
Any person who has special needs while attending these meetings or needs agenda materials for these 
meetings should contact the City Clerk as soon as possible to ensure that a reasonable accommodation 
can be made.  The City Clerk can be reached by telephone at (715)346-1569, TDD# 346-1556, or by mail 

at 1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481. 

AGENDA 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION  

 
Wednesday, March 5, 2014 – 4:00 PM 

 
City Conference Room – County-City Building 

1515 Strongs Avenue – Stevens Point, WI 54481 
 

(A Quorum of the City Council May Attend This Meeting) 
 

 
Discussion and possible action on the following: 
 
1. Approval of the report from the February 5, 2014 HP/DRC meeting.  

2. Request from Stratford Sign Company, representing Mid-State Technical College, for design review 

of a freestanding sign and four walls signs at 1001 Centerpoint Drive (Parcel ID 2408-32-2029-64). 

3. Request from Noah Eschenbauch for façade improvement grant funds in the amount of $11,187 and 

design review for exterior building work at 925-33 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2019-02). 

4. Request from the City of Stevens Point for design review of dumpster corrals within municipal lot 

16, north of Main Street and between Third Street and Strongs Avenue (Parcel ID's 2408-32-2029-66 

and 2408-32-2029-65). 

5. Determination of process and procedures relating to the designation of potential historic properties, 

buildings, and districts identified within the Intensive Survey report.  

6. Adjourn. 
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REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 

Wednesday, February 5, 2014 –4:00 p.m. 

City Conference Room – County-City Building 

1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI  54481 

 

PRESENT:  Lee Beveridge, Tim Siebert, George Hanson, and Mary Stroik. 
 
ABSENT: Tom Baldischwiler 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Director Michael Ostrowski, Economic Development Specialist Kyle Kearns, Cathy 
Dugan, Brandi Makuski. 

 

INDEX: 
Discussion and possible action on the following: 

1. Approval of the report from the December 4, 2013 HP/DRC meeting.  

2. Review and recommendation of the City of Stevens Point Historic Preservation / Design Review 
Commission – Design Guidelines. 

3. Review and recommendation of the amended Chapter 22, Historic Preservation / Design Review 
ordinance. 

4. Adjourn. 

 

 
1. Approval of the report from the December 4, 2013 meeting. 
   

Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the report from the December 4, 2013 HP/DRC 
meeting; seconded by Commissioner Hanson.  Motion carried 4-0. 

 
2. Review and recommendation of the City of Stevens Point Historic Preservation / Design Review 

Commission – Design Guidelines. 

Director Ostrowski summarized the design guideline rewrite process, outlining major changes which 
include, removing regulatory language that has instead been placed in Chapter 22 of the Revised 
Municipal Code, and demolition language that was updated to reflect consistency with Chapter 22. 
Grammatical and formatting errors were also fixed throughout the document. 

Economic Development Specialist Kearns added that the State of Wisconsin Historical Society 
preservation architect reviewed the entire document and provided comments, overall stating that 
the guidelines were well written. Those recommend comments have been incorporated into the 
latest version of the design guidelines.  

Commission Siebert questioned the legality of sandblasting within the guidelines, specifically related 
to section 3.2.2(c), as the state's historical preservation architect indicated that any sandblasting to 
a historic structure is against the under Wisconsin State Statute. Mr. Kearns clarified that the 
guidelines are all encompassing and there may be certain instances where a building within the 
design review district is not historic. Furthermore, all reviews or requests for sandblasting would 
come before the historic preservation / design review commission for review. Director Ostrowski 
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added that language can be injected into the beginning of the guidelines which addresses the 
applicable state laws and statutes pertaining to historic structures. 

Discussion occurred between the commissioners regarding vinyl siding and windows. Commissioner 
Hanson suggested requiring a grading scale for vinyl siding in instances where the replacement or 
installation is allowed, to avoid the poor quality vinyl siding or windows. Commissioner Beveridge 
added inserting a grade for brick mortar as well. Director Ostrowski concluded that grades for vinyl 
and brick mortar will be added to the design guidelines.  

Commissioner Beveridge stated his comfort with the design guidelines especially as they were 
reviewed entirely by the state's historical preservation office. 

Director Ostrowski finished by stating the design guidelines would next be reviewed by the plan 
commission and then final adoption by the common council. He also added that after adoption and 
implementation, an amendment will likely occur to the design guidelines to fix any overlooked 
errors, language, or formatting.  

Motion by Commissioner Siebert to recommend approving the Historic Preservation / Design 
Review Commission – Design Guidelines to the Common Council with the recommended edits and 
changes; seconded by Commissioner Beveridge. Motion carried 4-0. 

3. Review and recommendation of the amended Chapter 22, Historic Preservation / Design Review 
ordinance. 

Commissioners pointed out a few grammatical errors with the ordinance, of which Director 
Ostrowski indicated will be corrected prior to adoption.  

Commissioner Siebert asked for clarification on Division 5.03 regarding historic designation. He 
followed up with an example and indicated that purchases, historic designations, and fund raising 
can take longer than 6 months. Commissioner Hanson suggested extending the time frame outlined 
in Division 5.03(2) to 1 year instead of 6 months. 

