
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  

 
November 2, 2016 – 4:00 PM 

 
Conference Room D – 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 of the October 5, 2016 HP/DRC meeting. 

2. Request from Portage County for design review to install exterior mechanical equipment at the 
Aging and Disability Resource Center (Lincoln Center), 1519 Water Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2021-
15), which is a City owned property.  

3. Request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design review to install a side entry door at 1408 Clark 
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16).  

4. Request from Gene Numsen for design review to remove a brick chimney above the roof at 1700 
Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1036-09).  

5. Request from Cahill Properties LLC for design review to raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith 
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05).  

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

Wednesday October 5, 2016 – 4:00 PM 

Conference Room D – County-City Building 
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI  54481 

 

PRESENT:  Chairperson Lee Beveridge, Alderperson Ryan, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner Scripps, 
Commissioner Baldischwiler, and Commissioner Woehr.  

ABSENT: Commissioner Joe Debauche 

ALSO PRESENT:  Associate Planner Kearns, Scott Dimler, Jim Roecker, Bailey Voigt, Chad Piotrowski, Jay 
Servis, and Joyce Waite. 

INDEX: 
1. Approval of the report of the September 7, 2016 HP/DRC meeting. 

2. Request from Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, for design review to install multiple 
wall signs at 1009 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2020-04).  

3. Request from Joyce Waite, for design review to replace siding, trim, and porches at 1801 Clark 
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1027-06).  

4. Adjourn. 

  
 
1. Approval of the report of the September 7, 2016 HP/DRC meeting. 

Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the report of the September 7, 2016 HP/DRC 
meeting; seconded by Alderperson Ryan. 

Motion carried 5-0. 

2. Request from Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, for design review to install multiple 
wall signs at 1009 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2020-04). 

Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request and staff report and identified the staff 
recommendation to approve the signs with the conditions outlined in the staff report. 

Commissioner Beveridge asked for clarification on a planter removed on the site, to which Mr. 
Kearns confirmed, and stated the planter was recommended to be maintained and restored by the 
Commission during the original design review request.  

Commissioner Beveridge inquired about removal of glass block on the north façade and urged the 
block to be maintained. Furthermore, he referenced the request to install a cabinet sign on the west 
façade smaller than the existing cabinet.  

Commissioner Siebert ask for clarification on gooseneck style lighting. Mr. Kearns answered stating 
is exterior lighting above signage with a cut off fixture casting light down onto the sign. 

Commissioner Woehr questioned the sign proposed over glass block and whether it was proposed 
to be translucent or internally lit. Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, responded by 
indicating glass block is proposed to be removed, as some block is damaged. She went on to state 
upon removal, clear glass would be installed and an etched film of the logo and lettering would be 
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installed. Commissioner Woehr added that light would then shine through and illuminate the 
stairwell, to which Mrs. Voigt confirmed and added it would be ambient lighting.  

Commissioner Woehr questioned access once into the facility via the main entrance. Scott Dimler, 
property owner, answered by saying upon entering, stairwells exist going up and down.  

Commissioner Woehr asked what type of damage has occurred to the glass block. Scott Dimler said 
a few blocks are cracked and smashed out, and cited any repairs would be an additional expense.  

Commissioner Beveridge stated in the past, things have similarly been required to be covered or 
sealed in, but not removed. Furthermore, he mentioned the proposed west cabinet sign face is not 
exactly the same size as what is existing and removal of an existing cabinet sign would not allow a 
new sign. Bailey Voigt clarified that the electronic message center sign is a self-contained cabinet 
sign, and cannot be placed within an existing cabinet sign. She added an option exists to retro-fit an 
electronic message center into an existing cabinet sign as a module face, but lacks in quality.  

Commission Woehr asked if the electronic message center sign would have scrolling text. Mrs. Voigt 
responded by stating the applicant has a similar sign at their Village of Plover location in a 
residential area. Scott Dimler mentioned the sign would be used to advertise the weekly events and 
service times which would be a changing text. 

Commissioner Siebert stated that to be consistent with previous request and Commission action, 
the request for an electronic message center should be denied. 

Bailey Voigt stated her understanding that the denial of the previous electronic message center sign 
was because of the building location on Main Street and near residential second-story apartments. 
Commissioner Siebert indicated that both locations are within the Historic Downtown Design 
Review District and historic character needs to be maintained. 

Commissioner Ryan questioned whether the distressed text of the individual channel letter sign can 
be constructed of metal or vinyl overlaid over metal. Mrs. Voigt answered that the background 
colors would be a solid piece with dimensional letters that have a white film on them. 

Commissioner Scripps asked for staff to clarify the past review of electronic message centers and 
there location within the sign ordinance. Associate Planner Kearns clarified that changeable copy 
signs are permitted within the downtown B-3 zoning district, however, as time progressed and 
automatic copy signs were added to the ordinance, they were not incorporated wholly throughout 
the ordinance. He also proceeded to mention other locations within the downtown where electronic 
message centers exist and were approved by the Commission.  

Commissioner Scripps cited that nearby residents could be distracted by the electronic message 
center signs, and asked if this was a concern for this location. Mr. Kearns identified residential units 
to the west of the property. Mr. Kearns added that restrictions could be added onto the approval of 
an electronic message center sign, for example, controlling the scroll time of text.  

Commission Woehr stated that no signs can be flashing in the district. 

Commissioner Beverage stated the recommendation within the guidelines is to allow re-face of 
existing cabinet signs and the request is totally different. Furthermore, he indicated that the sign 
ordinance is to eliminate an over prolific amount of signage downtown, and furthermore cited 
previous signage. Lastly, he asked the applicant if the ability existed to insert a message center in 
the existing cabinet.  

