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Property Location: 1721 University Avenue SE
Project Name: Re-Stucco of the Students’ Cooperative
Prepared By: Shanna Sether, Senior City Planner, (612) 673-2307
Applicant: Students’ Co-Operative, Inc.
Project Contact: Madeline Reed
Ward: 2
Neighborhood: University, near Prospect Park
Request: To apply new stucco over the existing stucco building, remove permastone on

the front and sides of the building and reapply stucco, repair window sills, repair
the existing front porch and add a new metal railing.

Required Applications:
Certificate of To allow for the repair and restoration of an existing contributing resource in
Appropriateness the University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District.
HISTORIC PROPERTY INFORMATION ‘
Current Name Students’ Co-Op
Historic Name Psi Upsilon Fraternity
Historic Address 1721 University Avenue SE
Original
Construction Date 1908
Original Architect Kees and Colburn
Original Builder Maurice Schumacher
Original Engineer Not applicable
Historic Use Student housing — Fraternity
Current Use Student Housing
Proposed Use Student Housing
Date Application Deemed Complete | March 15,2016 Date Extension Letter Sent April 29, 2016

End of 60-Day Decision Period May 14, 2016 End of 120-Day Decision Period | July 13,2016



mailto:shanna.sether@minneapolismn.gov

Department of Community Planning and Economic Development
BZH-29075

CLASSIFICATION |

University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House Historic

Local Historic District

District
Period of Significance 1907 — 1930
Criteria of Significance Events, Architecture
Date of Local Designation 2003

Date of National Register

Listing Not applicable

University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District
Design Guidelines

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic
Properties

Applicable Design Guidelines

SUMMARY

BACKGROUND. The three-story, stucco-clad building has a flat roof behind a peaked parapet. The
original building permit states that the building was constructed with brick. According to 22 Preservation
Briefs — The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, stucco was often applied as a coat over a less
finished and less costly substrate, including brick, to give the building an appearance of being more
expensive and important (Grimmer, 1990).

The raised terrace at ground level is faced in permastone. The stone is continued around the central
recessed entry and watertable of the first story and covers the original classical entablature. The terrace
has a central stair and wrought iron railing. The vaguely Beaux Arts exterior has a recessed entry
sheltered by a shallow portico with two fluted concrete Doric columns. Shallow pilasters at the second
and third stories frame the central bay containing six rectangular windows. Fifty-five of the windows
were replaced in 2013 (BZH 27901).

The north, rear elevation is clad in painted common brick. There is a small, one-story rear addition clad
in narrow clapboard that rests on a high limestone foundation. Windows contain double-hung sash. It is
not known whether or not this addition was original to the structure or added afterward. This portion
of the building received approvals by the HPC for a new roof and exterior cladding in 2012 (BZH
27512).

The building is a contributing property in the University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House
Historic District. This structure is the second oldest chapter house remaining on University Avenue and
at the University of Minnesota. Despite alterations to the stucco and entry, it still exemplifies the scale
and style of the pre-World War | period.

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL. The applicant is proposing the following areas of the building for repair
or restoration:

I. Remove the existing permastone found on the front and side fagades; install new galvanized
metal lath to all of the existing stucco on the building and apply new stucco. The applicant was
originally proposing to reconstruct the three historic emblems on the front of the structure;
however, CPED staff and the applicant were unable to find any historic photos showing the
original details and this is no longer included in the project. After the new stucco is finished, the


http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_257213.pdf
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert_257213.pdf
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-118190
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-099889
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-099889
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applicant will apply an acrylic finish, enabling a uniform color match with a smooth finish,
consistent with the original building in color and texture.

2. Remove the existing permastone, re-stucco and replicate the original detail over the front
entrance.

3. Remove all of the existing permastone and metal railing from the front porch. The applicant will
create a form and pour a new concrete cap to replicate the historic concrete cap as seen in the
historic photo. In addition, the applicant will install a new 42-inch high metal railing, for a total
finished height of 48-inches.

4. Repair window sills where deteriorated; install galvanized metal lath and new stucco on the sills,
followed by a smooth stucco finish to the sills to match the historic appearance of the building.

This application was continued from the April 19, 2016, Heritage Preservation Commission meeting
to allow the applicant time to provide additional details about the window sills, the location of the
proposed expansion joints in the stucco and details of the proposed guardrail on the existing open
porch. The applicant has provided window sill details identifying sealants and galvanized metal lath
and a three-coat stucco over the sills to avoid further deterioration of the window sills. The
updated plans also include elevations showing the proposed vertical expansion joints on each of the
interior facades of the structure. There are no proposed expansion joints on the front facade and
the proposed expansion joints on the interior fagades are set back over one structural bay from the
front facade. Finally, the applicant has shown four examples of the proposed guardrail on the open
front porch.

RELATED APPROVALS.
Planning Case # Application Description Action
Masonry Repair —
Certificate of No remove two Approved administratively
Change chimneys; replace 4/7/2004
portion of one
Certificate of No Roofing and Masonry | Approved administratively
Change Repair 4/20/2004
Retaining wall —
replace existing
Certificate of No railroad tie retaining | Approved administratively
Change wall with standard 5/10/2006
masonry retaining
wall blocks
Certificate of No Rainleader Approved administratively
BZH 25330 Change Disconnect 1/28/2008
" Rear wing rehab —
BZH 27512 CertlflcaFe of new roof and Approved by the HPC on
— Appropriateness . 11/5/2012.
cladding
Certificate of Window Approved by the HPC on
BZH 2701 Appropriateness replacement 12/10/2013.



http://midwestwroughtiron.com/products-rails.html
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-099889
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-100535
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-099889
http://minneapolismn.gov/meetings/hpc/WCMS1P-118190
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PUBLIC COMMENTS. No comments have been received as of the writing of this report. Any
correspondence received prior to the public meeting will be forwarded on to the Heritage Preservation
Commission for consideration.

ANALYSIS

CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

The Department of Community Planning and Economic Development has analyzed the application to
apply new stucco over the existing stucco building, remove permastone on the front and sides of the
building and reapply stucco, repair window sills, repair the existing front porch and add a new metal
railing on the contributing resource located at 1721 University Avenue SE based on the following findings:

I.  The alteration is compatible with the designation of the landmark or historic district, including the period and
criteria of significance.

The three-story, stucco-clad building has a flat roof behind a peaked parapet. The original building
permit states that the building was constructed with brick. According to 22 Preservation Briefs — The
Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, stucco was often applied as a coat over a less finished and
less costly substrate, including brick, to give the building an appearance of being more expensive and
important (Grimmer, 1990).

The 22 Preservation Briefs — The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco also states that complete
replacement of stucco should be considered when “physical and visual integrity of the historic
stucco has been so compromised by prior incompatible and ill-conceived repairs that patching would
not be successful.” The exterior of the structure experienced the two most obvious incompatible
material changes in 1952 with the application of the permastone! and the redashing of the stucco
from the previous smooth texture. Additional repairs to the stucco were completed with a building
permit in 1978.

The applicant is proposing to remove the existing permastone on the building and porch, attach
metal lath to all areas with existing stucco, and apply a three-coat system to the main stuccoed areas
of the building. The applicant will then apply an acrylic stucco finish to the smooth areas of the
building, and a two-coat traditional stucco finish to all of the base coats, matching the historic color
and texture, as closely as possible. In addition, the applicant is proposing to replicate the original
detail over the porch using custom foam reproductions. This application was continued from a
previous meeting to allow the applicant time to provide additional details showing the location of
the proposed expansion joints in the stucco. The updated plans also include elevations showing the
proposed vertical expansion joints on each of the interior fagades of the structure. There are no
proposed expansion joints on the front fagade and the proposed expansion joints on the interior
facades are set back over one structural bay from the front fagcade. CPED staff finds that the method
of application and exterior material, uniformly applied and consistent in color and texture to the
historic stucco and designed to protect the stucco through the use of expansion joints, and the
replication of the historic building detail above the porch will be compatible with the designation of
the historic district and emblematic of the period and criteria for significance.

The applicant will be repairing the porch, pouring a new concrete cap to replicate the one found in
the historic photo (1935) and installing a new 42-inch metal railing, for a finished height of 48-inches.
The applicant has shown four examples of the proposed guardrail on the open front porch CPED
staff is recommending that the applicant use the contemporary wrought iron rail design as it is the

' Permastone was a brand name for a stucco-like, simulated stone, popular in the 1950’s.


https://www.municode.com/library/mn/minneapolis/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=MICOOR_TIT23HEPR_CH599HEPRRE_ARTVICEAP_599.350REFICEAP
http://midwestwroughtiron.com/products-rails.html
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most simple in design. Finally, the applicant is proposing to repair the window sills where
deteriorated; install galvanized metal lath and new stucco on the sills, followed by a smooth stucco
finish to the sills to match the historic appearance of the building. The applicant’s additional
submittals have included a window sill detail identifying sealants and galvanized metal lath and a
three-coat stucco over the sills to avoid further deterioration of the window sills. CPED staff finds
that the method and the replication of the historic concrete caps, the new metal railing and the
window sill repair will be compatible with the designation of the historic district and emblematic of
the period and criteria for significance.

The alteration will ensure the continued integrity of the landmark or historic district.

The proposed repair and restoration are intended to properly restore the original historic facade
and comply with minimum guardrail height to meet the building code requirements.

Location: The University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District is a non-
contiguous district divided into two areas, “Fraternity Row” and “Sorority Row”. “Fraternity Row”
is the core of the district, extending east along University Avenue SE from [5% Avenue SE to
19t Avenue SE. The proposed work will not have an effect on the continued integrity of location.

Design: The three-story, stucco-clad building has a flat roof behind a peaked parapet, designed by
master architects Kees and Colborn. The raised terrace at ground level is faced with permastone.
The stone is continued around the central recessed entry and watertable of the first story and
covers the original classical entablature. The terrace has a central stair and wrought iron railing. The
vaguely Beaux Arts exterior has a recessed entry sheltered by a shallow portico with two fluted
concrete Doric columns. Shallow pilasters at the second and third stories frame the central bay
containing six rectangular windows. The proposed project intends to replicate the original exterior
materials in terms of texture and color, the historic detail above the porch and concrete forms on
the porch. The proposed project will not affect the integrity of design.

Setting: The emergence of a thriving Greek letter system at the University of Minnesota reflected
the tremendous growth and prosperity of the University during the first three decades of the
twentieth century. The rise and decline of Greek chapter membership revealed changing economic
atmospheres, as well as students’ evolving political and social ideas. Recognized as well for their
highly symbolic, architecturally distinctive 20t century designs, the Fraternity and Sorority Row
houses defined the northern edge of the campus. During the period of significance, from 1907 to
1930, a total of twenty-two chapter houses on Fraternity Row and eleven chapter houses on
Sorority Row which were built still retain a fair level of historic integrity. Their presence along with
their impressive facades and interiors are symbolic of permanence and influence of the Greek letter
system at the University of Minnesota. The proposed project will not have a negative effect on the
historic setting of the district.

Materials: The original building permit states that the building was constructed with brick.
According to 22 Preservation Briefs — The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco, stucco was often
applied as a coat over a less finished and less costly substrate, including brick, to give the building an
appearance of being more expensive and important (Grimmer, 1990).

