NPS Form 10-900-a OMB Approval No. 124-0018
(8-86)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section F Page 45 Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes

PROPERTY TYPE: F.1
1. Name of Property Type: Modern Apartment Complexes

2. Description: Georgia’s modern apartment complexes represent a small but important property type.
Research compiled in 2003 from the files at the Historic Preservation Division (HPD), holdings at several
institutions and repositories, field samplings, and conversations with various staff at HPD and Georgia’s RDCs
indicate that approximately 200 apartment complexes were built in the state between the Great Depression and
the early-1950s. In contrast to many other historic property types, which have experienced a relatively high
degree of change and rates of demolition, the vast majority of modern apartment complexes appear to be extant
and retain much of the original architectural integrity. Relatively few of those, however, are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

Generally developed between the Great Depression and the early-1950s, a modern apartment complex in
Georgia is defined as consisting of at least three multi-apartment buildings developed on a relatively large scale
using an overall site plan with integral landscaping. Generally constructed by a single developer according to a
master plan, modern apartment complexes were typically built either all at once in a relatively short period of
time, or in distinct planned phases. Often located in the suburbs or edges of established communities, or in large
vacant or cleared lots, these complexes included an automobile orientation with accommodations for pedestrian
traffic. Few, if any, apartment complexes were developed without the benefit of professional architectural and
engineering services. In addition to preparing site plans for the apartment buildings and interior room
arrangements, architects often incorporated into the plans playgrounds or play area courtyards, sidewalk
systems, parking courts, cul-de-sacs, garages, and sometimes interior streets. Plans often identified and located
plantings of various shrubs and trees. Modern appliances included hot water heaters, ranges and stoves, and
refrigerators. Public services typically included electrical, natural gas, and water and sewer systems, although
some developers installed private water systems. Architects often collaborated with engineers and landscape
architects to perfect the overall design of an apartment complex.

The heaviest concentrations of apartment complexes appear in Georgia’s largest cities, but some were built in
smaller communities, such as Rome and Valdosta, and even in resort communities, including St. Simon’s
Island. The majority of the apartment complexes contributing to this property type are relatively large
collections of buildings, ranging from three to one hundred with the number of apartments encompassing
between ten and 400 units. The breadth of sizes and variety of site plans and interior floor plans defy
codification into discrete property types. Consequently, the complexes have been subsumed into one broad
property type with sufficient descriptions of selected complexes to afford preparers and reviewers the range of
apartments.

The vast majority of Georgia’s modern apartments were developed with underwriting and review by the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA). Design standards between the 1930s and 1950s were suggestive rather than
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prescriptive; the FHA did not provide stock plans to architects, builders, or developers. Instead, developers
relied upon architects to interpret FHA regulations and guidelines to draft plans for review and approval.

In general, Georgia’s modern apartments consist of buildings assembled with masonry, steel, or wood systems
finished with a variety of products, including composite asbestos-concrete panels, and masonry and wood
finishes. Most buildings have a rectangular plan, but some display L shapes or offset linear arrangements. Roof
systems range between flat, gable, gable-on-hip, and hip models, and fenestration is generally regular but
asymmetrical with metal casement windows or wood double-hung sash windows with multiple lights. Porches
are often small and entrances muted.

Georgia’s modern apartment complexes display a relatively broad cross-section of architectural styles
commonly used for the designs of commercial and residential buildings drawn from conservative revival styles
associated with the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries and from the Modern Movement. Although some
modern apartments are comprised of buildings with relatively little ornamentation and are not associated with
any formal architectural style, other apartments display the influences of the Georgian Revival, International, or
Streamline Moderne styles. Some complexes comprised exclusively of one-story buildings display traditional
vernacular forms executed with little ornamentation. Similarly, some relatively large complexes with two-story
buildings are also bereft of formal architectural influences. Yet, in an interesting tapestry of patterns, some
relatively small complexes with large buildings exhibit formally executed architecture, a paradigm associated
with many complexes containing relatively dense concentrations of large buildings.

Architectural Contexts
Georgian Revival

Part of the broader Colonial Revival movement, the Georgian Revival style as applied to modern apartment
complexes was a restrained form of more exuberant examples developed between the 1880s and the 1920s. A
product of the financial distresses associated with the Great Depression, the scaled-down Georgian Revival
style was commonly employed by architects on apartments between the 1930s and 1950s. Among the oldest and
longest-lived of America’s building styles, Georgian architecture was named for the monarchs who ruled
England during America’s Colonial era. The style dominated America’s architecture between 1700 and the
American Revolution. Many cities contained large collections of buildings executed in the style, which
influenced the development of interior communities. Picturesque alternatives to Georgian, such as the Classical
Revival, Gothic Revival, Italianate, and Romanesque Revival styles, temporarily eclipsed Georgian architecture
in the late eighteenth century and the first half of the nineteenth century. A revival of Colonial building styles
began with the Philadelphia Exposition of 1876, when the centennial of the Declaration of Independence
sparked renewed interest in the architecture of the period. This rebirth of enthusiasm in the early English and
Dutch houses of the Atlantic Seaboard drew heavily upon both the Georgian and Adam styles, and upon Post-
medieval English and Dutch Colonial architecture for references.
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Many of the buildings designed for the 1876 Exposition were based on historically significant Colonial designs.
Publicity describing the Exposition coincided with efforts made by national organizations to preserve Old South
Church in Boston and Mount Vernon. About the same time a series of articles on eighteenth century American
architecture appeared in the American Architect and Harpers. The publicity helped make Colonial architecture
popular throughout the country. The use of Georgian architecture in many of Georgia’s oldest cities rekindled
enthusiasm in the style in the late nineteenth century, and it remained popular for apartments and dwellings well
into the twentieth century. Georgian architecture, within the larger context of Colonial Revival, became a
dominant style of American residential architecture during the first half of the twentieth century.'

Apartment complexes exhibiting Georgian Revival influences typically display gable, hip, or gable-on-hip roofs
with moderate slopes and shallow eaves and overhangs, brick exterior wall fabric or contrasting masonry and
wood exterior walls, and wood double-hung sash or metal casement windows with multiple lights. Some
models display dentils along a narrow frieze or a masonry belt course, but most have sparse architectural
detailing. Entrances often are identified by a pediment and diminutive gable or hip roofs supported by round or
square wood columns or wrought-iron posts. Ogee, eyebrow, or gable dormers often pierce roofs, and
decorative quoins or dentils along the cornice adorned more elaborate models. A popular variant between 1935
and 1955, the so-called Garrison variant of the style draws from Post-medieval English details. Defining
features include contrasting materials with brick or masonry on the first story and weatherboard or other wood
products covering the second-story walls. On the front facade, the second-story wall forms a slight overhang,
which is often adorned with decorative pendants or dentils. In addition to the contrasting materials on the first
and second stories, Garrison models generally display a side-facing gable roof with one-story gable extensions
and Georgian-inspired entrances.”

International

An integral part of the functionalist modern design movement, the International style was a dominant
commercial building form in the United States between the Great Depression and the mid-1970s. Conceived as
a design for workers housing by a group of architects working independently in post-World War I Europe, the
style was introduced to a wide American audience in an exhibit at the Museum of Modern Art in 1932. Entitled
simply “Modern Architecture,” the exhibit featured modernist designs of the most prominent practitioners,
including Charles-Edouard Jeanneret Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, and Ludwig Mies van der Rhoe.
Eschewing architectural precedent, the innovators of the design found a common theme in the exploitation of
contemporary building materials and technologies. They shunned all ornamentation present in traditional styles,
and by revealing structural elements they produced a starkly functional design. Reflecting the attitude of most

'‘Marcus Whiffen, American Architecture Since 1780 (Cambridge and London: MIT Press, 1969), 32-33, 159-165; Marcus Whiffen
and Frederick Koeper, American Architecture, 1607-1976 (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1981), 87-124, 153-207; Virginia McAlester and
Lee McAlester, 4 Field Guide to American Houses (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1986), 138-151, 320-341; John Poppeliers, S. Allen
Chambers, and Nancy Schwartz, What Style Is 1t?: A Guide to American Architecture (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1983),
18-23.

*McAlester and McAlester, American Houses, 322, 338.
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modernists, Mies focused on economics and technology for his projects, placing as much emphasis on the
quality and texture of individual bricks or stuccoed exteriors as the bronze mullions and glass in windows.

The style derived its name from a book published by Henry Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson for the
exhibit entitled The International Style: Architecture Since 1922. Later, fleeing the rise of Nazi Germany, many
of the originators of the style immigrated to the United States. They were welcomed with positions at some of
the most prominent schools of architecture in the country, and subsequently influenced several generations of
leading American architects. Although the influence of Walter Gropius and other immigrant architects was
muted until after World War II, some federally sponsored projects completed during the 1930s employed the
severe, functional, and high-quality modular framing and materials that they espoused. On the campus of the
Georgia Institute of Technology, architecture professors Harold Bush-Brown and Herbert Gailey executed
several buildings with International influences during the New Deal, thereby beginning a process of directing a
new architectural form on the campus into the mid-1950s.*

In Georgia, International style buildings are most often found in larger cities that grew despite the onset of the
Great Depression. Various architects, such as A. Thomas Bradbury, A. Ten Eyck Brown, and Stevens &
Wilkinson, were early practitioners of the style, which became part of the Modern Classic movement in Atlanta
and influenced architectural styles throughout the state. Usually applied to commercial, professional office, or
apartment buildings, the style was seldom employed on private residences. Identifying features include severe
asymmetrical facades, flat roofs, smooth exterior surfaces finished with brick or stucco and little ornamentation,
metal casement or fixed windows flush with outer wall surfaces, cantilevered ledges protecting entrances and
windows, and exposed structural elements.’

Masonry Vernacular

The description Masonry Vernacular applies to buildings that display no formal style of architecture. Defined as
common masonry construction techniques used by architects and builders, the term, vernacular, does not,
however, imply inferior or mundane architecture. The Oxford English Dictionary defines vernacular
architecture as “native or peculiar to a particular country or locality...concerned with ordinary domestic and
functional buildings rather than the essentially monumental.” Buildings characterized as vernacular often lend
themselves to categorization by building form associated with a particular era, function, or region of the
country, rather than classification within a particular genre of formal architecture.

Prior to the Civil War vernacular designs were local in nature, transmitted by word of mouth or by
demonstration, and relied heavily upon native building materials. With the coming of the American Industrial

*Whiffen and Koeper, American Architecture, 340-348; Leland Roth, 4 Concise History of American Architecture (New York,
Hagerstown, San Francisco, and London: Harper & Row, 1979), 306; Master Builders: A Guide to Famous American Architects
(Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1985),148-155;

‘Robert Craig, Atlanta Architecture: Art Deco to Modern Classic, 1929-1959 (Gretna: Pelican Publishing, 1995), 112-113; Whiffen
and Koeper, American Architecture, 345; Master Builders, 169.

*McAlester and McAlester, American Houses, 469-473; Craig, Atlanta, 22-23, 132-133.
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Revolution mass manufacturers exerted a pervasive influence over vernacular design. Popular magazines
featuring standardized manufactured building components, building plans, and decorating tips flooded
consumer markets and helped to make building trends universal across the country. The railroad also aided the
process by providing cheap and efficient transportation for manufactured building materials. Ultimately,
architects and builders had access to a myriad of finished architectural products from which to select to create a
building.