Motion by Commissioner Hanson to recommend approving Chapter 22, Historic Preservation / 
Design Review ordinance to the Common Council with the recommended edits and changes; 
seconded by Commissioner Siebert. Motion carried 4-0. 

Cathy Dugan, 615 Sommers Street, asked to comment on an unrelated topic; preservation of historic 
structures, sites and potential districts identified within the 2011 Intensive Survey Report; upon 
which she advocated for the commission to review and discuss at an upcoming Historic 
Preservation/ Design Review Commission meeting. 

4. Adjourn. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:42 p.m. 
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Administrative Staff Report 

 
Department of Community Development 

1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481 
Ph: (715) 346-1568 - Fax: (715) 346-1498 

Mid-State Technical College 
Design Review Request 
1001 Centerpoint Drive 

March 5, 2014 

 

Applicant(s): 

 Stratford Sign Company, 
representing Mid-State Technical 
College 

Staff: 

 Michael Ostrowski, Director 

mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 

 Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 

kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 
 2408-32-2029-64 

Zone(s): 
 "B-3" Central Business District  

Master Plan: 
 Downtown District 

Council District: 
 District 4 - Wiza  

Lot Information: 

 Frontage (feet): 260.3 
 Depth (feet): 588.3 

 Square Footage: 153,134 

 Acreage: 3.52 

Current Use: 

 Institutional Use beginning in 
summer 2014.  
 

Applicable Regulations: 

 Chapter 22 

 Downtown Design Guidelines 
 

Request 

Request from Stratford Sign Company, representing Mid-State Technical 
College, for design review of a freestanding sign and four walls signs at 1001 
Centerpoint Drive (Parcel ID 2408-32-2029-64). 

Attachment(s) 

 Parcel Data Sheet 

 Application 

 Supporting Documents 

City Official Design Review / Historic District 

 Downtown Design Review District 

Staff Recommendation 

Approve the freestanding sign and wall signs subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

 Brick or stone matching the building shall encompass the sign 
supports/base. 

 Logos and lettering shall only be illuminated on the freestanding sign. 
Backing and border shall be opaque.   

 A landscaping plan for the freestanding sign shall be submitted and 
approved by the Community Development Department. 

 Any recommendations by the Plan Commission pertaining to a sign 
variance for the freestanding sign shall apply to the design review 
approval.  

 All electrical wiring shall be hidden from view. 
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Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

Stratford Sign, representing Mid-State Technical College, is requesting design review to install a new freestanding sign 

and four wall signs at 1001 Centerpoint Drive, within the downtown design review historic districts . 

Mid-State Technical College (MSTC) will be relocating from their current location on Michigan Avenue to the location 

identified above this summer. They intend to fully vacate their former site and expand operations at the new location, 

which was formerly part of the CenterPoint MarketPlace.  The proposed freestanding sign is the only of its kind 

proposed for the 3.5 acre corner lot. A sign variance for the freestanding sign will need to be granted by the Common 

Council, as it exceeds the size requirements.  Four additional wall signs meeting the sign code requirements are 

proposed for the structure. 

All signs are primarily constructed of painted aluminum and are proposed to be internally lit. Two aluminum wrapped 16 

inch supports are proposed to hold the cabinet style freestanding sign, whereas, the individual letter wall signs are 

proposed to be held on raceways.  Little landscaping is shown on the rendering of the freestanding sign however is 

absent on the site plan. Sign details for all proposed signs are below.  

Freestanding Sign Details (1)
Faces: Two 
Display: Business Name, Logo, & Readerboard 
Height: 20 feet 
Width: 12 feet 
Setback 6 feet 

Sign Size: 22 s.f.  
Electronic Readerboard Size: 26 s.f. 
Total Graphic Size: 48 s.f.  
Sign Clearance: 9 feet from grade 
Illumination: White LED

Present 2012 

Proposed 

Freestanding Sign 

Wall Signs 
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Wall Sign Details (3) 
Faces: One 
Display: Business Name & Logo 
Height: 3 feet 
Width: 16 feet 8 inches 
Sign Size: 50 s.f.  
Construction: Individual letter/logo on raceways 
Illumination: White LED 

Wall Sign Details (1) 
Faces: One 
Display: Business Name & Logo 
Height: 2 feet 2 inches 
Width: 12 feet 
Sign Size: 26 s.f.  
Construction: Individual letter/logo on raceways 
Illumination: White LED

The Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission shall review any new construction or exterior changes to existing 

buildings or site improvements within an officially designated Design Review District, for which 1001 Centerpoint Drive 

falls within. The following design guidelines relate to signage within the district.  

Standards of Review 

Design Guidelines 
The following standards would apply to this request: 

SIGNS AND GRAPHICS 
One externally mounted primary sign per ground floor tenant or storefront entrance shall be allowed.  All 
other signs shall be considered secondary signs. All primary and/or secondary signs shall be located within 
the signable area as described in Appendix A. Advertisement of brand names (superfluous information) shall 
be limited to 25 percent of the sign and must be incorporated into the overall sign design. Window and 
awning signs and signs for second story tenants shall be considered separately. 