The 22 Preservation Briefs — The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco also state that complete
replacement of stucco should be considered when “physical and visual integrity of the historic
stucco has been so compromised by prior incompatible and ill-conceived repairs that patching would
not be successful.” The exterior of the structure experienced the two most obvious incompatible
material changes in 1952 with the application of the permastone and the redashing of the stucco
from the previous smooth texture. Additional repairs to the stucco were completed with a building
permit in 1978.
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The applicant is proposing to remove the existing permastone on the building and porch, attach
metal lath to all areas with existing stucco, and apply a three-coat system to the main stuccoed areas
of the building. The applicant will then apply an acrylic stucco finish to the smooth areas of the
building, and a two-coat traditional stucco finish to all of the base coats, matching the historic color
and texture, as closely as possible. In addition, the applicant is proposing to replicate the original
detail over the porch using custom foam reproductions. The applicant is now showing elevation
plans, highlighting the location of the proposed vertical expansion joints on each of the interior
facades of the proposed structure. There are no proposed expansion joints on the front fagade and
the proposed expansion joints on the interior fagades are set back over one structural bay from the
front fagcade. CPED staff finds that the proposed exterior materials, uniformly applied and consistent
in color and texture to the historic stucco, in a manner that will ensure the longevity of the stucco,
and the replication of the building detail above the porch will support the integrity of this
contributing resource in the historic district.

The applicant will be repairing the porch, pouring a new concrete cap to replicate the one found in
the historic photo (1935) and installing a new 42-inch metal railing, for a finished height of 48-inches;
CPED staff is recommending that the applicant use the contemporary wrought iron rail design.
Finally, the applicant is proposing to repair the window sills where deteriorated; install galvanized
metal lath and new stucco on the sills, followed by a smooth stucco finish to the sills to match the
historic appearance of the building. CPED staff finds that the materials proposed to repair the porch
and window sills will support the integrity of this contributing resource in the historic district.

Workmanship: The applicant is proposing to remove the existing permastone on the building and
porch, attach metal lath to all areas with existing stucco, and apply a three-coat system to the main
stuccoed areas of the building. The applicant will then apply an acrylic stucco finish to the smooth
areas of the building, and a two-coat traditional stucco finish to all of the base coats, matching the
historic color and texture, as closely as possible. In addition, the applicant is proposing to replicate
the original detail over the porch using custom foam reproductions. CPED staff would like to
emphasize the importance of the original details found on the front elevation and front porch and
recommends that the applicant retain the details and insets during the project. CPED staff finds that
the method of application of the stucco and the replication of the historic building detail above the
porch will support the integrity of the workmanship of the historic building within the district.

The applicant will be repairing the porch, pouring a new concrete cap to replicate the one found in
the historic photo (1935) and installing a new 42-inch metal railing, for a finished height of 48-inches.
Finally, the applicant is proposing to repair the window sills where deteriorated; install galvanized
metal lath and new stucco on the sills, followed by a smooth stucco finish to the sills to match the
historic appearance of the building. CPED staff finds that the method and the replication of the
historic concrete caps, the new metal railing and the window sill repair will support the
workmanship integrity of the existing building.

Feeling: The emergence of a thriving Greek letter system at the University of Minnesota reflected
the tremendous growth and prosperity of the University during the first three decades of the
twentieth century. The rise and decline of Greek chapter membership revealed changing economic
atmospheres, as well as students’ evolving political and social ideas. Recognized as well for their
highly symbolic, architecturally distinctive 20t century designs, the Fraternity and Sorority Row
houses defined the northern edge of the campus. The proposed project will not alter the historic
feeling of the district.

Association: The emergence of a thriving Greek letter system at the University of Minnesota
reflected the tremendous growth and prosperity of the University during the first three decades of
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the twentieth century. The rise and decline of Greek chapter membership revealed changing
economic atmospheres, as well as students’ evolving political and social ideas. The contributing
structures on Fraternity Row are recognized for their highly symbolic, architecturally distinctive 20t
century designs. The proposed project supports the continued integrity of this contributing
resource in terms of association within the district.

The alteration is consistent with the applicable design guidelines adopted by the commission.

The University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District Design Guidelines provide a
framework for evaluating proposed alterations to existing buildings and new construction.
Guidelines should be consulted before planning exterior maintenance tasks such as tuckpointing,
masonry cleaning, and roofing, as well as major rehabilitation and adaptive reuse projects.

UNIVERSITY OF MN GREEK LETTER CHAPTER HOUSE DISTRICT DESIGN GUIDELINES

I. Decorative masonry features should be retained in repair or renovation projects. Deteriorated
brick, stone, mortar, stucco, and other materials should be replaced with material used in the
original construction or with materials that resemble the appearance of the original as closely as
possible.

2. Stucco Resurfacing; other Resurfacing Repairs to historic stucco surfaces should duplicate the
original in color, composition, and texture, if evidence exists. Smooth or heavy dashed surfaces
should be avoided unless they were used on the historic surface. Stucco, artificial stone, brick
veneer, vinyl, and aluminum products should not be applied over historic masonry surfaces.

CPED staff finds that the applicant is proposing to replicate features consistent with the historic
building and treatments to the exterior that are consistent with the design guidelines for the district.

The alteration is consistent with the applicable recommendations contained in The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

CPED staff finds that the proposed project is consistent with the following recommendations
contained in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties:

e A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

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 Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or
architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

e Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their
own right shall be retained and preserved.

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.
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e Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials
shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using
the gentlest means possible.

e New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the property and its environment.

CPED staff finds that the proposed replications are consistent with the following recommendations
contained in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Reconstruction:

e Reconstruction will be used to depict vanished or non-surviving portions of a property when
documentary and physical evidence is available to permit accurate reconstruction with minimal
conjecture, and such reconstruction is essential to the public understanding of the property.

e Reconstruction will include measures to preserve any remaining historic materials, features, and
spatial relationships.

e Reconstruction will be based on the accurate duplication of historic features and elements
substantiated by documentary or physical evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the
availability of different features from other historic properties. A reconstructed property will re-
create the appearance of the non-surviving historic property in materials, design, color, and
texture.

e A reconstruction will be clearly identified as a contemporary re-creation.

e Designs that were never executed historically will not be constructed.

5. The alteration is consistent with the spirit and intent of the preservation ordinance, the applicable policies of
the comprehensive plan, and the applicable preservation policies in small area plans adopted by the city
council.

The proposed project is consistent with the following policies in the comprehensive plan:

Heritage Preservation Policy 8.1: Preserve, maintain, and designate districts,
landmarks, and historic resources which serve as reminders of the city's architecture,
history, and culture.

8.1.1 Protect historic resources from modifications that are not sensitive to their historic
significance.

RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

The Department of Community Planning and Economic Development recommends that the Heritage
Preservation Commission adopt staff findings for the application by Madeline Reed, on behalf of the
Students Co-Op, for the property located at 1721 University Avenue SE in the University of Minnesota
Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District:

A. Certificate of Appropriateness.

Recommended motion: Approve the certificate of appropriateness to apply new stucco over
the existing stucco building, remove permastone on the front and sides of the building and
reapply stucco, repair window sills, repair the existing front porch and add a new metal railing
on the existing building, subject to the following conditions:
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I. The applicant shall apply the stucco in a professional manner, as to match the original
texture and color and provide the expansion joints along the interior facades, set back at
least one structural bay from the front facade.

2. CPED staff shall review the proposed replications for the concrete caps on the porch and
the decorative elements above the porch.

3. The proposed railing shall be metal, open and decorative, not to exceed an overall height of
48-inches, and shall be consistent with the contemporary wrought iron rail design provided.

4. The architectural features, including insets and window bays, shall be preserved through the
application of the new stucco.

5. By ordinance, approvals are valid for a period of two years from the date of the decision
unless required permits are obtained and the action approved is substantially begun and
proceeds in a continuous basis toward completion. Upon written request and for good
cause, the planning director may grant up to a one year extension if the request is made in
writing no later than May 17, 2018.

6. By ordinance, all approvals granted in this certificate of appropriateness shall remain in effect
as long as all of the conditions and guarantees of such approvals are observed. Failure to
comply with such conditions and guarantees shall constitute a violation of this Certificate of
Appropriateness and may result in termination of the approval.

ATTACHMENTS \

BZH Map

Written description and findings submitted by applicant
Applicant’s proposal with photos

22 Preservation Briefs — The Preservation and Repair of Historic Stucco
Building permit records from 1908 to 1974

1934 Survey
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Foley Exteriors
451 Wilson Street NE
Minneapolis, MN 55413

Phone: 612-331-6510
Fax: 612-331-6207

Dear Shana,

As part of our Certificate of Appropriateness application, the following narrative is
submitted:

Re: 1721 University Avenue SE Exterior Renovation

Background:

The building at 1721 University Avenue SE was originally built in 1908. The building
was originally commissioned as the Psi Upsilon Fraternity’s chapter house. It is currently
the second oldest chapter house remaining on Fraternity Row, and is a member of the
Greek Letter Chapter House Historic District. In 1940, the building was converted to
private student housing, and became home to the Students’ Cooperative.

The original structure was a three-story stucco-clad building. There is a raised terrace at
the entrance, which was also originally clad with stucco. Non-historic alterations appear
to have been made throughout the building’s history, including the installation of
Permastone to areas of the fagade. There has also been stucco installation where
historical details have deteriorated, including the area above the front entrance. There
has also been different texture applications over other original architectural details,
including the pillar and inset details on the center of the facade.

Certificate of Appropriateness Application:

The Students’ Co-op proposes to use Foley Exteriors to assist in returning the building at
1721 University Avenue SE to its original historically significant presence on Fraternity
Row. Where possible, Foley Exteriors will use historically accurate materials, colors,
and shapes. They will substitute more modern materials where necessary to achieve the
historically significant look, while providing longevity and durability.









On the front of the building, including some areas wrapping around the sides, Permastone
was installed over the original stucco. Permastone was a brand name for a stucco-like
simulated stone that was popular in the 1950’s, and was probably added to the building
about that time. In order to properly restore the original historic facade, we will remove
all the remaining Permastone. We will then install new stucco using galvanized metal
lath, a two-coat stucco base, and a stucco finish.



On the horizontal bands and window sills, we will repair all of the loose and missing
stucco. We will replicate these accent bands and sills with galvanized metal lath and
corner beads. We will then apply a two coat base. We will then apply an acrylic finish,
enabling an exact color match combined with the smoother finish.



On the fagade facing University Avenue, the center/inset details of the building originally
had a smooth stucco finish. At some point in the building’s history, these areas were
“dashed,” or textured with the same stucco texture that is on the main body of the rest of
the building. We will first install galvanized metal lath and corner beads to recreate these
details. We will then apply a stucco base coat to these areas, which will be leveled and
floated to prepare the surface for the new stucco finish coats. We will then apply an
acrylic stucco finish to these areas, which will restore the original color and texture of the
inset areas and details.



Also on the facade facing University Avenue, we will replicate the original detail over
the front entrance. We will recreate this molding using a foam substrate, which will be
covered with fiberglass mesh and an acrylic stucco base coat. The foam will enable us to
create a similar shape to the original, while being much lighter than the original concrete.
It appears that the original detail fell off or was removed prior to the 1950’s, as an image
from 1981 shows identical Permastone to the other areas at that location. More recently,
this Permastone also deteriorated or fell off, and was patched with stucco.



