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APPLICATION FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS – STAFF REPORT 
 
085-18-CA 223 ELM STREET 
Applicant: HENRY C WARD 
Received: 5/16/18 Meeting Date(s): 
Submission date + 90 days:  8/7/2018 1) 6/28/2018 2)  3)  
 

INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION 
 
Historic District: OAKWOOD HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Zoning: HOD-G 
Nature of Project: Implementation of master landscape plan; replacement of front walk; 

installation of a side yard walk; installation of retaining wall; and installation of a drainage 
system; remove crape mytrle tree 

Amendments: None 
Staff Notes:  

• Unified Development Code section 10.2.15.E.1 provides that “An application for a 
certificate of appropriateness authorizing the demolition or destruction of a building, 
structure or site within any Historic Overlay District…may not be denied…. However, 
the authorization date of such a certificate may be delayed for a period of up to 365 days 
from the date of issuance…. If the Commission finds that the building, structure or 
site has no particular significance or value toward maintaining the character of the 
Historic Overlay District or Historic Landmark, it shall waive all or part of such period 
and authorize earlier demolition or removal.” 

• COAs mentioned are available for review. 
 
 

APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF GUIDELINES and DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 
 

Sections Topic Description of Work 
1.3 Site Features and Plantings Implementation of master landscape 

plan; replacement of front walk; 
installation of a side yard walk; 
installation of retaining wall; remove 
crape mytrle tree; and installation of 
a drainage system 

1.4  Fences and Walls installation of retaining wall 
1.5  Walkways, Driveways, and Off-street 

Parking 
replacement of front walk; 
installation of a side yard walk 

2.8  Entrances, Porches, and Balconies Install stoop at side entry 
            
 

STAFF REPORT 
 

Based on the information contained in the application and staff’s evaluation: 
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A. The implementation of a master landscape plan; removal of a crape mytrle tree; installation 

of retaining wall; and installation of a drainage system with a grading plan is not 

incongruous in concept according to Guidelines 1.3.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.3, 1.3.7, 1.3.13 and the 

following suggested facts: 

1* In Matthew Brown’s Inventory of Structures in the Oakwood National Register Historic 

District, the property is described: 

“WA4142  223 Elm St. Wilkinson-Wishy House 1899  This Queen Anne gable-front-and-
wing frame cottage and the similar house at 225 Elm were built by contractor L. M. 
Hamilton for Thomas B. and Katie Wilkinson. He was a dry goods salesman and minor 
developer. Her father Thomas B. Moseley managed the project. The Wilkinsons and 
Moseleys lived around the corner on E. Jones St. This house has a front-gabled section on 
the right and a side-gabled wing on the left; the roof ridges are of the same height. The roof 
is steeply pitched, and was originally sheathed in wooden shingles. The gables have 
scalloped siding and hexagonal attic vents. There is a porch in front of the side-gabled wing. 
Its roof comprises two slopes projecting from the main roof slopes. The porch roof is 
supported by two Tuscan columns with a Chinoiserie balustrade. The front door has a 
transom. Most windows are two-over-two. There is an original ell behind the side-gabled 
wing. There was an original porch beside it, which was enclosed prior to 1950. The house 
was converted to three apartments in c.1965. An addition was made behind the original ell, 
probably at the same time. The house was returned to a single unit as part of a restoration 
by Barbara Wishy in c.1979-80. There is a tiny shed behind the house built in c.1990. There is 
a stone retaining wall at the front of the property which probably dates to the 1920s.” 

2* The application mentions several items that were previously approved through two COAs: 

119-15-MW (prune crepe myrtle trees; remove concrete steps walkway; install brick strip 

driveway; alter rear trellis; install 42" tall fence section; alter rear pond; change exterior paint 

colors; add front walk; relocate stone wall; relocate HVAC unit), 005-16-CA (Remove non-

historic rear addition; construct new rear addition with porch; grade rear yard; remove 

trees; remove shed, pond and trellis). This application requests some changes in design and 

materials from those previously approved projects. 

3* A new painted brick stoop is proposed for the side entry door.  The brick is proposed to be 

painted black to match the currently painted brick foundation. 
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4* For the installation of the drainage system only the above ground elements are subject to 

review - locations were provided in the application.  A drawing of the pop-up drain was 

provided in the application materials. 

