, at least one (1) criterion must be met, as
well as least three (3) criteria from Groups I and II)
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets one (1) criteria:
(3) The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) clearly conveys a sense of time and
place and about which one has an exceptionally good ability to interpret the historic character of the
resource. The property’s high-degree of design and material integrity allows it to retain the feeling
of a converted 1920s period apartment building that was characteristic of the developmental
evolution along Ponce de Leon Avenue during the early twentieth century as the road transitioned
after World War I from an upscale, suburban and wooded residential corridor into a mixed multifamily and commercial thoroughfare lined with apartment buildings and automobile-oriented
businesses.

2. FINDINGS
The nomination of the Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) meets the above
referenced specific criteria, as well as the minimum criteria for a Landmark Building / Site (LBS) as set
out in Section 16-20.004(b)(1) of the Code of Ordinances of the City.

3. PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPERTY
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) consists of a single, two-story building
located on an approximate .8-acre, heavily wooded, long, rectangular lot on the north side of Ponce de
Leon Avenue just east of Durant Place in the Midtown neighborhood of Atlanta. The current building
form is the product of a 1920 rehabilitation of the former single-family house into a four-unit apartment.
The frame-constructed building has an irregular plan with enclosed porch projections on the east and
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west sides and was most likely originally built in 1904 as Queen Anne House Type. The original wood
clapboard siding and wood trim is present on the sides and rear of the structure and the compound gable
on hip roof has wide, overhanging eaves and is covered with asphalt shingles. Identified windows on
the sides of the building appear to be one-over-one, wood, double-hung sash units.
The 1920 Italian Renaissance Revival Style symmetrical façade has yellow brick veneer exterior set in a
running bond with soldier belt courses and rowlock window sills. A curvilinear, concrete walkway
terminates at the poured concrete porch entrance steps with brick cheek walls. The covered double-door
entrance is flanked by two, wood Tuscan columns and pilasters supporting a flat and shallow porch roof
with a classical cornice and entablature. The three-quarter light, wood entrance doors may or may not
be original or historic to the building. Directly above the first level entrance is a large, tri-partite, wood
arched window with a masonry keystone that illuminates the interior entrance foyer and stairway. The
central sixteen-over-sixteen double hung sash window is flanked by thinner eight-over-eight sashes, and
six, four-light fixed windows occupy perimeter of the upper arch. Ganged windows in groups of three
occupy the first and second levels on the east and west sides of the façade. The windows appear to be
three-over-four, wood, double-hung sash units and each window grouping is covered with a fabric
balloon awning. A cast stone or wood, decorative belt course lines the upper wall of the building and
the stepped parapet wall is capped with a cast stone cornice.
The large lot is heavily wooded with mature hardwood trees, shrubbery and other assorted plantings.
The vegetation and deep setback from the street effectively screens the principal building from view and
provides a sense of enclosure and privacy from the heavily-trafficked urban surroundings. An
ornamental, wrought iron gate supported by brick columns encloses the yard along the street and limits
admission into the property. Primary vehicular and pedestrian entrance is via a curvilinear driveway that
extends from Ponce de Leon Avenue to the rear of the lot. The entrance walkway provides pedestrian
access through the front yard from the driveway to the main entrance of the building. According to the
Fulton County Tax Assessor’s Office, a non-historic outbuilding is located on the rear portion of the lot.
The general setting consists of a mix of low-density, commercial, residential, and institutional
development surrounding the property on Ponce de Leon Avenue. To the immediate east is the c.1925
Deerfield Apartment Building located at the corner of Durant Place and Ponce de Leon Ave. Just west
of the Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site is the Yaarab Shrine Temple and associated
parking at 400 Ponce de Leon Avenue on the former site of the Shady Rest Tourist Home houses. The
onion-domed meeting hall and event space was designed by architect A. Thomas Bradbury and
constructed in 1963-65 (Craig 2008). The Ponce de Leon Center medical facility, occupies the large lot
directly across the street from the Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site. Other nearby
businesses to the east consist of small medical clinics and fast-food restaurants.

