
Brief in Support of the Landmark Commission (1001 North Crawford Street) – Page 1 

Case No. CA234-246 (MW) 
 
BARRETT LINBURG   § 
   Appellant,  § 
      § In re 1001 N. Crawford St. 
      § 
      § 
vs.      § 
      § Appeal to the City Plan Commission 
      § 
LANDMARK COMMISSION,  § 
   Appellee.  § 
 

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF THE LANDMARK COMMISSION 
 
TO THE HONORABLE COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY PLAN COMMISSION: 
 

Now comes the City of Dallas Landmark Commission (“Landmark”) and submits this brief 

in support of Landmark’s decision to deny Appellant’s application for a certificate of 

appropriateness. 

A. Facts and Background 

The structure1 in question is a noncontributing apartment building located at 1001 North 

Crawford Street (the “structure”) which is in the Lake Cliff Historic District (“Lake Cliff”). (See 

Record § 3, p. 13.)2 Most of the apartment buildings in Lake Cliff were constructed in the 1920’s 

and 1930’s and contribute to the feel of Lake Cliff. (See National Register of Historic Places 

Continuation Sheet – Lake Cliff Historic District; Ex. A at p. 11.) However, the structure was built 

in 1945 and is “larger and less sensitive to the historic ambiance of the district.” (See National 

Register of Historic Places Continuation Sheet – Inventory of Properties – Lake Cliff Historic 

District; Ex. A at p. 7.) 

 
1 The Dallas Appraisal District indicates that the property is owned by 1001 Crawford LLC. 
2 All Record references are to the section number and the page number in the pdf copy of the Record. 
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Barrett Linburg of Savoy Equity Partners (hereinafter collectively referred to as “Savoy”) 

makes this appeal to the City Plan Commission (“CPC”). (See Record p. 1.) On January 22, 2024, 

Savoy submitted eight requests for a certificate of appropriateness (“CA”) to Landmark relating to 

balconies, doors, windows, shutters, trim, railings, and light fixtures. (See Record § 7, p. 114.) On 

March 4, 2024, Landmark approved all the requested CAs, but some of the items were approved 

with conditions. (See Landmark Minutes for March 4, 2024; Ex. B at p. 7-8.) Landmark approved 

Savoy’s request for a CA to replace the 1960’s era aluminum windows with vinyl windows 

conditioned on the windows being wood. (See id. at 7.) Landmark noted that the required condition 

was necessary so that the windows complied with the Lake Cliff preservation criteria. (See id.) 

On March 5, 2024, Savoy submitted another request to Landmark for a certificate of 

appropriateness to use vinyl windows to replace the existing aluminum windows. (See Record § 

1, p. 5-6.)  The issue went before Landmark a second time on April 1, 2024, and staff recommended 

that the windows be replaced conditioned on the windows being wood, with no vinyl and cladding. 

(See Record § 2, p.10.) Staff determined that vinyl windows are not compatible because Lake Cliff 

would be adversely affected based on the lack of compliance with Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of the Lake 

Cliff preservation criteria. (See id. & § 3 at p. 10.) Section 5.2 recommends replacement of 

windows that have been altered and no longer match the historic appearance. (See id. § 6 at p. 83.) 

Section 5.3 recommends replacement of windows that express muntin and mullion size, light 

configuration, and material to match the historic. (See id.)  

The Lake Cliff task force recommended that vinyl windows be approved because there are 

examples of vinyl windows in Lake Cliff and the financial burden of wood windows. (See id. at § 

5 at p. 45.) Savoy’s representative requested that Landmark either approve or deny with no 

conditions to allow for an appeal to the CPC. (See Id. at § 5 at p. 46.) During the April 1, 2024 
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hearing, Landmark Commissioners noted that cost of the project should not influence their 

decision. (See Id. at § 5 at pp. 48 & 53.) After a substantive discussion related to the request, 

Landmark denied the request for approval of vinyl windows. (See id. at § 1 at p. 7 & §5 at p. 56.) 

Savoy now appeals the April 1, 2024 decision of Landmark to the CPC. (See id. p. 1.) 

B. The Historic Preservation Program and Staff Recommendations 

The purpose of the historic district preservation program is to protect, enhance, and 

perpetuate places that represent distinctive and important elements of the City of Dallas’ historical 

and architectural history, and to preserve diverse architectural styles, patterns of development, and 

design preferences reflecting phases of the City of Dallas’ history. Dallas, Tex., Code § 51A-

4.501(a). 

Due to the quasi-judicial nature of Landmark proceedings, Landmark Commissioners are 

restricted from visiting properties that have pending CA applications, so Landmark finds the 

preservation criteria and staff recommendations helpful in determining what proposed work is 

compatible with the historic overlay district and what proposed work is not compatible. 

C. The Legal Standard 

Landmark must grant a CA for noncontributing structures if it determines that the proposed 

work is compatible with the historic overlay district. Id. § 51A-4.501(g)(6)(C)(ii). At the April 1, 

2024, Landmark hearing, Savoy had the burden of proof to establish the necessary facts to warrant 

a favorable action.  Id. § 51A-4.501(g)(6)(B). 