5* A multi-stemmed crape myrtle in the rear yard is proposed for removal and will be replaced 

with six trees of unspecified type.  The application does state that no caliper of the 

individual stems is greater than 8”, however, the actual DBH of the crape myrtle is 

unspecified.  Per the photographs included in the application, the crape myrtle combined 

DBH appears larger than 8”. 

6* Per the applicant’s submitted drawings and photographs, there are at least two maple street 

trees and one pecan tree adjacent to the driveway.  No tree protection information was 

provided, nor was information provided about the critical root zones of adjacent trees that 

may be impacted by the construction of walls in the rear yard.  

 

 

B. The replacement of front walk and installation of a side yard walk is not incongruous in 

concept according to Guidelines 1.3.1, 1.3.2, 1.3.3, 1.3.7, 1.3.13, however, the installation of 

grey bricks and gravel may be incongruous according to Guidelines 1.3.8 and the following 

suggested facts: 

1* The application proposes the use of grey techo bricks for the previously approved brick 

strip driveway.  Grey bricks are atypical of the historic district.  The proposed techo 

Victorien paver is described on the manufacturer’s website as an “interlocking concrete 

paver possessing strength and durability… Vehicular & pedestrian friendly. This pavement 

is also de-icing salt resistant, withstands harsh climates and comes with a transferable 

lifetime warranty. The Victorien is also available in a permeable application.” 

2* Red tone brick is predominant in the historic district.  However, the applicant did provide 

two examples of properties in the district that have grey bricks installed: Oakwood 

Cemetery and 114 N Bloodworth Street.  Oakwood Cemetery is not within the Historic 

Overlay District.  The bricks on Bloodworth Street either predate the district or were 

installed without a COA. Evidence was not provided to show that the use of techo brick 

meets the guidelines. 
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3* In addition to the driveway, the grey techo bricks are specified for the front walk, side yard 

walk, and the devil strip (the space between the sidewalk and the street). The techo bricks 

specified for the side yard walk are larger, square panels that are more industrial and 

modern in design.  Per the manufacturer’s website, the Industria Slab is “A contemporary 

slab, intended for commercial and municipal pedestrian use, Industria’s streigth (sic) edges 

will give each project a modern and exclusive appearance.“  

4* The Oakwood Special Character Essay states, “Public sidewalks are generally concrete; a 

few brick walks still survive. There is typically a tree lawn between the public sidewalk and 

the curb where street trees are planted.” 

5* The applicant proposes the installation of gravel throughout the rear and side yards.  The 

built area to open space ratio was not provided for gravel coverage, however it is clear from 

the drawings that the built area is substantial increase.  

6* The gravel front walk (perpendicular to the proposed brick front walk) is shown in the 

drawings as equaling or exceeding the width of the brick front walk.  This is atypical.  The 

gravel walk should be subservient to the brick front walk.  

7* Per applicant, the design of the landscape intends for plant coverage to soften the 

appearance of the amount of gravel (i.e. the plantings will grow over or “spill onto the 

path”). 

8* The existing front walk is concrete.  The applicant proposes replacing the current concrete 

walk with brick, which would result in a brick walk adjoining two concrete steps.  The 

application did not provide evidence of other properties that feature a similar material 

change.  Additionally, the proposed brick walk is shown in the drawings as wider than the 

current concrete stairs.  Historically, the walk is no wider than the step side walls. 

9* No evidence or description was provided for the “decorative gravel” specified for back fill 

of the side yard walk.  Grey toned gravel is typical of the district. 

10* The proposed brick strip driveway features a decorative triangular treatment where the 

strips should meet the sidewalk.  This is atypical of the historic district.  The brick strips 

should meet the sidewalk without joining together. 
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Staff suggests deferral to allow for a revised design to be submitted by the applicant and/or 

additional evidence to be submitted.   

 

If the committee chooses to defer the application, staff suggests the following additional 

information be required to be submitted: 

• A tree protection plan that will be implemented and remain in place for the duration of 

construction and that addresses the critical root zones on the property and adjacent 

properties and provides staging areas for construction materials. 

• Analysis of built area to open space and built mass to open space for both the existing 

conditions and the proposed alterations. 

• Evidence of other locations in the historic district that feature concrete steps and brick 

walks and a review of the walks that are wider than the adjacent steps. 

• Sufficient evidence for the grey techo brick was not provided.  Staff encourages a red-

tone color more compatible with the historic district. 
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