Bailey Voigt said it is possible to replace the face and include a digital sign, but the quality of the sign 
is reduced with this method as a retro-fit design is needed. She then stated the ability to provide a 
new face to the existing cabinet sign with just the logo and name of the church. 
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Commissioner Beveridge commented that there were no electronic signs on the building upon its 
construction.  

Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the installation of three new wall signs as proposed, 
two individual channel letter signs, and one glass sign at 1009 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-
2020-04) subject to the following conditions: 

1. Signage shall be installed within the brick/stone mortar joints.  

2. Individual channel letter signs shall be constructed of metal, such as aluminum.  

3. Gooseneck style lighting shall be installed for the individual channel letter signs, to be 
reviewed and approved by the chairperson and designated agent.  

4. No new cabinet sign shall be installed, however, the existing cabinet sign shall be 
permitted to have a new face installed.  

5. Glass block on the north façade shall be repaired and maintained, but shall be permitted 
to be covered with the proposed glass sign.  

Commissioner Ryan questioned the material of the signage, to which Mr. Kearns stated his 
recommended is to require the signs be constructed of metal, and the guidelines recommend a 
more historically appropriate material. 

seconded by Commissioner Baldischwiler 

Motion Carried 5-0.  

3. Request from Joyce Waite, for design review to replace siding, trim, and porches at 1801 Clark 
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1027-06).  

Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request and staff report by the applicant to install 
aluminum siding and reconstruct the western and southern porch. He then stated staff’s 
recommendation to deny vinyl siding, but approve a wooden siding, and reconstruction of both 
porches.  

Alderperson Ryan asked if the color of the original siding is known, to which, Jay Servis, contractor, 
responded that red was the color, and added there were two layers of siding on the home, a wood 
clap board siding, and a red cedar siding.  Mr. Servis continued stating that a red colored siding is 
proposed. Lastly, he summarized the situation and cited the owners application for a loan to CAP 
Services, upon which a vinyl siding was recommended.  Furthermore, he indicated the state entity 
for historic preservation review approved the vinyl siding. 

Joyce Waite, property owner, explained she attended a previous meeting and spoke to City staff 
where she was told she can do whatever she wants with her property and it is not historic.  She 
went on to clarify the meeting was held at the library recently. 

Mr. Kearns stated a meeting at the library occurred earlier this year, upon which a state 
representative spoke and provided a presentation on state historical tax credits. Mr. Kearns went on 
to say that the state has jurisdiction for review in State and National historic districts where tax 
credits are requested, and the City of Stevens Point has only one State and National historic district, 
Mathias Mitchell Public Square Historic District. Two additional districts exist in the City as locally 
designated districts, which include the Historic Downtown Design Review District and the Clark 
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Street Historic District. Lastly, he indicated these districts have separate regulations and the State or 
National District regulations do not apply to the locally designated districts.  

Jay Servis stated the proposed vinyl siding is a 0.044 thickness siding, and mentioned he has 
examples of other types of siding.  

Chap Piotrowski asked if any City funding exists to assist with the project, to which Mr. Kearns 
identified that no funding exists. Mr. Kearns went on to mention that a previous grant existed which 
has been extinguished, but only commercial properties were eligible for funding. Chad commented 
that CAP Services are trying to keep the costs down when funding the project and also trying to 
alleviate on-going maintenance as the applicant is retiring soon.  

Commissioner Beveridge stated that the problem is that there was no maintenance done on the 
siding. He went on to state that the Clark Street Historic District was created by home owners 
wanting to preserve properties.  Lastly he discerned his belief that wood siding should be installed 
and porches should be reproduced as originally built.  

Commissioner Woehr asked if a permit was issued for any work on the home, with which Mr. Kearns 
responded stating a re-roofing permit was issued, as shingles were replacing shingles. Commissioner 
Woehr then asked if the existing porches were removed, to which Mr. Servis said correct. Mr. Servis 
went on to state porches were rotted and falling down once siding was removed.  

Commissioner Woehr identified his frustration with siding removal, and porch removal being 
performed prior to a building permit being obtained. Mr. Servis clarified that he usually begins work 
and obtains a permit the same day. He went on to state that with this project, after being told of the 
situation, siding continued to be removed and dried-out in order to ensure the owner had a dry 
house.  Furthermore he said when porch reconstruction began he was told a permit cannot be 
issued, but upon discovering the rot, new posts needed to be built to hold the existing porch roof. 
Lastly, he described the footings for the porch.  

Commissioner Ryan asked what has been the Commission’s justification in the past for approving 
vinyl or synthetic siding, to which Mr. Kearns stated many projects may have been approved prior to 
the adoption of the new design guidelines in 2014. Mr. Kearns added that cost, difficulty in obtaining 
materials, maintenance, improved efficiency in products, and other factors have been taken into 
consideration.  

Commissioner Ryan asked if a shake style siding is proposed or a lap board siding. Mr. Servis 
responded that vinyl siding is proposed, but LP siding, hardy-board, or a vinyl shake, which is nearby 
on a green house, can be pursued. He proceeded to show examples and mentioned that a pre-
finished cedar-shake siding cannot be obtained, and he would have to finish the siding, which also 
creates additional cost and maintenance in the future.   

Commissioner Ryan mentioned that the Commission previously approved a synthetic fiberboard 
siding for his newly constructed garage. Commissioner Beveridge clarified that new construction 
differs from existing.  

Jay Servis commented that the western porch has twelve feet of double hung or slider windows. 
Furthermore, he stated the existing windows on the home are double hung.  
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Commissioner Beveridge asked what previously supported the porch and porch roofs, to which Mr. 
Servis responded by indicating that brick stacks and wooden posts encased in hollow boxes 
supported the porch. He referenced pictures submitted within the application and cited that prior to 
the recent reconstruction the roofs were slanted and would have collapsed. 

