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Members:

AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION/DESIGN
REVIEW COMMISSION

Date and Time:

May 03, 2017
04:00 PM

Location:

Lee Beveridge (Chair)
Tori Jennings (Alder)
Tim Siebert
Sarah Scripps
Thomas Baldischwiler
Joseph Debauche (Alt. 1)
Robert Woehr (Alt. 2)
City Conference Room
1515 Strongs Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481

1. Roll call.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2.

Report for the April 05, 2017 meeting.

3. Design Review request from Bushman Electric Crane & Sign, representing Delta Dental, to install a wall sign
outside the signable area and exceeding the total sign allowance at 1265 Main St Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832202718).
4. Historic signage for districts.
5. Penalty provisions for violators.
6. Notification of historic districts during property sale and purchase.
7. Staff update.
8. Adjourn.

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that 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 or by mail at 1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481.
Maps further defining the above area(s) may be obtained from the City of Stevens Point Department of Community Development,
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481, or by calling (715) 346-1567, during normal business hours.

PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that a quorum of the Common Council may be in attendance at this meeting.
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REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
Wednesday, April 5, 2017 – 4:00 PM
Conference Room D (1st Floor)
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner Debauche, and Commissioner
Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Mindy McCord, Kevin Koziczkowski, Frank Shields, and Lauren
Hagi.
INDEX:
1. Roll Call.

Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report for the March 01, 2017 meeting.
3. Action on request, from Kevin Koziczkowski for a Historic Preservation Design Review request to
install new exterior doors on the building at 1200 Third St Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832201522).
4. Staff Update.
5. Adjourn.

