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Members:

AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION/DESIGN
REVIEW COMMISSION

Date and Time:

Ju
uly 12, 2017
July
04:00 PM

Location:

Lee Beveridge (Chair)
Tori Jennings (Alder)
Tim Siebert
Sarah Scripps
Thomas Baldischwiler
Joseph Debauche (Alt. 1)
Robert Woehr (Alt. 2)
County-City Building, Conf. Rm. D
1516 Church Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481

1. A physical inspection of the site described below by the Commission will take place at 4:00 PM:
x The site to be inspected will be 1117 Smith Street;
Following the site inspections referenced above, the Commission will convene its formal meeting at 4:30 PM in the
County-City Building, Conference Room D, 1516 Church Street for discussion and possible
possi action on the following:
2. Roll call.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the June 7, 2017 meeting.
4. Request from Cahill Properties LLC for design review to raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith Street (Parcel ID
2408-32-1004-05).
5. Design Review request from Austin Lamb to construct an addition onto the front of the detached garage at
1532 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID: 28124083210062
6. 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.

Page 1 of 1

Page 2 of 55

REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
Wednesday, June 7, 2017 – 4:00 PM
City Conference Room
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Jennings, Commissioner Scripps, Commissioner
Debauche, and Commissioner Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Director Ostrowski, Bailey Voigt, Becca Greening, Bod Lole,
Pat McVeigh, Ward Wolff, Austin Lamb, Brian Elza, Greg Wright, Alicia Skrenes, Michael Daniels, and
Reverend Jane Johnson.
INDEX:
1. Roll Call.

Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report for the May 3, 2017 meeting.
3. Design review request from Greg Wright, representing Create Portage County, relating to the
approval of a mural on the west façade of the building located at 925 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI
(Parcel ID 281240832201902).
4. 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 Street,
Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID: 281240832202718).
5. Design review request from Ward Wolff, representing the Church of Intercession, for a metal roofing
material at 1417 Church Street (Parcel ID 281240832100705).
6. Design review request from Michael Daniels to reroof his house with a metal roof at 2008 Clark
Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832103517).
7. Design review request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for the installation of wooden windows on the
second floor balcony at 1408 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832100616).
8. Design review request from Austin Lamb to construct an addition onto the front of the detached
garage at 1532 Clark Street, Stevens Point-t WI (Parcel ID: 281240832100623).
9. Staff Update.
10. Adjourn.

