VI.

VILI.

Agenda
Heritage Preservation Commission
City Of Edina, Minnesota
Community Room, Edina City Hall
Special Meeting
Thursday, June 2, 2022
6:30 PM

Call To Order
Roll Call
Approval Of Meeting Agenda

Community Comment

During "Community Comment," the Board/Commission will invite residents to share relevant issues
or concerns. Individuals must limit their comments to three minutes. The Chair may limit the
number of speakers on the same issue in the interest of time and topic. Generally speaking, items
that are elsewhere on tonight's agenda may not be addressed during Community Comment.
Individuals should not expect the Chair or Board/Commission Members to respond to their
comments tonight. Instead, the Board/Commission might refer the matter to staff for

consideration at a future meeting.
Reports/Recommendations

A. Update to COA H-20-6: 4630 Drexel Ave, Changes to Building
Material and Replacement of Chimney

Chair And Member Comments

Staff Comments

VIII. Adjournment

The City of Edina wants all residents to be comfortable being part of the public
process. If you need assistance in the way of hearing amplification, an
interpreter, large-print documents or something else, please call 952-927-8861
72 hours in advance of the meeting.



CITY OF EDINA
4801 West 50th Street
Edina, MN 55424

www.edinamn. gov

Date: June 2, 2022 Agenda Item #: V.A.
To: Heritage Preservation Commission Item Type:
Other

From: Emily Bodeker, Assistant City Planner
Item Activity:
Subject: Update to COA H-20-6: 4630 Drexel Ave, Changes to Action

Building Material and Replacement of Chimney

ACTION REQUESTED:

A case could be made for approval and denial of the replacement of the roofing material. The staff report offers
options for the Heritage Preservation Commission to consider.

Approve of the reconstruction of the chimney as presented by the applicant.

INTRODUCTION:

The subject property, 4630 Drexel Avenue is located on the northwest corner of Drexel Avenue and Country
Club Road. The home built in 1924 is a Mediterranean style.

A certificate of appropriateness for the project at 4630 Drexel Avenue was approved September 8, 2020. One of
the conditions of the original COA was that asphalt shingles were not an allowable roofing material. At that time,
the applicant was agreeable to that condition. The original COA listed Brava Tile, Decra Tile or Clay Tile as
options for the approved roofing material.

The Heritage Preservation Commission is asked to review the proposed roofing material and how the chimney is
replaced and rebuilt.

ATTACHMENTS:

Applicant Submittal-Roof Material
Applicant Submittal-Chimney Replacement
Staff Report

Memo from City Attormey

Memo from Building Official


http://www.edinamn.gov

Consultant Vogel Memo Roofing Material
Consultant Vogel Memo Chinney

Notice Mailed to Properties within 200 feet



David Petrocchi
222 Ferndale Road South, Unit 101
Wayzata, MN 55391

April 20, 2022

Heritage Preservation Commission c/o Emily Boedecker — Assistant City Planner
City of Edina

4801 West 50" Street

Edina, MN 55424

Subject: Amendment to COA for 4630 Drexel Avenue — Material Change

| am the owner of the home under renovation at 4630 Drexel Avenue. My family and | are very
excited to move into the Country Club District and are looking forward to the completion of our
renovation project. | am submitting a request to change the roofing material that was
submitted with the COA application for the home. The COA application was submitted for a
previous homeowner and | subsequently purchased the home after the COA was issued. There
were no roof shingles on the home at the time of my purchase as the previous homeowner had
removed them for donation to Better Futures Minnesota.

The original COA submittal (attached) included options for roofing material including: Brava
Tile, Decra Tile, Clay Tile, or Asphalt Shingles. The COA was issued with the requirement that we
use Brava Tile, Decra Tile, or Clay Tile. | am requesting that we have the option to use Camelot
Black Roof Shingles. This is an asphalt luxury roof shingle that has been used on many homes in
the District. Attached please find several pictures of homes in the District with similar roof
shingles (including the home across the street at 4632 Drexel). It is a thicker multi-layer shingle
that has authentic depth and dimension as well as the random look of an older home roof |
hope you will agree that it is a very nice look that blends in well with the historic character of
the District.

| prefer this roofing material for the following reasons:

1) Itis more aesthetically appealing to me than the original materials proposed. | think the
barrel-look tile, while often found on Spanish Colonial style homes in the District, looks
better on the more ornate Spanish Colonial homes such as 4509 Moorland and 4625
Wooddale (see attached photos). 4630 Drexel is a Spanish Colonial home with cleaner
lines and a cottage influence.