Masonry Vernacular is commonly associated with commercial and residential building types. A number of
older examples display the rough-faced cast block popularized by Henry Hobson Richardson in Romanesque
buildings of the late nineteenth century. The Masonry Vernacular designs of the early twentieth century were
often influenced by popular Art Deco, Collegiate Gothic, Colonial Revival, International, Mediterranean
Revival, and Prairie styles.

Georgia’s Masonry Vernacular apartment buildings typically display a rectangular footprint, although some are
irregularly massed, L-shape, or have a primary block with a lateral wing or annex. Popular masonry building
materials of the era included brick, clay hollow tiles, and cinder blocks. Foundations were typically poured
slabs or continuous systems of brick or concrete blocks. Roof systems included of either flat, gable, or hip
varieties, and few details adorned entrances. Most often regular and symmetrical, fenestration consisted of
metal casement windows. Because of Georgia’s long heritage of manufacturing clay products, bricks and
hollow tiles remained popular masonry building materials even during the Great Depression and following
World War II. The introduction of the relatively inexpensive cinder block building material during the Great
Depression gained popularity during World War II and the 1950s. As described by architectural historian Dell
Upton, “from the seventeenth century framed house to the twentieth century apartment block, students of
vernacular architecture have found the house the most fascinating of American vernacular buildings.”®

Streamline Moderne

The Streamline Moderne style, sometimes referred to as Art Moderne, like the Art Deco and International
styles, represents a complete break with traditional designs. The style emphasizes futuristic concepts rather than
invoking architectural antecedents. Rooted in the modernistic Art Deco style of the 1920s, the Streamline
Moderne style gained favor in the United States shortly after 1930, when industrial designs began to exhibit
streamlined shapes. Devoid of the ornamentation applied to the Art Deco style, Streamline architecture was
derived, in part, from the aecrodynamic, rounded corners applied to fashionable automobiles and airplanes, and
found on many kitchen appliances, jewelry, and many other products where its function was less important than

‘Cyril Harris, ed., Illustrated Dictionary of Historic Architecture (New York: Dover, 1977), 564; Diane Maddex, ed., Built in the
U.S.A.: American Buildings from Airports to Zoos (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1985), 167-171.
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the desirable shape. Characteristics of the modernistic Streamline form soon spilled over into the construction
industry. Buildings with Streamline Moderne styling have flat roofs, smooth exterior surfaces, glass blocks,
tubular steel pipes for handrails, horizontal grooves, cantilevered ledges, and rounded corners to emphasize a
streamline effect. Buildings executed with Streamline Moderne influences are most often found in cities that
continued to grow despite the onset of the Great Depression. Perhaps its most famous expression was the
Johnson Wax Administration Building in Racine, Wisconsin. The style was usually applied to commercial,
public, and relatively large apartment buildings rather than private residences. Still, the style became part of the
American consciousness at the middle of the twentieth century, apparent in large commercial buildings, small
post offices, and roadside diners.

Site Plans

For the purposes of this document, the enumerated site plans do not constitute separate property type
classifications, but are provided to demonstrate the considerable breadth and range of plans employed by
architects and developers to assemble apartment complexes. Site plans were developed in response to several
criteria, including the location of supporting schools, shopping centers, social clubs and recreational facilities,
and religious institutions; available real estate for a project; the nature and extent of irregular property
boundaries; the location and number of play areas, interior streets, and parking courts; terrain considerations,
such as rolling landscape or the beds of adjacent creeks and streams; the orientation and location of adjacent
dwellings and buildings; and the return-on-investment goals of the owner and intended visual appeal of a
development conceptualized by the developer and architect. In some cases, complexes were developed within
older subdivisions and developments; in other cases, a developer opened a small subdivision to support a
complex. The availability, design, and development of public services into an apartment complex was a primary
consideration. Modern apartments often display green spaces, curvilinear streets, and buildings randomly
organized to present a picturesque setting, or at least a break from strictly traditional planning techniques.

Architects organized the site plans of Georgia’s modern apartment complexes using a wide variety of plans,
shapes, and characteristics. They include, but are not limited to, simple linear plans comprised of multiple
buildings arranged with their facades facing a secondary street; simple S shapes or U shapes with multiple
semi-detached or detached buildings; plans oriented obliquely to intersections with detached and semi-detached
buildings of various sizes informally oriented to one another; large overall Z-shape plans with combinations of
detached and semi-detached buildings that form U shape courtyards, L shapes, and slightly offset linear
alignments; and plans with detached and semi-detached buildings placed irregularly and with random
orientations to each other astride a secondary street. Some complexes expanded organically in planned phases
with varying materials and layouts for buildings, courtyards, garages, and other landscape features.

Architects relied on various historical precedents and contemporary concepts to plan modern apartment
complexes. Using a comprehensive planning process developed during the Progressive Era, architects often
developed a master plan based on a synthesis of aesthetics and functionalism derived from the dynamic tension
of the so-called “City Beautiful” and “City Practical” movements. Developed by an association of the country’s
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leading architects of the day, the Columbian Exposition of 1893 had introduced city planning to Americans on a
large scale. The plan was prepared by Frederick Law Olmsted whose creative works stressed the importance of
converting a featureless terrain into a pastoral landscape. The exposition, built on land filled along the wetlands
of Chicago’s Lake Michigan, featured a fully planned and unified collection of public and residential buildings,
popularly referred to as the “White City.” Thousands of people were shown alternatives to their drab and
overcrowded cities.

The exposition’s acclaim redirected the architectural tastes of the nation. A subsequent redesign of Washington,
D. C. prompted the organization of local chapters of the City Beautiful movement. Those organizations sought
to provide clean, well-planned towns and cities with divided boulevards, curvilinear streets, and irregularly
shaped building lots. The cohesive blending of new platting techniques included radial plans and curvilinear
streetscapes to provide attractive vistas of public buildings and monuments and a seemingly peaceful and
healthy urban environments. The associated garden city movement reinforced a distinction between a city and
its suburb. Targeting a rising middle class, garden suburbs offered homeowners neighborhoods set apart from
arterial streets with landscaped entrances, green spaces, and curvilinear streets. In the early twentieth century,
houses displaying Bungalow, Colonial Revival, Prairie, and a host of other architectural traditions began to fill
suburbs with gently curving streets and spacious lawns that contrasted with informal landscaping.

Opponents of the City Beautiful movement, often dubbed the “city practical,” argued against the empty
aesthetics, grand effects for the well-to-do, and general impracticality of the grandiose scheme. In the wake of
the Chicago Exposition, most of Olmsted’s plan and supporting buildings yielded to a redevelopment of
Jackson Park into Chicago’s park system and adjacent commercial and industrial districts and residential
suburbs. In other cities, planners and architects experienced varying degrees of success in their attempts to
incorporate parks, curvilinear streets, and an orderly plan of growth into the redesign of downtowns and
neighborhoods targeted for redevelopment. In addition, they employed zoning measures to restrict land use, and
incorporated transportation systems and public utilities into the overall designs of cities to foster growth in
expanding suburbs. The movement spread to most areas of the nation. In Seattle’s 1917 plan for redevelopment,
apartment house districts--a precursor to apartment complexes--appeared along new boulevards and parks
adjacent to the downtown.

Other influences on the development of modern apartment complexes came from a contemporary back-to-the-
land reform movement: the Garden City ideal. The Garden City concept emerged in the first decade of the
twentieth century. Conceptualized by British visionary Ebenezer Howard, the Garden City movement offered
an alternative to England’s overcrowded cities with picturesque designed landscapes removed from urban
centers. Ordered with small dwellings and supporting buildings, the garden ideal was perfected by architects
Barry Parker and Raymond Unwin who planned cottages in groups of quadrangles with private gardens
maintained at the rear of each cottage. Parker and Unwin were devotees of William Morris’s Arts and Crafts
movement, belonged to an intellectual aristocracy, and perceived themselves as agents of social improvement
on behalf of the culturally deprived urban worker. In contrast, Howard came from humble roots and became an
enigmatic character, struggling financially as an inventor and stenographer, but displaying brilliance in his
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concepts of town planning. A social reformer, Howard published Tomorrow: a Peaceful Path to Real Reform in
1898, which was republished as Garden Cities of Tomorrow in 1902. Howard organized his Garden City ideal
into a series of concentric circles with commercial and public buildings and large parks at the center. Adjoining
bands supported houses and gardens for mixed incomes and occupations, and outer bands contained
educational, industrial, and social activities with outlying agricultural lands embracing the self-contained city.

Parker and Unwin translated Howard’s conceptual plans into the English garden suburbs of Letchworth (1902)
and Hampstead Gardens (1905), which substantially influenced subdivision design in England and later the
United States. Radiating out from large urban centers, garden city subdivisions offered a limited population
within a defined geographical region to promote a healthy environment with fresh air, gardens, open spaces,
and sunlight. The unified plans of architectural and landscape design were termed superblocks. Architectural
groups of buildings alternated with parks and green spaces, and circulation systems included cul-de-sacs the
created a sense of privacy and enclosure within each block. A product of utopian commutarianism and an
alternative to modern industrial society, Howard’s self-contained cities of limited population appeared to
combine the advantages of town and country. In practice, however, the Garden City became synonymous with
low-density layouts of cottage-like homes. One of Howard’s proteges, Clarence Stein, used the Garden City
theme to develop Radburn and Sunnyside in New Jersey, and following World War II labored to make the
Garden City a model urban form. The “greenbelt” towns associated with Rexford Tugwell and the
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt during the New Deal drew heavily upon Garden City precepts. Girdled
by green countryside, three new “greenbelt” towns adjacent to Cincinnati, Milwaukee, and Washington, D. C.
were located close to employment and reflected the ideas of Howard’s Garden City and the urban planning
concepts at Radburn. Interestingly, Roosevelt’s greenbelt towns attracted more foreign interest than any other
New Deal project, with the exception of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Modernist forces limited the
affect of the Garden City in America and Europe after World War 1. If Britain served as the birthplace and locus
of the Garden City, then France and Germany, and especially Modernist architects in continental Europe,
became its chief enemies in the 1920s and 1930s. Other countervailing forces undermining the Garden City
ideal stemmed from the tension between utopian idealists, like Howard, and professional planners. This
dynamic tension launched one of the most widely discussed and controversial issues in modern planning
history.

Some later students of modern planning assessed the Garden City as a radical anti-urban movement that
promoted deconcentration of the great cities in America and Europe. In contrast, City Beautiful proponents
worked with existing built environments, engaging in urban political reforms to refashion great cities into better
places to live. Despite their utopian and radical roots, garden cities eventually were digested by the ever-
expanding metropolises they were designed to mitigate to become a suburb, albeit a distinctive purlieu, of a
great city. In practice, the principals from both the City Beautiful and Garden City movements continued to
influence the design of American cities and their emerging suburbs into the 1920s and 1930s. Blending the
concepts of the City Beautiful and the Garden City movements, developers, architects, and contractors
assembled fashionable developments appeared at Mariemont, Ohio; Radburn, New Jersey; and Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania. These planned communities offered a range of housing types for various incomes. Parks,
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shopping centers, religious institutions, and recreational facilities were integrated into overall plans, and
adjacent industrial sectors provided jobs to residents. American housing reformers and planners advocated the
use of these concepts to redevelop slum areas in older neighborhoods and for the development of new suburbs.
Employing the sleek lines of the International style and other influences of the Modern movement, the works of
European modernists in Austria, Belgium, England, France, Germany, Holland, and Sweden found a receptive
audience in an America struggling to respond to the financial distress of the Great Depression.