Analysis: All wall signs are proposed directly above or near facility entrances. Furthermore, they are 
within the signable area of the façade, above the first floor windows and doors, and below the roofline. 
The proposed freestanding sign is the sole freestanding sign proposed for the property having over 700 
feet of frontage.  

Findings: The above standard is met.  

SIGN STANDARDS 
Flush Mounted Signs:  
Shall be located in the “signable” wall area of a façade .  The “signable” area is defined as the continuous 
portion of a building faced unbroken by doors or windows, below the sill line of the second story and above 
the storefront transoms (See Appendix A.) Signable areas shall not exceed 10% of the total façade area 
(height x width).  Graphics within the signable area shall be limited to 40% of the total signable area where 
that façade faces commercial land uses and 30% of the total signable area where the façade faces 
residential land uses. In buildings that contain two or more businesses, the signage area may be divided to 
accommodate the additional businesses. All signage should be coordinated in terms of color and materials. 
Business directories for upper story tenants shall not exceed 8 sq. ft. in total area. Exceptions may be made 
based on overall design concept. Signs and graphics shall not be allowed to physically harm the architectural 
character of the building they are attached too.  

Analysis: Wall signs are proposed within the signable area, above the storefront windows and doors and 
below the roofline.  The building has four accessible facades visible from the right-of-way with several 
hundred feet of signable area. 

Findings: Sign standards for wall sign within the historic district have been met. Additionally, the wall 
signs somewhat match in color and material with building elements.  The Commission can make a 
determination on the following:  

1. Whether the proposed construction, reconstruction or exterior alteration is in conformance with 
architectural design guidelines with emphasis on contextual issues including compatibility of size, 
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volume proportions, rhythm, materials, detail, colors, and expressiveness.   

Upon staff review, it is clear that the wall signs complement the building with the maroon colors found 
in the existing brick.  Additionally, the signs are positioned directly above or near entrances found on all 
four building facades. Wall signage size also is well-suited to the large building size and vast stretches of 
façade.  Furthermore, the individually lit letters on raceways should minimize the spill-over of light to 
adjacent properties and create more inviting aesthetics.  

Free-Standing Signs: Maximum Height (distance measured between highest part of sign structure and 
finished grade). 12’ where adjacent to residential areas, 20' in commercial areas. 
Maximum Sign Area (height. x width. of sign face) 16 s.f. per side where adjacent to or across street from 
residential zones, 32 s.f. per side in commercial areas.  Sign Base shall be equal in size to total square 
footage of sign face but must be at least four (4) square feet. Shall include plant materials and/or other 
permanent construction materials such as brick, stone, timbers etc.   

Analysis: A variance has been requested for the freestanding sign as it exceeds size requirements and 
does not incorporate like-materials or landscaping into the sign base. The freestanding sign is 
constructed primarily of colored aluminum and does not offer much resemblance to the building design.  
Furthermore, the sign logo and lettering resemble that of a cabinet sign which emits a great amount of 
light during the night hours. A message board, or electronic readerboard is also proposed on the 
freestanding sign. 

Findings: In order to maintain the historical integrity within the area and throughout downtown, staff 
would recommend materials such as brick or stone similar to those found on the building be 
incorporated into the freestanding sign. Additionally, staff would recommend landscaping surround the 
sign base such as shrubs, pavers, rock and edging, etc. Lastly, to minimize light overflow and improve 
aesthetics, staff would recommend that only graphics (logo and lettering) be illuminated on the cabinet 
style freestanding sign.

Based on the findings above and keeping in mind the building history and recent renovation staff would 

recommend approving the wall and freestanding signs with the above recommendations that assist in protecting 

the historic character within the downtown design review district.  

Building Images 

 
North Façade – Main Entrance 

 
Northwest Façade – North & East Entrance 
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South Facade 

 
West Facade 
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2/17/2014 11:23:16 AM GVS Property Data Card Stevens Point

Information considered accurate but not guaranteed.

Name and Address

Mid-State Technical College District
933 Michigan Ave
Stevens Point, WI 54481

Display Note New Parcel for 2013

Parcel # Alt Parcel #

240832202964 240832202951

Property Address

1001 Centerpoint Dr

OWNERSHIP HISTORY

Owner Sale Date Amount Conveyance Volume Page Sale Type

Mid-State Technical College District
Community Development Authority

10/10/2012
10/14/2011

$0
$910,000

Warranty Deed
Other 762709

Land
Land & Build.