1. Roll Call.
Present: Beveridge, Siebert, Debauche, Woehr.
Excused: Ryan, Baldischwiler.
Absent: Scripps.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report for March 01, 2017 meeting.
Motion by Chairperson Beveridge to approve the report of the March 1, 2017 HP/DRC meeting;
seconded by Commissioner Debauche.
Motion carried 4-0.
3. Action on request, from Kevin Koziczkowski for a Historic Preservation Design Review request to
install new exterior doors on the building at 1200 Third St Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832201522).
Associate Planner Kearns stated that the request was before the Commission last month in which it
was denied, however it was cited that further review could occur at a future meeting if all avenues
to restore the door were exhausted. The applicant had provided a narrative which identified the
difficulty in refurbishing the door.
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Commissioner Siebert questioned the difficulty in restoring the door. Frank Shields, contractor,
asked if examples existed of a commercial establishment with wooden doors. He went on further to
state his professional opinion that wood doors were not suited for commercial applications in the
Midwest. Too many temperature extremes and difficulties existed in finding a supplier that would
sell and warranty wooden commercial doors.
Commissioner Siebert asked if new doors could not be purchased, if the existing could be
refurbished, to which Kevin Koziczkowski, contractor, stated the door was in bad shape. Mr.
Koziczkowski added that he tried to get an astragal which was absent from the door. He also
identified that garage door weather stripping existed on the door which sealed the door, but a half
inch gap still existed between them. In addition, he noted that changed hardware on the door would
expose several holes that even if finished, would still be noticeable. Furthermore, finishing of the
doors would have to continue as it will shrink and swell over time. Lastly, he mentioned that the
security of the door was in question as he could push the door open when locked. He went on to
clarify that the owner had several goods in the building that needed adequate security with which
could not be provided with the existing doors. In summary, he noted that two problems existed, the
efficiency and security of the existing doors.
Commissioner Siebert asked if wood replacement doors existed, with which Mr. Koziczkowski
replied that Mr. Shields had difficulty in obtaining wood doors previously. Commissioner Siebert
noted that a local company provided and refurbished wooden doors for several Portage County
Historical Society properties. He added maintenance of wooden doors was ongoing and costly, but if
the property was built with wooden doors, it was the charge of the Historic Preservation
Commission to ensure the original design was maintained.
Mr. Koziczkowski stated that the previous request for the replacement of steel and aluminum doors
on the building would match the doors proposed for the main entrance in order to create
uniformity. He also mentioned that the visibility of the doors was limited given the building design,
and that one had to be directly in front of the doors to see them.
Commissioner Woehr asked the applicant representing the owner to clarify what the building was
currently being used for. Mindy McCord responded by indicating that the building would be used for
author Patrick Rothfuss’ charity, World Builders, which would warehouse donated products such as
books and games. She added that the first floor would consist of offices.
Commissioner Woehr asked staff that if the purpose of the building was being changed, did the
building have to become ADA accessible. Kevin Koziczkowski replied by stating that the building
would be ADA compliant as a ramp currently existed and that doors would be installed to
accommodate access, along with the construction of two ADA bathrooms.
Commissioner Beveridge questioned whether the basement could be sealed from the first floor.
Mindy McCord stated that while stairs and an elevator existed, closing off floors would be a bit of an
annoyance given their type of business which involved constant moving of items.
Commissioner Beveridge mentioned that he had inspected the doors and thought them to be in
good shape. He then questioned whether the doors fit tightly on the ends and confirmed the gap
existed in the middle. He went on the state that weather stripping could be fashioned for the doors,
along with an appropriate locking mechanism. Frank Shields responded by indicating that it could be
done at a substantial expense, noting it was a waste of investment dollars, and referenced his 38
years of experience of eventually replacing wooden doors with commercial aluminum doors. He
then provided an example of 1100 Main Street which had wooden doors and now had aluminum
doors.
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Commissioner Beveridge added that the doors were set back, preventing direct exposure to the
weather, to which Mr. Koziczkowski stated that temperature was the cause of the expansion and
contraction on a seasonal basis.
Commissioner Beveridge then cited a newspaper article in the Stevens Point Journal written by Mike
Metcalf which indicated the building’s architect, Bob Cashin, who was renowned for multiple
buildings in Stevens Point. Frank Shields replied by stating that he had known Mike Metcalf for
several years and the building at 1200 Third Street had no historic significance, as opposed to
buildings such as 1055 Main Street or the bank building which did have historic significance.
Commissioner Beveridge clarified that the property falls within a historic district and the property
could be historic in a number of ways, such as the style of construction or architect.
Frank Shields asked what jurisdiction the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission had. He
also asked how the Commission could tell an owner what they could or couldn’t do to a building, as
no historical society funds existed. Commissioner Beveridge answer by stating that the Commission
existed due to the mall project occurring in the 1980’s in which federal funds (UDAG funds) were
needed for the project which also required the City of Stevens Point to have a historic committee, in
addition to several other requirements. He then referenced City and state codes which granted
authority to the Commission. Lastly he stated that buildings were reviewed based on their
architecture, history, history of owners and so on, and that the building in question hit many of the
review criteria.
Mindy McCord asked if costs could be taken into consideration as their company budget was limited
and would take away from other business items. Commissioner Beveridge identified that the
Commission understood their decisions effected costs borne by the owner.
Associate Planner Kearns clarified that the State Statutes gave local municipalities the ability to
create a historic commission, district, to adopt and enforce guidelines, and through that process, if
the Commission made a decision of denial for a request, an appeal could be made to the City’s
Common Council. Commissioner Woehr referenced the material which would be found Chapter 22
of the City’s Revised Municipal Code.
Frank Shields asked what dictated whether a property was reviewed through the Commission, to
which Associate Planner Kearns stated that the adopted historic guidelines identified major and
minor works for exterior improvements to properties in a locally designated historic district. Staff
had the authority to approve minor improvements, whereas major improvements required
Commission approval. Mr. Kearns went on to state that in the case of refurbishing of the doors, it
would require staff review. However, as new material, aluminum doors, not original to the building
were being proposed, Commission review was required. The change in material could reduce the
historical character and significance tied to the building and/or property. Lastly, Mr. Kearns noted