Commissioner Beveridge asked if the original porch floor slanted away from the house, to which Mr. 
Servis stated correct, at some point someone put a roof on. Commissioner Beveridge commented 
that likely the porch was originally covered, but open. 

Joyce Waite asked for clarification as to whether the porches needed to match the home 
construction or time when she purchased to home. Commissioner Beveridge said the guidelines 
recommend changes to reflect the time of building construction and materials used during 
construction. 

Commissioner Scripps asked if this home will be part of the potential expanded Clark Street / Main 
Street District, to which Mr. Kearns said yes, the home will remain as part of the existing locally 
designated district, but will also potentially be a State and National historic district as well, which 
would allow for the ability to obtain tax credits for restoration projects. He added the district 
expansion and nomination would not be final for at least two years. Further conversation ensued 
about the State historical tax credit program.  

Joyce Waite asked if there is any way the side porch can be enclosed, as the enclosure would assist 
in insulating the house. Commissioner Beveridge responded that the porch was likely not originally 
enclosed. Ms. Waite stated that the home was not originally the same size and has been enlarged, 
and questioned if enclosure could occur if the porch size was maintained.  

Commissioner Beveridge said that reconstruction should occur with historically accurate materials 
and design. 

Commissioner Scripps motioned to deny the request to install vinyl siding, but approve the 
installation of wood siding and approve the request to reconstruct porches on the western and 
southern façade subject to the following conditions:  

1. The applicant shall submit a wooden siding option more closely matching the design, 
material, and color of the original siding, to be reviewed and approved by the chairperson 
and designated agent.  

2. Porches shall not be enclosed. 

3. All applicable building and zoning codes shall be met prior to construction.  

4. All required permits shall be obtained prior to construction.  

Commissioner Ryan asked how CAP Services would respond to the requirement and motion made, 
given they are providing a loan to the property owner. Chad Piotrowski summarized that in his time 
with CAP Services they pursue vinyl siding as they see lead and asbestos on homes where the vinyl 
would have an encapsulating effect.  
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Commissioner Ryan asked what project should have required a permit, to which Mr. Kearns stated 
roofing, siding and porch reconstruction would all require a permit.  He went on to state that the re-
roofing permit was given as staff has the authority to approve reroofing of like materials.  

seconded by Commissioner Ryan 

Motion Carried 5-0.  

4. Adjourn. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:54 PM. 
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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 

Install Mechanical Equipment 
 Design Review Request 

1519 Water Street 
October 21, 2016 

 
Applicant(s): 

Portage County 

Staff: 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 
kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 

2408-32-2021-15 

Zone(s): 

“R-4” Multi-Family l & "R-5" Multi-
Family ll District Residence District 

Council District: 

District  9 – McComb 

Lot Information: 

Actual Frontage:  485 feet 
Effective Depth: 235 feet 
Square Footage: 59,172 
Acreage: 1.35 

Current Use: 

Institutional 

Applicable Regulations: 

Chapter 22 
Downtown Design Guidelines 

Request 

Request from Portage County for design review to install exterior mechanical 
equipment at the Aging and Disability Resource Center (Lincoln Center), 1519 
Water Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2021-15), which is a City owned property.  
 
Attachment(s) 

Application 
Pictures  
Equipment Specifications 

City Official Design Review / Historic District 

Downtown Design Review District  

Staff Recommendation 

Based on the findings below, staff would recommend approval of the 
installation of mechanical equipment as proposed, subject to the following 
conditions:  

1. Applicable building permits shall be obtained. 

2. One hole shall be cut into the façade for all wiring and electrical. 

3. If the existing screening is ever removed or reduced, new screening in 
the form of landscaping or fencing shall be installed in its place to 
entirely screen the unit during all times of the year. 

4. Holes in the façade shall be no higher than four feet up the façade 
from grade. 
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Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

Portage County is requesting to install an electric generator 
on the northeast exterior of the Aging Disability and 
Resource Center (Lincoln Center).  The generator is a 35KW 
natural gas powered electric generator and will be situated 
on an existing concrete slab. 

The installation of mechanical equipment on primary street 
facing facades requires review and approval from the Historic 
Preservation/Design Review Commission. The generator is 
proposed on the northeast façade along Elk Street.  
 
Generator Specifications  
Height: 40.9 inches (3.4 feet) 
Dimensions: Length = 76 inches (6.3 feet) Width = 34.5 inches (2.875 feet) 
 
 
 
 

Equipment Location 
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CHAPTER 22: HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Division 5.02 Regulation of Construction, Reconstruction, Alteration, and Demolition 

No owner or person in charge of a historic structure or historic site, or property located within a historic district shall 
reconstruct, alter, or demolish all or any part of the exterior of such property or construct any improvement upon such 
designated property or properties or cause or permit any such work to be performed upon such property or demolish 
such property unless approval has been granted by the commission. 

Upon the filing of any request for a design review certificate with the commission, the commission shall review the 
request in accordance with the design guidelines. If the commission determines that the application for a design review 
certificate and the proposed changes are consistent with the design guidelines, it shall issue the design review certificate.  
Upon the issuance of such certificate, any other required permits shall be obtained.   

Guidelines of Review 

Mechanical and Communication Equipment (Sec. 3.14) 

3. New mechanical equipment should be installed in areas and 
spaces that will require the least possible alteration to the 
plan, materials, and appearance of the building.  

Analysis: The new generator is proposed on an existing 
concrete slab outside of the building. The position was chosen 
given the existing natural gas line for the building.  