2) Building costs have gone up dramatically since | started this home. Every component has
gone up dramatically in price since we started. The Camelot shingle, while a luxury
asphalt shingle, is less costly than a tile roof. | understand that cost savings are probably
not that important to the Heritage Preservation Committee, but | do have a limited
budget and the rising costs are forcing me to make some tradeoffs. | would like to



direct the savings from the roof towards the landscaping, which will have a lasting
positive impact on the District.

3) Roof access for future improvements. A flat roof that can be walked on will facilitate
future improvements such as solar.

4) | feel this roof shingle will blend well with the historic character in the district as it is
found on many other homes.

| spent time driving through the Country Club District and noticed how common you find
asphalt roof shingles like we are proposing. | counted approximately 375 out of 554 homes in
the District had some type of asphalt roofing. Even the Historic Baird House has asphalt
shingles (see attached photo). In looking at Spanish Colonial homes similar to Drexel, | counted
approximately 16 out 65 that had some type of asphalt roof shingle. | attached photos of the
Spanish Colonial homes with asphalt roof shingles.

Thank you for considering this amendment to the COA.
Attachments:

Photos of Home with Similar Roofing

Photos of Spanish Colonial Homes with Asphalt Roofing
Photo of Baird House

Material Selection Board

Elevations of Home



Materials
Brava Tile, Decra Tile, Clay Tile, Camelot Asphalt Roofing Options

Black Satin Metal Railing Marvin Ebony-Clad Exterior Windows




Comparing East/Drexel Avenue Elevations (existing, new plan)




Comparing South /fCountry Club Road
Elevations (existing, new plan)
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Comparing West /Facing 4625 Wooddale Garage
Elevations (existing, new plan)




Comparing North /Facing 4626 Drexel
Elevations (existing, new plan)




TNy

‘ -
o e s :‘_T""-
3 R
h pd L TR
e S ANSRe A*"ﬁ s
s SO TR WY

sy <Y













4
]

f

i




¥l

I













- o Tale Lo I o Prapenpeny [y

[ P Sy PR |

ERalal''d



¥
A
SRR
T R s 3
TN S






















L N
- :;".{—_’/,‘!{2.-;;,"



















'3 . [ o '3 .' - L i an i 2 r L '!'fl
_ =i ST A P AT T .-n... ﬁﬁu w -\ﬁ..r I%.r,
I . T T - gl i . o :\.’r- — ik e
b e e N i i e e el -.ﬂ.- ; ﬁf’
g 1 o on o T -" "1--—- wd S g

e o

.‘__ s i
'F' .\"l-.'\.--a- R _'_"3_'~



+ 71' s
Al EEE aE=s

- e ! .-._,.. ‘ll _E_._l_
B ol I




. o
] e
R
i













Scott Busyn

Great Neighborhood Homes, Inc.
3939 West 50" Street, Suite 103A
Edina, MN 55424

May 4, 2022

Heritage Preservation Commission c/o Emily Bodeker — Assistant City Planner
City of Edina

4801 West 50" Street

Edina, MN 55424

Subject: Deteriorated Chimney at 4630 Drexel Avenue

Thank you to Chief Building Official Dave Fisher and yourself for meeting us at the 4630 Drexel
Avenue job site to review the existing chimney. Recapping our discussion, we pointed out to you
and Dave that the existing chimney was structurally unstable due to decades of water intrusion
from the top of the chimney and improper flashing. We pointed out that the structural brick was
mushy and crumbly throughout the chimney structure. There were also structural cracks
throughout the chimney. One of our workers stated he could move the chimney by leaning on it
while working on the roof. Dave Fisher inspected the chimney and ruled that the chimney was
structurally unsafe and should be removed due to it being a hazard. | attached photos of the
deterioration as well as an inspection report from the mid-1980s (source Edina Historical House
Record Card) that that basement had a “Severe, very noticeable water problem, very frightening
to a prospective buyer.” The inspection report also stated the windows had “some rotted wood.”
Dave Fisher also stated at the meeting that he would be issuing a recap of his observations.