On the east and west elevations of the home, we will install galvanized metal lath to the
existing stucco. We will then apply a two-coat stucco base to the lath, which will be
leveled and floated to prepare for the stucco finish. We will allow the base coats to dry
and cure, and then we will apply a two-coat traditional stucco finish, matching the
historic color and texture of the stucco as closely as possible.



On the front porch, we will remove all of the remaining Permastone from the walls. We
will also remove the existing railing. We will pour concrete cap to match the historic
look of the original porch, while providing a drip edge for the walls of the porch. We
will install galvanized metal lath to the walls of the porch, followed by a two-coat stucco
base. We will then apply a two-coat traditional stucco finish, matching the color and
texture of the body of the building. Following the installation of the new stucco to the
porch, we will install a 36” high aluminum railing on top of the new cap in order to meet
municipal code standards.



Finishes:

We will attach the galvanized metal lath to the stucco or brick on the front, east, and west
elevations of the building. We will apply a two-coat stucco base, which consists of lime,
Portland cement, masonry cement, common sand, and water.

A traditional stucco finish will be applied to all the textured areas on the house and porch.
This stucco finish will be hand applied, or “dashed.” The stucco mix will consist of a
combination of gray and/or white Portland cements, lime, silica sand, and water. The
stucco finish coats will be gray in color, to match the historical color of the textured
areas.

An acrylic stucco finish will be applied to the smooth areas on the building, including the
center details of the facade, the window sills, and the horizontal band. The manufacturer
of the finish will be Dryvit, Inc. The color used will be “Dover Sky,” and texture will be
“Sandblast.”

Hard samples of all colors and textures will be provided for approval before installation.



Also on the facade facing University Avenue, we will replicate the original detail over
the front entrance (as seen in the historical photo on the next page). We will recreate this
molding using a foam substrate, which will be covered with fiberglass mesh and an
acrylic stucco base coat. The foam will enable us to create a similar shape to the original,
while being much lighter than the concrete. It appears that the original detail fell off or
was removed prior to the 1950’s, as an image from 1981 shows identical Permastone had
been installed to that location. More recently, this Permastone also deteriorated or fell
off, and was poorly patched with stucco. The allotment for the material created for this
dentil molding replication will be $2,500.00.



Foley Exteriors
451 Wilson Street NE
Minneapolis, MN 55413

Phone: 612-331-6510
Fax: 612-331-6207

STUCCO PROPOSAL

We propose to furnish the necessary material and labor for the restoration of the stucco
on the historic property at 1721 University Avenue SE. The current stucco on the
building has an inconsistent color and texture, due to fading paint and numerous repairs
in the past. There are several areas of the existing stucco that are in poor condition.
There are also several areas where permastone has been installed on the building, which
is not original to the structure.

We will work with the Students” Cooperative, the Minneapolis Heritage Preservation
Commission, and the Community Planning and Economic Development office in order to
ensure that the work is completed in compliance with their requirements and historic
standards. We will follow the University of Minnesota Greek Letter Chapter House
District design guidelines, and will work with the Students” Cooperative to prepare and
submit the necessary applications and plans regarding the project. We will commence
work on the project once the necessary approvals are received.



In order to properly restore the stucco, we will first remove the permastone from the front
and sides of the building. We will install galvanized metal lath and new stucco to these
areas. We will match the historic details of the building, using historic photos to provide
these details. To create some of the details, we will use traditional metal lath and stucco.
We will replicate the emblems and seals as closely as possible, using materials approved
by the HPC. For some of the other detailed bands, we may also recreate the details using
custom foam reproductions. We will install a new three-coat stucco system to the main
stucco areas on the building, matching the original color and texture of the historic stucco
as closely as possible.

We will work with the Students” Co-op to replicate the
emblems/seals on the front facade as closely as possible. We
will determine which material will be best suited for the
reproductions, considering foam, fiberglass, artificial stone,
or another applicable material. We will work with the
Historic Preservation Commission to have the materials and
designs approved. We may require the Students’ Co-0p to
provide a carving of the seals’ exact design in order to create
a mold for the replication. The allotment for the reproduction
material is $1,750.00.



On the fagade facing University Avenue, the center/inset details of the building originally
had a smooth stucco finish. At some point in the building’s history, these areas were
“dashed,” or textured with the same stucco texture that is on the main body of the rest of
the building. We will first install galvanized metal lath to these areas, followed by a two-
coat stucco base to these areas in order to flatten the texture and to prepare the surface for
the new stucco finish coats. We will then apply an acrylic stucco finish to these areas,
which will restore the original color and texture of the inset areas and details.






These are typical cracks that currently exist in the stucco. There are several areas that
have similar cracks. We will install new galvanized metal lath to all of the existing
stucco on the building. We will fasten the lath into the existing stucco using %” and 1”
stub nails. We will install stucco expansion joints wherever necessary and appropriate.
We will apply a two-coat stucco base to the lath, which will be leveled and floated to
prepare for the stucco finish. We will allow the base coats to dry and cure, and then we
will return to apply a two-coat stucco finish, using a color and texture that is appropriate
for the overall historic restoration project.

This is an example of an area of the
stucco that has been previously
repaired. The color and texture of
these patches are not consistent
with the rest of the building. With
the installation of the new three-
coat stucco system, the new finish
coats will provide a uniform color
and texture to the entire building,
matching the color and texture of
the historic stucco as closely as
possible.



On the front of the building, including some areas wrapping around the sides, Permastone
was installed over the original stucco. Permastone was a brand name for a stucco-like
simulated stone that was popular in the 1950’s, and was probably added to the building
about that time. In order to properly restore the original historic facade, we will remove
all the remaining Permastone. We will install new stucco using galvanized metal lath, a
two-coat stucco base, and a stucco finish.



On the building’s front facade,
there are areas where the existing
stucco appears loose, and is
bulging. We will remove any and
all loose existing stucco on the
building before installing the new
galvanized metal lath, in order to
ensure that the new stucco is
properly fastened to a sound and
sturdy surface.

Many of the window sills are cracked and deteriorated. We will install galvanized metal
lath and new stucco on the sills in order to repair and restore them. We will apply a
smooth stucco finish to the sills to match the historic appearance of the building.



On the horizontal bands and window sills, we will repair all of the loose and missing
stucco. When the stucco is finished, we will apply an acrylic finish, enabling a uniform
color match combined with the smoother finish.



On the front porch, we will remove all of the existing permastone. We will also remove
the metal railing from the top of the existing wall. We will ensure that the existing wall
is sturdy, and will support the new concrete cap. We will build a form in order to
replicate the concrete cap that appears in the historic photo. We will install all necessary
rebar and metal ties in order to strengthen the new cap and ensure it will tie into the
existing wall. We will pour the new concrete cap, and float it to match the historic
photos. We will install a new 42” high metal railing (for a total finished height of 48”),
using a metal finish and design chosen by the Sudents’ Co-op and approved by the
necessary parties. The allotment for the railing will be $125.00 per lineal foot.

The stucco project for the Student Co-op Building at 1721 University Avenue SE will
restore the stucco on this landmark building to its’ original beauty. We will install new
galvanized metal lath to all of the areas with existing stucco, followed by a two-coat base.
We will apply an acrylic stucco finish to the smooth areas of the buildings, and a two-
coat traditional stucco finish to all of the base coats, matching the historic colors and
textures as closely as possible. We will work with the Heritage Preservation Commission
and the Student Co-op to ensure the new stucco matches the original historic stucco as
closely as possible. This stucco restoration will enhance the building’s current
appearance, while providing a lasting solution that will allow the building to be enjoyed
by future generations.



Foley Exteriors
451 Wilson Street NE
Minneapolis, MN 55413

Phone: 612-331-6510
Fax: 612-331-6207

Date: April 30, 2016
To whom it may concern:

The stucco project at 1721 University Avenue SE will restore the original appearance of
the stucco on this historic building. The addition of stucco control joints on the east and
west elevations will increase the longevity of the final product by providing the stucco
locations to expand and contract, while allowing uniform installation of the three-coat
stucco system. The locations for the expansion joints were chosen to blend in
aesthetically with the elevations, while providing appropriate breaks in the area of stucco.

There are no expansion joints necessary on the front elevation of the building, or around
the side elevations to the natural break in the wall. The architectural details will provide
sufficient natural breaks in the stucco. The changes in depth because of the vertical and
horizontal elements will provide natural breaks in the stucco areas. The changes in
depths will be accomplished with corner beads, making physical expansion joints
unnecessary.

This is the expansion joint material that will
be used. It is made of galvanized metal.



This is a view of vertical expansion joints after
the stucco has been applied.

The manufacturers of the physical expansion joint do not state any requirements for
spacing, nor are there any specifications. They are designed to allow for movement to
accommodate expansion and contraction of the stucco caused by initial shrinkage and
minor thermal movements. The Portland Cement Association recommends the following
regarding expansion joints in stucco:

e No length should be greater than 18 feet in either direction.

e No panel should exceed 144 square feet for vertical applications.

e No panel should exceed 100 square feet for horizontal, curved, or angular
sections.

e No length-to-width ratio should exceed 2 %2 to 1 in any given panel.

It is important to recognize that these are not specifications, but recommendations. We
prefer to only use vertical expansion joints, as horizontal joints could be a point of entry
for water running down the wall. We believe that the locations shown on the attached
drawings will provide sufficient expansion and contraction possibilities, while essentially
blending in with the surrounding architectural details.

Sincerely,

Patrick Schacherer
Foley Exteriors





















CONTEMPORARY WROUGHT IRON RAIL DESIGN

"Classic wrought iron rail" features a molded cap rail and
industrial enamel, finished in black semi-gloss. A square hole is
punched into the rail channel, then the pickets are welded from
the underside of the channel. Pickets are welded from under
the cap rail.

FEATURES

= Enamel black semi-gloss
* Picket welds under the cap rail and lower channel



SEWARD FRIENDSHIP STORE AT 38TH AND 3RD

Tubular steel guardrail with weld mesh infill panels.

FEATURES

= Duplex Coated
= 50 yr Service Life



ALUMINUM GUARD RAILS, 50th AND FRANCE, EDINA

These powder coated aluminim rails replaced rusting steel rails.
As the original steel rails were not galvanized they required
annual painting to remain attractive at this shopping center The
aluminum rails were designed to look like classic steel rails but
will never rust. The rails were built in large sections and powder
coated a custom green at Twin City Metal Seal. Summer 20014

FEATURES

= Aluminum does not rust
* Classic wrought iron look
* Custom powder coat



DINKY TOWN RENTAL S8, 15th AVENUE SE AND 7th STREET SE

Executed 2014 for Dinky Town Rentals, this property features
cantilevered balconies, steel stairways, single strand pipe rails
with decorative iron, and other misc metals. The stairs are
poured pan steel with checker plate risers and wall mount hand
rails.

The cantilevered balconies have 6 inch sguare tube supports
that extend 12 ft into the building. The balcony frame deck and
rail are one piece, set and bolted to the exterior portion of
support tubes. All components are hot dip galvanized, sand
blasted, epoxy primed and two part polyurethane top coated.