that penalty provisions existed in the City’s ordinance for properties that did not follow the required
review procedures for exterior improvements.
Kevin Koziczkowski asked about buildings in the district that previously had wooden doors and now
had aluminum doors. Commissioner Beveridge responded by stating that work had been done since
the inception of the Commission which may have been done improperly. Associate Planner Kearns
clarified that the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines were updated in 2013, which included a full
rewrite and new review standards and processes for exterior improvements. He also noted that the
Commission had several members over the decades and operated by a majority vote. In the past,
the Commission had taken into consideration improvement costs, efficiency, deterioration, and
difficulty. Mr. Kearns provided the example of improvements that didn’t meet the design guideline
standards, but didn’t face a primary façade, and therefore were approved.
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Frank Shields stated that this request met that criteria of review, efficiency, and that the doors were
not visible from the street, and lastly that nobody utilized Third Street.
Associate Planner Kearns clarified that the design guidelines indicated that original materials should
be maintained if possible over the lifetime of the structure. However, in certain circumstances, the
Commission had approved requests that do not fully meet the design guidelines. He summarized
that with the request, the original wooden doors were proposed to be removed and replaced with a
different material, aluminum.
Commissioner Woehr asked if an astragal or column with stops on the back could be installed
between the doors, which may involve cutting the door jams to allow for adequate space. He added
that the doors would close into the astragal. Frank Shields responded by stating that aluminum and
steel were not compatible. Furthermore, he noted that if the door was maintained, it will be
cobbled together.
Kevin Koziczkowski mentioned that he had tried to pursue every option for repairing the doors, even
calling Greg with G & S Woodworking LLC, who had said that not much could be done with the
doors. He went on to state that if the holes in the doors were filled, they would still be visible. In
addition, he noted that changing the glass, handles and hardware would cost $2,500.00, not
including labor, whereas a new aluminum door would cost $3,300.00 and include labor with
installation. Maintaining the existing doors did not improve efficiency nor security. Mr. Koziczkowski
added that he looked at getting new locking pins that would mount inside the astragal, but the
position of the existing hardware would create a weak point with the two holes very close together.
Lastly, the astragal would have to be for an interior door as one for exterior doors could not be
obtained, and even then may wear out in six months.
Commissioner Siebert clarified that he was with the Portage County Historical Society which owned
several buildings that had double wooden doors that needed maintenance every two or three years.
Commissioner Beveridge asked if the doors were locked with a single lock in the center, to which
Mr. Koziczkowski clarified that two pins locked one door making it stationary, whereas the second
door locked with a simple lock to the stationary door.
Commissioner Beveridge asked if a stop existed preventing one door from swinging through. Mr.
Koziczkowski responded by indicating nothing existed to prevent it from swinging inward, but an
astragal would prevent the door swing.
Frank Shields commented that in summary, $2,500.00 dollars plus labor could be spent to refurbish
the door that would require ongoing maintenance and more dollars. Commissioner Beveridge stated
that the building was in a historic district and was subject to the review and standards. He then
commented that there must be some way to fix and maintain the wooden doors. Kevin Koziczkowski
indicated that fixing the doors would not fix the inefficiency or security issues, and they would also
need to be fixed every few years.
Kevin Koziczkowski cited the mall as an example in which permission had been granted to the City to
demolish the mall, a brick building similar to the building in question, but yet they couldn’t replace a
wooden door. He went on to state that the owner wasn’t getting any money to fix the door, but he
had to spend money regularly to maintain it, and may eventually have to replace it.
Commissioner Beveridge asked for clarification on the specific problems with the door, to which Mr.
Koziczkowski said the doors were warped, in bad shape, shrunken, and had inadequate hardware.
He then went into details regarding new hardware which would expose old holes as new holes
would be needed.
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Commissioner Beveridge asked how the former tenant of the building survived with having an
inadequate door, to which Frank Shields responded that the building had been in very bad repair for
the last five years. He added that the doors on the building should have been replaced twenty years
ago.
Mindy McCord stated that several make-shift repairs had occurred on the building prior to their
occupancy.
Commissioner Beveridge reminded the applicant that the steel doors were previously approved as
they were a like material being replaced. Kevin Koziczkowski responded by stating that he couldn’t
get any wooden doors locally made for the building.
Frank Shields stated that he could almost see the Commission’s point if the property had been on
Main Street, but that nobody used Third Street and the doors were barely visible.
Commissioner Siebert identified that the charge of the Commission was to preserve history.
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to deny the request from Kevin Koziczkowski for a Historic
Preservation Design Review request to install new exterior doors on the building at 1200 Third St
Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID: 281240832201522); seconded by Commissioner Debauche.
Motion Carried 4-0.
Associate Planner Kearns identified the appeal process to Common Council should the applicant
choose to request an appeal in writing.
4. Staff Update.
Associate Planner Kearns reminded the commission that the Church of the Intercession at 1417
Church Street and Parish Hall at 1316 Ellis Street was for sale. Realtors had contacted the
Community Development office regarding permitted uses, the applicability to split the property, and
other requirements regarding zoning and building codes.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that the Certified Local Government Grant application through the
Wisconsin Historical Society to assist in funding the creation of historic districts had been denied.
However, staff would continue to apply for the grant in hopes of receiving some funding in the
future to designate new historic districts. Mr. Kearns mentioned that given the changes to the
Church of Intercession, and Saint Stephens Church, the historic integrity of that proposed district
may be lost and no longer worth pursuing. He clarified that the district nomination was for
designation on the State and Federal historical register, not on the local register.
The Commission discussed details for applying for the grant in the future, along with the potential
changes to the Church of the Intercession. They also requested future agenda items regarding a
Commission budget, penalty provision enforcement, as well as, education for buyers of a historic
district property.
5. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 4:55 PM.
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Attachment Pertaining to Item 4: Church of the Intercession Letter
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Attachment Pertaining to Item 4: Wisconsin Historical Society Email – Grant Request Denial
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Administrative Staff Report
Bailey Voigt
Design Review - Signage
1265 Main Street
April 26, 2017
Applicant(s):
•