PERMITS

Date Number Amount Purpose Note

4/11/2013
4/11/2013
4/11/2013
4/11/2013

10/19/2012
8/27/2012

13-0108
13-0108
13-0108
13-0108
12-0683
12-0536

$1,423,400
$3,551,131

$794,515
$194,887
$126,000

$0

032 Furnace (HVAC)
042 Interior Renov/Remodel
020 Electrical
066 Plumbing
060 New Construction
070 Raze/Demolition

& cooling MSTC
MSTC
MSTC
MSTC
foundations/masonry/roofing
raze centerpoint mall

2013 ASSESSED VALUE

Class Land Improvements Total

X4-Local Exempt $0 $0 $0

Total $0 $0 $0

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

LOT 1 CSM#10287-46-17  BNG PRT GOVT LOT 1  BNG PRT NE NW  S32 T24 R8   776837   776838 AGRMT 776839 RFR   
776836 TERM   788730AGMT

PROPERTY IMAGE

NO IMAGE ON FILE

PROPERTY SKETCH
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Administrative Staff Report 

 
Department of Community Development 

1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481 
Ph: (715) 346-1568 - Fax: (715) 346-1498 

Noah Eschenbauch 
Façade Grant and Design Review 

925-33 Clark Street 
March 5, 2013 

 

Applicant(s): 

 Noah Eschenbauch 

Staff: 

 Michael Ostrowski, Director 
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 

 Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 
kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 

 2408-32-2019-02 

Zone(s): 

 "B-3" Central Business District 

Master Plan: 

 Downtown District 

Council District: 

 District 9 – R. Stroik 

Lot Information: 

 Actual Frontage: 48 feet 

 Effective Frontage: 48 feet 
 Effective Depth: 90 feet 

 Square Footage: 4,320 

 Acreage: 0.099 
Structure Information: 

 Year Built: addition 1918 (96 yrs) 

 Number of Stories: 2 
Current Use: 

 Retail & Residential 

Applicable Regulations: 

 Chapter 22 

 Downtown Design Guidelines 
 Façade Improvement Grant 

Program Guidelines 

Request 

Request from Noah Eschenbauch for façade improvement grant funds in the 
amount of $11,187 and design review for exterior building work at 925-33 
Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2019-02). 

Attachment(s) 

 Parcel Data Sheet 

 Application 

 Contractor Bids  

 Renderings 

City Official Design Review / Historic District 

 Design Review District 

Staff Recommendation 

Approve, subject to the following condition(s): 
 

 The chairperson and designated agent shall have the authority to 
review and/or approve minor amendments to the project. 

 Type N mortar as defined by the American Society for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) shall be used, matching in color and texture to the 
original mortar. 

 All windows, commercial and/or residential, including window trim 
shall match in color.  

 Second story, storefront windows shall match that of the original 
window design. 

 All windows shall match that exactly of the window opening, except 
that on the east side of the building the windows will not have a 
rounded top, but rather an insert. 

 Storefront doors and door framing shall match in color and material 
to the residential storefront windows. 

 The building name and date plate on the north façade shall be 
maintained.  

 All work shall be completed within one year. 
 Project must adhere to Façade Improvement Grant Program 

Guidelines. 

 No funds shall be disbursed until project is fully completed.  

 The maximum City participation shall not exceed $9,878.60 and no 
individual cost shall exceed the following, unless approval has been 
given to the HP/DRC chairperson and designated agent in reviewing 
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additional bids or building improvements: 
 

Improvements Cost 
Proposed Matching 

Grant Assistance 

2nd Story North Façade 
Windows  

A & I Exteriors - $3,719.84 
(Aluminum Trim Wrap & Disposal Fee 
– add $800.00 + $114.29) 

$2,317.10 

Storefront Windows & 
Doors  

K & W Glass Inc. - $11,123.00 $5,561.50 

Masonry Thomas Masonry - $4,000.00 $2,000.00 
TOTAL 

(Lowest Bid) 

 

$19,757.20 

 

$9,878.60 
 

Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

Noah Eschenbauch, owner of the property in question, is requesting Façade Improvement Grant Program funds for an 

exterior renovation of his building at 925-33 Clark Street. Currently, a comic and hobby store operates out of the first 

floor retail space, with a residential apartment above.  A portion of the building is vacant, however is anticipated to be 

occupied shortly after renovation. It is important to note that the neighboring vacant lot to the east is under the same 

ownership and is very visible from Clark Street.  

Major renovation and rehabilitation has been proposed to occur to the façade, outlined below: 
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Façade Improvements & Activities: 

1. Install 8 new second story aluminum clad single or double hung residential windows along Clark Street with colonial 

grid inserts.  

2. Install new vinyl double hung residential windows on the east, west and south facades.  

3. Install new dark bronze aluminum clad storefront doors, windows, and transoms.  

4. Install two new steel doors on one on the east façade and one on the west.  

5. Retuckpoint and install new brick on the northern and western facades.  

***Note that items 2 and 4 are not included within the façade improvement grant request however must receive design 

review approval. 

All proposed improvement or renovation must obtain Historic Preservation / Design Review approval.  

Standards of Review 

Design Guidelines 
The following standards would apply to this request: 

Masonry 
To the extent possible, original materials shall be retained in existing facades.  They should be removed only 
where they are structurally unsound and are beyond restoration, and then only in accordance with an approved 
design scheme.  Natural materials are preferred over simulated or synthetic materials.  The types of material 
preferred, but not limited to, may include: brick, stone, wood, stucco, clay, tile, ceramic tile, quarry tile, terra 
cotta, and cut stone.  Materials to be avoided may include, but not be limited to, concrete block, plastic, 
fiberglass, simulated brick, simulated stone, hardboard or metal siding panels and wood siding panels. 
 
Analysis: The applicant is proposing to perform minimal tuckpointing to the north (front) and west building 
facades, as a great deal of tuckpointing occurred several years ago. Additionally, new brick is proposed to be 
added to the west building façade as it has deteriorated in several locations, particularly around the windows.  
Two bids have been submitted that outline the proposed masonry work.   