Regarding appeals to the CPC, the City Council provided guidance and mandated that the 

CPC give deference to Landmark’s decision. Id. § 51A-3.103(a)(1). Their reasoning is based on 

their requirement that all Landmark Commissioners have expertise in historic preservation. Id. § 

51A-4.501(o) (requiring that the CPC give deference to the landmark commission decision and 

may not substitute its judgment for the landmark commission’s judgment). 
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When the CPC hears an appeal from Landmark, it may not substitute its judgment for the 

judgment of Landmark, but, rather, shall determine if Landmark erred in its decision. Id. § 51A-

4.501(o)(1). The CPC is required to affirm the decision of Landmark unless it finds that the 

decision: “(A) violates a statutory or ordinance provision; (B) exceeds the [L]andmark 

[C]ommission’s authority; or (C) was not reasonably supported by substantial evidence 

considering the evidence in the record.” Id. § 51A-4.501(o)(2).   

Here, there is no violation of a statutory or ordinance provision. Nor did Landmark exceed 

its authority as the Dallas Development Code specifically grants Landmark jurisdiction to approve, 

deny with prejudice, or deny without prejudice the CA and may impose conditions on the CA. Id. 

§ 51A-4.501(g)(6)(B). Therefore, this appeal considers whether there is substantial evidence in the 

record to support the decision of Landmark. 

D. Argument 

The record in this case is clear and there is substantial evidence to support Landmark’s 

decision. Landmark’s reasoning cited during the hearing were consistent with staff 

recommendations.  

The goal of the preservation program is to preserve the historical design elements of 

buildings in Lake Cliff and not approve design elements that make a building less conforming with 

the preservation standards. With regard to the specific issue in this appeal, the Lake Cliff 

preservation criteria require replacement of windows when they “have been altered and no longer 

match the historic appearance” with windows made of “material” that matches the historic nature 

of Lake Cliff. (See Record at § 6 at p. 83; Sections 5.2 & 5.3 of the Lake Cliff preservation criteria).  

Savoy argues that the proposed vinyl windows are compatible with Lake Cliff. (See 

Appellant Brief to CPC). However, they are not compatible as explained by City Staff in their 

analysis: 
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The existing windows are likely not original. The building is late 1940s while the 
windows are circa 1960s. The 1-over-1 configuration is acceptable, but again staff 
recommends wood instead of vinyl. While the building may be noncontributing, a 
general rule of thumb traditionally used is to not make a noncontributing structure 
more noncontributing. Therefore, the appropriate window for a 1940s building 
would be wood Staff recommends wood under the same criteria as above in Item 
#2. 

(See Record at § 7, p. 120.) 

Savoy further argues that they are “more attractive” than the 1960’s era aluminum 

windows. (See Appellant Brief to CPC). However, attractiveness compared to windows that are 

not compatible with the Lake Cliff preservation criteria is not the standard. Landmark clearly made 

its determination about whether the proposed windows were compatible with the Lake Cliff 

preservation criteria. (See Record at § 5 at p. 53.) Similarly, whether the proposed vinyl windows 

are “similar in appearance” to other windows in Lake Cliff is not the criteria considered by 

Landmark. (See Appellant Brief to CPC). Compatibility with the criteria is the issue and the 

Commissioners discussed whether the vinyl windows over wood windows were compatible. (See 

Record at § 5 at pp. 47, 50-51.) 

Savoy claims that Landmark made no arguments or findings showing that the vinyl 

windows are incompatible. (See Appellant Brief to CPC). However, part of the record contains 

both staff recommendations that the proposed vinyl windows are not compatible with the 

preservation criteria (see Record at § 7, p. 120 & § 2, p. 10) and the substantive discussion of the 

Landmark Commissioners related to the vinyl windows and their appearance compared to wood 

(see id. at § 5 at pp. 47, 50-51). 

Finally, Savoy argues that the Lake Cliff neighborhood task force supported the proposed 

vinyl windows. (See Appellant Brief to CPC). However, the task force recommendation is merely 

persuasive as the rules for Landmark only empower to the task force to “provide technical 
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expertise” and “make recommendations.” (See Landmark Commission Rules of Procedure at § 

14(A) (1) & (2)). 

E. Conclusion 
 

Because Landmark did not violate a statutory or ordinance provision, did not exceed its 

authority, and its decision is reasonably supported by substantial evidence in the record, the CPC 

must affirm the decision of Landmark.  The CPC must give deference to Landmark, even if the 

CPC may have come to a different conclusion than Landmark.  Because the CPC may not 

substitute its judgment for that of Landmark, the denial of the proposed vinyl windows must be 

approved. 

      Respectfully submitted, 
       
CITY ATTRORNEY OF THE CITY OF DALLAS 
Tammy L. Palomino 
City Attorney 

     
      /s/ Justin H. Roy     
      JUSTIN H. ROY 

Assistant City Attorney 
Texas Bar No. 24013428 
justin.roy@dallascityhall.com  

                                       
    
  
                                                                        7DN Dallas City Hall 

1500 Marilla Street 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
Telephone: 214-670-3519 
Facsimile: 214-670-0622 
 
ATTORNEY FOR THE LANDMARK 
COMMISSION 

mailto:justin.roy@dallascityhall.com
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