4. PERIOD OF SIGNFICANCE
The period of significance begins with the construction of the building in 1904 as a single-family
dwelling. Following its conversion to the Grove Park Apartments in 1920, the property continuously
functioned as 4-unit, residential apartment building and tourist home until the end of the period of
significance in 1968.
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5. NARRATIVE STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) has significance at the local level in the
area of architecture as an example of an applied Italian Renaissance Revival Style following the
buildings conversion for hotel apartment use in 1920. The building has a high degree of design and
material integrity with character-defining features of the style expressed through the symmetrical façade,
yellow-brick and stone veneer, Tuscan columns at the entrance, elaborate central arched window, and
stepped parapet wall. The Italian Renaissance Revival emerged as a popular style for architect-designed
landmark buildings in major cities in the years before World War I; with more vernacular examples of
the aesthetic appearing in the 1920s for domestic and commercial architecture (McAlester 2013, 449–
55).
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) also has a local level of significance in the
area of community planning and development for its association with the larger trend of the
transformation of Ponce de Leon from a primarily residential street, lined with large single-family
houses to a denser urban corridor consisting of apartments and auto-oriented commercial buildings
beginning in the 1920s. Ponce de Leon Avenue was originally settled in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries by Atlanta’s economic and political elite as a desirable, pastoral suburb north of the
downtown commercial district. In the decade after the Georgia Railway & Electric Company’s (now
Georgia Power) monopolization of Atlanta’s streetcar system in 1902, the electrified trolley route
serving Ponce de Leon Avenue was double-tracked to allow for two-way service and extended from its
original terminus at Ponce de Leon Park (near the present day Ponce City Market Building)
approximately two-and-a-half miles east to Ponce de Leon Manor in the Druid Hills neighborhood
(Sullivan and Tankersley 2012, 45–46). Expanded streetcar access along the corridor quickly ushered in
commercial and residential suburban development after World War I as apartment buildings were
erected, or existing houses were converted for multi-family use. In 1920, Ponce de Leon featured
approximately 15 hotel and garden apartment buildings located between Peachtree Street and Moreland
Avenue / Briarcliff Road. By 1930, the road supported almost 40 apartments, including several of the
larger, older single-family houses that were converted for multi-family use. The Dixie Highway
Association’s 1917 designation of Ponce de Leon Avenue as part of the re-aligned auto trail’s Eastern
Division route between Atlanta and Waynesboro brought increased automobile use on the thoroughfare
in the 1920s. The corridor’s use as a major east-west highway route was solidified in 1926 with the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) assignment of Ponce
de Leon Avenue as U.S. Route 78 within the new U.S. Highway Numbered Highway System and, over
time, various sections of the road would constitute part of six federal and state highway routes.
Increased traffic brought an influx of auto-convenient “strip” development during the 1920s, 1930s, and
1940s as new gas stations, restaurants, and tourist homes, such as the Shady Rest Tourist Home,
emerged along the urban roadside landscape to accommodate the growing numbers of motorists using
the route (Liebs 1985, 10–26).