Findings: This standard is met. Staff would recommend that type 
N mortar as defined by ASTM be used, matching in color and 
texture to the original mortar.  

Windows & Entryways 

The original shape, proportion, and scale of window openings 
shall be maintained.  Blocking up or otherwise closing off of an 
original window shall not be permitted unless deemed necessary 
for energy efficiency.  Exceptions may be made based on overall design concept.  Wooden replacement 
windows are encouraged, however, new metal window frames (permanent or storm) should be either painted 
or anodized with a finish in character with the building being renovated.  

New storefront doors should match or closely resemble a traditional storefront door (i.e. contain large glass 
panels). Wooden replacement doors and frames are encouraged. Colonial, cross-buck or other such stylized 
doors are usually inappropriate in older commercial districts and shall not be permitted.  Metal doors and frames 
(permanent or storm) should be painted or anodized with a dark finish rather than left in a natural metal finish.  
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Analysis: Several windows are proposed to be replaced on the 
building, including 8 second story windows on the front façade and 
approximately 27 on the building's other facades.  Windows 
throughout the building differ greatly in size, design and materials 
and are severely deteriorated. Front windows are proposed to be 
wrapped in bronze aluminum clad and have colonial grid inserts. 
Bids for front windows include single and/or double hung designs 
constructed of aluminum or wood. Bronze colored vinyl double hung 
residential type windows are proposed on the building's other 
facades.   
 
Storefront windows and doors will match those found on the 
second floor, in material and color. Three doors are proposed to be 
replaced, along with commercial windows and transom windows. 
Bronze aluminum clad, single pane, low E argon gas, windows and 
doors will replace to deteriorated, inefficient existing storefront. 
Transom windows are proposed to have colonial grid inserts as 
well, matching the second floor windows. The installation of 
transom windows will include the removal of the existing metal 
panels.  
 
Lastly, the applicant is proposing to replace two doors on the east 
and west facades with steel doors.  Two or more bids for the 
proposed window and door activities have been submitted for 
façade improvement grant activities. 

Findings: The proposed windows are somewhat historically 
relevant and match that of what is currently on the building, 
however, vinyl windows are typically not recommended. Wooden 
or aluminum windows proposed for the north facade should 
match that of the original design, either single or double hung. 
Vinyl windows proposed on the less visible east and west facades 
will be painted and/or prefabricated to match the color of 
storefront and commercial windows. Therefore, staff would 
recommend allowing the installation of vinyl windows along the 
east and west facades. Staff would recommend that all windows, 
commercial and/or residential, including trim match in color. 
Additionally, staff would recommend that second story storefront 
windows match that of the original window design. Storefront 
doors and door framing shall match in color and material to the 
residential storefront windows.  

Façade Improvement Grant Standards 

1. The project is being proposed on an existing building within the 

Downtown Design Review District. 

Analysis: Noah Eschenbauch's building located at 925-33 Clark Street falls well within the Downtown Design 

Review District.  

Findings: This standard is met. 

2. Restoration and rehabilitation of building exterior walls are viewable from a public street.  
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Analysis: The north façade faces Clark Street. The west façade is also very visible from Clark Street, as the 

neighboring lot consists of parking.  The majority of requested façade improvement activities are for the north 

façade.  

Findings: Masonry activities along the west façade are included within the façade request, however the West 

façade does not directly face a street. Due to the great visibility of the west façade along Clark Street staff would 

recommend approval of the masonry work.   

3. Activities proposed are part of an overall building improvement project.  

Analysis: Façade improvement activities proposed include new storefront and residential windows, doors, and 

masonry work. 

Findings: This standard is met.   

4. Structural or decorative elements should be repaired or replaced to match or be compatible with the original 

materials and design of the building to the greatest extent possible.  

Analysis: The majority of the work will match that of the original building, in color, style, and design. Some 

materials, such as vinyl windows, are not compatible with the original materials.  

Findings: The applicant is significantly increasing the aesthetics and efficiency of this building to more closely 

match elements of its construction era, especially the installation of new storefront windows and doors. The 

removal of metal panels will expose transom windows, adding to the building character.  Overall, the applicant's 

proposed façade improvements will significantly help to restore lost integrity to the building and maintain many 

historical elements that exist. Although not every improvement activity matches the original materials and 

design of the building, staff feels that this standard is met, as meeting every original building characteristic 

would increase costs significantly.    

5. Applicant has obtained more than one bid from contractors. 

Analysis: The applicant has submitted two or more bids for every building improvement activity.  

Findings: This standard is met. 

6. Matching grant assistance shall not exceed $30,000 dollars unless approved by Common Council.  

Analysis: The total project cost estimates for bid proposals are below, along with matching grant assistance.  