Using planning concepts derived, in part, from the Progressive Era and the Modernist movement, the
developers and architects of many of Georgia’s modern apartment complexes employed a variety of site plans
to locate buildings, play areas, streets and parking, and public utilities. Most shunned the use of gridiron and
rectilinear plans, and instead relied upon picturesque curvilinear paths and streets. Relying upon principals
associated with garden suburbs and country club suburbs, some architects and developers reinforced a park-like
setting of an apartment complex using courtyards, axial lines and radial curves, privacy walls, formal
landscaping, and entrance gates. Complementing those plan, buildings often displayed the influences of the
Georgian Revival, International, or Streamline Moderne styles. Described as Masonry Vernacular, other
complexes were developed with buildings with little ornamentation or formal architectural influences.

Georgia’s modern apartment complexes are consistent with residential-related architecture developed
throughout the United States. As examples of national trends in residential architecture between the Great
Depression and the 1950s, the complexes have significance for their association with the growth of the nation’s
suburbs. Contributing to America’s diverse vernacular and formal architectural genres, Georgia’s apartment
complexes epitomize the nation’s rich variety of architectural styles and building traditions, and the use of
professional architectural services and contractors, often in conjunction with review by Federal officials and
professional designers associated with the FHA, to develop a particular complex.

Descriptions of Plans and Buildings for Selected Apartment Complexes

Linear plans include the modest Derry Down Apartments (Figures 1, 2) east of Decatur. Consisting of twelve
one-story Masonry Vernacular buildings that contain forty-eight two-bedroom apartments, the complex was
named after the street along which the buildings stand astride. The apartments were built about 1949 at which
time they were located immediately outside Decatur’s city limits. Six buildings stand on both sides of Derry
Down Way, which intersects with East College Avenue to the north and Columbia Drive to the southwest.
Displaying Masonry Vernacular influences, the buildings are protected by side-facing gable roofs with eaves
held close to wall surfaces and louvered attic vents in the gable ends. Pairs of projecting shed roofs with
wrought-iron columns identify front porches and entrances that open onto Derry Down Way. An articulated
concrete block foundation system supports hollow-tile walls faced with brick veneering, and fenestration
consists of three-light metal casement windows with fixed transoms. A small storage building stands behind
each group of buildings, and poured concrete steps and sidewalks radiate from the front facades, leading to
parking spaces along Derry Down Way. The terrain slopes gently to the south, and landscaping includes small
shrubs and plants and mature hardwoods.
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Site plans arranged obliquely to intersections include Callaway Apartments (Figures 3-5) in Atlanta. Built in
1947, the International style Callaway Apartments radiate at a forty-five degree angle from the intersection of
Tenth Street, NW and Holly Street, NW near the north edge of the campus of the Georgia Institute of
Technology. Designed by the Atlanta architectural firm of Burge & Stevens on gently rolling terrain, the
collection of seventeen three-story detached and semi-detached buildings display an informal assortment of
buildings arranged in irregular U shapes, and L shape and linear arrangements.

The irregular nature of the site plan provides spaces for interior play areas and courtyards, curvilinear sidewalks
and landscaping, and parking courtyards along the periphery of the complex. Assembled with cinder block
walls finished with textured red brick, the buildings display flat roofs with projecting ledges and balconies. A
continuous cantilever that extends between the first and second stories contributes functional ambiance to the
building, which contrasts to smaller balcony cantilevers projecting from the second and third stories and at the
roof line. Steel poles and wire mesh protect the balconies, and full-height steel poles identify the primary
entrances into each building. Fenestration is irregular and asymmetrical with metal sash windows, some of
which bracket picture windows. The central entrances are comprised of lighted doors in slender metal frames
and sidelights; sliding glass doors provide access onto balconies. The complex is equipped with twenty-eight
efficiency, eighty-six one-bedroom, and forty-two two-bedroom apartments. Based on a dormitory plan, each
apartment building is equipped with a primary entrance that leads to staircases and interior hallways. In
association with mature hardwood trees, small plants and shrubs provide ambiance to the landscape. Supporting
landscape features include benches, picnic tables, and a system of lamp posts.

Exhibiting modest Georgian Revival influences, the Summer Place Apartments (formerly Monte Sano
Apartments) (Figures 6-7) in Augusta consist of five detached and semi-detached two-story buildings arranged
in a U shape. Completed in 1949 and designed by Augusta architect F. Arthur Hazard, the relatively small
complex contains twenty-five apartments and includes a privacy wall and wrought-iron gates along Monte Sano
Avenue that protects a central courtyard, the sidewalk system, and the apartments from the street. The buildings
display a side-facing gable-on-hip roof pierced by louvered eyebrow dormers on the front facade and gable
dormers on the rear elevations. Each building contains five apartments supported by a separate entrance. The
entrances and wall materials visually identify the facade of each apartment. Units display either all-brick, all-
wood, or wood-over-brick exterior wall fabrics with no two types adjacent to one another. Likewise, contrasting
entrance porches provide a sampling of roof types with flat, gable, or shed varieties. Other entrances, however,
have no roof and instead display a decorative crown and pilasters. Fenestration includes six-over-six double-
hung sash windows. Each apartment contains a two-story interior plan with the living and dining rooms and
kitchen on the first story, and two bedrooms and a bathroom on the second story. Landscaping includes a
system of lamp posts, shrubs and plants, and mature hardwood and conifer trees.

In Columbus, the Eagles Trace Apartments (formerly Camellia Apartments) (Figures 8-10) were developed in
two phases between 1949 and 1951. The apartments are organized into 116 buildings near the intersection of
Fort Benning Road and Torch Hill Road. Among Georgia’s largest complexes built in the post-war period, the
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apartments radiate off Matheson Road, which forms a gently curving arc that connects to the arterial roads. An
interior street that forms an S alignment, Wilson Drive intersects Matheson Road at three locations. Cul-de-
sacs, parking courts, and sidewalk systems are distributed along these roads to support the apartment buildings.
Landscaped green spaces appear at the front and rear elevations of most buildings, which are organized into
smaller informal linear and U shapes, giving the relatively large complex the appearance of a garden city.

Various types of buildings sprinkle the site. Long, narrow one-story buildings display either gable-on-hip or
side-facing gable roofs, and either brick, composite concrete-asbestos shingles, or combinations of brick-and-
asbestos shingle exterior wall fabrics. Fenestration includes metal casement windows with multiple lights, and
entrances are grouped in pairs protected by small porches with gable roofs supported by wrought-iron columns
or metal posts. These entrances open directly into apartments.

Displaying similar materials applied to the one-story buildings, various models of two-story buildings are
protected by hip or gable roof systems and exhibit a central entrance with diminutive shed or flat roof porches.
The entrances open into central halls and staircases. Wood-frame structural systems finished with composite
concrete asbestos shingles appear along most second stories with brick walls supporting the first stories.
Fenestration is largely irregular but symmetrical with three-light and four-light metal casement windows.
Containing separate entrances, one-story gable extensions bracket the ends of most of the two-story gable-roof
buildings. The complex initially offered one- and two-bedroom apartments; later renovations converted some
adjacent combinations of two-bedroom apartments into three- and one-bedroom units.

Arranged on a random fan-shape lot astride Ingleside Avenue west of the City of Macon, the Winship Garden
Apartments (Figures 11-12) were designed by the architectural firm of Dennis & Dennis and completed in

1948. Eleven two-story buildings radiate around two drives that extend south of Ingleside Avenue and terminate
into parking courts. Displaying side-facing gable roofs, the buildings form U shape courtyards and a modified
linear alignment along the east, south, and west property lines. The second-story exterior walls are finished with
composite asbestos-concrete shingles and brick veneering appears on the first story. The use of contrasting
materials, simple cornices and pilasters at the entrances, and a slightly overhanging second story facade is
indicative of the so-called Garrison variant of the Colonial Revival style. Separate entrances provide access into
each apartment, and fenestration is regular and symmetrical with metal casement windows exhibiting multiple
lights. Eight of the buildings have one-story gable extensions with brick exterior walls that embrace, with slight
setbacks, the facades of the central two-story blocks. The complex contains eighty-three units with one-, two-,
and three-bedroom apartments. A system of sidewalks extend along the drives and packing court, and
landscaping includes mature hardwood trees and various shrubs and plants.

Peachtree Hills Apartments (Figures 13-15) combines elements of an oblique orientation to the adjacent
intersecting streets with planned phases. Located at the intersection of Peachtree Hills Avenue and Virginia
Place, the complex developed in three phases between 1938 and 1950. One of the earliest examples of the
International style applied to modern apartments, the first phase was completed in 1938. Designed by the
Atlanta architectural firm Burge & Stevens, the plan includes twenty-nine, three-story semi-detached apartment
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buildings that radiate off Pine Circle, an access street into the complex that forms a forty-five degree
intersection with Virginia Place. To provide maximum exposure, several buildings also face Peachtree Hills
Avenue and Virginia Place. The termination of Pine Circle accommodates parking spaces and a large, central
green space that serves as a passive recreation site. Nine garages stand behind the apartment buildings.

On the fifteen acre site, the first phase of Peachtree Hills displays U and L shapes and offset linear alignments
of buildings. Constructed with concrete and steel systems, the buildings display flat roofs, smooth buff stucco
exterior wall fabric, and balconies and porches opening at wall corners. Fenestration is regular and symmetrical
with metal sash windows. Entrances are protected by metal doors with five lights, a transom, and sidelights.
Some second- and third-story balconies project over an entrance with a stem wall; other entrances are protected
by cantilevers.

Smaller in scope, the second and third phases of Peachtree Hills occupy sites to the west and north,
respectively, of the initial phase. Atlanta architects Burge & Stevens also drafted the plans for the latter phases,
applying similar International influences reflected on the first phase. The second phase forms a modified Z
shape with detached and semi-detached buildings, and the third phase displays rectangular building set at right
angles.

The latter phases also consist of three-story buildings, but subtle design and material changes provide some
contrast. Red brick exterior walls and an articulated concrete foundation appear on the second phase, and
projecting balconies along with red brick walls on the third phase. Fenestration is irregular and asymmetrical
with metal sash windows and tall rectangular panels of glass blocks that light interior staircases. Five-light
metal doors painted red with transoms and sidelights furnish additional continuity between the phases. Each
phase was designed with a system of central entrances opening into halls and stairwells that lead to the
apartments. Each building contains six apartments with studio, one-, two-, and three-bedroom plans. In
association with Raymond Allen Jones of Atlanta, the J. A. Jones Construction Company of Charlotte, North
Carolina developed all three phases, which accounts for 311 apartments.