6. BIOGRAPHY, HISTORY, AND ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT
Although the Atlanta Street Railway Company had extended mule-drawn trolley service to Ponce de
Leon Springs (now the site of the Midtown Place Shopping Center) by the mid-1870s residential
development along Ponce de Leon Avenue prior to 1900 only extended eastward as far as what was then
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the City limits near present day Boulevard. Considered “stylish yet rural,” Ponce was lined with the
suburban estates of many of Atlanta’s economic and political elite, including businessmen Hannibal
Kimball, Samuel Inman, Georgia Power founder Henry Atkinson, and Edward Peters (Atlanta City
Directory Company 1900; Jones 2012, 30–40). Edwin Clifton Stewart (1866-1928), a Georgia native
and Secretary of the L.H. Hall Manufacturing Company, an Atlanta-based coffin manufacturing
business, joined this list when he received a building permit to erect a two-story, frame dwelling on his
property at 224 (now 368) Ponce de Leon Avenue in April 1904. According to the permit, the proposed
house would have a 40 ft. by 40 ft. footprint, shingle roof, and have an estimated construction cost of
$3,500 (Stewart 1904a). Two months later, Stewart applied for a second permit to erect a small, frame,
one-story servant’s house at 226 Ponce de Leon Avenue (Stewart 1904b).
Construction and Early Occupation, 1904-1919
The Atlanta City Directory shows Stewart occupying his new house at 224 Ponce de Leon Avenue in
1905, along with his wife Mary Belle Pendeleton Stewart (1871-1925) and three children (Atlanta City
Directory Company 1905). The Stewart family resided at the house until 1909. During that time Mary
Stewart often hosted afternoon teas, bake sales, and music recitals in her home and on the grounds to
benefit mission work of the Second Baptist Church (Atlanta Constitution 1905, 8, 1907, 2). In 1910, the
Stewarts sold the house to Walter P. Dorough (1866-1945), President of the Ludden and Bates Southern
Music House, a musical instrument dealer based out of Atlanta and Savannah (Atlanta City Directory
Company 1910; The Music Trade Review 1910, 27).
The 1911 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map depicted the subject property as containing a two-story frame
house with a one-story, partial-width front porch and rear addition at the northwest corner of the
building. The dwelling had a deep setback from the public street. The servant’s house, located at the
rear, northeast side of the lot, had an address of 224 ½ Ponce de Leon. A second, smaller, one-story
frame outbuilding was located behind the principal house on the west side of the property (Sanborn Map
Company 1911).
The Atlanta City Directories show that Dorough, his wife, Zaidee (1871-1950), their five children, and a
domestic servant lived at the 224 Ponce de Leon Avenue address until 1918. The following year, student
J. Conyers Bennett (also identified as J.J. Bennett) was listed as residing at the address. By 1920, the
former single-family residence at 224 Ponce had been converted into a four-unit apartment building
known as the Grove Park Apartments (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1910; Atlanta City Directory
Company 1919, 1920).
The Grove Park Apartments, 1920-1945
The conversion of the former Stewart-Dorough house into a four-unit apartment building was part of the
larger development trend occurring along the Ponce corridor during the years following World War I, as
the bucolic setting of single-family estates on large wooded lots gave way to new apartment complexes
occupied by middle-class and moderate-income residents that included of single office workers and
young couples. Infrastructure improvements to the Ponce de Leon Avenue streetcar route prior to 1912,
including double-tracking and extension of the lines approximately 2.5 miles to the east, proved to be
the primary catalyst for the residential transformation of the thoroughfare during the 1910s (Sullivan and
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Tankersley 2012). The Great Fire of 1917, which resulted in the destruction of several houses along
Ponce also contributed to the changing character of the area. As historian Sharon Foster Jones noted,
When the large homeowners of Ponce moved to the suburbs, the land they sold was
perfect for apartment homes…In 1910, the Atlanta City Directory listed one apartment
building on Ponce; in 1925, there were thirty-six apartment buildings listed on Ponce.
The single-family homes that were destroyed by the Great Fire of 1917 were most
replaced with apartment homes (Jones 2012, 28).
While many of the new apartments along Ponce were products of new construction, others such as the
subject property were former single-family houses rehabilitated for multi-family use. Other examples of
this changing use pattern include the former adjacent properties located at 228-242 Ponce (now the site
of the Yaarab Temple Shrine at 400 Ponce de Leon Avenue), and another former residence sited further
east on the road at 880 (originally 605) Ponce de Leon Avenue. Interior and exterior alterations of the
house consisted of the subdivision of the floor plan into four units, the removal of the original one-story
front porch, and construction of a new, yellow-brick veneer two-story façade. The symmetrical
apartment façade was designed in the Italian Renaissance Revival style with a central, double-door
entrance flanked by Tuscan columns and topped by an elaborate, multi-light, arched window that
illuminated the interior stairway and entrance foyer.
Early residents were young, white, professional couples, including medical doctors and automobile
distributors (Atlanta City Directory Company 1920). Classified ads for the Grove Park Apartments in
the Atlanta Constitution newspaper touted the large, five and six room units, “excellent janitor service,”
and the property’s location on a “quiet shaded lawn…250 feet from the street.” Children were not
allowed to live in the building (Atlanta Constitution 1921a, 13). Another classified advertised the rental
of “several hollow tile garages located in the rear of 224 Ponce de Leon Avenue” for $7.50 a month
(Atlanta Constitution 1921b, 11).
In 1926 the property was renumbered to the current address of 368 Ponce de Leon Avenue. The Atlanta
City Map produced two years later shows the irregular-shaped building in the same general location as
the house on the 1911 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. A long, curving driveway winds from Ponce de
Leon Avenue along the west side of the lot to a large, U-shaped rear building, which may have been the
garage referenced in the 1921 advertisement. The site plan as depicted in the 1928 Atlanta City Map
appears to be consistent with that of the 1949 aerial photograph of the property, with the rear garage
structure still extant at that time.
Both the 1930 Atlanta City Directory and U.S. Census listed three of the four units in the Grove Park
Apartments as occupied by two doctors, a publishing house manager, their families and one domestic
servant. Among the residents at that time was Dr. Allen Hamilton Bunce, his wife Angelina R. Bunce,
and her mother (Atlanta City Directory Company 1930; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1930). By the
1940s, Dr. Bunce and his second wife, Isabella Washington Bunce, occupied two of the four units in the
building, with the remaining rooms listed as vacant (Atlanta City Directory Company 1940).
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Shady Rest Tourist Home and Subsequent Uses, 1945-Present
Following World War II, it appears the Grove Park Apartments had been incorporated into the adjacent
Shady Rest Tourist Home operation by this period, functioning as “Annex A” within the larger lodging
complex. The Shady Rest Tourist Home enterprise was started by Frank H. and Zula Murdock during
the 1920s in a converted single-family residence located at 378 Ponce de Leon Avenue. By 1950, the
business, which provided short-term lodging for motorists traveling along Ponce de Leon, was
comprised of four buildings, including the two furnished rooms and rear garage of the former Grove
Park Apartments (Jones 2012, 50–51). .
The emergence of tourist home businesses reflected the increased automobile use along Ponce de Leon
Avenue beginning in 1916 with the corridor’s inclusion by the Dixie Highway Association as a section
in the Dixie Highway’s Eastern Division route (nicknamed the “Old Capital Route”) between Atlanta
and Waynesboro, Georgia. In 1926 Ponce was incorporated into the U.S. Numbered Highway System
as part of U.S. Route 78, which solidified the road’s status as a primary east-west corridor for motorists.
Increased automobile traffic brought accelerated changes along Ponce de Leon Avenue with the
introduction of auto-oriented, commercial development that also included hotels, gas stations, and
restaurants (Jones 2012, 73–74).
According to architectural historians John Jakle, Keith Sculle, and Jefferson Rogers the “tourist home”
business was another product of the new American roadside landscape that began to emerge in urban
areas of the eastern United States during the early twentieth century and was generally defined as,
…a private house, usually located near the downtown area on a major thoroughfare
carrying a through highway, where one or more bedrooms were “let for the night.” A
sign reading “Tourists Accommodated” or some such adorned the front lawn…Taking in
guests was a way of profiting from equity invested in private homes otherwise
jeopardized by the Depression (Jakle, Sculle, and Rogers 1996, 35–36).
In addition to the Shady Rest Tourist Home, other notable hotels and tourist homes that operated along
Ponce during this period included: the Cherokee Motor Inn; the Ponce de Leon Tourist Home, also a
converted single-family house/apartment building; the Clermont Motor Lodge (now the Clermont Hotel;
originally known as the Bonaventure Arms Apartments); and the Briarcliff Hotel.
By 1950, the building was no longer referred to as the Grove Park Apartments in the Atlanta City
Directory. In addition to the Bunces, other residents included Allan Eldred and Margaret Eldred.
Furnished rooms were also listed at the address. Frank Murdock, owner / operator of the Shady Rest
Tourist Home died in April 1949. Three of the buildings constituting the lodging complex, save for 368
Ponce de Leon Avenue, were eventually demolished in the early 1960s to make way for the new Yaarab
Temple Shrine (Atlanta Constitution 1949, 9).
The Bunces and Edith Fowler, a sales clerk with the Davison’s department store, were the two occupants
listed in the 1960 directory (Atlanta City Directory Company 1960). Dr. Bunce, a former president of
the Medical Association of Georgia, remained a resident of the Grove Park Apartments until his death in
1965. His wife, Isabella, lived in the building until she passed away in 1979 at the age of 79 (Atlanta
Constitution 1941, 12, 1979, 30).
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It appears the building continued to function as an apartment building during the 1980s and was also
used as a drug rehabilitation half-way house during the early 1990s (Lee 1991, 41, 44). The property
was purchased by the current owner in 1998 and currently functions as a hotel, art gallery, and theater
space (Atlanta Journal-Constitution 1998, 38; “368 Ponce” 2018).