FEATURES

= Cantilevered balconies

= Steel stairways

= Single strand pipe rails

= One piece frame deck and rails

= Poured pan steel stairs with checker plate risers

= Hot dip galvanized, sand blasted, epoxy primed
and two part polyurathane topcoat

= Decorative iron monument at Gopher Lodge.
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The term “stucco” is used here to describe a type of
exterior plaster applied as a two-or-three part coating
directly onto masonry, or applied over wood or metal
lath to a log or wood frame structure. Stucco is found
in many forms on historic structures throughout the
United States. It is so common, in fact, that it fre-
quently goes unnoticed, and is often disguised or used
to imitate another material. Historic stucco is also
sometimes incorrectly viewed as a sacrificial coating,
and consequently removed to reveal stone, brick or
logs that historically were never intended to be ex-
posed. Age and lack of maintenance hasten the deterio-
ration of many historic stucco buildings. Like most
historic building materials, stucco is at the mercy of the
elements, and even though it is a protective coating, it
is particularly susceptible to water damage.

Stucco is a material of deceptive simplicity: in most
cases its repair should not be undertaken by a property

owner unfamiliar with the art of plastering. Successful
stucco repair requires the skill and experience of a pro-
fessional plasterer. Therefore, this Brief has been pre-
pared to provide background information on the nature
and components of traditional stucco, as well as offer
guidance on proper maintenance and repairs. The Brief
will outline the requirements for stucco repair, and,
when necessary, replacement. Although several stucco
mixes representative of different periods are provided
here for reference, this Brief does not include specifica-
tions for carrying out repair projects. Each project is
unique, with its own set of problems that require indi-
vidual solutions.

Historical Background

Stucco has been used since ancient times. Still widely
used throughout the world, it is one of the most com-
mon of traditional building materials (Fig. 1). Up until

Fig. 1. These two houses in a residential section of Winchester, Virginia, illustrate the continuing popularity of stucco (a) from this
early 19th century, Federal style house on the left, (b) to the English Cotswold style cottage that was built across the street in the
1930’s. Photos: Anne Grimmer.



the late 1800’s, stucco, like mortar, was primarily lime-
based, but the popularization of portland cement
changed the composition of stucco, as well as mortar,
to a harder material. Historically, the term “plaster” has
often been interchangeable with “stucco”; the term is
still favored by many, particularly when referring to the
traditional lime-based coating. By the nineteenth cen-
tury “stucco,” although originally denoting fine interior
ornamental plasterwork, had gained wide acceptance
in the United States to describe exterior plastering.
“Render” and “rendering” are also terms used to de-
scribe stucco, especially in Great Britain. Other historic
treatments and coatings related to stucco in that they
consist at least in part of a similarly plastic or malleable
material include: parging and pargeting, wattle and
daub, “cob” or chalk mud, pisé de terre, rammed
earth, briqueté entre poteaux or bousillage, half-
timbering, and adobe. All of these are regional varia-
tions on traditional mixtures of mud, clay, lime, chalk,
cement, gravel or straw. Many are still used today.

The Stucco Tradition in the United States

Stucco is primarily used on residential buildings and
relatively small-scale commercial structures. Some of
the earliest stucco buildings in the United States in-
clude examples of the Federal, Greek and Gothic Re-
vival styles of the eighteenth and the nineteenth
centuries that emulated European architectural fash-
ions. Benjamin Henry Latrobe, appointed by Thomnas
Jefferson as Surveyor of Public Buildings of the United
States in 1803, was responsible for the design of a num-
ber of important stucco buildings, including St. John's
Church (1816), in Washington, D.C. (Fig. 2). Nearly
half a century later Andrew Jackson Downing also ad-
vocated the use of stucco in his influential book The
Architecture of Country Houses, published in 1850. In
Downing’s opinion, stucco was superior in many re-
spects to plain brick or stone because it was cheaper,
warmer and dryer, and could be “agreeably” tinted. As
a result of his advice, stuccoed Italianate style urban
and suburban villas proliferated in many parts of the
country during the third quarter of the nineteenth
century.

Revival Styles Promote Use of Stucco

The introduction of the many revival styles of architec-
ture around the turn of the twentieth century, com-
bined with the improvement and increased availability
of portland cement resulted in a “craze” for stucco as a
building material in the United States. Beginning about
1890 and gaining momentum into the 1930’s and 1940’s,
stucco was associated with certain historic architectural
styles, including: Prairie; Art Deco, and Art Moderne;
Spanish Colonial, Mission, Pueblo, Mediterranean,
English Cotswold Cottage, and Tudor Revival styles; as
well as the ubiquitous bungalow and “four-square”
house (Fig. 3). The fad for Spanish Colonial Revival,
and other variations on this theme, was especially im-
portant in furthering stucco as a building material in
the United States during this period, since stucco
clearly looked like adobe (Fig. 4).

Fig. 2. St. John's Church, Washington, D.C., constructed of
brick and stuccoed immediately upon completion in 1816,
reflects the influence of European, and specifically English,
architectural styles. Photo: Russell Jones, HABS Collection.

Fig. 3. The William Gray and Edna S. Purcell House,
Minneapolis, Minnesota, was designed in 1913 by the
architects Purcell and Elmslie in the Prairie style. Stuccoed

in a salmon-pink, sand (float) finish, it is unusual in that it
featured a 3-color geometric frieze stencilled below the eaves of
the 2nd story. The Minneapolis Institute of Art has removed
the cream-colored paint added at a later date, and restored the

original color and texture of the stucco. Photo: Courtesy
MacDonald and Mack Partnership.



Although stucco buildings were especially prevalent in
California, the Southwest and Florida, ostensibly be-
cause of their Spanish heritage, this period also
spawned stucco-coated, revival-style buildings all over
the United States and Canada. The popularity of stucco
as a cheap, and readily available material meant that by
the 1920’s, it was used for an increasing variety of
building types. Resort hotels, apartment buildings,
private mansions and movie theaters, railroad stations,
and even gas stations and tourist courts took advantage

Fig. 4. The elaborate Spanish Colonial Revival style of this
building designed by Bertram Goodhue for the 1915 Panama
California Exposition held in San Diego’s Balboa Park
emphasizes the sculptural possibilities of stucco. Photo: C.W.
Snell, National Historic Landmark Files.

of the “romance” of period styles, and adopted the
stucco construction that had become synonymous with
these styles (Fig. 5).

A Practical Building Material

Stucco has traditionally been popular for a variety of
reasons. It was an inexpensive material that could sim-
ulate finely dressed stonework, especially when
“scored” or “lined” in the European tradition. A stucco
coating over a less finished and less costly substrate
such as rubblestone, fieldstone, brick, log or wood
frame, gave the building the appearance of being a
more expensive and important structure. As a weather-
repellent coating, stucco protected the building from
wind and rain penetration, and also offered a certain
amount of fire protection. While stucco was usually
applied during construction as part of the building
design, particularly over rubblestone or fieldstone, in
some instances it was added later to protect the struc-
ture, or when a rise in the owner’s social status de-
manded a comparable rise in his standard of living.

Composition of Historic Stucco

Before the mid-to-late nineteenth century, stucco con-
sisted primarily of hydrated or slaked lime, water and
sand, with straw or animal hair included as a binder.
Natural cements were frequently used in stucco mixes
after their discovery in the United States during the
1820’s. Portland cement was first manufactured in the
United States in 1871, and it gradually replaced natural
cement. After about 1900, most stucco was composed
primarily of portland cement, mixed with some lime.
With the addition of portland cement, stucco became
even more versatile and durable. No longer used just
as a coating for a substantial material like masonry or
log, stucco could now be applied over wood or metal
lath attached to a light wood frame. With this increased
strength, stucco ceased to be just a veneer and became
a more integral part of the building structure.
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Fig. 5. During the 19th and 20th centuries stucco has been a popular material not only for residential, but also for commercial
buildings in the Spanish style. Two such examples are (a) the 1851 Ernest Hemingway House, Key West, Florida, built of stuccoed
limestone in a Spanish Caribbean style; and (b) the Santa Fe Depot (Union Station), San Diego, California, designed by the
architects Bakewell and Brown in 1914 in a Spanish Colonial Revival style, and constructed of stucco over brick and hollow tile.
Photos: (a) ].E. Brooks, HABS Collection, (b) Marvin Rand, HABS Collection.



Today, gypsum, which is hydrated calcium sulfate or
sulfate of lime, has to a great extent replaced lime.
Gypsum is preferred because it hardens faster and has
less shrinkage than lime. Lime is generally used only
in the finish coat in contemporary stucco work.

The composition of stucco depended on local custom
and available materials. Stucco often contained sub-
stantial amounts of mud or clay, marble or brick dust,
or even sawdust, and an array of additives ranging
from animal blood or urine, to eggs, keratin or gluesize
(animal hooves and horns), varnish, wheat paste,
sugar, salt, sodium silicate, alum, tallow, linseed oil,
beeswax, and wine, beer, or rye whiskey. Waxes, fats
and oils were included to introduce water-repellent
properties, sugary materials reduced the amount of
water needed and slowed down the setting time, and
alcohol acted as an air entrainer. All of these additives
contributed to the strength and durability of the stucco.

The appearance of much stucco was determined by the
color of the sand—or sometimes burnt clay, used in the
mix, but often stucco was also tinted with natural pig-
ments, or the surface whitewashed or colorwashed
after stuccoing was completed. Brick dust could pro-
vide color, and other coloring materials that were not
affected by lime, mostly mineral pigments, could be
added to the mix for the final finish coat. Stucco was

also marbled or marbleized—stained to look like stone
by diluting oil of vitriol (sulfuric acid) with water, and
mixing this with a yellow ochre, or another color (Fig.
6). As the twentieth century progressed, manufactured
or synthetic pigments were added at the factory to
some prepared stucco mixes.

Methods of Application

Stucco is applied directly, without lath, to masonry
substrates such as brick, stone, concrete or hollow tile
(Fig. 7). But on wood structures, stucco, like its interior
counterpart plaster, must be applied over lath in order
to obtain an adequate key to hold the stucco. Thus,
when applied over a log structure, stucco is laid on
horizontal wood lath that has been nailed on vertical
wood furring strips attached to the logs (Fig. 8). If it is
applied over a wood frame structure, stucco may be
applied to wood or metal lath nailed directly to the
wood frame; it may also be placed on lath that has
been attached to furring strips. The furring strips are
themselves laid over building paper covering the wood
sheathing (Fig. 9). Wood lath was gradually super-
seded by expanded metal lath introduced in the
late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century. When
stuccoing over a stone or brick substrate, it was cus-
tomary to cut back or rake out the mortar joints if they
were not already recessed by natural weathering or

Fig. 6. Arlington House, Arlington, Virginia, was built between 1802-1818 of brick covered with stucco. It was designed by George
Hadfield for George Washington Parke Custis, grandson of Martha Washington, and was later the home of Robert E. Lee. This
photograph taken on June 28, 1864, by Captain Andrew |. Russell, a U.S. Signal Corps photographer, shows the stucco after it had
been marbleized during the 1850's. Yellow ochre and burnt umber pigments were combined to imitate Sienna marble, and the stucco,
with the exception of the roughcast foundation, was scored to heighten the illusion of stone. Photo: National Archives, Arlington
House Collection, National Park Service.
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Fig. 7. Patches of stucco have fallen off this derelict 19th
century structure exposing the rough-cut local stone
substrate. The missing wood entablature on the side and the
rough wood lintel now exposed above a second-floor window,
offer clues that the building was stuccoed originally. Photo:
National Park Service Files.

