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Property Location: 919 Minnehaha Parkway West
Project Name: 919 Minnehaha Parkway West Demolition
Prepared By: Shanna Sether, Senior City Planner, (612) 673-2307
Applicant: Peter and Kari Hainey
Project Contact: John Daly, Revision, LLC
Ward: 13
Neighborhood: Lynnhurst Neighborhood Association
Request: To demolish the existing single-family dwelling
Required Applications:

Demolition of a

Potential Historic To allow for the demolition of an existing single-family dwelling in the

Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic District.

Resource
Current Name Not applicable
Historic Name Not applicable
Historic Address 919 Minnehaha Parkway West
Original 194
Construction Date
Original Architect None
Original Builder Adolph Fine
Original Engineer None
Historic Use Single-Family Dwelling
Current Use Single-Family Dwelling
Proposed Use Single-Family Dwelling
Date Application Deemed Complete | July 15,2016 Date Extension Letter Sent Not applicable

End of 60-Day Decision Period September 13,2016 | End of 120-Day Decision Period | Not applicable
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Department of Community Planning and Economic Development

BZH-29257
CLASSIFICATION |
Local Historic District Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic District
Period of Significance 1889 — 1951
Criteria of Significance Residential development
Date of Local Designation Not applicable

Date of National Register

= Not applicable

Applicable Design Guidelines Not applicable

SUMMARY

BACKGROUND. The subject property is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style, brick single-family
dwelling constructed in 1941, for Elmer and Sylvia Marks. Mr. Marks was a merchandise manager for
Maurice Rothschild-Young Quinlan and Co. and Stevenson’s department stores on Nicollet Avenue in
downtown Minneapolis. The main portion of the house is clad with brick; the second floor at the rear
of the building is clad with painted cedar shakes. The second floor at the rear of the building was
originally constructed as a sun porch. The dwelling has an asphalt shingled gable roof and a gabled
addition on the rear. The windows are double-hung sashes and the first floor has two symmetrical bay
windows on each side of the front entry. In 1956, the basement was finished to allow for an amusement
room. In 1971, the roof was torn off and re-roofed. In 1989, a 20-foot by 20-foot detached garage was
constructed along the public alley. The chimney was repaired and the roof was torn off and re-roofed
again in 1994. The second floor sunroom was converted to two bathrooms with new roof trusses over
the porch in 2004.

According to the 1999, Section 106 review assessment of significance that was completed by Hess,
Roise, & Company for the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board and the 2005 reconnaissance survey
of Southwest Minneapolis, completed by Mead & Hunt the property is located in the Minnehaha
Parkway Potential Historic District. The Grand Rounds National Register of Historic Places nomination,
currently in progress, notes that the potential historic district includes the parkway and associated
greenspaces, but excludes the adjacent residences, including the subject property.

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL. The applicant submitted a building permit for remodel of the existing
structure on April |, 2016. Staff determined that more than 60% of the structure will be altered or
wrecked and the proposed remodel constitutes a demolition.

The architect has designed the new dwelling using craftsman, arts-and-crafts and bungalow style
elements. The proposed design alters the exterior materials from brick to lap siding and includes
additional wooden brackets and shutters, an open front porch and new dormers. The applicant is
proposing to increase the footprint of the existing dwelling towards the rear.

PUBLIC COMMENTS. Staff has received a letter from a nearby property owner and a copy is
included in the public record. Any correspondence received prior to the public meeting will be
forwarded on to the Heritage Preservation Commission for consideration.

ANALYSIS
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The Minneapolis Code of Ordinances, Title 23, Heritage Preservation, Chapter 599 Heritage
Preservation Regulations states that before approving the demolition of a property determined to be an
historic resource, the commission shall make findings that the demolition is necessary to correct an
unsafe or dangerous condition on the property, or that there are no reasonable alternatives to the
demolition. In determining whether reasonable alternatives exist, the commission shall consider, but not
be limited to the significance of the property, the integrity of the property and the economic value or
usefulness of the existing structure, including its current use, costs of renovation and feasible alternative
uses. The commission may delay a final decision for up to 180 days to allow parties interested in
preserving the historic resource a reasonable opportunity to act to protect it.

The Department of Community Planning and Economic Development has analyzed the application to
allow the demolition of an existing single-family dwelling in the Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic
District based on the following findings:

SIGNFICANCE

In CPED’s review, the subject property does not appear eligible for local designation.

Criterion #1: The property is associated with significant events or with periods that
exemplify broad patterns of cultural, political, economic or social history.