 

Improvements Details Cost 
Proposed Matching 

Grant Assistance 

2nd Story North 
Façade Windows   

a . Install 8 double hung aluminum clad windows 
b. Install 8 wood clad double hung windows with 

internal grids 
c. Install 8 bronze aluminum single hung windows 

River Ci ty Cons . - $9,047.00 
Esser Glass Inc. - $9,150.00 
 
A & I Exteriors - $3,719.84 

(Aluminum Trim Wrap & Disposal 
Fee – add $800.00 + $114.29) 

$4,523.50 
$4,575.00 

 
$2,317.10 

Storefront 
Windows & Doors 

a . Install 3 dark bronze aluminum commercial 
doors  and windows with transoms  

b. Install dark bronze a luminum storefront doors, 

windows and transoms 

Esser Glass Inc. - $12,965.00 
 
K & W Glass Inc. - $11,123.00 

$6,482.50 
 

$5,561.50 

Masonry 

a . Repair masonry (tuckpoint) on north & west 

bui lding facade 
b. Retuck point north façade and retuck point and 

add brick to west building facade 

Howie Abholt, A & I Exteriors - 

$4,800.00 
Thomas Masonry - $4,000.00 

$2,400.00 

 
$2,000.00 

TOTAL 
(Lowest Bid) 

  
$19,757.20 

 
$9,878.60 
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Findings: The applicant is requesting $11,187, as the storefront windows and doors bid by Esser Glass includes a 

few other elements, such as disposal.  However, since a lower bid has been submitted by K & W Glass, staff 

would recommend approving the lower one, unless another bid is submitted that includes everything that Esser 

Glass has included.  Therefore, allowable amount of assistance would be $9,878.60.  Highlighted figures identify 

the lowest bid. It is important to note that the lowest 2nd-story north façade window bid incorporates installing 

single hung windows. Additionally, an exterior trim installation fee and window disposal fee have been prorated 

from the total and included. 

7. The applicant is current on all real estate and personal property taxes, has provided proof of insurance, and 

has no outstanding amounts owed to the City of Stevens Point.  

Analysis: Proof of insurance has been provided.  Property taxes are current there are no outstanding amounts 

owed to the City.  

Findings: This standard is met. 

8. The project meets all components outlined within the Downtown Design Guidelines.  

Analysis: The design standards that apply to this request, regarding windows, doors, and masonry/materials are 

somewhat met. 

Findings: The applicant requests to use vinyl windows, which do not specifically meet the design guidelines.  

Wooden windows are preferred; however the vinyl windows are proposed on facades that do not directly face 

the public right-of-way. Windows facing the public right of way will be constructed of aluminum or wood. 

Although some building improvement activities do not meet the design guidelines fully, i t is important to note 

that the proposed rehabilitation work will significantly increase the historical integrity of the building. It is one of 

very few buildings along Clark Street that has yet to receive major transformation and it is quite visible when 

entering downtown from the west.  Although design and materials may not entirely match the design guidelines, 

the Commission can approve them on a case by case basis.  

9. The project conforms to all zoning regulations within Chapter 23 of the Revised Municipal Code.  

Analysis: Only exterior work to the façade is being proposed.  Proper building permits will be obtained.    

Findings: This standard is met. 

Ranking of Projects for Grant Funds 

Generally, projects having the greatest aesthetic impact will be given first priority.  Priority will also be given to the 

following:  

1. Projects that will encourage other restoration or redevelopment within the downtown TIF District area.  

Findings: This building improvement project request may have been influenced by a recent project across the 

street which is nearing completion. Furthermore, it's location along a main thoroughfare into Stevens Point from 

the west will create nearly a block of recently redeveloped structures. Small maintenance activities have been 

made to the building over the years however it has not seen major exterior updates and renovations.  Much of 

the building's exterior components have deteriorated or been covered which has resulted in a loss of building 

integrity. The proposed activities should help to ignite other property owners along Clark Street to invest in their 

buildings.  

2. Buildings where an immediate renovation will stop serious deterioration of the building’s façade.  
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Findings: Windows and doors are aged and continue to deteriorate and affect the surrounding masonry. The 

project will significantly increase the building's efficiency and aesthetics, along with its marketability to retail and 

residential tenants. 

3. Projects that improve the architectural integrity of the building and restore the historic architecture.  

Findings: Aluminum panels covering transom window will be removed. The exposing of transom windows will 

assist in restoring the architectural integrity of the building. Overall, much historical integrity will be restored 

with the proposed rehabilitation to the building.   

4. Buildings where historic or architecturally significant features contributing to the building’s character are in 

danger of being lost due to disrepair.  

Findings: Like many, this building is a contributing building within the historic district.  Little ornate detail exists 

on the building therefore, noticing covered transom windows and other flaws becomes much easier. 

Concurrently, following the restoration, noticing new windows, doors, and other added features will be easy as 

well.  

5. Vacant properties where façade improvements would help to improve the overall appearance.  

Findings: The owner currently rents space to retail and residential tenants. Furthermore, the owner has 

indicated that several interior improvements such as electrical and heat upgrades have been made. Other 

interior improvements to the residential apartments and retail space are also planned to create valued space 

within the downtown. Lastly, the owner has indicated that the vacant retail space will be utilized as office by 

their growing rental business.  

6. Projects that demonstrate collaboration and will help to attract people.  

Findings: It is anticipated that the renovation will attract customers, particularly residential tenants. The interior 

renovations will allow for the existing hobby store to grow, whereas the exterior renovations will have the 

potential to attract customers.  