7. CONTRIBUTING / NON-CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES
Contributing structures of the proposed Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
include: the principal, two-story building and its associated architectural features; the curvilinear
driveway; front walkway; poured concrete porch steps; and front yard.
Non-contributing structures the proposed Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
include the rear, non-historic outbuildings.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
368 Ponce.
2018. “368 Ponce.” Facebook. 2018. https://www.facebook.com/368ponce/. Accessed May 17,
2018.
Atlanta City Directory Company.
1900-1960. Atlanta City Directory. Atlanta, GA: Atlanta City Directory Company.
Atlanta Constitution.
1905. “Mission Afternoon.” September 21.
———. 1907. “Mission Workers.” November 24.
———. 1921a. “368 Ponce de Leon, N.E.” January 18.
———. 1921b. “For Rent.” January 18.
———. 1941. “Dr. A.H. Bunce Installed by Medical Body.” May 17.
———. 1949. “F.H. Murdock Dies: Owned Tourist Home.” April 13.
———. 1979. “Mrs. Isabella Bunce.” February 10.
.
Atlanta Journal-Constitution.
1998. “368 Ponce de Leon Ave. N.E.” July 16.
Craig, Robert M.
2008. “A. Thomas Bradbury (1902-1992).” New Georgia Encyclopedia. 2008.
https://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/articles/arts-culture/thomas-bradbury-1902-1992.
Accessed June 19, 2018.
Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Historic Preservation Division.
1991. “Georgia’s Living Places: Historic Houses in Their Landscaped Settings.” Georgia
Historic Preservation Division. http://georgiashpo.org/historichousing.
Jakle, John A., Keith A. Sculle, and Jefferson S. Rogers.