The property is associated with the Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic District. A Section 106
review assessment of significance was completed by Hess, Roise, & Company for the Minneapolis
Park and Recreation Board (1999). The proposed historic district boundaries defined in this review
includes both East and West Minnehaha Parkway between Hiawatha Avenue to the east and Lake
Harriet Parkway to the west. In 1893, the Park Board hired landscape architect Horace William
Shaler Cleveland to develop a comprehensive park system for Minneapolis. Cleveland proposed a
twenty-mile loop of parkways, all within two miles of downtown Minneapolis. The assessment
concluded that Minnehaha Parkway, including the private property, one lot deep, fronting on the
parkway were to be eligible as a National Register historic district, within the defined boundary
described previously. This conclusion was drawn because one of Cleveland’s justifications for
creating parks in Minneapolis was to benefit adjacent real estate. By 1926, a park board publication
reported that “Minnehaha Parkway is lined with beautiful homes throughout its entire length.”
Minnehaha Parkway was determined to be significant under Criterion A for its influence on the
growth and character of south Minneapolis. In Where We Live, a book analyzing the residential
districts of Minneapolis and Saint Paul authors, Judith Martin and David Lanegran include the
neighborhoods along the creek in the “prewar amenity zone.” Largely dating from a time when
individual automobile ownership eliminated reliance on public transportation, this zone attracted the
prosperous professional and managerial class that expanded around the turn of the century.” The
1999, 106 assessment review defines the period of significance at the beginning of the Park Board’s
initial acquisition of land along the creek in 1889. Efforts to improve the alley were fairly constant
unitl the inception of World War ll; a significant number of houses date from 1940-51. The study
concludes that the period of significance terminates in 1951. !

The 2005 reconnaissance survey completed by Mead & Hunt similarly identifies Minnehaha Parkway
and many of the adjacent homes as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places by
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Outlined by the natural topography of Minnehaha
Creek, the parkway includes winding streets and trails, dense vegetation and several bridges. The
parkway increased land values and stimulated residential development along the creek. Many of the
homes constructed along the parkway are associated with prominent developers and/or architects

' Charlene K. Roise, Minnehaha Parkway, An Assessment of Significance (Hess, Roise and Company,1999), pg. 4, 8-9, 17.
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and were built in popular Period Revival styles. According to the survey, Minnehaha Parkway
appears to be a good candidate for local landmark designation, under Criterion 5 as a significant
landscape design and/or pattern of development.2 Several individual properties were identified in the
survey as being eligible for individual designation; the subject property was not included on this list.

Criterion #2: The property is associated with the lives of significant persons or groups.

The property is not associated with the lives of significant persons or groups. The original owner
was a merchandise manager for Maurice Rothschild-Young Quinlan and Co. and Stevenson’s
department stores on Nicollet Avenue in downtown Minneapolis.

Criterion #3: The property contains or is associated with distinctive elements of city or
neighborhood identity.

The property does not contain, nor is associated with distinctive elements of Minneapolis or the
Lynnhurst neighborhood identity. The dwelling is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style; this is a very
common building form and architectural style found in South Minneapolis.

Criterion #4: The property embodies the distinctive characteristics of an architectural
or engineering type or style, or method of construction.

The property does embody characteristics emblematic of the Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic
District. However, the proposed dwelling is consistent with characteristics that would be
representative of the district for new construction. The proposed dwelling would be emblematic of
the residential dwellings along Minnehaha Parkway, including the architectural style, window pattern,
scale, building design and exterior materials.

Criterion #5: The property exemplifies a landscape design or development pattern
distinguished by innovation, rarity, uniqueness or quality of design or detail.

The property does not have a particular landscape design or development pattern that is innovative,
rare, unique, or possess a quality that is a stand out in design or detail.

Criterion #6: The property exemplifies works of master builders, engineers, designers,
artists, craftsmen or architects.

The dwelling is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style, brick single-family dwelling constructed in 1941.
The structure has a very common building form and architectural style found in South Minneapolis.
The proposed construction has features that would be emblematic of design guidelines for the
Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic District, including: the architectural style, window pattern,
scale, building design and exterior materials.

Criterion #7: The property has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history.

This property is unlikely to yield any information important in prehistory or history.

INTEGRITY

The Minneapolis Code of Ordinances, Title 23, Heritage Preservation, Chapter 599 Heritage
Preservation Regulations recognizes a property's integrity through seven aspects or qualities: location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The subject property does not retain

2 Mead and Hunt, Southwest Minneapolis Historic Resources Inventory (Mead and Hunt, 2005), pg. 27
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the integrity required to be a contributing resource in the Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic
District.