Our plans are to rebuild the chimney to the exact measurements per the attached schematic
drafted by DFP Planning and Design (attached). The chimney will be reconstructed with framing
materials and finished with stucco and stone fireplace surround per the schematic to match the
original structure. The homeowner will be installing an exterior gas fireplace in the location of
the fireplace surround as this area will be landscaped as an exterior terrace per the survey. The
homeowner will also be planting trees to create privacy for the terrace.

Obviously, removing and rebuilding this chimney creates significant unintended costs for the
homeowner. The intent of replacing the chimney is to create a safe and functional structure while
making a compatible use of the chimney that meets the objectives of Edina’s Historic Country
Club District Plan of Treatment.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you.

Cc: Dave Fisher — Chief Building Official



Attachments:

Photo of original chimney
Photos of chimney deterioration

Photos of existing chimney measurements used for schematic
Schematic of rebuilt chimney
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STAFF REPORT

20 o)
\(")ltv()\is\\‘
1888

Date: May 27,2022
To: Heritage Preservation Commission

From: Emily Bodeker, Assistant City Planner

Subject: Amendment to COA H-20-6, 4630 Drexel Avenue, proposed roof material and
replacement/reconstruction of chimney

Information / Background:

The subject property, 4630 Drexel Avenue is located on the northwest corner of Drexel Avenue
and Country Club Road. The home built in 1924 is a Mediterranean style.

A certificate of appropriateness for the project at 4630 Drexel Avenue was approved September 8,
2020. One of the conditions of the original COA was that asphalt shingles were not an allowable
roofing material. At that time, the applicant was agreeable to that condition. The original COA
listed Brava Tile, Decra Tile or Clay Tile as options for the approved roofing material.

Since the original approval of the COA, ownership of the property has changed. The new property
owner would like to use Camelot black roof shingles as the roofing material.

Staff was contacted by the contractor on Wednesday, April 27" who requested a meeting on site.
Staff met the contractor and site supervisor at the subject property. The contractor pointed out
that the existing chimney was structurally unstable. After a review on site, the Chief Building
Official deemed the existing chimney a life safety issue and ordered it to be removed. (See memo
from Building Official, David Fisher, attached).

Commissioners have raised issues regarding the process and the 50% rule on this site; therefore,

staff asked the city attorney to provide a legal opinion. That legal opinion is attached and is the
basis for staff’s findings.

Primary Issue:

The Heritage Preservation Commission is asked to review the proposed roofing material and how
the chimney is replaced and rebuilt.

R R ===
City of Edina « 4801 W.50th St. * Edina, MN 55424



STAFF REPORT Page 2

The objective of the Country Club Landmark District is preservation of the existing historic house
facades and streetscapes. The city has adopted the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for
rehabilitation when reviewing certificate of appropriateness applications.

Staff believes the following standards of rehabilitation are pertinent to the review of the
amendment to COA H-20-6:

e The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided.

e Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a historic property shall be preserved.

e Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the
old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial
evidence.

The HPC approved the removal of the original roofing material with the original COA application
approved September 8, 2020.

The existing chimney has been removed from the subject property due to health and safety reasons
and the demolition was ordered by the city’s Chief Building Official. The applicant is proposing to
replace the chimney by constructing the new chimney with framing materials and finish it with stucco
and stone to match the original structure.

This house does not meet the definition of demolition in the Country Club plan of treatment. With
the order from the Chief Building Official that the chimney be replaced, more than 50% of the walls
were removed during construction. However, this project does not meet the definition of
demolition due to the fact a large portion of those walls were removed and repaired or replaced in
the same location to maintain structural integrity of the house. As advised by the city attorney, staff
does not recommend a new home process for this site, even if the 50% rule were exceeded. The
country club plan of treatment includes the following definition of demolition:

Demolition —
For purposes of design review and compliance with City Code §850.20 Subd. 10, demolition shall
mean the physical alteration of a building that requires a city permit and where:
(2) 50% or more of the surface area of all exterior walls, in the aggregate, are removed; or
(b) 50% or more of the principal roof structure is removed, changing its shape, pitch, or
height; or
(c) A front porch, side porch, vestibule, dormer, chimney, attached garage, or porte-
cochere is removed or destroyed. This definition does not include removal of existing
siding, roofing, trim, fascia, soffit, eave moldings, windows, and doors.