7. Projects that will result in significant new investment and creation of jobs.  

Findings: A business currently exists in the first floor. The renovation will allow for the building owner's business 

to locate in the second retail space. No new jobs are anticipated from the proposed improvements; however 

growth from both businesses could trigger additional employment.  

8. Projects that incorporate mixed uses or multiple tenants.  

Findings: The building offers space for two commercial tenants on the first floor with the potential for multiple 

residential tenants on the second floor.   
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Building Images 

 
Photograph - 1978 

 
North and West Facade  

 
North Façade 

 
North Façade – West Retail Store 

 
North Façade – East Retail Store 

 
North Upper Facade  
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West and South Facade 

 
East Facade 
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2/24/2014 3:47:38 PM GVS Property Data Card Stevens Point

Information considered accurate but not guaranteed.

Name and Address

Stevens Point Rentals LLC
2826 Hay Meadow Dr
Stevens Point, WI 54482

Display Note

Parcel # Alt Parcel # Land Use

240832201902 240832201902 Store, Retail/Apts/Warehouse

Property Address Neighborhood

925-33 Clark St Cntrl Bus & 2nd St area(Comm)

Subdivision Zoning

S E & Other Plat B3-CENTRAL BUSINESS

OWNERSHIP HISTORY

Owner Sale Date Amount Conveyance Volume Page Sale Type

Stevens Point Rentals LLC
RREF HB-WI NMM LLC

8/22/2013
4/5/2013

$144,900
$721,600

Special Warranty w/Add'l 
Sheriff Deed

788780
783464

Land & Build.
Land & Build.

SITE DATA

Actual Frontage 48.0

Effective Frontage 48.0

Effective Depth 90.0

Square Footage 4,320.0

Acreage 0.099

PERMITS

Date Number Amount Purpose Note

12/13/2013
4/3/2007
2/15/1994

13-0716
34614
23996

$12,980
$1,500
$1,000

020 Electrical
099 Sign
099 Sign

36 x 48 cabinet
3 x 6

2013 ASSESSED VALUE

Class Land Improvements Total

(2) - B-Commercial $28,500 $114,400 $142,900

Total $28,500 $114,400 $142,900

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

W 48' OF N 90' LOT 3 BLK 11 S E & O ADD S32 T24 R8 788780   791243-SOC

PROPERTY IMAGE PROPERTY SKETCH
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2/24/2014 3:47:39 PM GVS Property Data Card Stevens Point

Information considered accurate but not guaranteed.

Name and Address

Stevens Point Rentals LLC
2826 Hay Meadow Dr
Stevens Point, WI 54482

Display Note

Parcel # Alt Parcel # Land Use

240832201902 240832201902 Store, Retail/Apts/Warehouse

Property Address Neighborhood

925-33 Clark St Cntrl Bus & 2nd St area(Comm)

Subdivision Zoning

S E & Other Plat B3-CENTRAL BUSINESS

BUILDING SUPERSTRUCTURE DATA

Bldg Sec Occupancy Year Area Framing Hgt

1
1
1

1
2
3

Store, Retail (C avg)
Apts (C avg)
Warehse, Storage (C avg)

1918
1918
1940

2,800
2,800
1,960

Masonry - Avg
Masonry - Avg
Masonry - Avg

14
12
13

Total Area 7,560

BASEMENT DATA

Bldg Sec Adjustment Description Area

1 1 Store, Retail - Unfin Bsmnt 2,800

COMPONENTS

Bldg Sec Component Description Area

DETACHED IMPROVEMENTS

Structure Year Built Square Feet Grade Condition

SITE IMPROVEMENTS

Site Improvement Units

STRUCTURE DATA

Age 54

Year Built 1918

Eff. Year 1960

One Bedroom 4

Two Bedroom 1

Three Bedroom

Total Units 5

Stories 2.00

Business Name Retail Store w/ apts & warehous
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Memo 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
Community Development 

City of Stevens Point 
1515 Strongs Avenue 

Stevens Point, WI 54481 
Ph: (715) 346-1567 • Fax: (715) 346-1498 

mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
 

Page 1 of 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Preliminary designs for two dumpster enclosures near the former mall property (see attached map) 
were approved by the commission in July 2013, to be constructed of concrete block and/or brick. While 
the locations and sizes haven't changed, the construction materials have. The City is proposing to use 
iron/steel gates very similar to those found on the downtown square. The gates will be black in color 
and utilize a black privacy plank making them opaque. It is important to note that proposed dumpsters 
will not match that of the examples provided on the following page. Columns are not proposed to be 
constructed of brick, but rather iron or steel pillars.  
 

Dumpster 1: 
16' X 30' 
480 square feet 
Concrete Slab & Footings 
Black iron with opaque planks 
2 Door Hinge Gate 

Dumpster 2: 
14' X 16' 
224 square feet 
Concrete Slab & Footings 
Black iron with opaque planks 
2 Door Hinge Gate 

 
Both dumpsters will cater to several businesses along Main Street. Dumpster corral 1 is nearly triple the 
size of Dumpster corral 2, as the majority of businesses along north Main Street between Strongs 
Avenue and Third Street will utilize it. 
 