Findings: The location is appropriate as the concrete slab 
currently exists and gas service currently enters the building at 
this location. Staff would recommend that if possible, only 
one hole be cut into the façade for all wiring and electrical.   

4. Mechanical equipment including utility meters and heating 
and air-conditioning equipment should be located at the rear 
of a structure if feasible. Mechanical equipment which can be 
seen from the street should be screened with shrubbery or 
appropriate fencing.  

Analysis: The property is bordered by three streets (see map 
above). Furthermore, the rear (south) building façade is 
primarily parking, with little room for mechanical equipment.  

Findings: Given the existing concrete slab and location of 
natural gas service, the northeast façade was proposed. 
Screening currently exists in the form of tall shrubs.  
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8. If feasible, mechanical supply lines and 
ductwork should be located inside 
buildings. Exterior mechanical supply lines 
and ductwork should be disguised by 
architectural elements compatible with 
the character of the building and should 
be located as inconspicuously as possible.  
Analysis: Natural gas lines currently exist 
in the proposed location of the generator. 
Additional façade breaks will likely occur 
to run necessary electrical into the 
building.  

Findings: Staff would recommend holes in 
the façade to be no higher than four feet 
up the façade from grade. 

  

After review, staff would recommend approval of the generator at this location, given the existing property 
characteristics that limit its location and provide existing screening. 
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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 

Entry Door 
 Design Review Request 

1408 Clark Street 
October 20, 2016 

 
Applicant(s): 

Eric & Alicia Skrenes 

Staff: 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 
kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 

2408-32-1006-16 

Zone(s): 

"R-5" Multi-Family ll District 

Council District: 

District  1 – Doxtator 

Lot Information: 

Actual Frontage: 50 feet 
Effective Depth: 165 feet 
Square Footage: 8,250 
Acreage: 0.189 

Structure Information: 

Year Built: addition 1910 (105 
years) 
Number of Stories: 2 

Current Use: 

Residential 

Applicable Regulations: 

Chapter 22 
Downtown Design Guidelines 

Request 

Request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design review to install side entry 
door at 1408 Clark Street Main Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16).  

 
Attachment(s) 

Application 
Pictures  
Documents 

City Official Design Review / Historic District 

Downtown Design Review District  

Staff Recommendation 

Based on the findings below, staff would recommend approval of the 
installation of the proposed door, subject to the following conditions:  

1. The original door should be kept on the premise and maintained. 
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Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

Eric and Alicia Skrenes requested to install a 
side entrance door on the east façade of their 
home at 1408 Clark Street which would replace 
an existing entrance door. This request was first 
before the Commission in November, 2015, 
upon which the Commission denied the request 
and cited the original door be repaired or 
replaced with a wooden door. The Skrenes have 
reviewed other doors and materials and have 
provided supplemental materials attached, and 
which are summarized below.

Proposed Door Details: 
Size: Approx. 36” x 80” 
Materials: Fiberglass Door (faux wood 
color finish) w/ window 
Swing: Left outswing  

 
Existing Door 

 
Proposed Door 

Page 25 of 63



Page 3 of 5 

 
The applicants have indicated that they are pursuing a fiberglass door for security and efficiency. Upon contacting a 
contractor they were told the existing door is unrepairable. Furthermore, the contractor identified that a new door 
could be constructed of white pine that would match the panel and window configurations. However, the applicants cite 
a wooden door has lower energy efficiency, high maintenance, and low durability. The proposed fiberglass door will 
resemble wood texture and from the street will appear to be wood. Furthermore, the applicants have stated winter 
snow hits the door during the winter months which can deteriorate a wooden door faster. Lastly, r-values, insulating 
rating capacity of materials, were provided by the applicant which indicate values three times higher for fiberglass doors 
than wooden doors, meaning greater insulating power. 
 
In a letter to the alderman the Skrenes discuss the distinctive features of the home, stating that the door is not a 
distinctive characteristic, citing the book ‘Houses That Grew’ by Wendell Nelson. The applicants have also referenced the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, citing many standards are not applicable as the door is not a 
distinctive feature.  
 
Note: See the attached application and supplemental materials for more information.  
 
CHAPTER 22: HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Division 5.02 Regulation of Construction, Reconstruction, Alteration, and Demolition 

No owner or person in charge of a historic structure or historic site, or property located within a historic district shall 
reconstruct, alter, or demolish all or any part of the exterior of such property or construct any improvement upon such 
designated property or properties or cause or permit any such work to be performed upon such property or demolish 
such property unless approval has been granted by the commission. 

Upon the filing of any request for a design review certificate with the commission, the commission shall review the 
request in accordance with the design guidelines. If the commission determines that the application for a design review 
certificate and the proposed changes are consistent with the design guidelines, it shall issue the design review certificate.  
Upon the issuance of such certificate, any other required permits shall be obtained.   

Guidelines of Review 

Doors (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 3.4) 

1. If replacement of a window or door unit is necessary, the new unit should be replaced to match the original in 
size, scale, material, detail, pane and/or panel configurations. Exterior aluminum clad is permitted to be installed 
on new wooden windows.  

Analysis: The original door is wooden, however is significantly deteriorated. The proposed door is fiberglass and 
more energy efficient.   

Findings: While the efficiency of the existing door is significantly reduced given its construction material, a new 
wooden insulated door would somewhat improve efficiency but still be lower than the fiberglass door.  It is clear 
that the applicant takes great pride in their home and has done a great job rehabilitating the home. 
Furthermore, they have stressed the importance of improved efficiency for the fiberglass door, and its reduced 
visibility from the street. The above guideline is not totally met if a fiberglass door is pursued, however the 
fiberglass door is proposed to mimic the wood look, and offers a window, matching the original design. 
Furthermore it will operate similarly as an out-swing door and could be fitted with more appropriate historic 
hardware. Upon reviewing other doors on the home, they have differing details and features as they have likely 
been changed over time. While doors and windows can be a character defining element, especially if they all 
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match and are of a unique design, the doors and windows on this home are of a simple design for the 
construction era.  