STAFF REPORT Page 3

Preservation Consultant Vogel reviewed the application and has written a memo that is attached in
the heritage preservation commission packet.

Staff Recommendation & Findings:

A case could be made for approval and denial of the replacement of the roofing material. Below
provides options for the heritage preservation commission to consider:

Approval (roofing and chimney)

Approve the amendment to COA H-20-6 allowing the use of Camelot black roof shingles and
approval of the reconstruction of the chimney using finishing materials to match the original
structure. Approval is based on the following findings:

I. The proposed roofing materials meet the intent of the Secretary of the Interior’s standards
for rehabilitation.

2. Asphalt shingles are appropriate for both new construction and rehabilitation projects in
the country club district.

3. The original shape of the roof is maintained.

4. The finishing materials of the chimney would match the original chimney.

5. The chimney was required to be replaced by the City building official for health and safety
reasons.

Denial for Roofing (approval for chimney)
Deny the proposed roofing materials and approval of the reconstruction of the chimney based on
the following findings:

I. The existing tile roof was a distinguishing feature of the home. Camelot asphalt shingles do
not match the features of the original roof in design, texture, or other visual qualities.

2. The finishing materials of the chimney would match the original chimney.

3. The chimney was required to be replaced by the City building official for health and safety
reasons.

4. The chimney materials meet the intent of the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for

rehabilitation.

Staff recommends the approval of the reconstruction of the chimney to match the materials and
detailing of the original chimney as proposed by the applicant based on the findings above.



MEMORANDUM

] CAMPBELL KNUTSON
FrRom: DAVID KENDALL, CITY ATTORNEY : e e
To: HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION —

CC: CITY PLANNING AND BUILDING STAFF
DATE: MAY 25, 2022
RE:  PROPERTY AT 4630 DREXEL AVENUE, EDINA

FACTS

On September 8, 2020 the City of Edina issued a Certificate of Appropriateness (“COA”) for
renovation of the property located at 4630 Drexel Avenue in Edina (the “Property”). This Property
includes a Spanish-style home built in the 1920s. This home is located within the Country Club
District (“District”) in the City of Edina. Renovations to homes in this District are subject to
review by the Edina Heritage Preservation Commission (“HPC”).

When the City issued the existing COA, the COA authorized removal of the old roofing materials
and installation of new roofing materials. The new roofing materials approved by the COA issued
by the HPC were limited to Brava Tile, Decra Tile, and Clay Tile. Following approval of the
existing COA, the applicant removed and donated the existing roofing material, which was
permissible under the COA because that COA authorized the use of new roofing material. The
City has now received an application to revise the approved roofing materials authorized by the
COA. The COA stated that changes to the approved plans would require review by the HPC.

The application to amend the COA states that the home has been sold to a new owner who would
like to amend the COA to allow the new owner to use an asphalt shingle product for the roofing
material. Use of this roofing material was not authorized by the existing COA, which specifically
states that asphalt roofing is not an acceptable roofing material. The new owner of the Property is
now applying to use asphalt shingles. This is a change to the approved plans, which requires
review by the HPC.

Based on safety concerns, the Chief Building Official has ordered the property owner to remove
the fireplace and chimney of the home. Removal of the chimney was not authorized by the COA
but was nonetheless required by the Chief Building Official due to health and safety concerns. The
Chief Building Official determined the chimney to be structurally unsound and determined that it
had to be removed immediately because it could collapse and cause injury to workers onsite or to
members of the public.

In addition to the application to add asphalt shingles as an acceptable roofing material, the owner
of the Property has applied for review of the proposed replacement materials for the chimney.
Orders of the Chief Building Official to preserve health, safety and welfare must take priority over
the requirement on the COA that the chimney was not to be removed. Now that the Property
owner has removed the chimney under orders from the City, the HPC must determine which
replacement materials would be permissible from the perspective of heritage preservation. The

221820v2



two issues before the HPC in this application are the replacement roofing material and replacement
chimney material.

DISCUSSION
1. Timing of Review

Minnesota statutes governing Time Deadline for Agency Action (“The Sixty Day Rule”) applies
to this application. Minn. Stat. § 15.99. The HPC must rule on this application within 60 days of
the date it was deemed complete by the City, unless the applicant requests an extension or unless
the City requires an extension and provides written notice to the applicant stating the reason for
the extension and the anticipated length of the extension, which may not exceed 60 days. Minn.
Stat. 15.99, subd. 3(f). The Minnesota Supreme Court has determined that an application to a
heritage-preservation commission for a certificate of appropriateness is considered a “written
request relating to zoning,” which requires the commission to approve or deny the application
within 60 days under Minn. Stat. § 15.99, subd. 2(a). 500, LLC v. City of Minneapolis, 837 N.W.2d
287, 288 (Minn. 2013).