Location: The location of the subject property is located within the defined boundary of the
Minnehaha Parkway Potential Historic District. The 1999, Section 106 assessment completed by
Hess, Roise & Company includes Minnehaha Parkway and all properties fronting along both sides of
the parkway between Hiawatha Avenue to the east and Lake Harriet Parkway to the west. The
2005, reconnaissance survey conducted by Mead & Hunt included all of the residential properties
adjacent to Minnehaha Parkway. In both surveys, the subject property is a contributing resource
based on the location.

Design: The dwelling is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style, brick single-family dwelling constructed
in 1941. The structure has a very common building form and architectural style found in South
Minneapolis. The property does embody characteristics emblematic of the Minnehaha Parkway
Potential Historic District and was constructed during the period of significance, defined in both
surveys. However, the proposed dwelling is consistent with characteristics that would be
representative of the district for new construction. The proposed dwelling would be emblematic of
the residential dwellings along Minnehaha Parkway, including the architectural style, window pattern,
scale, building design and exterior materials.

Setting: The property fronts Minnehaha Parkway and is located in the center of the potential
historic district, as defined in the 2005 reconnaissance survey of Southwest Minneapolis by Mead
and Hunt. The adjacent houses at 915 and 923 Minnehaha Parkway West are both ramblers,
constructed in 1951, after the period of significance. The 2005, Mead and Hunt survey
recommended that two houses on the same block, 1001 and 1017 (1015) Minnehaha Parkway West
as eligible for individual designation; both constructed in 1924. The block inclusive of the subject
property does not appear to be cohesive and particularly strong representations of the potential
historic district.

Materials: The subject property is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style, brick single-family dwelling
constructed in 1941. The main portion of the house is clad with brick; the second floor at the rear
of the building is clad with painted cedar shakes. The second floor at the rear of the building was
originally constructed as a sun porch. The dwelling has an asphalt shingled gable roof and a gabled
addition on the rear. The windows are double-hung sashes and the first floor has two symmetrical
bay windows on each side of the front entry. In 1956, the basement was finished to allow for an
amusement room. In 1971, the roof was torn off and re-roofed. In 1989, a 20- foot by 20-foot
detached garage was constructed along the public alley. The chimney was repaired and the roof was
torn off and re-roofed again in 1994. The second floor sunroom was converted to two bathrooms
with new roof trusses over the porch in 2004.

The architect has designed the new dwelling using craftsman, arts-and-crafts and bungalow style
elements. The proposed design alters the exterior materials from brick to lap siding and includes
additional wooden brackets and shutters, an open front porch and new dormers. The applicant is
proposing to increase the footprint of the existing dwelling towards the rear. Staff finds that the
proposed dwelling is consistent with characteristics that would be representative of the district for
new construction. The proposed dwelling would be emblematic of the residential dwellings along
Minnehaha Parkway, including the architectural style, window pattern, scale, building design and
exterior materials.

Workmanship: The structure is clad with brick and according to the applicant has undergone
brick replacement, since construction as evidenced by the inconsistencies in brick color. The
dwelling has undergone only one addition to convert the second floor sunroom at the rear to an
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enclosed building and the exterior material is painted cedar shake. The workmanship is consistent
with the area and era of construction.

Feeling: The block including the subject property is a collection of different architectural styles and
eras of construction and does not stand out among the other residential blocks in the proposed
historic district. The adjacent houses at 915 and 923 Minnehaha Parkway West are both ramblers,
constructed in 1951, after the period of significance. The 2005, Mead and Hunt survey recommend
that two houses on the same block, 1001 and 1017 (1015) Minnehaha Parkway West as eligible for
individual designation; both constructed in 1924. Minnehaha Parkway elicits the feeling of a well-
maintained linear park with a variety of landscape materials. The demolition and reconstruction of
the proposed dwelling will not disrupt the existing feeling of Minnehaha Parkway.

Association: The association of the subject property to the potential historic district is due to its
proximity to Minnehaha Parkway. The block on which the property is located does not stand out as
exemplary in the potential historic district and the pattern, forms and styles are not consistent. The
demolition and reconstruction of the proposed dwelling will not result in a loss of the property’s
association to Minnehaha Parkway.

UNSAFE OR DANGEROUS CONDITION

According to the applicant, the brick in places and windows have deteriorated due to water damage.
Staff finds that this is a repairable condition that is neither unsafe nor dangerous.

REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES TO DEMOLITION

The applicant has stated that the reason for demolition is to allow for an expansion of the dwelling to
accommodate more bedrooms and accessible bathrooms. Staff finds that there are reasonable
alternatives to the demolition, whereas at least 40% of the existing structure is not altered and additions
may be constructed. However, staff finds that the proposed construction would be compatible with
future design guidelines for new residential construction, if a district includes the subject property.

ECONOMIC VALUE OR USEFULNESS OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE

The applicant has not provided estimates as to the difference in cost for repairs in lieu of demolition and
new construction. While staff finds that there is economic value and usefulness of the existing structure,
the proposed construction would be compatible with future design guidelines for new residential
construction, if a district includes the subject property.

FINDINGS

I. The subject property is located within the boundaries of the Minnehaha Parkway Potential
Historic District, according to the 1999 Section 106 review, and the Minnehaha Parkway
Potential Historic District identified in the 2005 reconnaissance survey conducted by Mead &
Hunt.

2. The subject property is not located within the boundaries of the Minnehaha Parkway Potential

Historic District, in the current study of the Grand Rounds.

The subject property does not qualify for individual designation.

4. The subject property is contributing to the potential historic district due to its proximity to
Minnehaha Parkway. The adjacent houses at 915 and 923 Minnehaha Parkway West are both
ramblers, constructed in 1951, after the period of significance. The 2005, Mead and Hunt survey

w
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recommend that two houses on the same block, 100l and 1017 (1015) Minnehaha Parkway
West as eligible for individual designation; both constructed in 1924. The block inclusive of the
subject property does not appear to be cohesive and particularly strong representations of the
potential historic district.

5. The dwelling is a two-story, Colonial Revival-style, brick single-family dwelling constructed in
1941. The structure has a very common building form and architectural style found in South
Minneapolis.

6. The proposed dwelling would be emblematic of residential dwellings in the potential historic
district, including architectural style, window pattern, scale building design and exterior materials.

7. The association of the subject property to the potential historic district is due to its proximity
to Minnehaha Parkway. The block on which the property is located does not stand out as
exemplary in the potential historic district and the pattern, forms and styles are not consistent.
The demolition and reconstruction of the proposed dwelling will not result in a loss of the
property’s association to Minnehaha Parkway.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department of Community Planning and Economic Development recommends that the Heritage
Preservation Commission adopt staff findings for the demolition of a potential historic resource by John
Daly, of Revision, LLC, for the property located at 919 West Minnehaha Parkway in the Minnehaha
Parkway Potential Historic District:

A. Demolition of Historic Resource.

Recommended motion: Approve the demolition of historic resource application for the
property located at 919 West Lake Minnehaha Parkway..

I. BZH Map

2. Written description and findings submitted by applicant

3. Site plan

4. Renderings

5. Photos

6. Excerpts from the 1999, Section 106 review assessment of significance was completed by

Hess, Roise, & Company for the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board

7. Excerpts from the 2005 reconnaissance survey of Southwest Minneapolis, completed by
Mead & Hunt

8. Public comments
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time supeﬁntendent of the Minneapolis park system, wrote that “most of the area was then, as it
is today, more or less unmolested wooded hills and undulating “meadowland.” '

Developed in the last decades of the nineteenth century, Minnehaha Parkway should be
evaluated within the context of the Grand Rounds. Some fifty miles in length, this system of
parks and parkways encircles Minneapolis. Minnehaha Parkway serves as the southern link,
extending about five miles between Minnehaha State Park and Lake Harriet. The parkway
follows Minnehaha Creek for the most part, but diverges from the creek’s winding course for a
few blocks south of Lake Harriet and between Lake Nokomis and Minnehaha Park.

In 1883, the newly formed Minneapolis Park Board hired renowned landscape architect Horace
Wiltiam Shaler Cleveland to plan a comprehensive park system for the city. Cleveland proposed
a twenty-mile loop of parkways, virtually all within two miles of downtown. To the southwest,
the system wrapped around the north, west, and south sides of Lake Calhoun, then went east on
Thirty-sixth Street (near the city’s southern boundary at the time) and turned north on Hennepin
Avenue. As the city expanded in the next few years, including an extension south to Fifty-fourth
Street, plans for the park system grew apace. By 1891, the park board’s ambitious
circumferential system had grown to its current dimensions and been christened the “Grand
Rounds.” ‘

An important component of this system was a park at Minnehaha Falls, which the board acquired
in 1889 after years of failed attempts by the state to establish a park there. Connecting the new
park and the chain of lakes to the west became a priority and “the most natural route,” the
board’s31 889 annual report asserted, “is undoubtedly along the beautiful valley of Minnehaha
Creek.”