Completed in 1949, the Briarcliff Normandy Apartments (Figures 16-19) in Atlanta’s Druid Hills neighborhood
also express International styling. Comprised of nine buildings, the complex stands on gently rolling terrain,
extending from north of Normandy Drive to Chalmette Drive west of Briarcliff Road, N.E. Arranged with
rectangular or modified linear plans, the buildings radiate either parallel or perpendicular to the streets. The
combination of two- and three-story buildings display flat roofs, brick exterior wall fabric, and metal casement
windows with multiple lights. The buildings north of Normandy Drive are executed with buff brick exteriors,
and the remaining buildings with textured red brick. Interrupting the smooth surface of the brick facades of the
two-story buildings are two-story projecting extensions with flat roofs, louvered vents and glass blocks,
balconies with stem walls and tubular steel pipe handrails, and an entrance with ceramic tile surround. The
three-story buildings display simple entrances protected by cantilevers and bands of metal casement windows
organized at wall corners. The two-story buildings contain eight apartments arranged with one- and two-
bedroom units, and the three-story buildings contain six apartments. A swimming pool occupies a site near the



NPS Form 10-900-a OMB Approval No. 124-0018
(8-86)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section F Page 57 Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes

center of the complex. Parking is provided for along the secondary streets, rear parking courts, and under
several of the three-story buildings. A system of concrete sidewalks extend between the apartment buildings,
swimming pool, and streets. Landscaping includes mature hardwood trees and a variety of shrubs and plants.

To the south of the Briarcliff Normandy Apartments (Figure 20, see Figure 18 for site plan) radiates the Briar
Hills Apartments. Built in 1947, the complex stands between Briarwood Drive and Chalmette Drive along
Briarcliff Road, N.E. The two- and three-story buildings display Streamline Moderne influences. A good
example of a random site plan, the complex contains nine buildings sited using a variety of parallel and
perpendicular orientations and oblique angles to the adjacent streets. Notable Streamline influences included
flat roofs, smooth wall surfaces, rounded corners filled with metal casement and awning windows, small round
windows adjacent to entrances, and panels of glass blocks that identify entrances and provide natural interior
lighting into interior stairwells. Accented with wrought-iron handrails and brackets, small cantilevers project
over entrances. Clay hollow tile walls are finished with bricks painted white. A system of concrete sidewalks
provide access between the buildings, the adjoining streets, and two parking garages along the rear, or west,
elevation of the property.

Containing fifty-one buildings with 304 units, the Lindmont Apartments (Figures 21-22) at the intersection of
Piedmont Road and Lindbergh Drive are representative of relatively large complexes. Completed in 1949, the
two-story buildings are arranged in groups of three with offset adjoining wall systems; the long elevations run
parallel to adjoining streets. Radiating off Lindbergh Drive, a central loop named Lindmont Circle provides
access to the majority of the apartments. Lindmont Circle is bracketed by the more modest cul-de-sacs named
East Lindmont Court and West Lindmont Court, respectively. A system of pull-in parking spaces and concrete
sidewalks provide access throughout the complex. Displaying International influences, the buildings are
executed with symmetrical facades, flat roofs, modest cantilevers that protect entrance porches, and hollow tile
walls finished with textured red brick veneering. Incised entrance porches and full-height vertical columns that
project above the roof lines and beyond the front facades contribute ambiance and break the rectilinear forms of
the buildings. Metal casement windows admit natural lighting into the interiors.

Built in 1948, the Chelsea Apartments (Figures 23-24) in Savannah radiate along a S shaped drive named for
the complex. Located southeast of the downtown off Skidaway Road, the complex consists of twenty-eight two-
story buildings that contain 124 units. Defined in part by a variety of broad and narrow but deep courtyards, the
complex employs a random site plan with the facades of most buildings set either parallel or perpendicular to
the winding Chelsea Drive. Several buildings are oriented at oblique angles to the street or to adjacent
buildings. Similar to some public housing projects of the era, the buildings display gable roofs with shallow
eaves, red brick veneer walls accented with modest quoins, and simple entrance porches protected by gable
pediments accented by wrought-iron columns. Most of the original windows, presumably metal casements,
have been replaced with sliding or metal sash units.

In Athens, the Mathis Apartments (Figures 25-26) were completed in 1948 at the intersection of South Lumpkin
and Rutherford. Displaying International influences, three buildings are arranged with the long facade of the
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central rectilinear resource facing Lumpkin. The central building is bracketed by two L shape buildings, and a
garage supports the complex at the rear, or west, elevation of the central building. Containing forty-three
apartments, the two- and three-story buildings exhibit flat roofs and glass block panels and cantilevers that
identify entrances. Supported by reinforced concrete slab foundations, concrete block walls are finished with
textured red bricks. Arranged in symmetrical patterns, metal casement windows are accented by horizontal
bands of dark red bricks and slender castcrete belt courses. The horizontal bands are broken by projecting
vertical brick panels of the same color as the primary walls, which contain the glass blocks and entrances
protected by cantilevers. The rear elevations of the buildings are devoid of the horizontal bands and belt
courses. Located on gently sloping terrain, the northernmost building includes an additional level in the form of
a raised basement, which is barely visible from Lumpkin and contains an entrance on the north elevation. The
site is landscaped with mature hardwoods, crepe myrtles, and small shrubs. Executed with limestone stem walls
and ashlar brick piers, a distinctive curvilinear entrance walk leads to the central building from South Lumpkin,
and a date stone identifies the date of construction as 1948.

3. Significance: Georgia’s modern apartment complexes possess significance at the local level under NRHP
criteria A and C in the areas of architecture, community planning and development, and landscape architecture.
Some complexes may also convey significance through their social history associated with a military
installation, or ethnic heritage in association with an African-American apartment complex. Significance may
be derived from formal architectural styles, site plans, or the growth of a city’s suburbs, contributing to
development during the Great Depression, or associated with the post World War II housing shortage and
construction boom. Some complexes derived significance from their architectural style. Because of their
distinctive characteristics, the forms, shapes, and massing applied to Georgia’s modern apartment complexes
may also possess significance. Significance may also be derived from an apartment complex’s unique property
type developed specifically for multi-family residential use. Some complexes may have significance associated
with their site plans and integral landscaping. Indicative of the magnitude of Georgia’s housing phenomenon at
the middle of the twentieth century, some complexes represented the single largest concentration of buildings
within a suburb, community, or city. Conveying the significance of the site plan of a complex, the sheer size
and scale of an overall resource is important to the community planning and development aspects of modern
apartment complexes. Modern apartment complexes contributed to the dramatic suburbanization of Georgia’s
landscape, and some were tangible symbols of a “culture of abundance.” Large for-profit ventures, modern
apartment complexes contributed to Georgia’s suburban growth through their large lots, spacious lawns, and
expansive site plans using high-density housing patterns at locations along important streets, near established
neighborhoods, and in close proximity to emerging suburbs, golf courses, and university campuses.

Typically, the buildings comprising an apartment complex were planned and executed by professional
architects and contractors. Development often occurred astride arterial or secondary streets in emerging
suburban neighborhoods, or large vacant sites on the edges of an established community. Many complexes were
derived from vernacular construction traditions to suit the needs of the property owner. But, in some cases,
buildings display the influences of a particular style, including, but not limited to Georgian Revival,
International, and Streamline Moderne, and contribute to larger trends in formal architecture.



NPS Form 10-900-a OMB Approval No. 124-0018
(8-86)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

Section F Page 59 Georgia’s Modern Apartment Complexes

4. Registration Requirements: Modern apartment complexes eligible for nomination under the F.1 property
type must serve a historic multi-family residential function and have been constructed during the historic period
outlined in Section E. The initial period of significance, c. 1936-1954, is defined by the appearance of the first
modern apartment complexes in the Great Depression and the dramatic tapering off their development
following scandals throughout the industry and subsequent changes in Federal programs in the early-1950s. A
modest amount of development of small complexes persisted during the remainder of the decade and into the
early-1960s. After languishing for nearly a decade, apartment development experienced another period of
enthusiastic construction in the late-1960s and the 1970s. Persisting through periodic cycles during the 1980s
and 1990s, apartment construction continues to the present, although the advent of condominiums, townhouses,
mega-apartment complexes, and other forms of multifamily housing, including high-rise apartment towers,
increasingly captured a large share of the market. In general, it appears that the era of Georgia’s modern
apartment complexes experienced a fundamental shift about 1975 as the introduction of condominiums and
townhouses, new zoning regulations, and increasing real estate prices affected the form, size, and extent of
multifamily housing. Many of these newer apartment complexes were bereft of formal architectural influences
and displayed few notable features. After the mid-1950s, few apartment complexes were crafted with rounded
wall surfaces, panels of glass blocks, metal casement and wood double-hung sash windows, decorative tiles and
brick work, or belt courses commonly applied to earlier models. Few complexes developed in the post-Modern
era displayed International, Streamline Moderne, or indeed the influences of any formal architectural style.
Rarely employed as an exterior wall fabric on immediate post-World War II apartment complexes, stucco and
concrete blocks became common wall finishes. Derived in part from the design of contemporary motels of the
post-Modern period, full-length porches and balconies integrated within the primary roof provided access into
apartments. Aluminum awning and sash windows replaced older window types.

This subsequent era of modern apartment construction, roughly defined as c. 1955-c. 1980, falls under the
provisions enumerated in NRHP Bulletin 22, Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties that Have
Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty Years. Because of these new architectural trends, some complexes
built after the 1950s may not possess significance under Criterion C. For an apartment complex to achieve
significance within the past fifty years it must possess exceptional importance as established through scholarly
evaluation. A National Register Nomination for an apartment complex built outside the historic period should
contain “deliberate, distinct justification for the ‘exceptional’ importance of the resource. The clarity and
persuasiveness of the justification is critical for registering properties that have gained importance in the past
fifty years.” Even modern apartment complexes built within the historic period, but containing significant
numbers of resources added to the complex outside the historic period, should be assessed and evaluated using
the criteria found in Bulletin 22. The period of significance should be interpreted with a “sliding scale”
approach that employs a “moving” cut-off date that accounts for the passage of time. The process has the intent
of including resources that reach the fifty year mark and provide for their eligibility for NRHP Nomination
under this cover without a requirement to meet the exceptional importance test in Bulletin 22.
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To qualify for registration an apartment complex should (1) clearly represent an architectural style; (2) embody
community planning and development concepts; (3) be associated with important historical events; or (4)
convey important planning and housing features, even if the individual buildings themselves are unexceptional
architecturally. Individual buildings comprising an apartment complex must retain their original appearance to a
high degree.