In the present case, the applicant first submitted an application for review of permissible roofing
materials but then supplemented their application later when the Chief Building Official ordered
the chimney removed on an emergency basis. Following that event, the applicant submitted an
amended application to include additional review of proposed materials to replace the chimney.
The City deemed the application complete upon receipt of the amended application to replace the
chimney and must therefore issue a decision on both the roofing material and the replacement
chimney material within 60 days of completion of the application, unless the City requires an
extension and gives written notice of the reason for that extension. There is also a City Code
provision which states that the city planner and the heritage preservation board shall complete their
review of applications for city permits requiring certificates of appropriateness within 45 days of
the date of the application. Edina Code of Ordinances Sec. 36-722(d). It is unclear what the
remedy would be for violation of City Code 36-722(d). The remedy for violation of the Sixty Day
Rule will be automatic approval of the application, unless the City granted a valid extension. If
the City fails to act upon an application within the required time, the request is deemed approved
without further City action.

2. Application Part 1 to Add Asphalt Shingles as Approved Roofing Material

The first issue raised in this application is whether the list of permitted roofing materials in the
COA may be revised to include a luxury asphalt shingle product. The existing tile roof has been
removed with permission. Removal of this material and replacement with a different material was

221820v2



authorized by the City under the existing COA. Both HPC’s Plan of Treatment! and the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards? suggest preservation and retention of original historical features when
feasible. When preservation of existing features is not feasible, the Plan of Treatment and the
Secretary of the Interior Standards prioritize the shape of the roof being preserved and new roofing
material that matches the old in composition, size, shape, color and texture. With respect to
approval of roofing materials, the HPC may not make a decision which is arbitrary and capricious.
The HPC must apply the standards in the Plan of Treatment.

Under the existing COA the HPC has already elected to authorize removal and replacement of the
roofing material and has authorized several different styles and brands of tile for the replacement
material. In response to the current application, the City has received an opinion Preservation
Consultant Robert VVogel. Mr. Vogel states that after removal of the old roofing material, the
preferred approach would be to install new roofing material that matched the old in composition,
size, shape, color and texture. The HPC may deny the use of asphalt shingles if the Brava Tile,
Decra Tile, and Clay Tile it has already authorized were all historically acceptable materials and
these materials complied with the Plan of Treatment, and the proposed asphalt shingles would not
be historically acceptable as compared to the roofing materials the HPC authorized. The applicant
claims that the material is historically acceptable and has provided examples. The HPC will have
to make a determination after weighing these factors.

The consultant opinion from Mr. VVogel further states:

“The subject property has already been substantially altered from its as-built
appearance and in my opinion historic architectural integrity has been compromised
by the ongoing demolition and renovation work. The applicant (who was apparently
not responsible for removing the original roof) is essentially creating a new house,
not rehabilitating an old one...”

Mr. Vogel goes on to state that if the HPC accepts this premise that the application should be
treated as a new COA for a new project rather than an existing COA for the existing project, asphalt
shingles would be an appropriate roofing material. However, | do not recommend that the HPC
assume that the existing COA has been somehow eliminated or extinguished based on this
observation from Mr. Vogel, nor do | recommend that the HPC approve asphalt shingles as a
roofing material on that basis. The HPC should rule on this application by applying the required
standard: the roofing material should sufficiently match the historic material in composition, size,
shape, color and texture.

3. Application Part 2 to Approve Materials for Reconstruction of Chimney

It appears that Mr. VVogel made this observation based upon the fact that the Chief Building Official
ordered the Property owner to remove the chimney, which in turn resulted in a calculation that

1 https://www.edinamn.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10454/Country-Club-District-Plan-of-
Treatment
2 https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/treatment-guidelines-2017.pdf
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50% or more of the surface area of all exterior walls, in the aggregate, are removed. This removal
of the chimney was not authorized by the existing COA but was ordered by the Chief Building
Official of the City of Edina. | understand that the Chief Building Official determined the chimney
to be structurally unsound and determined that it had to be removed immediately because it could
collapse and cause injury to workers onsite or to members of the public. Therefore, itis appropriate
for the Property owner to come back before the HPC and seek guidance on acceptable replacement
material for the chimney. In light of the order from the Chief Building Official, compliance with
term of the existing COA requiring preservation of the chimney was not an option.