In the same year, the park board began receiving land donations from property owners along the
creek. Donors often stipulated that the board develop a road along the creek within a year;
donors were usually exempt from any assessments for parkway improvements. By 1891, the
board had prepared a plat of the proposed parkway, a corridor from two hundred to eight
hundred feet in width, and had obtained over eighty percent of the land; the entire five-and-one-
third-mile, 169-acre strip was secured by the following year. West of Cedar Avenue the plan
called for roadways on either side of the creek. East of Cedar the roadway diverged from the
creek, proceeding straight east along Forty-ninth Street with a two-hundred-foot right-of-way.
The board had wisely heeded the advice of Cleveland to “secur|e] the areas that are needed
before they become so occupied, or acquire such value as to place them beyond reach.” He
continued: “Having secured the land, we may take our own time for beginning its improvement,
and spend money upon it only as it is warranted by the means which the growth of the city will
afford.” Following this dictum became a practical necessity given limited funds, and despite the
wishes of land donors, not all of the roadways were developed right away.*

* Theodore Wirth, Minneapolis Park System 1883-1944 (Minneapolis: Board of Park Commissioners, 1945), 107,
126. : ‘

3 Minneapolis Board of Park Commissioners [hereafter , MBPC], Seventh Annual Report, 1889, 8. _
4 Ivid., 8-9; MBPC, Ninth Annual Report, 1891, 4-5; Horace W. 8. Cleveland, Suggestions for a System of Parks and
Parkways, for the City of Minneapolis (Minneapolis: Johnson, Smith and Harrison, 1883), 4.

Minnehaha Parkway: An Assessment of Significance
September 1999 —Page 2



- w w w W W W W W W W W W WV W w W e W w W e ¥ Ww Vv W W w wwww

Landscape Type -

National Register Bulletin #18 lists a-number of property types under the general category of
“designed historic landscape.” The Grand Rounds consists of the followmg property types:
= Parks (local, state and natlonal) and Camp Grounds, and
= Parkways, Drives and Trails.
Minnehaha Parkway is best classified under the type “Parkways, Drives and Trails.”'” -

Areas of Significance

Properties must meet at least one of four criteria to qualify for the National Register. The Grand
Rounds has achieved significance under the following criteria:

= Criterion A: for its influence on the development of the city of Minneapolis.

» Criterion B: as an important product of a locally significant individual, William Berry (the -
park board’s first full-time superintendent, serving between 1885 and 1906), and a nationally
significant individual (Theodore Wirth, superintendent from 1906 to 1935).

= Criterion C: as an important design by nationally prominent landscape architect Horace W. S.
Cleveland, and as a representation of key periods in the evolution of American landscape
architecture. '

Minnehaha Parkway is significant under Criterion A for its influence on the growth and character
of south Minneapolis. In Where We Live, a book analyzing the residential districts of
Minneapolis and Saint Paul, authors Judith Martin and David Lanegran include the
neighborhoods along the creek in the “prewar amenity zone.” Largely dating from a time when
individual automobile ownership eliminated a reliance on public transportation, this zone
attracted the prosperous professional and managerial class that expanded around the turn of the
century. It continues to do so today, remaining *“a well-tended residential area that is ideally
suited for anyone who can afford to live here.”'®

Land for Minnehaha Parkway was assembled early in Berry’s tenure; the corridor attained its
current dimensions during Wirth’s superintendency. Both men oversaw major campaigns to
improve the parkway. Hence, the parkway is eligible under Criterion B for its association with
Berry and Wirth.

Minnehaha Parkway is also significant under Criterion C as an example of late nineteenth- and

" early twentieth-century urban parkway design. Although the parkway was not included in
Cleveland’s original circumferential park scheme, the Grand Rounds was born from Cleveland’s
“preference of an extended system of boulevards, or omamental avenues, rather than a series of
detached open areas or public squares.” Cleveland probably offered advice on Minnehaha
Parkway’s development even if he was not responsible for the design. He had plated the

17 3, Timothy Keller and Genevieve P. Keller, National Register Bulletin #18: How fo Evaluate and Nominate
Designed Historic Landscapes (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1994), 2-3.

' Judith A. Martin and David A. Lanegran, Where We Live: The Residential Districts of Minneapolis and Sainf Paul
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983), 113-117.