Resources for evaluating eligibility include the NRHP Bulletin “Historic Residential Suburbs,” the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as codified in 36 CFR 67, and NRHP Bulletin 15 How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Alterations appropriate to the original design and appearance of
individual buildings will not preclude a complex from eligibility. Additions and modifications sensitive to a
historic resource generally appear at the rear or side elevations. The installation of an incompatible roof system
on a building, such as replacing an original flat or gable roof with a mansard roof system, or the addition of a
pent roof, typically will result in the resource being considered non-contributing. Enclosing entrances,
balconies, and porches in a manner that results in a diminution or loss of historic character, such as using solid
materials like wood, stucco, or masonry, can result in a loss of integrity and eligibility. Replacement windows
should reflect the original type of window and its glazing pattern. Changes in fenestration, such as the
introduction of new windows in spaces originally consisting of solid walls, can result in a resource being
considered non-contributing. Buildings that display materials inconsistent with the historic period in which they
were constructed, or the removal of significant architectural details are excluded from eligibility. The
introduction of new buildings into a complex does not necessarily make a complex ineligible for NRHP listing.
Typically, apartment complexes should be treated similar to other historic districts. That is, among other
criteria, boundaries should follow lines of legal definition and a count of contributing and non-contributing
resources should result in approximately seventy percent of the resources assessed as contributing. Site plans
and landscape features, such as courtyards, vegetation and trees, pedestrian sidewalks and paths, playgrounds
and parking courts, swimming pools, and street alignments, should also be evaluated and assessed for their
historical integrity.
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PROPERTY TYPE: F.1
1. Name of Property Type: Modern Apartment Complexes

2. Description: Georgia’s modern apartment complexes represent a small but important property type.
Research compiled in 2003 from the files at the Historic Preservation Division (HPD), holdings at several
institutions and repositories, field samplings, and conversations with various staff at HPD and Georgia’s RDCs
indicate that approximately 200 apartment complexes were built in the state between the Great Depression and
the early-1950s. In contrast to many other historic property types, which have experienced a relatively high
degree of change and rates of demolition, the vast majority of modern apartment complexes appear to be extant
and retain much of the original architectural integrity. Relatively few of those, however, are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

Generally developed between the Great Depression and the early-1950s, a modern apartment complex in
Georgia is defined as consisting of at least three multi-apartment buildings developed on a relatively large scale
using an overall site plan with integral landscaping. Generally constructed by a single developer according to a
master plan, modern apartment complexes were typically built either all at once in a relatively short period of
time, or in distinct planned phases. Often located in the suburbs or edges of established communities, or in large
vacant or cleared lots, these complexes included an automobile orientation with accommodations for pedestrian
traffic. Few, if any, apartment complexes were developed without the benefit of professional architectural and
engineering services. In addition to preparing site plans for the apartment buildings and interior room
arrangements, architects often incorporated into the plans playgrounds or play area courtyards, sidewalk
systems, parking courts, cul-de-sacs, garages, and sometimes interior streets. Plans often identified and located
plantings of various shrubs and trees. Modern appliances included hot water heaters, ranges and stoves, and
refrigerators. Public services typically included electrical, natural gas, and water and sewer systems, although
some developers installed private water systems. Architects often collaborated with engineers and landscape
architects to perfect the overall design of an apartment complex.

The heaviest concentrations of apartment complexes appear in Georgia’s largest cities, but some were built in
smaller communities, such as Rome and Valdosta, and even in resort communities, including St. Simon’s
Island. The majority of the apartment complexes contributing to this property type are relatively large
collections of buildings, ranging from three to one hundred with the number of apartments encompassing
between ten and 400 units. The breadth of sizes and variety of site plans and interior floor plans defy
codification into discrete property types. Consequently, the complexes have been subsumed into one broad
property type with sufficient descriptions of selected complexes to afford preparers and reviewers the range of
apartments.

The vast majority of Georgia’s modern apartments were developed with underwriting and review by the Federal
Housing Administration (FHA). Design standards between the 1930s and 1950s were suggestive rather than
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prescriptive; the FHA did not provide stock plans to architects, builders, or developers. Instead, developers
relied upon architects to interpret FHA regulations and guidelines to draft plans for review and approval.

In general, Georgia’s modern apartments consist of buildings assembled with masonry, steel, or wood systems
finished with a variety of products, including composite asbestos-concrete panels, and masonry and wood
finishes. Most buildings have a rectangular plan, but some display L shapes or offset linear arrangements. Roof
systems range between flat, gable, gable-on-hip, and hip models, and fenestration is generally regular but
asymmetrical with metal casement windows or wood double-hung sash windows with multiple lights. Porches
are often small and entrances muted.

Georgia’s modern apartment complexes display a relatively broad cross-section of architectural styles
commonly used for the designs of commercial and residential buildings drawn from conservative revival styles
associated with the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries and from the Modern Movement. Although some
modern apartments are comprised of buildings with relatively little ornamentation and are not associated with
any formal architectural style, other apartments display the influences of the Georgian Revival, International, or
Streamline Moderne styles. Some complexes comprised exclusively of one-story buildings display traditional
vernacular forms executed with little ornamentation. Similarly, some relatively large complexes with two-story
buildings are also bereft of formal architectural influences. Yet, in an interesting tapestry of patterns, some
relatively small complexes with large buildings exhibit formally executed architecture, a paradigm associated
with many complexes containing relatively dense concentrations of large buildings.

Architectural Contexts
Georgian Revival

Part of the broader Colonial Revival movement, the Georgian Revival style as applied to modern apartment
complexes was a restrained form of more exuberant examples developed between the 1880s and the 1920s. A
product of the financial distresses associated with the Great Depression, the scaled-down Georgian Revival
style was commonly employed by architects on apartments between the 1930s and 1950s. Among the oldest and
longest-lived of America’s building styles, Georgian architecture was named for the monarchs who ruled
England during America’s Colonial era. The style dominated America’s architecture between 1700 and the
American Revolution. Many cities contained large collections of buildings executed in the style, which
influenced the development of interior communities. Picturesque alternatives to Georgian, such as the Classical
Revival, Gothic Revival, Italianate, and Romanesque Revival styles, temporarily eclipsed Georgian architecture
in the late eighteenth century and the first half of the nineteenth century. A revival of Colonial building styles
began with the Philadelphia Exposition of 1876, when the centennial of the Declaration of Independence
sparked renewed interest in the architecture of the period. This rebirth of enthusiasm in the early English and
Dutch houses of the Atlantic Seaboard drew heavily upon both the Georgian and Adam styles, and upon Post-
medieval English and Dutch Colonial architecture for references.
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Many of the buildings designed for the 1876 Exposition were based on historically significant Colonial designs.
Publicity describing the Exposition coincided with efforts made by national organizations to preserve Old South
Church in Boston and Mount Vernon. About the same time a series of articles on eighteenth century American
architecture appeared in the American Architect and Harpers. The publicity helped make Colonial architecture
popular throughout the country. The use of Georgian architecture in many of Georgia’s oldest cities rekindled
enthusiasm in the style in the late nineteenth century, and it remained popular for apartments and dwellings well
into the twentieth century. Georgian architecture, within the larger context of Colonial Revival, became a
dominant style of American residential architecture during the first half of the twentieth century.'

Apartment complexes exhibiting Georgian Revival influences typically display gable, hip, or gable-on-hip roofs
with moderate slopes and shallow eaves and overhangs, brick exterior wall fabric or contrasting masonry and
wood exterior walls, and wood double-hung sash or metal casement windows with multiple lights. Some
models display dentils along a narrow frieze or a masonry belt course, but most have sparse architectural
detailing. Entrances often are identified by a pediment and diminutive gable or hip roofs supported by round or
square wood columns or wrought-iron posts. Ogee, eyebrow, or gable dormers often pierce roofs, and
decorative quoins or dentils along the cornice adorned more elaborate models. A popular variant between 1935
and 1955, the so-called Garrison variant of the style draws from Post-medieval English details. Defining
features include contrasting materials with brick or masonry on the first story and weatherboard or other wood
products covering the second-story walls. On the front facade, the second-story wall forms a slight overhang,
which is often adorned with decorative pendants or dentils. In addition to the contrasting materials on the first
and second stories, Garrison models generally display a side-facing gable roof with one-story gable extensions
and Georgian-inspired entrances.”

International

An integral part of the functionalist modern design movement, the International style was a dominant
commercial building form in the United States between the Great Depression and the mid-1970s. Conceived as
a design for workers housing by a group of architects working independently in post-World War I Europe, the
style was introduced to a wide American audience in an exhibit at the Museum of Modern Art in 1932. Entitled
simply “Modern Architecture,” the exhibit featured modernist designs of the most prominent practitioners,
including Charles-Edouard Jeanneret Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, and Ludwig Mies van der Rhoe.
Eschewing architectural precedent, the innovators of the design found a common theme in the exploitation of
contemporary building materials and technologies. They shunned all ornamentation present in traditional styles,
and by revealing structural elements they produced a starkly functional design. Reflecting the attitude of most

'‘Marcus Whiffen, American Architecture Since 1780 (Cambridge and London: MIT Press, 1969), 32-33, 159-165; Marcus Whiffen
and Frederick Koeper, American Architecture, 1607-1976 (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1981), 87-124, 153-207; Virginia McAlester and
Lee McAlester, 4 Field Guide to American Houses (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1986), 138-151, 320-341; John Poppeliers, S. Allen
Chambers, and Nancy Schwartz, What Style Is 1t?: A Guide to American Architecture (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1983),
18-23.

*McAlester and McAlester, American Houses, 322, 338.
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modernists, Mies focused on economics and technology for his projects, placing as much emphasis on the
quality and texture of individual bricks or stuccoed exteriors as the bronze mullions and glass in windows.

The style derived its name from a book published by Henry Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson for the
exhibit entitled The International Style: Architecture Since 1922. Later, fleeing the rise of Nazi Germany, many
of the originators of the style immigrated to the United States. They were welcomed with positions at some of
the most prominent schools of architecture in the country, and subsequently influenced several generations of
leading American architects. Although the influence of Walter Gropius and other immigrant architects was
muted until after World War II, some federally sponsored projects completed during the 1930s employed the
severe, functional, and high-quality modular framing and materials that they espoused. On the campus of the
Georgia Institute of Technology, architecture professors Harold Bush-Brown and Herbert Gailey executed
several buildings with International influences during the New Deal, thereby beginning a process of directing a
new architectural form on the campus into the mid-1950s.*

In Georgia, International style buildings are most often found in larger cities that grew despite the onset of the
Great Depression. Various architects, such as A. Thomas Bradbury, A. Ten Eyck Brown, and Stevens &
Wilkinson, were early practitioners of the style, which became part of the Modern Classic movement in Atlanta
and influenced architectural styles throughout the state. Usually applied to commercial, professional office, or
apartment buildings, the style was seldom employed on private residences. Identifying features include severe
asymmetrical facades, flat roofs, smooth exterior surfaces finished with brick or stucco and little ornamentation,
metal casement or fixed windows flush with outer wall surfaces, cantilevered ledges protecting entrances and
windows, and exposed structural elements.’

Masonry Vernacular

The description Masonry Vernacular applies to buildings that display no formal style of architecture. Defined as
common masonry construction techniques used by architects and builders, the term, vernacular, does not,
however, imply inferior or mundane architecture. The Oxford English Dictionary defines vernacular
architecture as “native or peculiar to a particular country or locality...concerned with ordinary domestic and
functional buildings rather than the essentially monumental.” Buildings characterized as vernacular often lend
themselves to categorization by building form associated with a particular era, function, or region of the
country, rather than classification within a particular genre of formal architecture.

Prior to the Civil War vernacular designs were local in nature, transmitted by word of mouth or by
demonstration, and relied heavily upon native building materials. With the coming of the American Industrial

*Whiffen and Koeper, American Architecture, 340-348; Leland Roth, 4 Concise History of American Architecture (New York,
Hagerstown, San Francisco, and London: Harper & Row, 1979), 306; Master Builders: A Guide to Famous American Architects
(Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1985),148-155;

‘Robert Craig, Atlanta Architecture: Art Deco to Modern Classic, 1929-1959 (Gretna: Pelican Publishing, 1995), 112-113; Whiffen
and Koeper, American Architecture, 345; Master Builders, 169.

*McAlester and McAlester, American Houses, 469-473; Craig, Atlanta, 22-23, 132-133.
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Revolution mass manufacturers exerted a pervasive influence over vernacular design. Popular magazines
featuring standardized manufactured building components, building plans, and decorating tips flooded
consumer markets and helped to make building trends universal across the country. The railroad also aided the
process by providing cheap and efficient transportation for manufactured building materials. Ultimately,
architects and builders had access to a myriad of finished architectural products from which to select to create a
building.