Designation Report for Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building/Site (LBS) – N-18-205/D-18-205

Page 9 of 13

1996. The Motel in America. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.
Jones, Sharon Foster.
2012. Atlanta’s Ponce de Leon Avenue: A History. Charleston, SC: History Press.
Lee, Thonnia.
1991. “Rehab ‘family’ Seeks Miracle: A Larger House.” Atlanta Constitution, February 7.
Liebs, Chester H.
1985. Main Street to Miracle Mile. Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company.
McAlester, Virginia Savage.
2013. A Field Guide to American Houses. 2nd. New York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf.
Sanborn Map Company.
1911. “Insurance Maps, Atlanta, Georgia.” New York, NY: Sanborn Map Company.
http://dlg.galileo.usg.edu/sanborn.
Stewart, Edwin.
1904a. “Application for a Building Permit - 224 Ponce de Leon Avenue.” City of Atlanta,
Inspector of Buildings. On file at the Atlanta History Center.
1904b. “Application for a Building Permit - 226 Ponce de Leon Avenue.” City of Atlanta,
Inspector of Buildings. On file at the Atlanta History Center.
Sullivan, Patrick, and W. Matthew Tankersley.
2012. “Historic Streetcar Systems in Georgia.” 1987. Stone Mountain, Georgia: New South
Associates.
The Music Trade Review.
1910. “New Ludden & Bates Head.” The Music Trade Review, Vol. L (2). https://mtr.arcademuseum.com/MTR-1910-50-2/. Accessed June 5, 2018.
U.S. Bureau of the Census.
1910. “Thirteenth Census of the United States, 1910.” National Archives and Records
Administration.
1930. “Fifteenth Census of the United States, 1930.” National Archives and Records
Administration.

Designation Report for Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building/Site (LBS) – N-18-205/D-18-205

Page 10 of 13

POTENTIAL FOR TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS AND
ECONOMIC INCENTIVES
In addition to other economic incentives administered by the State of Georgia that may apply to the
proposed Landmark Building / Site (including the Rehabilitated Historic Property Tax Abatement
Program, Federal Income Tax Credit Program, and the State Income Tax Credit Program), the Grove
Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site would be eligible for the following City economic
incentives:
Landmark Historic Property Tax Abatement Program
The owner of an income-producing building, which is listed in the National or Georgia Register of
Historic Places and has been designated by the City as a Landmark Building or a contributing building
in a Landmark District, may obtain preferential property tax treatment. The building must be in standard
condition. For purposes of tax assessment for City taxes, excluding bonded indebtedness, the fair
market value of the building and up to two acres of land surrounding it, is frozen for eight years at the
level existing at the time of application and certification. In the ninth year, the fair market value is fixed
at one-half the difference between the frozen value and the current fair market value. The application
for this tax freeze must be filed with the county tax assessor’s office by December 31st of the year before
the freeze will go into effect.
City/County Urban Enterprise Zone Tax Abatement Program
Ad valorem property tax exemptions covering a ten-year period can be obtained by owners of qualifying
historic multi-family and non-residential structures located in urban enterprise zone eligible areas.
There is no minimum acreage requirement for proposed zones. Tax abatements are also available for
commercial, industrial, and mixed-use properties. For housing urban enterprise zones, structures
suitable for rehabilitation/renovation must provide a minimum of four multi-family housing units.
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)
Section 16-28.023 of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Atlanta.

10. GENERAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
The Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS) is located at 368 Ponce de Leon Avenue
NE. The proposed boundary includes all properties and character-defining site features within the
following general description (approximate distances) and as further shown in the general plat map (see
Section 12):
Beginning at a point on Ponce de Leon Avenue NE, thence northeasterly approximately 99 ft. along the
northern right-of-way of Ponce de Leon Avenue NE, thence northerly approximately 355 ft., thence
westerly approximately 91 ft., thence southerly approximately 380 ft. to the point of beginning. Area is
approximately .8 of an acre.
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11.BOUNDARY JUSTIFICATION
The proposed boundary of the designation is based on the current parcel boundary of the property, as
shown on the “General Plat Map.” The boundary includes the Grove Park Apartments Landmark
Building / Site (LBS) and all other character-defining features of the property.
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12. GENERAL PLAT MAP
Grove Park Apartments Landmark Building / Site (LBS)
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55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

Various Addresses

APPLICATION:

RC-18-215

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Zoned Variously

Other Zoning: Zoned Variously

Date of Construction: Dates of construction range between 1930 and 2007
Property Location:

Various Locations

Contributing (Y/N)?: No

Building Type / Architectural form/style: Various

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: In Rem Review Board Demolition Orders
Programmatic Agreement (executed 9/10/98).
Review of Proposed In-Rem Demolition Actions for April 2018:
8 Historic / Contributing Properties – Per Stipulations II and IV
2 Non-Historic / Non-Contributing Properties – Per Stipulations II and III
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Section 6-4043 of the Atlanta City Code
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues: None

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Confirm the delivery of comments at
the meeting.

RC-18-215 for April 2018 In Rem Demolitions
June 27, 2018
Page 2 of 3

CONCLUSIONS: The subject properties were recommended for demolition by the City of
Atlanta’s In Rem Review Board at its April 19, 2018 meeting. The properties are located across the
City in Atlanta Landmark Districts, National Register of Historic Places-eligible neighborhoods and
National Register-listed neighborhoods. Nine of the properties are single-family houses. One is a
church building and annex.
Through the Administration In Rem proceeding set forth in Article III, Section 30 of the Atlanta
Housing Code, the Atlanta Police Department-Code Enforcement Section can proceed with
demolition or clean and close action against private property. When a property owner fails to bring
his/her property into compliance with the Atlanta Housing Code or the Atlanta Commercial
Institutional Building Maintenance Code, a review/inspection of such property is conducted by the
Code Enforcement staff to determine if the property (structure) is eligible for demolition or clean
and close abatement.
Generally, properties that are unsecured, fire damaged, collapsing, or severely dilapidated are
eligible for In Rem proceedings. However, the Atlanta Housing Code states any property
(structure) that cannot be repaired at cost less than 50% of the value (exclusive of foundation and
lot) it can be demolished. If the structure can be repaired at less than 50% of the value (exclusive of
foundations and lot) it can be cleaned and closed.
Once the inspection assessment (determination of demolition or clean and close) of such properties
is completed, an In Rem hearing is scheduled and evidence is put forth before the In Rem Review
Board. Evidence includes, but not limited to, the number of complaints filed with the APD-Code
Enforcement Section, the types of violations noted, the progression of notification to property
owner(s), photographs, and the inspection assessment.
When an Order of demolition or clean and close is issued by the In Rem Review Board, the APDCode Enforcement Section has authorization to access that private property and abate the nuisance.
Once the abatement is completed, a lien is filed against the property for the cost of the abatement.
While the Staff is always concerned about the loss of historic or potentially historic buildings in the
City of Atlanta, the properties in the In Rem review process are either in very poor condition, the
City is unable to find the legitimate property owner, or the property owner cannot or will not
address the situation. Further, the properties have often been in the City of Atlanta’s code
compliance system for some time meaning that there are been additional opportunities at which the
property was made aware of the problems and given an opportunity to address the situation.
Regardless, the Staff finds that given the volume of properties proposed for demolition, digital
images of a representative sample of the properties in the best condition should be prepared and
retained by the Code Enforcement Section of the Atlanta Police Department and the Office of
Design’s historic preservation staff.