Fig. 8. Removal of deteriorated stucco in preparation for
stucco repair on this late-18th century log house in
Middleway, West Virginia, reveals that the stucco was
applied to hand-riven wood lath nailed over vertical wood
strips attached to the logs. Photo: Anne Grimmer.

2" x4" Studs
16" On Center

1" x 2" Furring Strips
12" On Center

Sheathing

Wood Water Table

Fig. 9. This cutaway drawing shows the method of
attachment for stucco commonly used on wood frame or
balloon frame structures from the late-19th to the 20th
century. Drawing: Brian Conway, “lllinois Preservation
Series Number 2: Stucco.”

erosion, and sometimes the bricks themselves were
gouged to provide a key for the stucco. This helped
provide the necessary bond for the stucco to remain
attached to the masonry, much like the key provided
by wood or metal lath on frame buildings.

Like interior wall plaster, stucco has traditionally been
applied as a multiple-layer process, sometimes con-
sisting of two coats, but more commonly as three.
Whether applied directly to a masonry substrate or
onto wood or metal lath, this consists of a first
“scratch” or “pricking-up” coat, followed by a second
scratch coat, sometimes referred to as a “floating” or
“brown” coat, followed finally by the “finishing” coat.
Up until the late-nineteenth century, the first and the
second coats were of much the same composition, gen-
erally consisting of lime, or natural cement, sand, per-
haps clay, and one or more of the additives previously
mentioned. Straw or animal hair was usually added to
the first coat as a binder. The third, or finishing coat,
consisted primarily of a very fine mesh grade of lime
and sand, and sometimes pigment. As already noted,
after the 1820’s, natural cement was also a common
ingredient in stucco until it was replaced by portland
cement.



Fig. 10. (a) Tudor Place, Washington, D.C. (1805-1816), was designed by Dr. William Thornton. Like its contemporary, Arlington
House, it is stuccoed and scored, with a roughcast base, but here the stucco is a monochromatic sandstone color tinted by sand and
mineral pigments (b). Although the original stucco was replaced in the early-20th century with a portland cement-based stucco, the
family, who retained ownership until 1984 when the house was opened to the public, left explicit instructions for future stucco
repairs. The mix recommended for repairing hairline cracks (c), consists of sharp sand, cement and lime, burnt umber, burnt sienna,
and a small amount of raw sienna. Preparation of numerous test samples, the size of “a thick griddle cake,” will be necessary to
match the stucco color, and when the exact color has been achieved, the mixture is to be diluted to the “consistency of cream,”
brushed on the wall and rubbed into the cracks with a rubber sponge or float. Note the dark color visible under the eaves intended to
replicate the stronger color of the original limewashed stucco (d). Photos: Anne Grimmer.



Both masonry and wood lath must be kept wet or
damp to ensure a good bond with the stucco. Wetting
these materials helps to prevent them from pulling
moisture out of the stucco too rapidly, which results in
cracking, loss of bond, and generally poor quality
stuccowork.

Traditional Stucco Finishes

Until the early-twentieth century when a variety of
novelty finishes or textures were introduced, the last
coat of stucco was commonly given a smooth, troweled
finish, and then scored or lined in imitation of ashlar.
The illusion of masonry joints was sometimes en-
hanced by a thin line of white lime putty, graphite, or
some other pigment. Some nineteenth century build-
ings feature a water table or raised foundation of
rough-cast stucco that differentiates it from the stucco
surface above, which is smooth and scored (Fig. 10).
Other novelty or textured finishes associated with the
“period” or revival styles of the early-twentieth century
include: the English cottage finish, adobe and Spanish,
pebble-dashed or dry-dash surface, fan and sponge
texture, reticulated and vermiculated, roughcast (or wet
dash), and sgraffito (Fig. 11).

Repairing Deteriorated Stucco
Regular Maintenance

Although A. J. Downing alluded to stuccoed houses in
Pennsylvania that had survived for over a century in
relatively good condition, historic stucco is inherently
not a particularly permanent or long-lasting building
material. Regular maintenance is required to keep it in
good condition. Unfortunately, many older or historic
buildings are not always accorded this kind of care.

Because building owners knew stucco to be a protect-
ive, but also somewhat fragile coating, they employed a
variety of means to prolong its usefulness. The most
common treatment was to whitewash stucco, often
annually. The lime in the whitewash offered protection
and stability and helped to harden the stucco. Most
importantly, it filled hairline cracks before they could
develop into larger cracks and let in moisture. To im-
prove water repellency, stucco buildings were also
sometimes coated with paraffin, another type of wax,
or other stucco-like coatings, such as oil mastics.

Assessing Damage

Most stucco deterioration is the result of water infiltra-
tion into the building structure, either through the
roof, around chimneys, window and door openings, or
excessive ground water or moisture penetrating
through, or splashing up from the foundation. Poten-
tial causes of deterioration include: ground settlement,
lintel and door frame settlement, inadequate or leaking
gutters and downspouts, intrusive vegetation, moisture
migration within walls due to interior condensation
and humidity, vapor drive problems caused by furnace,
bathroom and kitchen vents, and rising damp resulting
from excessive ground water and poor drainage around
the foundation. Water infiltration will cause wood lath
to rot, and metal lath and nails to rust, which eventu-

Fig. 11. The Hotel Washington, Washington, D.C.
(1916-1917), is notable for its decorative sgraffito surfaces.
Stucco panels under the cornice and around the windows
feature classical designs created by artists who incised the
patterns in the outer layer of red-colored stucco while still
soft, thereby exposing a stucco undercoat of a contrasting
color. Photo: Kaye Ellen Simonson.

ally will cause stucco to lose its bond and pull away
from its substrate.

After the cause of deterioration has been identified,
any necessary repairs to the building should be made
first before repairing the stucco. Such work is likely to
include repairs designed to keep excessive water away
from the stucco, such as roof, gutter, downspout and
flashing repairs, improving drainage, and redirecting
rainwater runoff and splash-back away from the build-
ing. Horizontal areas such as the tops of parapet walls
or chimneys are particularly vulnerable to water infil-
tration, and may require modifications to their original
design, such as the addition of flashing to correct the
problem.

Previous repairs inexpertly carried out may have
caused additional deterioration, particularly if executed
in portland cement, which tends to be very rigid, and
therefore incompatible with early, mostly soft lime-
based stucco that is more “flexible.” Incompatible



repairs, external vibration caused by traffic or con-
struction, or building settlement can also result in
cracks which permit the entrance of water and cause
the stucco to fail (Fig. 12).

Before beginning any stucco repair, an assessment of
the stucco should be undertaken to determine the ex-
tent of the damage, and how much must be replaced
or repaired. Testing should be carried out systemati-
cally on all elevations of the building to determine the
overall condition of the stucco. Some areas in need of
repair will be clearly evidenced by missing sections of
stucco or stucco layers. Bulging or cracked areas are
obvious places to begin. Unsound, punky or soft areas
that have lost their key will echo with a hollow sound
when tapped gently with a wooden or acrylic hammer
or mallet.

Identifying the Stucco Type

Analysis of the historic stucco will provide useful infor-
mation on its primary ingredients and their propor-
tions, and will help to ensure that the new replacement
stucco will duplicate the old in strength, composition,
color and texture as closely as possible. However, un-
less authentic, period restoration is required, it may not
be worthwhile, nor in many instances possible, to at-
tempt to duplicate all of the ingredients (particularly
some of the additives), in creating the new stucco mor-

tar. Some items are no longer available, and others,
notably sand and lime—the major components of tradi-
tional stucco—have changed radically over time. For
example, most sand used in contemporary masonry
work is manufactured sand, because river sand, which
was used historically, is difficult to obtain today in
many parts of the country. The physical and visual
qualltles of manufactured sand versus river sand, are
quite different, and this affects the way stucco works,
as well as the way it looks. The same is true of lime,
which is frequently replaced by gypsum in modern
stucco mixes. And even if identification of all the items
in the historic stucco mix were possible, the analysis
would still not reveal how the original stucco was
mixed and applied.

There are, however, simple tests that can be carried out
on a small piece of stucco to determine its basic make-
up. A dilute solution of hydrochloric (muriatic) acid
will dissolve lime-based stucco, but not portland ce-
ment. Although the use of portland cement became
common after 1900, there are no precise cut-off dates,

as stuccoing practices varied among individual plaster-

ers, and from region to region. Some plasterers began
using portland cement in the 1880’s, but others may
have continued to favor lime stucco well into the early-
twentieth century. While it is safe to assume that a
late-eighteenth or early-nineteenth century stucco is
lime-based, late-nineteenth or early-twentieth century

Fig. 12. (a) Water intrusion caused by rustmq metal, or (b) plant growth left unattended will gradually enlarge these cracks,
resulting in spalling, and eventually requiring extensive repair of the stucco. Photos: National Park Service Files.
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Fig. 13. (a) In preparation for repainting, hairline cracks on this Mediterranean style stucco apartment building were filled with a
commercial caulking compound; (b) dirt is attracted and adheres to the texture of the caulked areas, and a year after painting, these

inappropriate repairs are highly obvious. Photos: Anne Grimmer.

stucco may be based on either lime or portland cement.
Another important factor to take into consideration is
that an early lime-stucco building is likely to have been
repaired many times over the ensuing years, and it is
probable that at least some of these patches consist of
portland cement.

Planning the Repair

Once the extent of damage has been determined, a
number of repair options may be considered. Small
hairline cracks usually are not serious and may be
sealed with a thin slurry coat consisting of the finish
coat ingredients, or even with a coat of paint or white-
wash. Commercially available caulking compounds are
not suitable materials for patching hairline cracks. Be-
cause their consistency and texture is unlike that of
stucco, they tend to weather differently, and attract
more dirt; as a result, repairs made with caulking com-
pounds may be highly visible, and unsightly (Fig. 13).
Larger cracks will have to be cut out in preparation for
more extensive repair. Most stucco repairs will require
the skill and expertise of a professional plasterer (Fig.
14).

In the interest of saving or preserving as much as pos-
sible of the historic stucco, patching rather than whole-
sale replacement is preferable. When repairing heavily
textured surfaces, it is not usually necessary to replace
an entire wall section, as the textured finish, if well-
executed, tends to conceal patches, and helps them to
blend in with the existing stucco. However, because of
the nature of smooth-finished stucco, patching a num-
ber of small areas scattered over one elevation may not
be a successful repair approach unless the stucco has
been previously painted, or is to be painted following
the repair work. On unpainted stucco such patches are
hard to conceal, because they may not match exactly or
blend in with the rest of the historic stucco surface. For

Fig. 14. This poorly executed patch is not the work of a
professional plasterer. While it may serve to keep out water, it
does not match the original surface, and is not an appropriate
repair for historic stucco. Photo: Betsy Chittenden.

this reason it is recommended, if possible, that stucco
repair be carried out in a contained or well-defined
area, or if the stucco is scored, the repair patch should
be “squared-off” in such a way as to follow existing
scoring. In some cases, especially in a highly visible
location, it may be preferable to restucco an entire wall
section or feature. In this way, any differences between
the patched area and the historic surface will not be so
readily apparent.