The Chief Building Official ordered the Property owner to remove the chimney to preserve health,
safety and welfare of the public, and to preserve the structural integrity of the home. It would be
improper and inequitable, and likely a violation of due process, for the City to then count this
action against the Property owner and utilize this action as a basis to declare that the Property
owner must start their application over and apply for a completely new COA rather than apply to
amend their existing COA. It would be unwise for the City to penalize the Property owner for
complying with orders from the City necessary to preserve public health, safety, and welfare. The
existing COA states that any changes to the proposed plans must come back before the HPC for
review. It does not state that any changes to the proposed plans must result in a completely new
application as if this were a new project. This could lead to an absurd result. The plain terms of
the existing COA should control in this situation.

Mr. Vogel’s opinion does not address the standard the HPC should apply to the Property owner’s
application for approval of replacement materials for the chimney. City Staff may not have asked
Mr. Vogel that question due to timing issues. It is not clear when City staff asked Mr. Vogel to
opine on the roofing material and when City Staff received the amended application to address
replacement materials for the chimney, in addition to replacement materials for the roofing. It
seems likely that the same standard would apply to the chimney as to the roofing materials: the
replacement chimney materials should sufficiently match the historic material in composition, size,
shape, color and texture. The HPC should confirm that this is the correct standard to apply to the
question of chimney materials as well as roofing materials.

CONCLUSION

I recommend that the HPC rule upon the first portion of the application and either grant or deny
permission for the asphalt roofing material. | recommend that the HPC rule on the second portion
of the application regarding what type of replacement material is permissible for the chimney. The
HPC must rule on this application as required under the deadlines established by Minn. Stat. §
15.99, the “Sixty Day Rule”. If the City does not rule on the application within required time
frames, the application may be deemed granted without further City action.
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Date: May 4, 2022

To: Cary Teague, Community Development Director
From: David Fisher, Chief Building Official

Subject: 4630 Drexel Avenue — Chimney Report for the Heritage Preservation Commission
(HPC)

Information / Background:

On April 27, 2022, | was requested to inspect a dilapidated chimney at 4630 Drexel Avenue. | observed the
chimney brick that was crumbling and the stucco that was falling down off of the chimney. It appeared that
the stucco was installed many years ago to cover the existing spalling brick. In addition, it looked like
moisture had been get behind the stucco for years. Some of this can be seen in the photo. The contractor’s
mason stated, “he could not work with this existing brick because of its crumbling”. The chimney also has
become unstable because of the crumbling brick and is now a life safety issue. The whole chimney needs to
be removed and rebuilt. The contractor has already under pinned the existing chimney foundation and had
it inspected so this shouldn’t be the reason for the chimney being unstable. It is my responsibility as the
Chief Building Official to protect the public from harm from a structure that may fall down and hurt
someone. In this case the chimney needs to be removed as soon as possible. In addition to the brick
crumbling and being removed there will be some studs and sheathing board that will need to be replaced.

| don’t think repairing the chimney is an option and it could be dangerous. The HPC will need to determine
how the chimney gets rebuilt. It was stucco. To rebuild the chimney it could be framed with wood, sheathed
with wood, lathed, cemented, brown coated with plastered and stucco. When the chimney is complete the
chimney will look very close to what it looked like in the past. The chimney could be rebuilt with block or
brick then lathed, cemented, brown coated with plastered and stucco. Again, it will look the same as it did in
the past.

Because of the shape of this chimney the historical architect was not required to make this discission.

R R ===
City of Edina « 4801 W.50th St. * Edina, MN 55424
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Emily Bodeker, Assistant City Planner
FROM: Robert Vogel, Preservation Planning Consultant
DATE: May 2, 2022

SUBJECT: COA change — 4630 Drexel Avenue

| have reviewed the request to amend the COA for 4630 Drexel Avenue to allow for use of
asphalt shingles instead of clay tile roofing. The subject property has already been substantially
altered from its as-built appearance and in my opinion historic architectural integrity has been
compromised by the ongoing demolition and renovation work. The applicant (who was
apparently not responsible for removing the original roof) is essentially creating a new house, not
rehabilitating an old one; therefore, the design standards for new construction should apply to
any COA decisions.