1. Roll Call.
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Scripps, Debauche, Woehr.
Excused: Siebert, Baldischwiler
Discussion and possible action on the following:
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2. Report for the May 3, 2017 meeting.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the report of the May 03, 2017 HP/DRC meeting;
seconded by Alderperson Jennings.
Motion carried 5-0.
3. Design review request from Greg Wright, representing Create Portage County, relating to the
approval of a mural on the west façade of the building located at 925 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI
(Parcel ID 281240832201902).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly reminded the commission that the request was in regards to a
previously approved item for a mural area at 925 Clark Street. At the time, they did not have
specifics on the mural artwork, but after choosing an artist, they had come before the commission
with their chosen design.
Greg Wright first introduced Brian Elza, representing the Stevens Point Brewery, in case there were
additional questions, and then distributed the design concept for the mural to the commission. Mr.
Wright explained which elements would remain, be removed, or be slightly altered, noting that the
proposal was a basic concept and that the main piece had not been completed. He asked whether
the artist would be able to bleed, or extend elements slightly outside of the mural boundary in order
to create dimension.
Commissioner Scripps asked whether the scale in the current design fit within the rectangle
boundary, to which Mr. Wright explained that the artist had the wall measurements, but the front
design was slightly cropped.
Chairperson Beveridge asked how far they were looking to extend outside the boundary, to which
Mr. Wright estimated no more than 2 feet.
Commissioner Debauche commented that the only area they could extend was to the right of the
boundary.
Commissioner Woehr stated that while they were asking to extend some elements, Commissioner
Scripp’s original approval had stated that nothing would exceed the boundary, or what was already
painted.
Commissioner Scripps confirmed her original approval and added that they had also approved
allowing the boundary to be a full rectangle.
Commissioner Woehr stated that they preferred to hold to their guidelines as much as possible, one
of which would be to not apply paint to any unpainted masonry.
Greg Wright noted that they were just asking if there was any flexibility with extending small
elements outside the area, but they could certainly contain the design in the parameters provided.
Commissioner Woehr asked what the preferred design was, to which Mr. Wright pointed to the
main concept and further explained elements that would be added or removed.
Director Ostrowski asked for clarification on the second page of the renderings, noting that there
seemed to be different colored backgrounds and that it was possibly past the point where the paint
stopped.
Greg Wright commented that the background seemed to be a stock image that was used in order to
get a rough idea of what it may look like.
Brian Elza added that in order to have a more cohesive scale, the tap would have to extend out past
the boundary.
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Commissioner Jennings asked Commissioner Scripps whether she held onto her original approval
concerning the boundary after seeing how the fade on the extending elements would occur.
Commissioner Scripps stated that while she did not personally see an issue with extending some
elements to provide a better scale for the design, she would be abstaining from the vote due to
being involved in the committee that chose the mural.
Chairperson Beveridge was hesitant to approve widening the boundary, noting that he much
preferred the original Church’s Plumbing sign.
Commissioner Debauche asked if the artist was looking for more space for the design, or if they felt
the design may aesthetically look better with the tap coming into the image.
Greg Wright confirmed that it was for aesthetic purposes, noting that contemporary murals often
added dimension by extending outside of otherwise restricted areas. They were asking to extend the
tap out by a couple of feet and again stated that they could stay within the boundary.
Commissioner Woehr suggested scaling the design down in order to have all elements within the
boundary, otherwise they would be painting additional brick.
Greg Wright stated that if they scaled down the design, they wouldn’t be able to cover up the No
Parking sign which would deter visitors from taking pictures in front of the mural. Their main reason
for moving forward was to drive more foot traffic.
Commissioner Scripps asked whether they were looking to extend width wise or also the north, to
which Mr. Wright stated that they were looking at overall flexibility in a larger area.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that if the design was approved, the three recommended
conditions would still stand unless there was an added condition to allow the rendering to encroach
outside of the area.
Commissioner Debauche stated that if it was just to extend the tap element, he saw no issue.
Commissioner Jennings agreed and commented that the artist had a sense of how the design would
work best.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the design review request from Greg Wright,
representing Create Portage County, relating to the approval of a mural on the west façade of the
building located at 925 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832201902) with the
following conditions:
1. Small elements of the mural are permitted to
extend to the top of the building and south of the
building where review and approval has been
granted by the chairperson and designated agent.
seconded by Alderperson Jennings
Motion Carried 4-0, with Commissioner Scripps
abstaining.
4. 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 Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832202718).
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Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that the applicants were before the commission last
month with a similar sign request for the south façade at 1265 Main Street. At the time they had
discussed doing a sign on the north façade, but just recently decided to move forward with the
additional request. The proposed sign would be similar in size and design, but on the south façade.
They most recently had been approved for a sign variance by the Plan Commission and would be
going to Common Council in the coming weeks. Staff recommend approval of the sign request.
Becca Greening further explained that after internal discussions with stakeholders, they had
determined that having an additional sign made sense due in part to occupying 33% of the building.
With 40 job openings, they hoped to make their presence known in order to assist in filling those
jobs.
Bailey Voight added that Physician’s Mutual, Thrivent Financial, and Wells Fargo each had two signs
on the building.
Commissioner Woehr expressed concern for the amount of signs on the building, noting that there
would be eight signs in total, not counting window signs, if approved. He added that while additional
sign requests for the building would still have to come before them, they would no longer be
required to go through Plan Commission. He further stated his opposition to the request, citing that
a large, well-known commercial historic building in Madison had no affixed signage on the building.
Bailey Voight commented that with the building at full capacity, they didn’t expect any of the
smaller offices wanting signage. The exterior signage belonged to national corporate names, and
part of the reason they went rented into the building was because they were allowed signage.
Commissioner Scripps asked for clarification if the other business had additional signage, to which
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that they did as they had been approved by staff since they
were within the signable area and had met the design guidelines.
Commissioner Woehr asked about the window graphics, to which it was explained that window
graphics were permitted without permits so long as they didn’t take up more than 25% of the
windowed area.
Director Ostrowski explained that Plan Commission had motioned to allow additional signs to be
placed on the building in order to balance it out without having to come before them, but that they
would still be required to go through Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission. As they had
several requests in the past, they didn’t want to continue to bog down the length of the process by
needing to go through three total bodies.
Bailey Voight noted that while there were multiple signs on the building, it didn’t have a cluttered
appearance as they were spread out among different faces.
Alderperson Jennings added that the appearance seemed cluttered because applicants were
allowed to put logos up in their own style rather than a City designated style for the Historic District.
Having the historic commission look into a more consistent style for signage would assist the
downtown area.
Chairperson Beveridge noted that they had discussions in the past regarding signage, but there were
still issues when running into corporate branding requirements.
Director Ostrowski explained that in terms of style and design, they would have to modify the sign
code to include a Master Sign Plan that would outline requirements for type, color, size, and other
items. While the building in question had differing signage in regards to type and color, they were all
styled in a channel lettering format.