Repair of historic stucco generally follows most of the
same principles used in plaster repair. First, all deterio-
rated, severely cracked and loose stucco should be re-
moved down to the lath (assuming that the lath is
securely attached to the substrate), or down to the ma-
sonry if the stucco is directly applied to a masonry
substrate. A clean surface is necessary to obtain a good
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bond between the stucco and substrate. The areas to be
patched should be cleaned of all debris with a bristle
brush, and all plant growth, dirt, loose paint, oil or
grease should be removed (Fig. 15). If necessary, brick
or stone mortar joints should then be raked out to a
depth of approximately 5/8” to ensure a good bond
between the substrate and the new stucco.

To obtain a neat repair, the area to be patched should
be squared-off with a butt joint, using a cold chisel, a
hatchet, a diamond blade saw, or a masonry bit. Some-
times it may be preferable to leave the area to be
patched in an irregular shape which may result in a
less conspicuous patch. Proper preparation of the area
to be patched requires very sharp tools, and extreme
caution on the part of the plasterer not to break keys of
surrounding good stucco by “over-sounding” when
removing deteriorated stucco. To ensure a firm bond,
the new patch must not overlap the old stucco. If the
stucco has lost its bond or key from wood lath, or the
lath has deteriorated or come loose from the substrate,
a decision must be made whether to try to reattach the
old lath, to replace deteriorated lath with new wood
lath, or to leave the historic wood lath in place and
supplement it with modern expanded metal lath. Un-
less authenticity is important, it is generally preferable
(and easier) to nail new metal lath over the old wood
lath to support the patch. Metal lath that is no longer

Fig. 15. (a) After reattaching any loose wood lath to the furring strips underneath, the area to be patched has been cleaned, the lath
thoroughly wetted, and (b) the first coat of stucco has been applied and scratched to provide a key to hold the second layer of stucco.
Photos: Betsy Chittenden.
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securely fastened to the substrate may be removed and
replaced in kind, or left in place, and supplemented
with new wire lath.

When repairing lime-based stucco applied directly to
masonry, the new stucco should be applied in the same
manner, directly onto the stone or brick. The stucco
will bond onto the masonry itself without the addition
of lath because of the irregularities in the masonry or
those of its mortar joints, or because its surface has
been scratched, scored or otherwise roughened to pro-
vide an additional key. Cutting out the old stucco at a
diagonal angle may also help secure the bond between
the new and the old stucco. For the most part it is not
advisable to insert metal lath when restuccoing historic
masonry in sound condition, as it can hasten deteriora-
tion of the repair work. Not only will attaching the lath
damage the masonry, but the slightest moisture pene-
tration can cause metal lath to rust. This will cause
metal to expand, eventually resulting in spalling of the
stucco, and possibly the masonry substrate too.

If the area to be patched is properly cleaned and pre-
pared, a bonding agent is usually not necessary. How-
ever, a bonding agent may be useful when repairing
hairline cracks, or when dealing with substrates that do
not offer a good bonding surface. These may include
dense stone or brick, previously painted or stuccoed




masonry, or spalling brick substrates. A good mechani-
cal bond is always preferable to reliance on bonding
agents. Bonding agents should not be used on a wall
that is likely to remain damp or where large amounts
of salts are present. Many bonding agents do not sur-
vive well under such conditions, and their use could
jeopardize the longevity of the stucco repair.

A stucco mix compatible with the historic stucco
should be selected after analyzing the existing stucco. It
can be adapted from a standard traditional mix of the
period, or based on one of the mixes included here.
Stucco consisting mostly of portland cement generally
will not be physically compatible with the softer, more
flexible lime-rich historic stuccos used throughout the
eighteenth and much of the nineteenth centuries. The
differing expansion and contraction rates of lime stucco
and portland cement stucco will normally cause the
stucco to crack. Choosing a stucco mix that is durable
and compatible with the historic stucco on the building
is likely to involve considerable trial and error, and
probably will require a number of test samples, and
even more if it is necessary to match the color. It is
best to let the stucco test samples weather as long as
possible—ideally one year, or at least through a change
of seasons, in order to study the durability of the mix
and its compatibility with the existing stucco, as well as
the weathering of the tint if the building will not be
painted and'color match is an important factor. If the
test samples are not executed on the building, they
should be placed next to the stucco remaining on the
building to compare the color, texture and composition
of the samples with the original. The number and
thickness of stucco coats used in the repair should also
match the original.

After thoroughly dampening the masonry or wood
lath, the first, scratch coat should be applied to the
masonry substrate, or wood or metal lath, in a thick-
ness that corresponds to the original if extant, or gener-
ally about 1/4” to 3/8". The scratch coat should be
scratched or cross-hatched with a comb to provide a
key to hold the second coat. It usually takes 24-72
hours, and longer in cold weather, for each coat to dry
before the next coat can be applied. The second coat
should be about the same thickness as the first, and
the total thickness of the first two coats should gener-
ally not exceed about 5/8". This second or leveling coat
should be roughened using a wood float with a nail
protruding to provide a key for the final or finish coat.
The finish coat, about 1/4" thick, is applied after the
previous coat has initially set. If this is not feasible, the
base coat should be thoroughly dampened when the
finish coat is applied later. The finish coat should be
worked to match the texture of the original stucco (Fig.
16).

Colors and Tints for Historic Stucco Repair

The color of most early stucco was supplied by the
aggregate included in the mix—usually the sand.
Sometimes natural pigments were added to the mix,
and eighteenth and nineteenth-century scored stucco
was often marbleized or painted in imitation of marble
or granite. Stucco was also frequently coated with
whitewash or a colorwash. This tradition later evolved

into the use of paint, its popularity depending on the
vagaries of fashion as much as a means of concealing
repairs. Because most of the early colors were derived
from nature, the resultant stucco tints tended to be
mostly earth-toned. This was true until the advent of
brightly colored stucco in the early decades of the
twentieth century. This was the so-called “Jazz Plaster”
developed by O.A. Malone, the “man who put color
into California,” and who founded the California
Stucco Products Corporation in 1927. California Stucco
was revolutionary for its time as the first stucco/plaster
to contain colored pigment in its pre-packaged factory
mix.

When patching or repairing a historic stucco surface
known to have been tinted, it may be possible to deter-
mine through visual or microscopic analysis whether
the source of the coloring is sand, cement or pigment.
Although some pigments or aggregates used tradition-
ally may no longer be available, a sufficiently close
color-match can generally be approximated using sand,
natural or mineral pigments, or a combination of these.
Obtaining such a match will require testing and com-
paring the color of dried test samples with the original.
Successfully combining pigments in the dry stucco mix
prepared for the finish coat requires considerable skill.
The amount of pigment must be carefully measured for
each batch of stucco. Overworking the mix can make
the pigment separate from the lime. Changing the
amount of water added to the mix, or using water to
apply the tinted finish coat, will also affect the color of
the stucco when it dries.

Generally, the color obtained by hand-mixing these
ingredients will provide a sufficiently close match to
cover an entire wall or an area distinct enough from the
rest of the structure that the color differences will not
be obvious. However, it may not work for small
patches conspicuously located on a primary elevation,
where color differences will be especially noticeable. In
these instances, it may be necessary to conceal the
repairs by painting the entire patched elevation, or
even the whole building.

Many stucco buildings have been painted over the
years and will require repainting after the stucco re-
pairs have been made. Limewash or cement-based
paint, latex paint, or oil-based paint are appropriate
coatings for stucco buildings. The most important fac-
tor to consider when repainting a previously painted or
coated surface is that the new paint be compatible with
any coating already on the surface. In preparation for
repainting, all loose or peeling paint or other coating
material not firmly adhered to the stucco must be re-
moved by hand-scraping or natural bristle brushes. The
surface should then be cleaned.

Cement-based paints, most of which today contain
some portland cement and are really a type of lime-
wash, have traditionally been used on stucco buildings.
The ingredients were easily obtainable. Furthermore,
the lime in such paints actually bonded or joined with
the stucco and provided a very durable coating. In
many regions, whitewash was applied annually during
spring cleaning. Modern, commercially available pre-
mixed masonry and mineral-based paints may also be

used on historic stucco buildings.
11



Fig. 16. (a) In preparation for stucco repair, this plasterer is mixing the dry materials in a mortar box with a mortar hoe (note the 2
holes in the blade), pulling it through the box using short choppy strokes. After the dry materials are thoroughly combined, water
is added and mixed with them using the same choppy, but gradually lengthening stokes, making sure that the hoe cuts completely
through the mix to the bottom of the box. (b) The deteriorated stucco has been cut away, and new metal lath has been nailed to the
clapboarding in the area to be patched. (Although originally clapboarded when built in the 19th century, the house was stuccoed
around the turn-of-the-century on metal lath nailed over the clapboard.) (c) The first, scratch coat and the second coat have been
applied here, and await the spatterdash or rough-cast finish of the final coat (d) which was accomplished by the plasterer using a
whisk broom to throw the stucco mortar against the wall surface. This well-executed patch is barely discernable, and lacks only a
coat of paint to make it blend completely with the rest of the painted wall surface. Photos: Anne Grimmer.
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If the structure must be painted for the first time to
conceal repairs, almost any of these coatings may be
acceptable depending on the situation. Latex paint, for
example, may be applied to slightly damp walls or
where there is an excess of moisture, but latex paint
will not stick to chalky or powdery areas. Oil-based, or
alkyd paints must be applied only to dry walls; new
stucco must cure up to a year before it can be painted
with oil-based paint.

Contemporary Stucco Products

There are many contemporary stucco products on the
market today. Many of them are not compatible, either
physically or visually, with historic stucco buildings.
Such products should be considered for use only after
consulting with a historic masonry specialist. However,
some of these prepackaged tinted stucco coatings may
be suitable for use on stucco buildings dating from the
late-nineteenth or early-twentieth century, as long as
the color and texture are appropriate for the period and
style of the building. While some masonry contractors
may, as a matter of course, suggest that a water-
repellent coating be applied after repairing old stucco,
in most cases this should not be necessary, since color-
washes and paints serve the same purpose, and stucco
itself is a protective coating.

Cleaning Historic Stucco Surfaces

Historic stucco buildings often exhibit multiple layers of
paint or limewash. Although some stucco surfaces may
be cleaned by water washing, the relative success of
this procedure depends on two factors: the surface
texture of the stucco, and the type of dirt to be re-
moved. If simply removing airborne dirt, smooth un-
painted stucco, and heavily-textured painted stucco
may sometimes be cleaned using a low-pressure water
wash, supplemented by scrubbing with soft natural
bristle brushes, and possibly non-ionic detergents.
Organic plant material, such as algae and mold, and
metallic stains may be removed from stucco using poul-
tices and appropriate solvents. Although these same
methods may be employed to clean unpainted rough-
cast, pebble-dash, or any stucco surface featuring ex-
posed aggregate, due to the surface irregularities, it
may be difficult to remove dirt, without also removing
portions of the decorative textured surface. Difficulty in
cleaning these surfaces may explain why so many of
these textured surfaces have been painted.

When Total Replacement is Necessary

Complete replacement of the historic stucco with new
stucco of either a traditional or modern mix will proba-
bly be necessary only in cases of extreme deterioration—
that is, a loss of bond on over 40-50 per cent of the
stucco surface. Another reason for total removal might
be that the physical and visual integrity of the historic
stucco has been so compromised by prior incompatible
and ill-conceived repairs that patching would not be
successful.