With respect to roofs and roofing materials, the Secretary of the Interior’s guidelines require
preserving the original roof shape and retaining the original roofing material whenever possible.
Ordinarily, if the original roofing has to be removed, the preferred approach would be to install
new roofing material that matched the old in composition, size, shape, color and texture;
however, if you believe the house at 4630 Drexel no longer qualifies as a heritage preservation
resource, it would be appropriate to allow an alternative material that does not match the original
roofing but is visually compatible with the historic character of the neighborhood. COAs for
homes and garages in the Country Club District have generally treated asphalt or composition
shingle roofs as appropriate for both new construction and rehabilitation projects.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Emily Bodeker, Assistant City Planner

FROM: Robert Vogel, Preservation Planning Consultant

DATE: May 25, 2022

SUBJECT: COA Amendment for 4630 Drexel Avenue (demolition and reconstruction of
chimney)

I have reviewed the information you provided regarding treatment of the chimney on the house
located at 4630 Drexel Avenue in the Edina Country Club District. The applicant proposes to
demolish the existing chimney, which appears to be original construction and represents a
distinctive (i.e., historic character defining) architectural feature, and replace it with a new
chimney that matches the original. The photographs and written information provided by the
applicant document the extent of physical deterioration and make a strong case for replacement
of the old fireplace and chimney. The city’s building official has also determined that the
existing structure is unsafe. As we discussed earlier, the chimney and roofing issues can be
handled as amendments to the current COA.

The proposed work is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation,
which are the required basis for COA decisions (and are incorporated in the Country Club
District Plan of Treatment). The preferred treatment strategy for dealing with failed structural
systems is repair rather than replacement; however, in this case it seems clear that total
replacement of the chimney is necessary in order to comply with current building safety code
requirements. The standards for rehabilitation state that whenever replacement of a deteriorated
building feature is necessary, the new construction should match the architectural characteristics
of the feature being replaced. The current standard of practice is to retain as much original
masonry as possible while replacing the exterior finish (stucco) with new material that duplicates
the original as closely as possible.

In my opinion, demolition of the existing chimney is an appropriate treatment for this property.
Based on the plans presented, the new chimney will match the original in size, shape, material,
and surface finish, restoring an important historical detail that would otherwise have been lost.



| Better
\ Together

. EDINA
N

Notice of a COA Review through Better Together Edina
Special Meeting Heritage Preservation Commission
Thursday, June 2, 2022, 6:30 PM

Community Room, Edina City Hall, 4801 W 50™ Street

An amendment to a certificate of appropriateness application that was
previously approved at 4630 Drexel has been submitted with building
material changes. Due to life safety issues the existing chimney was removed;
the request also includes the replacement of the chimney. Share your

PROPERTY
ADDRESS:

CASE FILE:
To:

APPLICANT:

REQUEST:

How ToO
PARTICIPATE:

MORE
INFORMATION:

DATE OF NOTICE:

COA Process:

Formal COA

Application
Submitted

thoughts and opinions on the project!

4630 Drexel Avenue

Amendment to H-20-6
Property owners within 200 feet of 4630 Drexel Avenue

David Petrocchi, property owner

The request includes changes to the proposed roofing material. The proposed material is Camelot
Black roof shingles.

The original chimney was removed due to life safety issues. How the chimney is replaced is included
in the updated request.

Review the proposed plans at www.BetterTogetherEdina.org/ COA

Public participation can be provided in a variety of ways to the Heritage Preservation Commission.

Options | and 2 are available now:
I) Leave a comment online at www.BetterTogetherEdina.org/iCOA
2) Leave a voicemail at 952-826-0377.

Option 3 is available the night of the meeting:
3) Attend the HPC meeting.

Contact Assistant City Planner, Emily Bodeker, City of Edina Planning Department, 4801 West 50"
Street, Edina, MN 55424, 952-826-0462. Also, you can visit the Better Together Edina website,
www.BetterTogetherEdina.org/COA

May 24, 2022

COA

Notice sent
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neighbors

Commission
Meeting:
COA
Decision

Approved

*Planning signs off
on a bullding
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