Staff would recommend approving the proposed design and materials of Dumpster Corrals 1 and 2 with 
the condition that the chairperson and designated agent shall have the authority to make minor 
changes.  
 

City of Stevens Point – Department of Community Development 

To: Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission 

From: Plan Staff 

CC:  

Date: 2/27/2014 

Re: Request from the City of Stevens Point for design review of dumpster corrals 
within municipal lot 16, north of Main Street and between Third Street and Strongs 
Avenue (Parcel ID's 2408-32-2029-66 and 2408-32-2029-65). 
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Dumpster Example – Steel Bars and Opaque Planks Dumpster Example - Gate 

  
Dumpster Example Dumpster Example 
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Dumpster 1
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Dumpster 2



Memo 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
Community Development 

City of Stevens Point 
1515 Strongs Avenue 

Stevens Point, WI 54481 
Ph: (715) 346-1567 • Fax: (715) 346-1498 

mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
 

Page 1 of 1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The intensive survey conducted in 2011 identified several properties, structures, and districts eligible for 
local, state, or national historic nomination and recognition. See the attached documents for a complete 
list. Furthermore, attached you will find a list of current, districts, buildings, and sites on the local, state 
or national register.  
 
Staff anticipates the pursuit of new historic districts and properties once the new Historic Preservation 
Design Guidelines are adopted. This would involve either adding districts and/or properties to the local 
historic district register and/or nominating them for state and national recognition. Within the Intensive 
Survey were included completed Wisconsin Historical Society district nomination forms for several 
potential historic districts (see attached). The Intensive Survey identifies that the proposed Clark Street – 
Main Street Residential Historic District be pursued first followed by the others.  Prior to nominating any 
districts or structures, education to inform effected property owners and the general public of the 
benefits of nomination and historic preservation should be pursued. This educational process would 
involve creating educational materials and conducting public meetings and workshops. Individual 
properties and structures can also be nominated for recognition at that time.  
 
Nomination to the state and national registers go hand in hand and can take up to two years. The first 
step in the process is to fill out a questionnaire, followed by the nomination form. The questionnaire is 
reviewed by state historic preservation staff upon which a recommendation is provided regarding the 
district or property requested for nomination.  
 
 

  
  

 

City of Stevens Point – Department of Community Development 

To: Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission 

From: Plan Staff 

CC:  

Date: 2/27/2014 

Re: Determination of process and procedures relating to the designation of potential 
historic properties, buildings, and districts identified within the Intensive Survey 
report.   
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Description
Property or Building                         

Name
Address Year Built Approval Date State/Nation/Local

Building Folding Furniture Works Building 1020 First Street 1920 7/29/1993 State/Nation/Local

Building Fox Theater 1116-1128 Main Street 1910 7/26/1982 State/Nation

Building Green, August G & Theresa House 1501 Main Street 1987 6/1/2005 State/Nation

Building
Hardware Mutual Insurance Companies 

Building
1421 Strongs Avenue 1924 12/1/1994 State/Nation/Local

Building Hotel Whiting 1408 Strongs Avenue 1923 9/13/1990 State/Nation/Local

Building Jensen J.L. House 1100 Brawley Street 1915 7/28/1988 State/Nation/Local

Building Kuhl Christina House 1416 Main Street 1886 1/9/1978 State/Nation/Local

District Mathias, Mitchell Public Square Main Street from Strongs 8/13/1986 State/Nation/Local

Building McMillan David House 1924 Pine Street 1950 12/16/1974 State/Nation

Building Nelson Hall 1209 Freemont Street 1915 6/29/2005 State/Nation/Local

Building Stevens Point State Normal School 2100 Main Street 1894 12/12/1976 State/Nation/Local

Building Temple Beth Israel 1475 Water Street 1905 3/1/2007 State/Nation/Local

Building Frame Memorial Church 1300 Main Street 1865 11/17/1986 Local

Building Church of the Intercession 1417 Church Street 1971 11/17/1986 Local

Building Andrae House 1249 Clark Street 1880 11/17/1986 Local

Building WI Bell Building 1045 Clark Street 11/17/1986 Local

Building J.W. Moxon House 1700 College Avenue 1920 4/18/1988 Local

Building Carl Hassell House 2317 Jefferson Street 1940 4/18/1988 Local

Building Dr. Alfred Earl House 1924 Main Street 1910 4/18/1988 Local

Building Edward McGlachlin House 2017 Main Street 1950 4/18/1988 Local

Building A.J. Agnew House 1901-03 Pine Street 4/18/1988 Local

Building W.J. Clifford House 1554 Strongs Avenue 1960 4/18/1988 Local

Building John Slothower House 1640 Main Street 1920 4/18/1988 Local

Building Matthew Wadleigh House 2024 Main Street 1910 4/18/1988 Local

Building Philip Rothman House 1716 Water Street 1938 4/18/1988 Local

Building A.G. Green House 1501 Main Street 1987 5/16/1988 Local

Building G.W. Green House 1424 Clark Street 1920 5/15/1989 Local

Building Fisher house 1808 Clark Street 1935 4/18/1989 Local
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