When stucco no longer exists on a building there is
more flexibility in choosing a suitable mix for the re-
placement. Since compatibility of old and new stucco
will not be an issue, the most important factors to con-

sider are durability, color, texture and finish. Depend-
ing on the construction and substrate of the building,
in some instances it may be acceptable to use a rela-
tively strong cement-based stucco mortar. This is cer-
tainly true for many late-nineteenth and early-twentieth
century buildings, and may even be appropriate to use
on some stone substrates even if the original mortar
would have been weaker, as long as the historic visual
qualities noted above have been replicated. Generally,
the best principle to follow for a masonry building is
that the stucco mix, whether for repair or replacement
of historic stucco, should be somewhat weaker than the
masonry to which it is to be applied in order not to
damage the substrate.

General Guidance for Historic Stucco Repair

A skilled professional plasterer will be familiar
with the properties of materials involved in stucco
repair and will be able to avoid some of the pit-
falls that would hinder someone less experienced.
General suggestions for successful stucco repair
parallel those involving restoration and repair of
historic mortar or plaster. In addition, the follow-
ing principles are important to remember:

® Mix only as much stucco as can be used in one
and one-half to two hours. This will depend on
the weather (mortar will harden faster under hot
and dry, or sunny conditions); and experience is
likely to be the best guidance. Any remaining
mortar should be discarded; it should not be
retempered.

® Stucco mortar should not be over-mixed. (Hand
mix for 10-15 minutes after adding water, or ma-
chine mix for 3-4 minutes after all ingredients are
in mixer.) Over-mixing can cause crazing and
discoloration, especially in tinted mortars. Over-
mixing will also tend to make the mortar set too
fast, which will result in cracking and poor bond-
ing or keying to the lath or masonry substrate.

® Wood lath or a masonry substrate, but not metal
lath, must be thoroughly wetted before applying
stucco patches so that it does not draw moisture
out of the stucco too rapidly. To a certain extent,
bonding agents also serve this same purpose.
Wetting the substrate helps retard drying.

¢ To prevent cracking, it is imperative that stucco
not dry too fast. Therefore, the area to be stuc-
coed should be shaded, or even covered if possi-
ble, particularly in hot weather. It is also a good
idea in hot weather to keep the newly stuccoed
area damp, at approximately 90 per cent humidity,
for a period of 48 to 72 hours.

® Stucco repairs, like most other exterior masonry
work, should not be undertaken in cold weather
(below 40 degrees fahrenheit, and preferably
warmer), or if there is danger of frost.
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Historic Stucco Textures

Most of the oldest stucco in the U.S. dating prior to
the late-nineteenth century, will generally have a
smooth, troweled finish (sometimes called a sand or
float finish), possibly scored to resemble ashlar ma-
sonry units. Scoring may be incised to simulate ma-
sonry joints, the scored lines may be emphasized by
black or white penciling, or the lines may simply be
drawn or painted on the surface of the stucco. In
some regions, at least as early as the first decades of
the nineteenth century, it was not uncommon to use
a roughcast finish on the foundation or base of an
otherwise smooth-surfaced building (Fig. a). Rough-
cast was also used as ah overall stucco finish for
some outbuildings, and other less important types
of structures.

A wide variety of decorative surface textures may be
found on revival style stucco buildings, particularly
residential architecture. These styles evolved in the
late-nineteenth century and peaked in popularity in
the early decades of the twentieth century. Frank
Lloyd Wright favored a smooth finish stucco, which
was imitated on much of the Prairie style architec-
ture inspired by his work. Some of the more pictur-
esque surface textures include: English Cottage or
English Cotswold finish; sponge finish (Fig. b); fan
texture; adobe finish (Fig. c), and Spanish or Italian

Fig. A

finish. Many of these finishes and countless other
regional and personalized variations on them are
still in use.

The most common early-twentieth century stucco
finishes are often found on bungalow-style houses,
and include: spatter or spatterdash (sometimes
called roughcast, harling, or wetdash), and pebble-
dash or drydash. The spatterdash finish is applied
by throwing the stucco mortar against the wall using
a whisk broom or a stiff fiber brush, and it requires
considerable skill on the part of the plasterer to
achieve a consistently rough wall surface. The mor-
tar used to obtain this texture is usually composed
simply of a regular sand, lime, and cement mortar,
although it may sometimes contain small pebbles or
crushed stone aggregate, which replaces one-half
the normal sand content. The pebbledash or dry-
dash finish is accomplished manually by the plas-
terer throwing or “dashing” dry pebbles (about 1/8”
to 1/4" in size), onto a coat of stucco freshly applied
by another plasterer. The pebbles must be thrown at
the wall with a scoop with sufficient force and skill
that they will stick to the stuccoed wall. A more
even or uniform surface can be achieved by patting
the stones down with a wooden float. This finish
may also be created using a texturing machine (Figs.
d-f illustrate 3 versions of this finish. Photos:
National Park Service Files).

Fig. F

14




Summary

Stucco on historic buildings is especially vulnerable not
only to the wear of time and exposure to the elements,
but also at the hands of well-intentioned “restorers,”
who may want to remove stucco from eighteenth and
nineteenth century structures, to expose what they
believe to be the original or more “historic” brick,
stone or log underneath. Historic stucco is a character-
defining feature and should be considered an impor-
tant historic building material, significant in its own
right. While many eighteenth and nineteenth century
buildings were stuccoed at the time of construction,
others were stuccoed later for reasons of fashion or
practicality. As such, it is likely that this stucco has
acquired significance over time, as part of the history
and evolution of a building. Thus, even later, non-
historic stucco should be retained in most instances;
and similar logic dictates that new stucco should not be
applied to a historic building that was not stuccoed
previously. When repairing historic stucco, the new
stucco should duplicate the old as closely as possible in
strength, composition, color and texture.

Mixes for Repair of Historic Stucco

Historic stucco mixes varied a great deal region-
ally, depending as they did on the availability of
local materials. There are probably almost as
many mixes that can be used for repair of historic
stucco as there are historic stucco buildings. For
this reason it is recommended that at least a rudi-
mentary analysis of the existing historic stucco be
carried out in order to determine its general pro-
portions and primary ingredients. However, if
this is not possible, or if test results are inconclu-
sive, the following mixes are provided as refer-
ence. Many of the publications listed under
“Selected Reading” include a variety of stucco
mixes and should also be consulted for additional
guidance.

Materials Specifications should conform to those
contained in Preservation Briefs 2: Repointing Mortar
Joints in Historic Brick Buildings, and are as follows:
¢ Lime should conform to ASTM C-207, Type S,
Hydrated Lime for Masonry Purposes.

® Sand should conform to ASTM C-144 to assure
proper gradation and freedom from impurities.
Sand, or other type of aggregate, should match
the original as closely as possible.

¢ Cement should conform to ASTM C-150, Type
IT (white, non-staining), portland cement.

e Water should be fresh, clean and potable.

e If hair or fiber is used, it should be goat or cattle
hair, or pure manilla fiber of good quality, 1/2”
to 2” in length, clean, and free of dust, dirt, oil,
grease or other impurities.

¢ Rules to remember: More lime will make the
mixture more plastic, but stucco mortar with a
very large proportion of lime to sand is more
likely to crack because of greater shrinkage; it is
also weaker and slower to set. More sand or
aggregate, will minimize shrinkage, but make
the mixture harder to trowel smooth, and will
weaken the mortar.

Soft Lime Stucco (suitable for application to
buildings dating from 1700-1850)

A.]. Downing’s Recipe for Soft Lime Stucco

1 part lime

2 parts sand

(A.J. Downing, “The Architecture of Country Houses,” 1850)

Vieux Carre Masonry Maintenance Guidelines

Base Coats (2):

1 part by volume hydrated lime

3 parts by volume aggregate [sand]—size to match original
6 pounds/cubic yards hair or fiber

Water to form a workable mix.

Finish Coat:

1 part by volume hydrated lime

3 parts aggregate [sand|—size to match original

Water to form a workable mix.

Note: No portland cement is recommended in this mix, but if
it is needed to increase the workability of the mix and to de-
crease the setting time, the amount of portland cement added
should never exceed 1 part to 12 parts lime and sand.

(“Vieux Carre Masonry Maintenance Guidelines,” June, 1980.)

“Materials for Soft Brick Mortar and for Soft Stucco”
5 gallons hydrated lime

10 gallons sand

1 quart white, non-staining portland cement (1 cup only for
pointing)

Water to form a workable mix.

(Koch and Wilson, Architects, New Orleans, Louisiana, Febru-
ary, 1980)

Mix [or Repair of Traditional Natural Cement or Hy-
draulic Lime Stucco

1 part by volume hydrated lime
2 parts by volume white portland cement
3 parts by volume fine mason’s sand

If hydraulic lime is available, it may be used instead of lime-
cement blends.

(“Conservation Techniques for the Repair of Historical Orna-
mental Exterior Stucco, January, 1990)
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Early-twentieth century Portland Cement Stucco
1 part portland cement
21/2 parts sand

Hydrated lime = to not more than 15% of the cement’s vol-
ume

Water to form a workable mix.

The same basic mix was used for all coats, but the finish coat
generally contained more lime than the undercoats. (“Illinois
Preservation Series No. 2: Stucco,” January, 1980)

American Portland Cement Stucco Specifications
(c. 1929)

Base Coats:
5 pounds, dry, hydrated lime
1 bag portland cement (94 Ibs.)

Not less than 3 cubic feet (3 bags) sand (passed through a #8
screen)

Water to make a workable mix.

Finish Coat:

Use WHITE portland cement in the mix in the same propor-
tions as above.

To color the stucco add not more than 10 pounds pigment for
each bag of cement contained in the mix.
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LOCATION 1721 University Aye. S.E.

