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Commission District 03 Super District 07 

Applicant Linda Baptist 
485 Heathrow Way 
Stone Mountain, GA 30087 
 

Owner: Linda Baptist 
6513 Rebecca Way 
Lithonia, GA 30058 
 

Project Name: 572 Daniel Avenue – Residential Addition 
 

Location: 572 Daniel Avenue, Decatur, Georgia 30032 
 

Requests: Variance request from Section 27-2.2.1 of the DeKalb County Zoning Ordinance to: 
 
▪  Reduce rear yard setback from 7.5 feet to 6 feet 
▪  Increase maximum lot coverage from 35 percent to 38 percent 

 

Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

Conditions:  

1. The following information about this variance shall be noted on any site plan prepared for the subject property: case number, 
approval date, type of variance, and conditions of approval. 

 
  

N1. Case No: A-26-1248167 Parcel ID(s): 15-171-08-004 



STAFF FINDINGS: 
 
The subject property is an interior residential lot on the east side of Daniel Avenue, approximately 100 feet north of Brunswick 
Avenue. The 2022 plan identifies a 7,469-square-foot parcel with approximately 50 feet of street frontage and approximately 149.30 
feet of depth. County records reviewed for the prior variance case state that the house was built in 1953.  
 
1. There is an extraordinary or exceptional physical condition(s) pertaining to the particular piece of property (such as, but 
not limited to, lot size, lot shape, specimen tree(s), steep slope(s), or preservation of historic characteristics of the 
property), which was not created by the current owner, previous owner, or applicant; by reason of a clearly demonstrable 
condition(s), the strict application of the requirements of this chapter would deprive the property owner of rights and 
privileges enjoyed by other property owners in the same zoning district, as distinguished from a special privilege or 
convenience sought by the property owner. 
 
The parcel is substantially smaller and narrower than the R-75 minimums: 7,469 square feet rather than 10,000 square feet, and 
approximately 50 feet of frontage rather than 75 feet. The house was reportedly built in 1953. Those physical conditions were not 
created by the current application and materially compress the buildable width. The prior 2019 staff analysis also found that many 
nearby lots and structures share a nonconforming development pattern. However, the record should verify current ownership, the 
legally established lot, and the actual as-built setback. 
 
2. The requested variance does not go beyond the minimum necessary to afford relief, and does not constitute a grant of 
special privilege inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the zoning district in which the subject property 
is located: 
 
The present request appears narrower than the 2019 proposal: one side-yard reduction to 6 feet rather than reductions on both sides, 
and 38 percent rather than 40 percent coverage. The plan also appears to continue the north wall plane of the existing house. These 
facts support a minimum-relief finding. Nevertheless, the plan is four years old, labels the improvements as proposed, and does not 
document the completed condition.  
 
3. The grant of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the zoning district in which the subject property is located: 
 
The use remains a detached single-family residence in an R-75 neighborhood. The magnitude of relief is limited to a 1.5-foot side-
yard reduction and three percentage points of lot coverage. The applicant states that the addition has existed for approximately three 
years without reported harm and identifies a fence at 568 Daniel Avenue as a privacy screen. The packet contains no documented 
opposition or evidence of injury. Because the completed work is close to a property line and increases impervious area, an as-built 
survey, permit inspections, and on-site roof-drainage controls are appropriate conditions. 
 
4. The literal interpretation and strict application of the applicable provisions or requirements of this chapter would cause 
undue and unnecessary hardship: 
 
The undersized, narrow lot and preexisting nonconforming structure create a legitimate site constraint, consistent with the County's 
2019 analysis. Strict application could prevent an addition from following the established north wall plane and could limit customary 
residential expansion on a lot that predates the ordinance. By contrast, the expense of removing work already constructed, the 
expiration of a permit, or an earlier zoning-review error does not itself establish ordinance hardship; those consequences arise from 
project execution and cannot substitute for a property-based finding. The Board should base any approval on the preexisting lot and 
structure, not on demolition cost. 
 
5. The requested variance would be consistent with the spirit and purpose of this Chapter and the DeKalb County 
Comprehensive Plan Text: 
 



A residential addition is consistent with the property's R-75 use and Traditional Neighborhood character area. The reduced current 
request preserves the single-family development pattern and remains below the 40-percent coverage previously analyzed by Staff. 
Conditions limiting the relief to the verified as-built footprint, capping coverage, and requiring drainage and permit compliance would 
protect the ordinance's spacing and stormwater purposes.  
 

 

FINAL STAFF ANALYSIS: 

 
The record identifies genuine site constraints: a 7,469-square-foot, approximately 50-foot-wide legal nonconforming lot developed 
with a 1953 residence. The current plan seeks less relief than the withdrawn 2019 case, and the proposed use remains residential. 
Those facts could support approval of a 6-foot northern side setback and 38-percent lot coverage with conditions. 
 

Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 

 
Recommended Conditions: 
1. The following information about this variance shall be noted on any site plan prepared for the subject property: case number, 
approval date, type of variance, and conditions of approval. 
 
