Minnehaha Parkway: An Assessment of Significance
September 1999— Page 6



Washburn Park residential subdivision between Lyndale and Third Avenues immediately
adjacent to the parkway in 1886; a promotional brochure for the subdivision mentioned the
“park” and “a wide boulevard . . . being laid out” between Lake Harriet and Minnehaha Falls. By
the time work on the parkway was initiated in 1889, Cleveland’s health was beginning to fail and
his attention was focused on planning a winter resort at Jekyll Island, Georgia. Regardless of his
involvement, Minnehaha Parkway maintains the character of late nineteenth— and early
twentiethi-century parkways. By the 1920s and 1930s, following the lead of large public works
projects such as the Merritt Parkway in Connecticut, state-of-the-art parkways featured separate
lanes for opposing traffic, broad center medians, controlled access, and grade-separation
structures. Usually in suburban or rural settings, these roads werea prelude to high-speed
freeways and a world apart from the parkways of the earher era.t

Minnehaha Creek follows a different course than the parkway between Lake Nokomis and
Hiawatha Avenue. The history of this section of the creek is most appropriately viewed together
with the park board’s development of Lake Nokomis and Lake Hiawatha, which began in the
1910s and continued through the early 1930s. Although physically and historically associated
with the Grand Rounds, these parks were not initially part of that system. They might best be
assessed under a related context, which is beyond the scope of the present study. It is reasonable
to assume, however, that these parks qualify for the National Register under Criterion A and
Criterion C given their influence on the development of south Minneapolis and the size of the .
undertaking—the dredging of Lake Nokomis was the largest project the park board had tackled
at that time. Since this occurred while Theodore Wirth was superintendent, Criterion B might
also apply. In the following report, therefore, Minnehaha Creek between Lake Nokomis and
Hiawatha Avenue will be treated as meeting National Register criteria.

Period of Significance

Minnehaha Parkway is the product of over a century of evolution. The parkway historic district’s
period of significance begins with the park board’s initial acquisition of land along Minnehaha
Creek in 1889. Efforts to improve the parkway were fairly constant until the inception of World
War 11, even though actual development of the parkway was episodic. After the war, the parkway
remained almost unchanged until a major overhaui in the early 1970s. A significant number of
houses, however, date from the 1940s through 1951, filling in biocks that had been vacant *®

Since the enclosure provided by these houses contnbu_t_es to the parkway’s character, the period
of significance should end in 1951. National Register properties, however, must be at least fifty
years old unless they are of exceptional significance—and these houses cannot make that claim.
The period of significance, therefore, will end in 1949 during the year 1999 and 1950 during the

- year 2000. After that time, 1951 will be the closing date for the period of significance.

19 Cleveland, Suggestions, 6, 13; “Washburn Park,” advertisement by H. E. Ladd and Company, 1886, including plat
by H. W. 8. Cleveland, architect, and Spalding and Carr, engineers and draughtsmen, photocopy in State Historic
Preservation Office files, Minnesota Historical Society, Saint Paul; Theodora Kimball Hubbard, “H. W. S.
Cleveland: An American Pioneer in Landscape Architecture and City Planning,” Landscape Architecture 20
{January 1930): 108; Norman T. Newton, Design on the Land: The Development of Landscape Architecture
(Cambridge, Mass. and London: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1971), 596-612,

% For information on residential development in the 1940s and 1950s between Nicollet and Tenth Avenues, see
Hess, Roise and Company, “Minneapolis-St. Paul International Alrport Part 150 Sournd Insulation Program . .

(SPHO #97-0922),” 5. .

anehaha Parloway: An Assessment of Significance
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Exposed-aggregate concrete provides the supports for the other design, which also has a wood-
plank seat and back. First introduced in the 1930s and still produced in-house, the latter bench is
used for memorials funded by private donations to the park board. A memorial plaque is
included on benches supported by a donation of $5, 000 or more. A few boxy wood picnic tables.
of 1970s vintage are situated along the creek.

The length of the parkway was illuminated in the 1920s. A variety of lamp styles now appear
along the corridor. The 1970s reconstruction likely instituted two cortmon types, a transparent
white globe and a transparent cube, both supported by slender metal posts.

Slgnage along the parkway is restrained and was mostly installed during the 1970s. Low wood
signs 1dent1fy the parkway at major access points. Trails are marked by small blue-and-white
metal signs showing international symbols for bicycling and walking. Four-sided, pyramidal hip-
roofed, wood information kzosks are sometimes accompanied by wood bollards and metal
chains.