After review, and given the applicants submittal, an argument can be made that with limited visibility and in comparison 
to other features on the home, this door alone is not a significant character defining feature.  Also, the applicants have 
stated the door will be kept on the premise if future owners choose to restore the door or match it closely.   

Photos 
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REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 

Wednesday, November 4, 2015 –4:30 p.m. 

Portage County Annex Building 
Conference Room 1 & 2 (First Floor) 

1462 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI  54481 
 

PRESENT:  Chairperson Lee Beveridge, Alderperson Garrett Ryan, Commissioner Tim Siebert, 
Commissioner Sarah Scripps, Commissioner Tom Baldischwiler, Commissioner Joe Debauche and 
Commissioner Bob Woehr. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  Director Ostrowski, Associate Planner Kyle Kearns, City Attorney Beveridge, Alderperson 
Kneebone, Alderperson McComb, Kent Hall, Sue Hall, Travis Haines, Cathy Dugan, Richard Ruppel, Jutta 
Brendel, Erick Yonke, Aaron Jones, Dylan Belisle, Logan Dredske, Same Cora, Cory Lasure, Justin Jones, 
Eric Storeres, Andrew Heck, Dylan Genrick, Jacob Livingston, Aaron Delanndrea, Tim Zimmerman, Cory 
Rehfeldt, Darlene Todd, and Tori Jennings. 

 
INDEX: 

Discussion and possible action on the following: 

1. Approval of the reports of the September 2, 2015, Special September 16, 2015, and October 7, 2015 
HP/DRC Meetings.  

2. Request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design review to install an entry door at 1408 Clark Street 
(Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16). 

3. Request from Eric Yonke, representing the property owner, for design review to demolish a garage 
and create a parking area at 1408-10 College Avenue (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-06).  

4. Request from Candlewood Property Management LLC for design review to replace porches at 1517 
Main Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-02). 

5. Request from Sentry Insurance to expand a parking lot at 1421 Strongs Avenue (Parcel ID 2408-32-
2024-06). 

6. Request from Peter Spencer for design review to install external sign lighting at 924 Clark Street 
(Parcel ID 2408-32-2018-16). 

7. Adjourn. 
 
 
1. Approval of the reports of the September 2, 2015, Special September 16, 2015, and October 7, 2015 

HP/DRC Meetings. 
 
Motion by Alderperson Ryan to approve the reports of the September 2, 2015, Special September 
16, 2015, and October 7, 2015 HP/DRC Meetings; seconded by Commissioner Siebert.   
 
Motion carried 5-0. 
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(Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16).
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2. Request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design review to install an entry door at 1408 Clark Street 
(Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16).  
 
Economic Development Specialist Kyle Kearns explained the applicants have requested to install a 
new side door at their property of 1408 Clark Street.  The existing door appears to be original, of 
wood construction, which is inefficient and there are other concerns with the wood separating.  The 
proposed door is a fiberglass door with a composite shell that is designed to mimic wood, with a 
single pane window.  In regards to design review, the proposed door should closely match the 
original materials and size.  This door does appear wooden, but is not wooden; therefore staff would 
require that a more appropriate door be proposed.   
 
Eric Skrenes, 1408 Clark Street, explained they had looked for wooden doors, but could not find one 
that matched the panel door.  They have investigated some solid wood doors and they were cost 
prohibitive.  In looking around at neighboring homes, most have fiberglass doors now.  They then 
narrowed the search for something that looked like a wood door, but would be much more efficient.   
 
Commissioner Woehr asked where the door leads to.  Mr. Skrenes stated this is a door leading to 
the basement stairs.  He then asked if the owner had looked into wood insulated doors, to which 
Mr. Skrenes stated yes and they were in the similar price range as a solid wood door.   
 
Chairperson Beveridge stated that there is a company in town that does woodworking and is able to 
reconstruct a replica of the door. 
 
Commissioner DeBauche asked if this door was on the driveway side of the structure, which would 
be a factor of durability for any door replacement, to which Mr. Skrenes stated yes.   
 
Commissioner Woehr confirmed with the applicant if the door swing was going to be changed from 
an out-swing to swinging in and if there would be a storm door provided.  Mr. Skrenes answered yes 
the swing would be changed, but a storm door would not be installed at this time.   
 
Cathy Dugan, 615 Sommers Street, spoke about letting the public know that G & S Woodworking on 
the corner of Stanley and Maria is able to design doors and can create what a home owner wants. 
 
Alderperson Ryan asked if the property owner would be interested in checking to see if the door can 
be rehabilitated and sealed, and if the cost was comparable to the fiberglass door.  Mr. Skrenes 
stated yes he would be able to check into that.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to deny the request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design 
review to install an entry door at 1408 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16) with a 
recommendation for the property owner to pursue door rehabilitation or a wood door 
replacement in which the chairperson and designated agent shall have the authority to review 
and approve; seconded by Commissioner Scripps. 
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Commissioner Woehr asked where the door leads to. Mr. Skrenes stated this is a door leading to 
the basement stairs.  He then asked if the owner had looked into wood insulated doors, to which
Mr. Skrenes stated yes and they were in the similar price range as a solid wood door.  

Chairperson Beveridge stated that there is a company in town that does woodworking and is able to
reconstruct a replica of the door. 

Commissioner DeBauche asked if this door was on the driveway side of the structure, which would 
be a factor of durability for any door replacement, to which Mr. Skrenes stated yes. 