Masonry Vernacular is commonly associated with commercial and residential building types. A number of
older examples display the rough-faced cast block popularized by Henry Hobson Richardson in Romanesque
buildings of the late nineteenth century. The Masonry Vernacular designs of the early twentieth century were
often influenced by popular Art Deco, Collegiate Gothic, Colonial Revival, International, Mediterranean
Revival, and Prairie styles.

Georgia’s Masonry Vernacular apartment buildings typically display a rectangular footprint, although some are
irregularly massed, L-shape, or have a primary block with a lateral wing or annex. Popular masonry building
materials of the era included brick, clay hollow tiles, and cinder blocks. Foundations were typically poured
slabs or continuous systems of brick or concrete blocks. Roof systems included of either flat, gable, or hip
varieties, and few details adorned entrances. Most often regular and symmetrical, fenestration consisted of
metal casement windows. Because of Georgia’s long heritage of manufacturing clay products, bricks and
hollow tiles remained popular masonry building materials even during the Great Depression and following
World War II. The introduction of the relatively inexpensive cinder block building material during the Great
Depression gained popularity during World War II and the 1950s. As described by architectural historian Dell
Upton, “from the seventeenth century framed house to the twentieth century apartment block, students of
vernacular architecture have found the house the most fascinating of American vernacular buildings.”®

Streamline Moderne

The Streamline Moderne style, sometimes referred to as Art Moderne, like the Art Deco and International
styles, represents a complete break with traditional designs. The style emphasizes futuristic concepts rather than
invoking architectural antecedents. Rooted in the modernistic Art Deco style of the 1920s, the Streamline
Moderne style gained favor in the United States shortly after 1930, when industrial designs began to exhibit
streamlined shapes. Devoid of the ornamentation applied to the Art Deco style, Streamline architecture was
derived, in part, from the aecrodynamic, rounded corners applied to fashionable automobiles and airplanes, and
found on many kitchen appliances, jewelry, and many other products where its function was less important than

‘Cyril Harris, ed., Illustrated Dictionary of Historic Architecture (New York: Dover, 1977), 564; Diane Maddex, ed., Built in the
U.S.A.: American Buildings from Airports to Zoos (Washington, D.C.: Preservation Press, 1985), 167-171.
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the desirable shape. Characteristics of the modernistic Streamline form soon spilled over into the construction
industry. Buildings with Streamline Moderne styling have flat roofs, smooth exterior surfaces, glass blocks,
tubular steel pipes for handrails, horizontal grooves, cantilevered ledges, and rounded corners to emphasize a
streamline effect. Buildings executed with Streamline Moderne influences are most often found in cities that
continued to grow despite the onset of the Great Depression. Perhaps its most famous expression was the
Johnson Wax Administration Building in Racine, Wisconsin. The style was usually applied to commercial,
public, and relatively large apartment buildings rather than private residences. Still, the style became part of the
American consciousness at the middle of the twentieth century, apparent in large commercial buildings, small
post offices, and roadside diners.

Site Plans

For the purposes of this document, the enumerated site plans do not constitute separate property type
classifications, but are provided to demonstrate the considerable breadth and range of plans employed by
architects and developers to assemble apartment complexes. Site plans were developed in response to several
criteria, including the location of supporting schools, shopping centers, social clubs and recreational facilities,
and religious institutions; available real estate for a project; the nature and extent of irregular property
boundaries; the location and number of play areas, interior streets, and parking courts; terrain considerations,
such as rolling landscape or the beds of adjacent creeks and streams; the orientation and location of adjacent
dwellings and buildings; and the return-on-investment goals of the owner and intended visual appeal of a
development conceptualized by the developer and architect. In some cases, complexes were developed within
older subdivisions and developments; in other cases, a developer opened a small subdivision to support a
complex. The availability, design, and development of public services into an apartment complex was a primary
consideration. Modern apartments often display green spaces, curvilinear streets, and buildings randomly
organized to present a picturesque setting, or at least a break from strictly traditional planning techniques.

Architects organized the site plans of Georgia’s modern apartment complexes using a wide variety of plans,
shapes, and characteristics. They include, but are not limited to, simple linear plans comprised of multiple
buildings arranged with their facades facing a secondary street; simple S shapes or U shapes with multiple
semi-detached or detached buildings; plans oriented obliquely to intersections with detached and semi-detached
buildings of various sizes informally oriented to one another; large overall Z-shape plans with combinations of
detached and semi-detached buildings that form U shape courtyards, L shapes, and slightly offset linear
alignments; and plans with detached and semi-detached buildings placed irregularly and with random
orientations to each other astride a secondary street. Some complexes expanded organically in planned phases
with varying materials and layouts for buildings, courtyards, garages, and other landscape features.

Architects relied on various historical precedents and contemporary concepts to plan modern apartment
complexes. Using a comprehensive planning process developed during the Progressive Era, architects often
developed a master plan based on a synthesis of aesthetics and functionalism derived from the dynamic tension
of the so-called “City Beautiful” and “City Practical” movements. Developed by an association of the country’s
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leading architects of the day, the Columbian Exposition of 1893 had introduced city planning to Americans on a
large scale. The plan was prepared by Frederick Law Olmsted whose creative works stressed the importance of
converting a featureless terrain into a pastoral landscape. The exposition, built on land filled along the wetlands
of Chicago’s Lake Michigan, featured a fully planned and unified collection of public and residential buildings,
popularly referred to as the “White City.” Thousands of people were shown alternatives to their drab and
overcrowded cities.

The exposition’s acclaim redirected the architectural tastes of the nation. A subsequent redesign of Washington,
D. C. prompted the organization of local chapters of the City Beautiful movement. Those organizations sought
to provide clean, well-planned towns and cities with divided boulevards, curvilinear streets, and irregularly
shaped building lots. The cohesive blending of new platting techniques included radial plans and curvilinear
streetscapes to provide attractive vistas of public buildings and monuments and a seemingly peaceful and
healthy urban environments. The associated garden city movement reinforced a distinction between a city and
its suburb. Targeting a rising middle class, garden suburbs offered homeowners neighborhoods set apart from
arterial streets with landscaped entrances, green spaces, and curvilinear streets. In the early twentieth century,
houses displaying Bungalow, Colonial Revival, Prairie, and a host of other architectural traditions began to fill
suburbs with gently curving streets and spacious lawns that contrasted with informal landscaping.

Opponents of the City Beautiful movement, often dubbed the “city practical,” argued against the empty
aesthetics, grand effects for the well-to-do, and general impracticality of the grandiose scheme. In the wake of
the Chicago Exposition, most of Olmsted’s plan and supporting buildings yielded to a redevelopment of
Jackson Park into Chicago’s park system and adjacent commercial and industrial districts and residential
suburbs. In other cities, planners and architects experienced varying degrees of success in their attempts to
incorporate parks, curvilinear streets, and an orderly plan of growth into the redesign of downtowns and
neighborhoods targeted for redevelopment. In addition, they employed zoning measures to restrict land use, and
incorporated transportation systems and public utilities into the overall designs of cities to foster growth in
expanding suburbs. The movement spread to most areas of the nation. In Seattle’s 1917 plan for redevelopment,
apartment house districts--a precursor to apartment complexes--appeared along new boulevards and parks
adjacent to the downtown.

Other influences on the development of modern apartment complexes came from a contemporary back-to-the-
land reform movement: the Garden City ideal. The Garden City concept emerged in the first decade of the
twentieth century. Conceptualized by British visionary Ebenezer Howard, the Garden City movement offered
an alternative to England’s overcrowded cities with picturesque designed landscapes removed from urban
centers. Ordered with small dwellings and supporting buildings, the garden ideal was perfected by architects
Barry Parker and Raymond Unwin who planned cottages in groups of quadrangles with private gardens
maintained at the rear of each cottage. Parker and Unwin were devotees of William Morris’s Arts and Crafts
movement, belonged to an intellectual aristocracy, and perceived themselves as agents of social improvement
on behalf of the culturally deprived urban worker. In contrast, Howard came from humble roots and became an
enigmatic character, struggling financially as an inventor and stenographer, but displaying brilliance in his
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concepts of town planning. A social reformer, Howard published Tomorrow: a Peaceful Path to Real Reform in
1898, which was republished as Garden Cities of Tomorrow in 1902. Howard organized his Garden City ideal
into a series of concentric circles with commercial and public buildings and large parks at the center. Adjoining
bands supported houses and gardens for mixed incomes and occupations, and outer bands contained
educational, industrial, and social activities with outlying agricultural lands embracing the self-contained city.

Parker and Unwin translated Howard’s conceptual plans into the English garden suburbs of Letchworth (1902)
and Hampstead Gardens (1905), which substantially influenced subdivision design in England and later the
United States. Radiating out from large urban centers, garden city subdivisions offered a limited population
within a defined geographical region to promote a healthy environment with fresh air, gardens, open spaces,
and sunlight. The unified plans of architectural and landscape design were termed superblocks. Architectural
groups of buildings alternated with parks and green spaces, and circulation systems included cul-de-sacs the
created a sense of privacy and enclosure within each block. A product of utopian commutarianism and an
alternative to modern industrial society, Howard’s self-contained cities of limited population appeared to
combine the advantages of town and country. In practice, however, the Garden City became synonymous with
low-density layouts of cottage-like homes. One of Howard’s proteges, Clarence Stein, used the Garden City
theme to develop Radburn and Sunnyside in New Jersey, and following World War II labored to make the
Garden City a model urban form. The “greenbelt” towns associated with Rexford Tugwell and the
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt during the New Deal drew heavily upon Garden City precepts. Girdled
by green countryside, three new “greenbelt” towns adjacent to Cincinnati, Milwaukee, and Washington, D. C.
were located close to employment and reflected the ideas of Howard’s Garden City and the urban planning
concepts at Radburn. Interestingly, Roosevelt’s greenbelt towns attracted more foreign interest than any other
New Deal project, with the exception of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Modernist forces limited the
affect of the Garden City in America and Europe after World War 1. If Britain served as the birthplace and locus
of the Garden City, then France and Germany, and especially Modernist architects in continental Europe,
became its chief enemies in the 1920s and 1930s. Other countervailing forces undermining the Garden City
ideal stemmed from the tension between utopian idealists, like Howard, and professional planners. This
dynamic tension launched one of the most widely discussed and controversial issues in modern planning
history.

Some later students of modern planning assessed the Garden City as a radical anti-urban movement that
promoted deconcentration of the great cities in America and Europe. In contrast, City Beautiful proponents
worked with existing built environments, engaging in urban political reforms to refashion great cities into better
places to live. Despite their utopian and radical roots, garden cities eventually were digested by the ever-
expanding metropolises they were designed to mitigate to become a suburb, albeit a distinctive purlieu, of a
great city. In practice, the principals from both the City Beautiful and Garden City movements continued to
influence the design of American cities and their emerging suburbs into the 1920s and 1930s. Blending the
concepts of the City Beautiful and the Garden City movements, developers, architects, and contractors
assembled fashionable developments appeared at Mariemont, Ohio; Radburn, New Jersey; and Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania. These planned communities offered a range of housing types for various incomes. Parks,
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shopping centers, religious institutions, and recreational facilities were integrated into overall plans, and
adjacent industrial sectors provided jobs to residents. American housing reformers and planners advocated the
use of these concepts to redevelop slum areas in older neighborhoods and for the development of new suburbs.
Employing the sleek lines of the International style and other influences of the Modern movement, the works of
European modernists in Austria, Belgium, England, France, Germany, Holland, and Sweden found a receptive
audience in an America struggling to respond to the financial distress of the Great Depression.