Boundaries

The Minnehaha Parkway Historic District includes both East and West Minnehaha Parkway. The
district is terminated by Hiawatha Avenue to the east and Lake Harriet Parkway to the west.

Limited sections of the parkway have been evaluated as part of Section 106 compliance surveys.
These assessments concluded that Minnehaha Parkway appeared to be eligible asa National
Register historic district, and that properties fronting on the parkway should be included within
the district’s boundaries when there was a direct visual connection between the parkway and
these properties. This conclusion is confirmed by the present study. One of Cleveland’s
justifications for creating parks in Minneapolis was to benefit adjacent real estate. By 1926, a
park board pubhca’uon reported that “Minnehaha Parkway is lined with beautifu} homes
throughout its entire length.”*' The boundaries of the Minnehaha Parkway. Historic District,
therefore, include private property—one lot deep—in areas where buildings provide an important
visual frame for the parkway.

Adjacent properties should be excluded from the district in a few areas. Where there is no
parkway road between adjacent property and the creek and the view of the adjacent property
from the parkway is blocked by hills or wooded areas, the adjacent property should not be
included in the district. This sitvation is illustrated by property edging the south side of the
parkway between Twelfth and Bloomington Avenues. Also, residential tracts that are not
oriented to the parkway—e.g., on the south side of the parkway between Tenth and Twelfth
Avenues—should not be included.

Defining the boundaries of Minnehaha Creek between Lake Nokomis and Hiawatha Avenue is
more problematic because of physical and historical associations with the Hiawatha Golf Course
and Lake Hiawatha. The relationship between the creek and residential neighborhoods east of
Twenty-eighth Street is also not clear; many lots are oriented in the opposite direction, leaving

4 Parks of Minneapolis, 17.
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Portions of Minnehaha Parkway (HE-MPC-5005) and many of the adjacent homes facing the parkway
have been determined eligible for listing in the National Register by the SHPO. The exact historic district
boundary for the parkway has not been determined west of Nicollet Avenue comprising large portions of
the parkway within the survey area. Generally boundaries were delineated to encompass the parkway
and the first tier of adjacent homes facing the parkway from Nicollet Avenue to Lake Harriet Parkway
East.

During the 1880s, the Minneapolis Park Board was established and hired noted landscape architect
H.W.S. Cleveland to help plan a park and parkway system to link Minnehaha Falls to Lake of the Isles,
Lake Harriet, and Lake Calhoun. Land along Minnehaha Creek between Lake Harriet and Minnehaha
Falls was donated and acquired by the Minneapolis Park Board beginning in 1890, which resulted in
Minnehaha Parkway. Within the survey area, a branch of the Minnehaha Creek between Humboldt
Avenue South to Xerxes Avenue South was also acquired by the Minneapolis Park Board in 1930.

Outlined by the natural topography of Minnehaha Creek, the parkway includes winding streets and trails,
dense vegetation and several bridges. The parkway increased land values and stimulated residential
development along the creek. Many of the homes constructed along the parkway are associated with
prominent developers and/or architects and were built in popular Period Revival styles.

Minnehaha Parkway appears to be a good candidate for local landmark designation, under Criterion 5 as
a significant landscape design and/or pattern of development.

In addition, this survey identified five concentrations of properties that have the potential to qualify as a
Local Landmark and/or National Register historic district. Preliminary boundaries for each potential
historic district were delineated to guide future intensive survey and research efforts (see Appendix E).
Surveyed properties within potential historic districts were coded to the corresponding potential historic
district in Appendix C and were not individually evaluated. Further research may need to be completed to
identify if there are individual properties within the potential historic districts that qualify for local or
National Register designation.

4 Historical information related to Minnehaha Parkway based on Granger and Kelly, Report of the Assessment of Potential Effect of
the Proposed Reconstruction of I-35W on Historic Properties, App. C; Site No. 02.40; Charlene K. Roise, Christine Curran, and
Dennis Gardner, Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport, Historic/Architectural Survey of the 1996 DNL 65 for Part 150 Sound
Insulation Program (Hess, Roise and Co., 1997), 5-13; Charlene K. Roise, Christine Curran, and Dennis Gardner, Minneapolis-St.
Paul International Airport Part 150 Sound Insulation Program, Additional Assessment: Minnehaha Parkway Historic District (Hess,
Roise and Co., 1998), 1-9; Marjorie Pearson and Charlene K. Roise, South Minneapolis: An Historic Context (Hess, Roise and
Company, 2000), 16-18, 46-48; and Charlene K. Roise, Minnehaha Parkway: An Assessment of Significance (Hess, Roise and
Company, 1999), 15-18.
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Mark Kaplan
1019 W Minnehaha Parkway
Minneapolis, MN 55419

August I, 2016

Shanna Sether

Senior Planner

250 South 4" Street

Room 300

Minneapolis, MN 55415
Shanna.Sether@minneapolismn.gov

Dear Ms. Sether:

Thank you for soliciting my comments with respect to potential changes at 919 West Minnehaha
Parkway. The house in question is located four structures to the east of my dwelling.