Page 4 of 20

Page 6 of 55

Commissioner Debauche noted that there was a precedent in approving the request as there was
already existing signage.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to deny the request. Motion failed due to lack of a second.
Motion by Chairperson Beveridge to approve the 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 Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID:
281240832202718); Seconded by Commissioner Scripps.
Roll Call:
Yeas: Beveridge, Jennings, Scripps, Debauche
Nays: Woehr
Motion carried 4-1.
7. Design review request from Eric and Alicia Skrenes for the installation of wooden windows on the
second floor balcony at 1408 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832100616).
Chairperson Beveridge moved agenda item due to the applicant’s young children in attendance.
Associate Planner Kearns again reminded the commission that the applicant had been before them
for several requests, but they were now looking to enclose a rear porch of their home. Upon review,
the porch in question did not face a public right-of-way, and there was evidence of window
treatments and notches on the posts. Staff saw no concerns with the request and recommended
approval as they had met the design guidelines.
Commissioner Woehr commented that it looked like a sleeping porch, and added that historically,
numerous homes it the City during the time of construction had sleeping porches due to the lack of
air conditioning. He saw no issues with the request so long as staff recommendations were followed.
Chairperson Beveridge asked whether there was any evidence to suggest that windows used to exist
on the porch, to which Ms. Skrenes provided known information on the opening and railings, noting
that she could not provide specific evidence about windows existing previously.
Chairperson Beveridge commented that at the time, there weren’t windows of the width shown and
that additional framing would have been needed for support. He asked whether the applicant had
received proposals for the work.
Alicia Skrenes stated that she had spoken with G & S Woodworking generally, but they had not
come to her house. They had suggested putting some type of framing between the windows for
more stability, but reiterated that they hadn’t really discussed any additional details.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that he would like to see renderings on how it was going to be built.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that they could add a condition to allow staff and the Chairperson
to review that information when the permit was submitted as the contractor would have more
knowledge about the structure. From there the building inspectors would ensure that it met code
and that the windows would be structurally supported.
Chairperson Beveridge asked how many windows were being considered, to which Ms. Skrenes
clarified that there would be 6 on the north, and 2 each on the east and west.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the design review request from Eric and Alicia
Skrenes for the installation of wooden windows on the second floor balcony at 1408 Clark Street,
Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832100616) with the following conditions:
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1. All applicable City permits shall be obtained.
2. The windows shall be single or double hung in design and shall have screens.
3. Windows shall be made of wood.
4. Windows shall match the design and color of existing windows on the home.
5. The applicant shall submit a rendering/plans of the windows and support structures to be
reviewed and approved by the Commission Chairperson and Designated agent.
seconded by Commissioner Debauche.
Motion Carried 5-0.
5. Design review request from Ward Wolff, representing the Church of Intercession, for a metal roofing
material at 1417 Church Street (Parcel ID 281240832100705).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that the Church of Intercession was for sale and they had
come forward for a conceptual review as to whether or not a stone-coated metal roofing material
could be pursued by a potential buyer. An acquired bid had been attached to the staff report, as
well as additional information provided by the manufacture regarding the proposed material. He
further explained that the design guidelines recommended that material that existed originally on
the roof should be pursued. However, after additional research it was found that slate tile was most
likely the original material. This made pursuing the same material quite costly and difficult to
manufacture. In terms of cost, they were not sure as that information had not been provided. In
terms of the proposed material, the metal was much more efficient and longer lasting, and other
facilities in the area had roofs visible with the requested material. The overlapping design resembled