Commissioner Woehr confirmed with the applicant if the door swing was going to be changed from
an out-swing to swinging in and if there would be a storm door provided.  Mr. Skrenes answered yes
the swing would be changed, but a storm door would not be installed at this time. 

Cathy Dugan, 615 Sommers Street, spoke about letting the public know that G & S Woodworking on 
the corner of Stanley and Maria is able to design doors and can create what a home owner wants. 

Alderperson Ryan asked if the property owner would be interested in checking to see if the door can 
be rehabilitated and sealed, and if the cost was comparable to the fiberglass door.  Mr. Skrenes
stated yes he would be able to check into that. 

Motion by Commissioner Siebert to deny the request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design
review to install an entry door at 1408 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16) with a
recommendation for the property owner to pursue door rehabilitation or a wood door 
replacement in which the chairperson and designated agent shall have the authority to review 
and approve; seconded by Commissioner Scripps. 

2. Request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for design review to install an entry door at 1408 Clark Street 
(Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16).

Economic Development Specialist Kyle Kearns explained the applicants have requested to install a
new side door at their property of 1408 Clark Street.  The existing door appears to be original, of 
wood construction, which is inefficient and there are other concerns with the wood separating.  The 
proposed door is a fiberglass door with a composite shell that is designed to mimic wood, with a
single pane window.  In regards to design review, the proposed door should closely match the
original materials and size.  This door does appear wooden, but is not wooden; therefore staff would
require that a more appropriate door be proposed. 

Eric Skrenes, 1408 Clark Street, explained they had looked for wooden doors, but could not find one
that matched the panel door.  They have investigated some solid wood doors and they were cost
prohibitive.  In looking around at neighboring homes, most have fiberglass doors now.  They then 
narrowed the search for something that looked like a wood door, but would be much more efficient.  
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Motion carried 5-0. 
 

3. Request from Eric Yonke, representing the property owner, for design review to demolish a garage 
and create a parking area at 1408-10 College Avenue (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-06). 
 
Economic Development Specialist Kyle Kearns explained that the two stall garage at 1408 College 
Avenue was razed.  The request for a permit and Historic Preservation / Design Review was obtained 
after the demolition.  The applicant is also requesting to install a parking pad where the garage used 
to be to create an area for four parking stalls.  Mr. Kearns identified the out building as having 
construction elements of the 1930’s, and in 2008 the Assessor’s office had the condition listed as 
fair.  He continued explaining that the application cited the foundation and garage were sinking and 
that was the reason for razing the structure.  Staff recommends denying the request and that the 
applicant either reconstructs a garage similar in size and materials, or maintain the area green space 
with no parking area installed.  He noted that if there was a parking change for a multi – tenant 
building, a conditional use permit would be required, having to be reviewed the Plan Commission 
and Common Council.   
 
Commissioner Woehr asked if any historic photos were located showing the out building, to which 
Mr. Kearns stated he was unable to locate any such photos.  He then asked if a citation had been 
issued to the property owner, to which Director Ostrowski stated double permit fees had been 
charged for the razing permit.   
 
Eric Yonke, 1418 College Avenue, stated he is representing the owners.  He explained that he was 
working with an excavating company and the equipment just showed up, so they started work.  The 
building inspectors had been by and stated that a razing permit was needed, to which he came in 
and obtained one from the Community Development Department at which time he learned of the 
Historic Preservation and Design Review Commission’s regulations when razing a structure.  
Furthermore, regarding parking, he has been in conversation with a couple of asphalt companies, 
and stated they will not be able to do the asphalt due to the size and shape of the yard and 
driveway.  He has also been speaking with Alchemy Concrete for some ideas for design.  Mr. Yonke 
is asking for a slight change to the staff recommendations to allow for three parking stalls instead of 
two because the structure is a three unit building.  Parking in the driveway is difficult in that it is very 
narrow and the cars would have to be moved for other tenants to get in and out as well as not being 
aesthetically pleasing to the neighborhood.  He stated he would be willing to look into the costs of 
building a garage, and asked the commission to look at building a garage that could hold three 
vehicles with the understanding of the Plan Commission requirements for setbacks and size.  He will 
try to do what he can to try to make this right.  He continued stating this garage and the neighbors 
building were touching, and leaning against each other.   
 
Alderperson Ryan clarified that the applicant felt the concrete sunk because of the neighboring 
property and water drainage, to which Mr. Yonke stated he feels it was because the concrete was 
poured into the garage later than when the garage was originally built.   
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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 

Remove Chimney 
Design Review Request 

1700 Clark Street 
October 24, 2016 

 
Applicant(s): 

Gene Numsen 

Staff: 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 
kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 

2408-32-1036-09 

Zone(s): 

"B-3" Central Business District 

Council District: 

District  3 – Ryan 

Lot Information: 

Actual Frontage: 173 feet 
Effective Depth: 100 feet 
Square Footage: 17,424 
Acreage: 0.400 

Structure Information: 

Year Built: addition 1911 (105 
years) 
Number of Stories: 2 

Current Use: 

Residential 

Applicable Regulations: 

Chapter 22 
Downtown Design Guidelines 

Request 

Request from Gene Numsen for design review to remove a brick chimney 
above the roof at 1700 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1036-09).  

Attachment(s) 

1. Application 
2. Photos 

City Official Design Review / Historic District 

1. Clark Street Historic District 

Staff Recommendation 

Based on the findings below, staff would recommend denial of the design 
review request to remove the chimney above the roof.  
 