I have been a resident of Minneapolis since the time of my birth in 1949. I grew up about a mile from my
current location. As a youth I spent a lot of time at Lynnhurst Park, on Minnehaha Parkway and at the
businesses at S0™ & Penn and 54" & Lyndale. My family bought a 1965 Pontiac Tempest at the
Anderson Pontiac, 5245 Lyndale. I enjoyed the old style walk-up Dairy Queen that was torn down to
make way for the Washburn Library.

Over the years there have occurred a few demolitions or major modifications that have diminished the
historical continuity of our neighborhood. I would have preferred that at least one of the drug stores,
either Baker or Salk, on the 5300 block of Lyndale would have been retained. It would be uplifting if the
Boulevard Twins movie theatre and restaurant were still operational. The most significant demolition that
changed the fagade of my current block was the removal of the 1939 Bryant Avenue trolley bridge in
about 1970". If it were still in position it could have developed into a unique portion of what is now the
Bryant Avenue Bicycle Boulevard. As the City has ordered homeowners to replace sidewalk blocks it has
not required the reddish concrete that created uniqueness for our block during the 1970 redesignz.

Of course the application that is in front of the Historical Preservation Commission does not relate to one
of the rare structures mentioned above nor to eliminating a consistent design of the public right-of-way.
Rather it has to do with one house among the dozens of houses on Minnehaha Parkway between Lake
Harriet and Lyndale, among the hundreds of houses along the total length of the Creek.

I have lived on Minnehaha Parkway between Girard and Lyndale since 1990. My current block has
undergone a number of changes during the ensuing quarter century. 923 West Minnehaha Parkway was
modified from its old rambler style into an exquisite Japanese style house a few years ago. 1015 West
Minnehaha Parkway’ had a significant addition added to its eastern side. The previous owner of 907
West Minnehaha Parkway removed its backyard swimming pool; modern stonework replaced the plain
cement driveway. All of these changes were positive; none of them in any way ruined whatever historical
character our block might embrace.



Ironically, the fact that some houses on a block are significantly different from other houses on the same
block often adds the neighborhood'’s story rather than diluting that history. Someone walking down our
block might ask “why are some of the houses clearly more modern looking than others?” The answer is
that several houses on our block once had large side lots. When economic conditions made it
advantageous, the owners sold half their properties and new dwellings were built. The original five
houses were built between 1922 and 1925. The Hainey house is not one of these originals. It was built
in 1942, followed by one house in 1950 and two in 1952. My house was developed in 1975 by an
architect who I was told specialized in designing K-Marts. This history makes our block very diverse from
a design standpoint. To prevent the Hainey family from modifying its home would be completely
inconsistent with this diversity. As you view the 10 houses on our block you find that there is virtually no
duplication of facade styles, that there is a wide variety of heights and that sizes differ significantly.

Having read in your letter that I live in a “Potential Historic District,” I asked myself, “What historic event
has occurred in our area that compels preservation?” | could think of only one event. That was the
March 7, 1950 crash of Northwest Airlines flight 307 into the house that stood at 1014 West
Minnehaha Parkway, almost directly across the creek from my house. Other than the monument now
located nearby, what edifice punctuates that event? The answer is the house that was built to replace the
Doughty home destroyed amidst the tragedy®. The replacement dwelling has a style far different from
the houses on either side of it and from the one it replaced. My point is that having a house that is
different may better signify history than requiring that all houses be the same.

| believe that the Hainey redesign is appropriate and proper within the pattern of the 901 to 1023 block
of West Minnehaha Parkway. I hope that the Commission will concur by issuing a Certificate of
Appropriateness.

Very sincerely yours,

Mark Kaplan

Footnotes:

'As much as | have searched microfilm newspapers and City Council minutes, I have never been able to find a
definitive date for the bridge removal nor the issuance of a demolition permit therefor.

*It is my recollection that the reworking of the parkway design with reddish asphalt and reddish sidewalks took
place in approximately 1970.

*It was the boyhood home of WCCO newsman Dave Moore.

*The replacement house was given the address of 1016.
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