_LOT_ “*-Part .of 9 - . BLOCK ..G app | Tuttle's..
. LT T T RiTE OEER ooee fERes T T . _
————_ < g .
PERMIT NO CONSTRUCTION DATE CONTRACTOR COST o K
E 76164 41x83 Br.Frat. Ise. 5-11-08 M. Schumacher 20000,
F 25584 | Elec. 7-6-08 Mplse Elec. Const, Co. 400,
D 39255 Plbg. 7-14-08 Vi, Walkins & Co. 18G0, 7-30-08
F 27411 | Elec. 11-20-08 | North Bnr. Co. 400,
D 41473 Plbg. 12-14-08 C.L.5immons 50. 12.23=08
D 139715 | Plbg. 12-14=21 M.Mettson l 130,
F 268191 { Elsc. §-23=34 Kralstiery Elec. Co, 25C, 9-14-34
D 289918 | Plbg. 1-31=39 Jack Rork 50, 7-25-39
D-326962 | Gas range 10-24-41 | ¥, Kattson A0,
D-335589| con.coffee urn 10~-6-42 do 104
D-335825| Refrig. 10-15-42 © do 10.
B-284626 | Reroof dwlg. 9-26-45 |U,S8,Rfg.&SidingCo, 285,
)-367086 Washtray&fl.drain 10-31~46 | R.Browm 75.
D-382067 Plbg. -replacement pf
all fixts. & K. In.| 9-15-47 |%. Brown 800,
F-399053 Viiring and alts, 10-9=47 J.J. Hollick Elec.Co, 100,
F401589 Fixtures 12-10-47 | Holliek Elec. Co. 50.
0 7860 Repair Stoker 1-15-48 | N.W. [Hanna tuel Co. o0,
(ovefs _
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CARD #1 (OVER)

LOCATION 1721 University Ave.S,E,

INSPECTOR OF BUILDINGS

LoT  Part of 9 BLOCK ¢ ADD Tyuttlets
- D112 Os22 OlSs 1259 :
PERMIT NO CONSTRUCTION DATE . CONTRACTOR COST 1
0-8206 |Repr. stoker 5-2-1}9 |N.W. Hanna Fuel Co. 75.
F);3987 Alts, 3-6-50 |Sheldon Green £lec. Inc. 100.
0 99U Repr. stoker 3-3-52 N,W, Htg. Eng.
K 69947 |Ext. Plas. Redash |5-2-52 National Coating Col|. 1460. J
K 70021 | Ext. Plast. 5 -7-52 | Perma Stone 1930..2
. Lathing 5-7-52 do 7 1ou 8d
F 191612 Trans. Gas Bumer 2-18-53 H.J. Mester
17126 | Sink; g w htr 3-22<55 | London Plbg . 150p
B 359575 |Encl front stwy;htg . ¢ .
rm alts E? Student Coop Inc 1,00,
D 572863 Rpl g w htr ll 1[,-58| Ideal Plbg Co. L00.
F 570718 | Wir fixt 4-13-60 |Tieso Elec. 300,
G 616%2u Repr. 1 H.Y.Htg. 12-7-60 |[Bros Inc. 1,800,
B 377204 !Rempdel bspt,kit at, - ;
P L5hh2 Ao an oo e "E%nmgi €, 3221876} renStudsatsSage: 7580
D 673259 2 dryers  5-23-66 Farr Plbg. 50,
_P6L3L59| Altrs; 3228-69 | Libby Elec. 100,
B 413595 Fare Damage Repairs 3-31-69 | .Metro Bldrs, 750,
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Card #2 - INSPECTOR OF BUILDINGS

LOCATION 1721 Unaversity Aveme S, E, N
LoT Part of 9 BLoek G ADD. Tyttle's
S O s 4y
PERMIT No CONSTRUCTION DATE ] + CONTRACTOR COST
F6,3609 wir; fix; I -7-69 Libby Elec. 200, .
F650325 wir; fix; Altrs; 1-16-70 |James Elec. , 900,
F650795 Altrs; 2-10-70 James Elec. 700.
D 745265 wtr pipe ext 11-16-71 Tdeal ‘P #H 300,
F668334 Wiring; 3=3=72 ‘Kehne Electric 150,
D-761523 | gas water htr, 6-1=73 Boedeker-Ventco 10.
F33  og@pes S o
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RUN DATE: C17Y OF MINNEAPOL1S PAGE 26866 .
RUN TIME: 00:44 DEPARTMENT OF INSPECTIONS REPORT 440-81XMa0- ‘
MICROF ICHED PERMITS REPORT . .;
~RGORESS ™ COBLOTK _ADDTTTON NAME — - | -
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F795059 05/02/85 06/04/85 0000 2.500 30.50 . INSTL 20 OPENINGS FIRE ALARM SYST COMRCL Y
T¥TOSTSS 05707785 05705785 0000 2,500 30,50 INSTC T 30A CKT, 19 OPENING, COMRCL -
F800281 12/02/85 12/05/85 0000 | 0 30.50 COLLINS ELECTRIC INSTL 1 200A SER,CABLE SYST 1717 UNIV.
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Orginal )V o PERMIT TO,BUILD OUTSIDE OF FIRE LIMITS. /\/ﬁo.a 761
ool et (A0 tpttt et opter, of the INSPECTOR OF BUILDINGS,

o A
Architect -__-_.Z._é:féﬁz A

. et : ..... Z PP ln . ) -
\Eg;/,é:, y Minneapolis, Minn. ;’r vl 190.-.5’9/

e A .
Builders -.,...-...222-...---. bt G o 2,

PROPOSED LOCATION OF BUILDING.
T s I T Street Oy Lo |, Pargot Lot | Lot | Mack | A Town, AddItion ok Sebabiisloma,
-

i . ~3 077 '/ = l L, -~
72K - 2&?’&%-@*&@;@4&‘ % s, g' CA&%A’/J&{& ,
Ve / ' DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING. ] ’

Front j Depth | Helght | Storles | Bullt of Mannde bt Canstrnction ‘T'o be Used as ) To be Campleted Estiinared Cost

i " . - / /&”’// / ﬂf'- ? ‘ - Heating Anﬂ.mh;
¢/lm #2| 3 'C,Zé’fa% b Al Sty s 20 000 e

7 [t
e s p !gf??;»/:

‘ ’;&__g o &"b&é’fa -;:J-'),.—M/? ? y -—-/5’. /(!'ﬂ [g" %{hg buildiug%undatiém"", eremm e ———— it

LY

Fermission is hereby granted
described in the above statement. This permit is granted wpon the express condition that the person to whom it is franted, and his agents, em>loyes :
and workmen, in all the work done in, around and upon said building, or any part thereof, shall conform in all respects to the ordinances of the Cily .
of Minneapolis, regarding the construction, alteration, maintenance, ;:epdi‘ and, removal/of buitdings in the city limits; and this permit may be re- -

voked at any time upon violation of any of the provisions of said ordiriancsd. . g
- o b1 Fon, .
:ff.t«{.g-"'?{‘/-- . .-......dlg'f S EE T ey siector of Buildinge.

' AGREEMENT /Z . .?;' THEGA
In consideration of the issue and delivery to me by the Inspector of/Buildings of the City of Mimwapc{l' , of Building Permit No. B..__..... -
I hereby agree to do the proposed work in accordance with the iption. above set forth and according to the provisions of the ordinance entitled “dn
Ordinance to Regulate the Construction. Alteration, Maintenance, Repair and Removal of Buildings in the City of J[inmpolis:’ and. amendments thereto.

Dated Minneapolis, Minn.,... j L.t /[ 19{)% %M

Lt .
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ORIGINAL PERMIT TO BUILD OUTSIDE OF FIRE LIMITS No. B
Student's Co-~op Inc.
Ouwner 2 w3 it +**s ¢**¢  Office of the INSPECTOR OF BUILDINGS,
[ ] ® * e L]
Architect l:: o..: o %ot %0t . ) .
Ruilders Day Labor Minneapolis, Minn., 92757 195 _
B PROPOSED LOCATION OF BUILDING ward 2 | Piawe
No. | Street Yart of Lot Lot Block Town, Addition or Subdivision CaElev.
. D-Plbg.
. E-Moving.
1721 _ University Ave. S.E. v o
DESCRIPTION OF 'BUILDING '
Froat | Depth | Height | Stocies Bullt of Manner of Constraction To be Gsed as To be Completed Eatimated Cost G-Htz
. ' . H-Sign
Eng¢lose exi.itlng front stwyd on 2nd and|3rd floors, with ¥ K Pluat
1 hr. flire-resigtamnbt materigls - provide¢ self-closing 12-1-57 100.00 "
goorst{metal ciad)y and fIamess : i ratmg—rmd—rmb&rl—l—h- NO
self-closing device on door. Install self-closing mebtal clad door and frame in ra
kitchen. ' ' e Cert
—t 7% VWL R bicNaucshtan Eoars ce
Pecrmission is_hereby granted to S'!‘udent| s _Co-op inc. o alver the buldi; foundation described in the above

statement. This pesmit is granted upon the express condition that the person to whom it is granted, and, his agents, employes and workmen, in all the work done in, around and upon said

building, or any part thereof, shall conform in all respects to the ordinances of the City of Minneapolis, redajding the consteuction, alteratio, gintenange, tepaic and.removal of buildings within
the city limits; and this permit may be revoked at any time upon violation of any of the provisions of . £ ﬁ
[l s . A Inspector of Buildings.

AGREEMENT AND SWORN STATEMENT

In consideration of the issue and delivery to me by the Inspector of Buildings of the City of Minreapolis of the above permit, I hereby agree to do the
proposed work in accordance with the description above set forth and according to the provisions of the ordinances of the City of Minneapolis, and, being first
duly sworn, I hereby state and say that the facts stated by me and contained in the above permit are trué as therein stated.

Subscribed and sworn to before ie at Minneapolis, Minneso
z27. day of : orbky nn'osp?nucn;sugmm
, My Commission Expizes Jan:'14, 1902

7 F = otary Public, Hennepin
My commission e:cpiré;i;h LY 19C &

County, Minnesota:
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NOTE: A permit is required for oll electric, p

&hing, gos, oil, ventit

plastering work. Such permit must be secured by a ticensed: contructor be

ing, refrigeration, heating or

{ony such work is itorted,

'DL-1568 13

DEPARTMENT,

.’/’j'j )
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(The issuance of this permit does mot tmply
of 3uthorize the granting of any Kcense.)
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wiser_Perr (Bl fe Manespls, i 3219 by
: ' PRIPESED LICATION OF DORLINS wor o [ e
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Permiasion is Reredy granted to 2}'\ h‘lf‘:;f @sﬂm
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regarding the construction, allergtion,
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Fleld Survey by Citw Pladning Gzrmissmn, 33? City Hah, Gan-va.
LI B B * ' * L {
) W&I‘dl. e\ﬁm! . 1]19111' 2: . - BLOGk "\~ 6

" p.Address /7,;21‘11.:\!1\,: § f.. oﬁ"ner s name J0 L’D ‘:’L-lfra

Purphse, Helgkt, Occu an_jr f Lg,gq ,ﬁ“’ ;

. 3,Helght in stories: Families-State ¥o. . . —*~&
5. . . . storier: Renidential (Femarks . o &+ « + « & v » v T
g. « » « Blorles: C,mnme'reial giate ocoupa.nc.y T _gv

- ! - . . * - & . =
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3. Oonatruction LI L R e 2nd T100T + + » o« v v o o o 15
14 .Type of rool AN .m’e.}g?. ?E’é\c‘. Srd F100T « 2 « v v + « o o 14
15-301335 . Add-" Uiona.-i. f OOTS L] . * L] - 15-.

's s a‘{q-_‘.

16
17,Condition of yards:GO0d .. xair‘{ AT, wde FOW usedf (o1, VEVA W,
18.Condition of outtuild: Lngs‘Gced AT, = Bad. - HOW el oot ih. -
19.Heat, shate uj’DF“ :3‘“ heati % a " ,bgjal vand - C;A.A- L{ '§~9.’E* '

Year built 4{‘? { DR - 75 s A8 -
158.Condition of oAty £ Goad e It Bad, _nife‘ma ’s:s‘ ...
b
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2%, Denemienta/y’éﬁjg;}h;mnre no. Ff acmarks I{Yf v ¢ B8,

o.of chilaren unigr § vee ¥ o, ont] SOy e -

JL.Docupied by owner.LeD, . eY - . 4+ - voe, 20 A
31l.Length of occupanof) eince ciat.e.j; rVacan‘t since. em. . . 51,

Joncegsions to renter e=r ., .
- cowner nder contract. ¢ . . .r. L’urtg:ﬁ‘c " a s Free. t .
Ooloni, Yatlrity. B A B B Ant. rent pu. Wk,. ~—. 10
33.Bacemen 10'\Fm:;; oconrie Ira"ll i Af{ﬁ hclsﬁlafﬁr. ‘B?:.?i %ﬁ * &‘?
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