Staff would recommend approval of the reconstruction of the chimney, 
subject to the following conditions:   

1. Chimney reconstruction should match the existing chimney in size, 
design, and materials.  

2. Type N mortar shall be used as defined by the American Society for 
Testing and Materials (ASTM).  

3. If reconstruction occurs, the entire chimney shall be repainted white to 
ensure a uniform color throughout.   

4. Building codes and zoning ordinance requirements shall be met 

5. All applicable building permits shall be obtained. 
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Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

The applicant, Gene Numsen, is requesting to 
remove the deteriorated portion of the west 
chimney, above the roof. The chimney would be 
capped below the roof line and the roof would be 
patched. A contractor has been pursued to 
perform the request and has indicated the height 
of the chimney is approximately 16 feet above the 
roof. Furthermore, he has indicated that the 
chimney has been painted, is severely 
deteriorated, and is leaning towards the home 
(eastward). Lastly, the applicant no longer uses 
the chimney and has stated it is not used as a 
conduit for other utilities.  

CHAPTER 22: HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Division 5.02 Regulation of Construction, Reconstruction, Alteration, and Demolition 

No owner or person in charge of a historic structure or historic site, or property located within a historic district shall 
reconstruct, alter, or demolish all or any part of the exterior of such property or construct any improvement upon such 
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designated property or properties or cause or permit any such work to be performed upon such property or demolish 
such property unless approval has been granted by the commission. 

Upon the filing of any request for a design review certificate with the commission, the commission shall review the 
request in accordance with the design guidelines. If the commission determines that the application for a design review 
certificate and the proposed changes are consistent with the design guidelines, it shall issue the design review certificate.  
Upon the issuance of such certificate, any other required permits shall be obtained.   

Guidelines of Review (numbers refer to guidelines standards) 

***Other standards within the design guidelines not specifically mentioned below have been reviewed and are met 
or not applicable pertaining to the proposed building improvement activities. 

MASONRY (3.2.2) 

1. Preserve and protect character-defining masonry architectural features including corbelling, cornices, sills, 
quoins, foundations, and walls.  

Analysis:  The large chimney on the home is a character-defining architectural feature given its location on the 
side of the home and its large size. While the chimney may be difficult to see due to vegetation, it defines the 
western façade. Note that the chimney has been painted white to match the color of the home.    

Findings: The removal of the top of the chimney would reduce the historical character of the home. 
Furthermore, it would make it difficult to be utilized as a working chimney in the future. Staff would recommend 
methods of repair or reconstruction be pursued to fix the chimney.   

4. Deteriorated masonry units should be repaired rather than replaced, using materials that match the original in 
size, texture, color, and overall appearance. Synthetic materials are not recommended on historic structures for 
the wholesale covering of a structure.  

Analysis:  The applicant and contractor have indicated the chimney is in a state of severe deterioration and is 
leaning toward the home.  

Findings:  If deteriorated masonry is beyond repair, reconstruction should occur matching in size, design, etc. 
Staff would recommend approving reconstruction of the chimney, to match the existing chimney is size, design, 
and materials.   

5. Paint should not be applied to masonry surfaces that were historically not painted.  

Analysis:  White paint exists on the entire chimney.  

Findings:  The paint should not be removed as it may cause damage to the existing brick. Furthermore, if 
reconstruction occurs, staff would recommend the entire chimney be repainted to ensure a uniform color 
throughout.   

ROOFS (Sec. 3.5) 

2. Character-defining elements of historic roofs should be retained and preserved including dormer windows, 
chimneys, turrets, cupolas, and parapet walls. Eave overhangs, moldings and trim, and soffit board should also 
be retained and preserved.  

Analysis: As indicated above, staff has identified the chimney as a character-defining element, given its exposure 
on the western façade and large size.  

Findings: If repair cannot occur due to the deteriorated state of the chimney, staff would recommend approving 
chimney reconstruction to the portion above the roof. 
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In conclusion and based on the findings above, staff recommends denying the design review request to remove a 
portion of the chimney above the roof. Staff would instead recommend approving the reconstruction of the chimney 
above the roof.   

Photos 
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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 

Raze Detached Garage 
Design Review Request 

1117 Smith Street 
October 24, 2016 

 
Applicant(s): 

Cahill Properties LLC 

Staff: 

Michael Ostrowski, Director 
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com 
Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner 
kkearns@stevenspoint.com 

Parcel Number(s): 

2408-32-1004-05 

Zone(s): 

"R-3" Single & Two Family 
Residence District 

Council District: 

District  3 – Ryan 

Lot Information: 

Actual Frontage: 132 feet 
Effective Depth: 50 feet 
Square Footage: 5,534 
Acreage: 0.150 

Structure Information: 

Year Built: 1920 (96 years) 

Current Use: 

Residential 

Applicable Regulations: 

Chapter 22 
Downtown Design Guidelines 

Request 

Request from Cahill Properties LLC for design review to raze the detached 
garage at 1117 Smith Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05).  

Attachment(s) 

Application 
Photos 
  

City Official Design Review / Historic District

Downtown Historic/Design Review District  

Findings of Fact 

The property falls within the Downtown Historic/Design Review 
District which requires changes to building to be reviewed and 
approved.  
The neighboring property owner removed a detached garage that 
abutted this garage. 
Demolition is requested to occur this year, with a new detached 
garage construction to occur next year. 

Staff Recommendation 

Approve the request to raze the detached garage subject to the following 
conditions: 

A detached accessory structure shall be constructed within 1 year of 
demolition, to be reviewed and approved by the Historic Preservation 
/ Design Review Commission.  
All applicable building and zoning codes shall be met prior to 
demolition.  
All required permits shall be obtained prior to demolition, including a 
razing permit. 