Using planning concepts derived, in part, from the Progressive Era and the Modernist movement, the
developers and architects of many of Georgia’s modern apartment complexes employed a variety of site plans
to locate buildings, play areas, streets and parking, and public utilities. Most shunned the use of gridiron and
rectilinear plans, and instead relied upon picturesque curvilinear paths and streets. Relying upon principals
associated with garden suburbs and country club suburbs, some architects and developers reinforced a park-like
setting of an apartment complex using courtyards, axial lines and radial curves, privacy walls, formal
landscaping, and entrance gates. Complementing those plan, buildings often displayed the influences of the
Georgian Revival, International, or Streamline Moderne styles. Described as Masonry Vernacular, other
complexes were developed with buildings with little ornamentation or formal architectural influences.

Georgia’s modern apartment complexes are consistent with residential-related architecture developed
throughout the United States. As examples of national trends in residential architecture between the Great
Depression and the 1950s, the complexes have significance for their association with the growth of the nation’s
suburbs. Contributing to America’s diverse vernacular and formal architectural genres, Georgia’s apartment
complexes epitomize the nation’s rich variety of architectural styles and building traditions, and the use of
professional architectural services and contractors, often in conjunction with review by Federal officials and
professional designers associated with the FHA, to develop a particular complex.

Descriptions of Plans and Buildings for Selected Apartment Complexes

Linear plans include the modest Derry Down Apartments (Figures 1, 2) east of Decatur. Consisting of twelve
one-story Masonry Vernacular buildings that contain forty-eight two-bedroom apartments, the complex was
named after the street along which the buildings stand astride. The apartments were built about 1949 at which
time they were located immediately outside Decatur’s city limits. Six buildings stand on both sides of Derry
Down Way, which intersects with East College Avenue to the north and Columbia Drive to the southwest.
Displaying Masonry Vernacular influences, the buildings are protected by side-facing gable roofs with eaves
held close to wall surfaces and louvered attic vents in the gable ends. Pairs of projecting shed roofs with
wrought-iron columns identify front porches and entrances that open onto Derry Down Way. An articulated
concrete block foundation system supports hollow-tile walls faced with brick veneering, and fenestration
consists of three-light metal casement windows with fixed transoms. A small storage building stands behind
each group of buildings, and poured concrete steps and sidewalks radiate from the front facades, leading to
parking spaces along Derry Down Way. The terrain slopes gently to the south, and landscaping includes small
shrubs and plants and mature hardwoods.
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Site plans arranged obliquely to intersections include Callaway Apartments (Figures 3-5) in Atlanta. Built in
1947, the International style Callaway Apartments radiate at a forty-five degree angle from the intersection of
Tenth Street, NW and Holly Street, NW near the north edge of the campus of the Georgia Institute of
Technology. Designed by the Atlanta architectural firm of Burge & Stevens on gently rolling terrain, the
collection of seventeen three-story detached and semi-detached buildings display an informal assortment of
buildings arranged in irregular U shapes, and L shape and linear arrangements.

The irregular nature of the site plan provides spaces for interior play areas and courtyards, curvilinear sidewalks
and landscaping, and parking courtyards along the periphery of the complex. Assembled with cinder block
walls finished with textured red brick, the buildings display flat roofs with projecting ledges and balconies. A
continuous cantilever that extends between the first and second stories contributes functional ambiance to the
building, which contrasts to smaller balcony cantilevers projecting from the second and third stories and at the
roof line. Steel poles and wire mesh protect the balconies, and full-height steel poles identify the primary
entrances into each building. Fenestration is irregular and asymmetrical with metal sash windows, some of
which bracket picture windows. The central entrances are comprised of lighted doors in slender metal frames
and sidelights; sliding glass doors provide access onto balconies. The complex is equipped with twenty-eight
efficiency, eighty-six one-bedroom, and forty-two two-bedroom apartments. Based on a dormitory plan, each
apartment building is equipped with a primary entrance that leads to staircases and interior hallways. In
association with mature hardwood trees, small plants and shrubs provide ambiance to the landscape. Supporting
landscape features include benches, picnic tables, and a system of lamp posts.

Exhibiting modest Georgian Revival influences, the Summer Place Apartments (formerly Monte Sano
Apartments) (Figures 6-7) in Augusta consist of five detached and semi-detached two-story buildings arranged
in a U shape. Completed in 1949 and designed by Augusta architect F. Arthur Hazard, the relatively small
complex contains twenty-five apartments and includes a privacy wall and wrought-iron gates along Monte Sano
Avenue that protects a central courtyard, the sidewalk system, and the apartments from the street. The buildings
display a side-facing gable-on-hip roof pierced by louvered eyebrow dormers on the front facade and gable
dormers on the rear elevations. Each building contains five apartments supported by a separate entrance. The
entrances and wall materials visually identify the facade of each apartment. Units display either all-brick, all-
wood, or wood-over-brick exterior wall fabrics with no two types adjacent to one another. Likewise, contrasting
entrance porches provide a sampling of roof types with flat, gable, or shed varieties. Other entrances, however,
have no roof and instead display a decorative crown and pilasters. Fenestration includes six-over-six double-
hung sash windows. Each apartment contains a two-story interior plan with the living and dining rooms and
kitchen on the first story, and two bedrooms and a bathroom on the second story. Landscaping includes a
system of lamp posts, shrubs and plants, and mature hardwood and conifer trees.

In Columbus, the Eagles Trace Apartments (formerly Camellia Apartments) (Figures 8-10) were developed in
two phases between 1949 and 1951. The apartments are organized into 116 buildings near the intersection of
Fort Benning Road and Torch Hill Road. Among Georgia’s largest complexes built in the post-war period, the
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apartments radiate off Matheson Road, which forms a gently curving arc that connects to the arterial roads. An
interior street that forms an S alignment, Wilson Drive intersects Matheson Road at three locations. Cul-de-
sacs, parking courts, and sidewalk systems are distributed along these roads to support the apartment buildings.
Landscaped green spaces appear at the front and rear elevations of most buildings, which are organized into
smaller informal linear and U shapes, giving the relatively large complex the appearance of a garden city.

Various types of buildings sprinkle the site. Long, narrow one-story buildings display either gable-on-hip or
side-facing gable roofs, and either brick, composite concrete-asbestos shingles, or combinations of brick-and-
asbestos shingle exterior wall fabrics. Fenestration includes metal casement windows with multiple lights, and
entrances are grouped in pairs protected by small porches with gable roofs supported by wrought-iron columns
or metal posts. These entrances open directly into apartments.

Displaying similar materials applied to the one-story buildings, various models of two-story buildings are
protected by hip or gable roof systems and exhibit a central entrance with diminutive shed or flat roof porches.
The entrances open into central halls and staircases. Wood-frame structural systems finished with composite
concrete asbestos shingles appear along most second stories with brick walls supporting the first stories.
Fenestration is largely irregular but symmetrical with three-light and four-light metal casement windows.
Containing separate entrances, one-story gable extensions bracket the ends of most of the two-story gable-roof
buildings. The complex initially offered one- and two-bedroom apartments; later renovations converted some
adjacent combinations of two-bedroom apartments into three- and one-bedroom units.

Arranged on a random fan-shape lot astride Ingleside Avenue west of the City of Macon, the Winship Garden
Apartments (Figures 11-12) were designed by the architectural firm of Dennis & Dennis and completed in

1948. Eleven two-story buildings radiate around two drives that extend south of Ingleside Avenue and terminate
into parking courts. Displaying side-facing gable roofs, the buildings form U shape courtyards and a modified
linear alignment along the east, south, and west property lines. The second-story exterior walls are finished with
composite asbestos-concrete shingles and brick veneering appears on the first story. The use of contrasting
materials, simple cornices and pilasters at the entrances, and a slightly overhanging second story facade is
indicative of the so-called Garrison variant of the Colonial Revival style. Separate entrances provide access into
each apartment, and fenestration is regular and symmetrical with metal casement windows exhibiting multiple
lights. Eight of the buildings have one-story gable extensions with brick exterior walls that embrace, with slight
setbacks, the facades of the central two-story blocks. The complex contains eighty-three units with one-, two-,
and three-bedroom apartments. A system of sidewalks extend along the drives and packing court, and
landscaping includes mature hardwood trees and various shrubs and plants.

Peachtree Hills Apartments (Figures 13-15) combines elements of an oblique orientation to the adjacent
intersecting streets with planned phases. Located at the intersection of Peachtree Hills Avenue and Virginia
Place, the complex developed in three phases between 1938 and 1950. One of the earliest examples of the
International style applied to modern apartments, the first phase was completed in 1938. Designed by the
Atlanta architectural firm Burge & Stevens, the plan includes twenty-nine, three-story semi-detached apartment
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buildings that radiate off Pine Circle, an access street into the complex that forms a forty-five degree
intersection with Virginia Place. To provide maximum exposure, several buildings also face Peachtree Hills
Avenue and Virginia Place. The termination of Pine Circle accommodates parking spaces and a large, central
green space that serves as a passive recreation site. Nine garages stand behind the apartment buildings.

On the fifteen acre site, the first phase of Peachtree Hills displays U and L shapes and offset linear alignments
of buildings. Constructed with concrete and steel systems, the buildings display flat roofs, smooth buff stucco
exterior wall fabric, and balconies and porches opening at wall corners. Fenestration is regular and symmetrical
with metal sash windows. Entrances are protected by metal doors with five lights, a transom, and sidelights.
Some second- and third-story balconies project over an entrance with a stem wall; other entrances are protected
by cantilevers.

Smaller in scope, the second and third phases of Peachtree Hills occupy sites to the west and north,
respectively, of the initial phase. Atlanta architects Burge & Stevens also drafted the plans for the latter phases,
applying similar International influences reflected on the first phase. The second phase forms a modified Z
shape with detached and semi-detached buildings, and the third phase displays rectangular building set at right
angles.

The latter phases also consist of three-story buildings, but subtle design and material changes provide some
contrast. Red brick exterior walls and an articulated concrete foundation appear on the second phase, and
projecting balconies along with red brick walls on the third phase. Fenestration is irregular and asymmetrical
with metal sash windows and tall rectangular panels of glass blocks that light interior staircases. Five-light
metal doors painted red with transoms and sidelights furnish additional continuity between the phases. Each
phase was designed with a system of central entrances opening into halls and stairwells that lead to the
apartments. Each building contains six apartments with studio, one-, two-, and three-bedroom plans. In
association with Raymond Allen Jones of Atlanta, the J. A. Jones Construction Company of Charlotte, North
Carolina developed all three phases, which accounts for 311 apartments.