Bailey Voigt, Representing Delta
Dental

Staff:
• Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
• Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
• 2408-32-2027-18
Zone(s):
• "B-3" Central Business District

Request
Design Review request from Bushman Electric Crane & Sign, representing
Delta Dental, to install a wall sign outside the signable area and exceeding
the total sign allowance at 1265 Main St Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832202718).
Attachment(s)
•
•

Lot Information (Approximate):
• Frontage (feet): 368
• Depth (feet): 88
• Square Footage: 26,696
• Acreage: 0.61

Application
Sign Rendering

Findings of Fact
•
•

Master Plan:
• Commercial
Council District:
• District 1 - Jennings

Department of Community Development

•
•

The property is zoned "B-3" Central Business District.
A sign variance has also been request, as required by the Sign Code
The Uniform Sign Code requires that wall sign be placed above
storefront transom windows and below second floor sills.
Furthermore, the ordinance requires graphics to be limited to 40% of
the signable area.
The proposed wall sign is above the third floor windows.
Pertinent design guidelines regarding signage shall be met.

Staff Recommendation
Staff would recommend approving the design review request for the proposed
sign at 1265 Main Street. The proposed request must also receive a sign
variance through the Plan Commission and Common Council.

Structure Information:
• Height: 3 Stories
• Age: 2007
Current Use:
• Commercial – Multi-Tenant
Applicable Regulations:
• Chapter 22
• Design Guidelines
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Vicinity Map

Background
Bailey Voigt, representing a new business, Delta Dental, located in 1265 Main Street is requesting design review to
install wall signs outside of the signable area and in excess of the allowed signage. One sign is proposed on the south
side of the building and has been requested due to the multiple tenant suites within the building and the limited space
that exists within the signable area. Note that two sign options were presented, however only one will be installed.
Below are proposed sign details:
Wall Sign – Internally Illuminated Channel Letter
•
•
•

Material: Channel Letter, mounted to raceway
Size: Approx. 46 square feet (20’ x 2.2’)
Design: Logo + Lettering

•
•

Lighting: Internally lit LED
Location: Above Third Floor Windows

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.
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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 guideline 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.
SIGNS (Sec. 4.4)
1. The request for design review meets all applicable requirements of the sign regulations of the City of Stevens
Point.
Analysis: The sign is proposed outside of the signable area, described as the area above the first floor transom
windows and below the second floor sill line. Furthermore, the sign is proposed on the south façade where
signage in the signable exists, and would exceed the sign allowance requirement.
Findings: A sign variance has been requested by the applicant and will be reviewed by the Plan Commission on
May 1, and the Common Council on May 15, 2017. Design review is also needed by the Design Review
Commission. Staff can provide further information at the meeting regarding Plan Commission’s
recommendation on the sign variance request.
5. Signs attached to an historic structure should be mounted
so than no significant architectural feature is concealed or
damaged.
Analysis: The sign is proposed above the third floor
windows near the building roof along the EIFS band.
Findings: No architectural building elements exist within
this location or are in jeopardy of being concealed. The
existing signage within the signable area is attached
similarily to the EIFS band.
6. Wall signs on commercial building should be flushmounted in appropriate locations in the wall space above
the storefront.
Analysis: The proposed sign is of a channel letter design
which will be attached to a raceway and internally
illuminated.
Findings: While the sign is not flush mounted, it will be a
few inches from the building and will mirror the existing sign attachment.
12. Historic Sign Materials such as wood, metal, and masonry are preferred for sign construction. Contemporary
materials such as plastic and vinyl are permitted if they are of high quality, sturdy material and do not
produce glare.
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Analysis: The sign is proposed to be constructed of a composite synthetic material that is similar to signs already
existing on the building. The sign logo, coloring, and letter font will differ from the existing signs.
Findings: The signs existing within the signable area have been there for several years and do not show signs of
disrepair. Therefore, the proposed sign should constructed of a sturdy material.
13. External Lighting, such as gooseneck style is preferred over back lit or internally lit wall, projecting and
freestanding signs.
Analysis: Internal LED individual letter lighting is proposed for the sign.
Findings: While gooseneck style lighting is recommended, the building is of a modern construction era and does
not have existing gooseneck lighting. If approved, the sign may be more aesthetically pleasing being internally lit
than having a gooseneck style light near the building’s roof.
In conclusion, the sign materials and size seem appropriate on the building, given the design guideline standards and the
existing building signage. It is important to note also that the B-3 Central Business District sign ordinance was written to
target building and signage primarily on Main and Clark Street, which have a single façade, limited visibility, small lots,
and mixed uses. The ordinance does not accommodate for large standalone buildings such as the requested building. If
signage is placed within the vacant signable area to the east along Church Street, advertisement would be restricted
significantly. Furthermore, given the signs location within an EIFS band which is limited on the building, an over-prolific
amount of signage shouldn’t result.

Page 4 of 4

Page 17 of 22

Page 18 of 22

Page 19 of 22

Page 20 of 22

Page 21 of 22

Page 22 of 22