 
 

 

Page 55 of 63



Page 2 of 6 

Vicinity Map 

 

Scope of Work 

The owners of 1117 Smith Street are requesting to raze the existing 
detached accessory structure prior to winter, given the deteriorated 
state. The applicants have also indicated the state of the structure 
has worsened when the neighboring detached garage at 1408 
College Avenue was removed. The structures were likely supporting 
one another and after the demolition of one structure the other has 
shifted.  Given the approaching winter, the applicants plan to 
reconstruct a new garage next year harmonizing with the house and 
appearance of adjacent neighboring improvements. Review and 
approval through the Historic Preservation Commission is required 
for the new construction.  
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CHAPTER 22: HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Division 5.02 Regulation of Construction, Reconstruction, Alteration, and Demolition 

No owner or person in charge of a historic structure or historic site, or property located within a historic district shall 
reconstruct, alter, or demolish all or any part of the exterior of such property or construct any improvement upon such 
designated property or properties or cause or permit any such work to be performed upon such property or demolish 
such property unless approval has been granted by the commission. 

Upon the filing of any request for a design review certificate with the commission, the commission shall review the 
request in accordance with the design guidelines.  If the commission determines that the application for a design review 
certificate and the proposed changes are consistent with the design guidelines, it shall issue the design review certificate.  
Upon the issuance of such certificate, any other required permits shall be obtained.   

Guidelines of Review 

***Other standards within the design guidelines not specifically mentioned below have been reviewed and are met 
or not applicable pertaining to the proposed building improvement activities. 

DEMOLITION (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 6.1.2) 

Numbers match the applicable standard in the Design Guidelines. 

1. Whether the building or structure is in such deteriorated condition that is not structurally or economically 
feasible to preserve or restore it, provide that any hardship or difficulty claimed by the owner which is the result 
of any failure to maintain the property in good repair cannot qualify as a basis for the issuance of an approval to 
demolish 

Analysis: The applicants have indicated the garage’s state of disrepair and cited several photographs showing 
cracks in walls, peeling shingles, separated brick, and several other deteriorated elements of the structure. 

Findings:  Upon review, it appears maintenance was performed on the structure, as several patches and mortar 
repairs are visible. The cracks on the northeast and southeast walls indicate sinking of the foundation or slab. A 
proper repair would likely require wall reconstruction and the installation of footings. However, investment into 
fixing the existing garage does not seem appropriate given the severe deteriorated state.  

2. Whether the building or structure, although not itself a historic structure, contributes to the distinctive 
architectural or historic character of the historic district as a whole, and therefore, should be preserved for the 
benefit of the people of the city or the state. 

Analysis: The structure was constructed of several building materials including, brick, stone, block, and wood. 
Brick on the garage somewhat matches brick on the home. Documents indicate the garage was constructed 
during the 1920’s, similar to the home construction.  

Findings:   Given the garage construction date similar to the home and complimenting the design of the home, 
the detached garage likely contributes to historic character of the home. Although brick matches the home, the 
design of the garage is simple. Windows exist on the garage along with a service door which add characteristics 
to the garage, but are not necessarily defining features.  

3. Whether demolition of the subject property would be contrary to the objectives of the historic preservation plan 
for the applicable district as duly adopted.  

Analysis: The detached garage was constructed similarly to the primary structure and during the same time 
period. Given the construction design and age of the structure it has deteriorated significantly. The neighboring 
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detached garage was demolished which subsequently effected this garage which was physically touching the 
neighbors.  

Findings: Given the construction date and materials, if demolition is approved, a new garage should be 
constructed matching materials found on the primary structure to preserve the character of the property and 
the original single family use.  

4. Whether the building or structure is of such old, unusual or uncommon design, texture, and/or material, that it 
could be reproduced only with great difficulty and/or expense.  

Analysis: See standard two above regarding the garage design and materials.  

Findings: The materials are not unique to the time period of construction and could be reproduced easily and at 
an affordable expense. Note that it may be difficult to match brick found on the primary home and existing 
garage.  Staff would recommend a detached accessory structure be constructed within 1 year of demolition, to 
be reviewed and approved by the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission.  

6. Whether the building or structure is in such a deteriorated condition that it is not structurally or economically 
feasible to preserve or restore it, provided that any hardship or difficulty claimed by the owner which is the 
result of any failure to maintain the property in good repair cannot qualify as a basis for the issuance of an 
approval to demolish.  

Analysis: Severe deterioration exists and is documented in the applicant’s photos. The photos also indicate 
maintenance and patchwork were pursued in the past to fix many maintenance problems.  

Findings: While some of the deterioration may have occurred from lack of maintenance, evidence exists that 
maintenance was performed on the structure. Note that the garage is not constructed to the same standards as 
the home. No footings exist for the garage and walls are made of block. Given the construction, the garage was 
likely not intended to last like the primary structure.  

7. Whether demolition of the building or structure would promote conformance with other criteria as designated 
in the City of Stevens Point Historic Design Guidelines.  

Analysis: The detached garage likely doesn’t meet required setbacks. Furthermore, given the close proximity to 
neighbors and the unsafe conditions of the structure, a collapse would surely effect the neighbors.  

Findings:  Demolition of the garage would clear a safety concern, and any new garage, if constructed properly, 
would improve aesthetics on the property.  

8. Prior to undertaking the demolition work, the property owner should approach the HP/DRC to determine the 
historic significance of the structure and its relationship to the district.  

Analysis: The property owner has requested demolition and submitted several details and photographs. See 
standard 1 and 2 regarding significance.  

Findings: See standard 1 and 2 regarding significance.  
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Building Images 

 
East Wall & Windows 

 
Interior East Wall 

 
North Side 

 
Interior North Wall 

 
South Side Service Door 

 
Interior - Service Door 
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West Wall 
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