Completed in 1949, the Briarcliff Normandy Apartments (Figures 16-19) in Atlanta’s Druid Hills neighborhood
also express International styling. Comprised of nine buildings, the complex stands on gently rolling terrain,
extending from north of Normandy Drive to Chalmette Drive west of Briarcliff Road, N.E. Arranged with
rectangular or modified linear plans, the buildings radiate either parallel or perpendicular to the streets. The
combination of two- and three-story buildings display flat roofs, brick exterior wall fabric, and metal casement
windows with multiple lights. The buildings north of Normandy Drive are executed with buff brick exteriors,
and the remaining buildings with textured red brick. Interrupting the smooth surface of the brick facades of the
two-story buildings are two-story projecting extensions with flat roofs, louvered vents and glass blocks,
balconies with stem walls and tubular steel pipe handrails, and an entrance with ceramic tile surround. The
three-story buildings display simple entrances protected by cantilevers and bands of metal casement windows
organized at wall corners. The two-story buildings contain eight apartments arranged with one- and two-
bedroom units, and the three-story buildings contain six apartments. A swimming pool occupies a site near the
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center of the complex. Parking is provided for along the secondary streets, rear parking courts, and under
several of the three-story buildings. A system of concrete sidewalks extend between the apartment buildings,
swimming pool, and streets. Landscaping includes mature hardwood trees and a variety of shrubs and plants.

To the south of the Briarcliff Normandy Apartments (Figure 20, see Figure 18 for site plan) radiates the Briar
Hills Apartments. Built in 1947, the complex stands between Briarwood Drive and Chalmette Drive along
Briarcliff Road, N.E. The two- and three-story buildings display Streamline Moderne influences. A good
example of a random site plan, the complex contains nine buildings sited using a variety of parallel and
perpendicular orientations and oblique angles to the adjacent streets. Notable Streamline influences included
flat roofs, smooth wall surfaces, rounded corners filled with metal casement and awning windows, small round
windows adjacent to entrances, and panels of glass blocks that identify entrances and provide natural interior
lighting into interior stairwells. Accented with wrought-iron handrails and brackets, small cantilevers project
over entrances. Clay hollow tile walls are finished with bricks painted white. A system of concrete sidewalks
provide access between the buildings, the adjoining streets, and two parking garages along the rear, or west,
elevation of the property.

Containing fifty-one buildings with 304 units, the Lindmont Apartments (Figures 21-22) at the intersection of
Piedmont Road and Lindbergh Drive are representative of relatively large complexes. Completed in 1949, the
two-story buildings are arranged in groups of three with offset adjoining wall systems; the long elevations run
parallel to adjoining streets. Radiating off Lindbergh Drive, a central loop named Lindmont Circle provides
access to the majority of the apartments. Lindmont Circle is bracketed by the more modest cul-de-sacs named
East Lindmont Court and West Lindmont Court, respectively. A system of pull-in parking spaces and concrete
sidewalks provide access throughout the complex. Displaying International influences, the buildings are
executed with symmetrical facades, flat roofs, modest cantilevers that protect entrance porches, and hollow tile
walls finished with textured red brick veneering. Incised entrance porches and full-height vertical columns that
project above the roof lines and beyond the front facades contribute ambiance and break the rectilinear forms of
the buildings. Metal casement windows admit natural lighting into the interiors.

Built in 1948, the Chelsea Apartments (Figures 23-24) in Savannah radiate along a S shaped drive named for
the complex. Located southeast of the downtown off Skidaway Road, the complex consists of twenty-eight two-
story buildings that contain 124 units. Defined in part by a variety of broad and narrow but deep courtyards, the
complex employs a random site plan with the facades of most buildings set either parallel or perpendicular to
the winding Chelsea Drive. Several buildings are oriented at oblique angles to the street or to adjacent
buildings. Similar to some public housing projects of the era, the buildings display gable roofs with shallow
eaves, red brick veneer walls accented with modest quoins, and simple entrance porches protected by gable
pediments accented by wrought-iron columns. Most of the original windows, presumably metal casements,
have been replaced with sliding or metal sash units.

In Athens, the Mathis Apartments (Figures 25-26) were completed in 1948 at the intersection of South Lumpkin
and Rutherford. Displaying International influences, three buildings are arranged with the long facade of the
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central rectilinear resource facing Lumpkin. The central building is bracketed by two L shape buildings, and a
garage supports the complex at the rear, or west, elevation of the central building. Containing forty-three
apartments, the two- and three-story buildings exhibit flat roofs and glass block panels and cantilevers that
identify entrances. Supported by reinforced concrete slab foundations, concrete block walls are finished with
textured red bricks. Arranged in symmetrical patterns, metal casement windows are accented by horizontal
bands of dark red bricks and slender castcrete belt courses. The horizontal bands are broken by projecting
vertical brick panels of the same color as the primary walls, which contain the glass blocks and entrances
protected by cantilevers. The rear elevations of the buildings are devoid of the horizontal bands and belt
courses. Located on gently sloping terrain, the northernmost building includes an additional level in the form of
a raised basement, which is barely visible from Lumpkin and contains an entrance on the north elevation. The
site is landscaped with mature hardwoods, crepe myrtles, and small shrubs. Executed with limestone stem walls
and ashlar brick piers, a distinctive curvilinear entrance walk leads to the central building from South Lumpkin,
and a date stone identifies the date of construction as 1948.

3. Significance: Georgia’s modern apartment complexes possess significance at the local level under NRHP
criteria A and C in the areas of architecture, community planning and development, and landscape architecture.
Some complexes may also convey significance through their social history associated with a military
installation, or ethnic heritage in association with an African-American apartment complex. Significance may
be derived from formal architectural styles, site plans, or the growth of a city’s suburbs, contributing to
development during the Great Depression, or associated with the post World War II housing shortage and
construction boom. Some complexes derived significance from their architectural style. Because of their
distinctive characteristics, the forms, shapes, and massing applied to Georgia’s modern apartment complexes
may also possess significance. Significance may also be derived from an apartment complex’s unique property
type developed specifically for multi-family residential use. Some complexes may have significance associated
with their site plans and integral landscaping. Indicative of the magnitude of Georgia’s housing phenomenon at
the middle of the twentieth century, some complexes represented the single largest concentration of buildings
within a suburb, community, or city. Conveying the significance of the site plan of a complex, the sheer size
and scale of an overall resource is important to the community planning and development aspects of modern
apartment complexes. Modern apartment complexes contributed to the dramatic suburbanization of Georgia’s
landscape, and some were tangible symbols of a “culture of abundance.” Large for-profit ventures, modern
apartment complexes contributed to Georgia’s suburban growth through their large lots, spacious lawns, and
expansive site plans using high-density housing patterns at locations along important streets, near established
neighborhoods, and in close proximity to emerging suburbs, golf courses, and university campuses.

Typically, the buildings comprising an apartment complex were planned and executed by professional
architects and contractors. Development often occurred astride arterial or secondary streets in emerging
suburban neighborhoods, or large vacant sites on the edges of an established community. Many complexes were
derived from vernacular construction traditions to suit the needs of the property owner. But, in some cases,
buildings display the influences of a particular style, including, but not limited to Georgian Revival,
International, and Streamline Moderne, and contribute to larger trends in formal architecture.
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4. Registration Requirements: Modern apartment complexes eligible for nomination under the F.1 property
type must serve a historic multi-family residential function and have been constructed during the historic period
outlined in Section E. The initial period of significance, c. 1936-1954, is defined by the appearance of the first
modern apartment complexes in the Great Depression and the dramatic tapering off their development
following scandals throughout the industry and subsequent changes in Federal programs in the early-1950s. A
modest amount of development of small complexes persisted during the remainder of the decade and into the
early-1960s. After languishing for nearly a decade, apartment development experienced another period of
enthusiastic construction in the late-1960s and the 1970s. Persisting through periodic cycles during the 1980s
and 1990s, apartment construction continues to the present, although the advent of condominiums, townhouses,
mega-apartment complexes, and other forms of multifamily housing, including high-rise apartment towers,
increasingly captured a large share of the market. In general, it appears that the era of Georgia’s modern
apartment complexes experienced a fundamental shift about 1975 as the introduction of condominiums and
townhouses, new zoning regulations, and increasing real estate prices affected the form, size, and extent of
multifamily housing. Many of these newer apartment complexes were bereft of formal architectural influences
and displayed few notable features. After the mid-1950s, few apartment complexes were crafted with rounded
wall surfaces, panels of glass blocks, metal casement and wood double-hung sash windows, decorative tiles and
brick work, or belt courses commonly applied to earlier models. Few complexes developed in the post-Modern
era displayed International, Streamline Moderne, or indeed the influences of any formal architectural style.
Rarely employed as an exterior wall fabric on immediate post-World War II apartment complexes, stucco and
concrete blocks became common wall finishes. Derived in part from the design of contemporary motels of the
post-Modern period, full-length porches and balconies integrated within the primary roof provided access into
apartments. Aluminum awning and sash windows replaced older window types.

This subsequent era of modern apartment construction, roughly defined as c. 1955-c. 1980, falls under the
provisions enumerated in NRHP Bulletin 22, Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties that Have
Achieved Significance Within the Past Fifty Years. Because of these new architectural trends, some complexes
built after the 1950s may not possess significance under Criterion C. For an apartment complex to achieve
significance within the past fifty years it must possess exceptional importance as established through scholarly
evaluation. A National Register Nomination for an apartment complex built outside the historic period should
contain “deliberate, distinct justification for the ‘exceptional’ importance of the resource. The clarity and
persuasiveness of the justification is critical for registering properties that have gained importance in the past
fifty years.” Even modern apartment complexes built within the historic period, but containing significant
numbers of resources added to the complex outside the historic period, should be assessed and evaluated using
the criteria found in Bulletin 22. The period of significance should be interpreted with a “sliding scale”
approach that employs a “moving” cut-off date that accounts for the passage of time. The process has the intent
of including resources that reach the fifty year mark and provide for their eligibility for NRHP Nomination
under this cover without a requirement to meet the exceptional importance test in Bulletin 22.
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To qualify for registration an apartment complex should (1) clearly represent an architectural style; (2) embody
community planning and development concepts; (3) be associated with important historical events; or (4)
convey important planning and housing features, even if the individual buildings themselves are unexceptional
architecturally. Individual buildings comprising an apartment complex must retain their original appearance to a
high degree.

Resources for evaluating eligibility include the NRHP Bulletin “Historic Residential Suburbs,” the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation as codified in 36 CFR 67, and NRHP Bulletin 15 How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Alterations appropriate to the original design and appearance of
individual buildings will not preclude a complex from eligibility. Additions and modifications sensitive to a
historic resource generally appear at the rear or side elevations. The installation of an incompatible roof system
on a building, such as replacing an original flat or gable roof with a mansard roof system, or the addition of a
pent roof, typically will result in the resource being considered non-contributing. Enclosing entrances,
balconies, and porches in a manner that results in a diminution or loss of historic character, such as using solid
materials like wood, stucco, or masonry, can result in a loss of integrity and eligibility. Replacement windows
should reflect the original type of window and its glazing pattern. Changes in fenestration, such as the
introduction of new windows in spaces originally consisting of solid walls, can result in a resource being
considered non-contributing. Buildings that display materials inconsistent with the historic period in which they
were constructed, or the removal of significant architectural details are excluded from eligibility. The
introduction of new buildings into a complex does not necessarily make a complex ineligible for NRHP listing.
Typically, apartment complexes should be treated similar to other historic districts. That is, among other
criteria, boundaries should follow lines of legal definition and a count of contributing and non-contributing
resources should result in approximately seventy percent of the resources assessed as contributing. Site plans
and landscape features, such as courtyards, vegetation and trees, pedestrian sidewalks and paths, playgrounds
and parking courts, swimming pools, and street alignments, should also be evaluated and assessed for their
historical integrity.