RC-18-215 for April 2018 In Rem Demolitions
June 27, 2018
Page 3 of 3

Based on the information provided to date by the Code Enforcement Staff, the Staff would suggest
the following five properties have digital images prepared and retained by the Code Enforcement
Staff:
2590 Godfrey Drive NW
3115 Humpheries Drive SE
751 Kennolia Drive SW
183 Linkwood Road NW
1219 Oakland Drive SW
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The Commission deliver comments at the meeting regarding
Review and Comment (RC-18-215) for In-Rem demolition applications from April 19, 2018.

cc: Applicant
File

CITY
KEISHA LANCE BOTTOMS
MAYOR

OF ATLANTA

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

TIM KEANE
Commissioner

55 Trinity Avenue, S.W. SUITE 3350 – ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-0308
404-330-6145 – FAX: 404-658-7491
www.atlantaga.gov

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

111 Brighton Rd.

APPLICATION:

RC-18-255

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Brookwood Hills Conservation District

Other Zoning: R-4

Date of Construction: 1925
Property Location: South blockface of Brighton Rd., west of the Wakefield Dr. intersection.
Contributing (Y/N)?: Yes
Building Type / Architectural form/style: The property exhibits elements
of the English Vernacular style.
Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission: Rear addition.
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20
Deferred Application (Y/N)?: No
Previous Applications/Known Issues: The Commission reviewed application RC-18-094 for a rear addition
at this address.

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Send a letter with comments to the
Applicant.

RC-18-225 for 111 Brighton Rd.
June 27, 2018
Page 2 of 2

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance with Sec.
16-20 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
The Applicant proposes a change in plans for the project which would remove the previously proposed rear
addition in the space of a previous porch addition. The new proposal also involves replacing two nonoriginal windows with windows which are compatible with the size of existing windows on the structure.
Staff has no general concerns with the revised proposal but recommends the Applicant consider using
materials and trim which are consistent with the historic materials on the structure.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Send a letter with comments to the Applicant.

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

CITY OF ATLANTA
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
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TIM KEANE
Commissioner

OFFICE OF DESIGN

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Atlanta Urban Design Commission

FROM:

Doug Young, Executive Director

ADDRESS:

83 Brighton Rd.

APPLICATION:

RC-18-203

MEETING DATE: June 27, 2018
________________________________________________________________________________
FINDINGS OF FACT:
Historic Zoning: Brookwood Hills Conservation District

Other Zoning: R-4

Date of Construction: 1925
Property Location: South blockface of Montclair and North of Wakefield
Contributing (Y/N)?

Yes

Building Type / Architectural form/style: English Vehicular Revival

Project Components Subject to Review by the Commission:
 Demo existing
 New accessory structure
 Site work
Project Components NOT Subject to Review by the Commission: N/A
Relevant Code Sections: Sec. 16-20 .007(b) and Sec. 16-20.009
Deferred Application (Y/N)? No
Previous Applications/Known Issues: N/A

SUMMARY CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION: Send a letter with comments to the
Applicant.

RC-18-203 for 83 Brighton Rd.
June 27, 2018
Page 2 of 2

CONCLUSIONS: The following conclusions pertinent to this request are in accordance Chapter
20 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Atlanta.
Accessory Structures
The Applicant proposes to demolish a non-historic accessory structure (garage) located in the rear
of the existing main structure. The Applicant proposes to construct a new accessory structure
(studio) within the footprint of the demolished garage. From review of the plans submitted by the
Applicant this accessory structure would be visible as it sits close to side lot line than the existing
house. The plans provided by the Applicant illustrates the proposed studio will be incompliance
with the side and rear lot lines. Additionally, the Applicant also proposes site work on the rear and side
elevations, which are sets behind the existing structure. Although the propose addition is slightly visible from
the public right of away, the regulations state, wherever possible, new additions or alterations to

buildings, structures or sites shall be done in such a manner that if such additions or alterations
were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the building, structure or site
would be unimpaired. Staff finds this proposal to be appropriate but suggests the Applicant
consider using materials & architectural styles consistent with the time period of the principal
structures.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Send a letter with comments to the Applicant.

cc: Applicant
Neighborhood
File