the slate, but it was more three-dimensional. Based on the findings, staff recommended approval of
the request.
Ward Wolff stated that the slate was original from when the church was built and was over 100
years old. While it was not leaking currently, the future owner would have to deal with roofing
issues at some point. They had several roofers look at it already, and they were just trying to get an
answer on what a potential buyer may be able to do. He described the poor condition of the valleys
and noted that it would be incredibly expensive to tear off, repair, and replace the slate.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if there was a particular style of material that was being considered, to
which Mr. Wolff referenced a similar slate looking material.
Alderperson Jennings asked for clarification if the request by the realty agent was to provide the
greatest number of options available to a potential buyer.
Ward Wolff referred to Reverend Jane Johnson in regards to the direction of the church.
Reverend Jane Johnson explained that she had been the priest at the church for six years, but for
decades the church wasn’t able to be maintained as well as they had hoped. Part of their decision to
relocate was that they would open it up to a potential new steward that would be able to maintain
the building, but they were also wanting to be able to offer them the ability to take care of the
building in a historic manner so long as it was sustainable and financially feasible.
Chairperson Beveridge noted the comment in the report about removing a chimney, to which Mr.
Wolff explained that there had been a recommendation to remove a chimney on the back side for
the new roofing system.
Commissioner Scripps asked if they had gotten a sense of cost in terms of repair or replacement
when attempting to deal with the roof previously.
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Reverend Jane Johnson reiterated that the cost to redo the valleys only was $100,000. To do the
entire roof may fall in the $300,000 range. She noted that these were mostly assumptions as it was
hard to find the expensive slate material.
Commissioner Debauche asked if the potential buyer would come back before the commission if
they approved the request.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that it depended on how it was approved since they were
requesting a specific product. If there was no leniency on that product, they would have to come
back to the Commission for any other material. He noted that conditions could be added regarding
the process since they wouldn’t be pulling a building permit immediately.
Bod Lole, a potential buyer, asked whether they would be able to match the metal roof on the new
addition that was built in 1938, to which Commissioner Woehr asked for clarification on the building
in question.
Bod Lole confirmed that the grey portion of church roof was currently steel, in decent condition, and
visible from the street.
Commissioner Woehr asked if the buildings were continuous, to which it was confirmed that they
were.
Commissioner Woehr noted that there was a comment in the staff report that approval should
include any detached structures.
Associate Planner Kearns added that it would be at their discretion. If the material was approved, it
should be made clear if it was allowed only for the originally constructed church or for the addition
as well, noting that the addition didn’t seem to need a roof replacement. He advised against
approving the request for a different material until more information was provided.
Commissioner Woehr asked if it was powder covered steel, to which Mr. Lole assumed it was.
Commissioner Jennings stated that she was conflicted with the proposal. While she was sympathetic
to the costs required to save the building, she wasn’t sure about the commission approving a
request in order to improve the building’s marketability. Eliminating the slate with a synthetic
material would drastically change one of the most significant historic buildings in the community,
especially when there were other historic materials, such as copper, that could replace it.
Commissioner Scripps also understood the ambivalence to the request, but agreed that the slate
was undoubtedly what made the building special, noting that it provided character to the
community.
Commissioner Jennings asked if anyone looked into copper.
Reverend Jane Johnson recognized the ambivalence, but noted that copper was also very expensive.
She reiterated the need to provide a future owner with options that would provide sustainability
and be financial feasible.
There was a brief discussion about the possibility of having standing seams on a metal roof.
Chairperson Beveridge asked for clarification if Mr. Wolff was asking for approval for construction of
a new roof or just permission to tell a potential buyer what could be done.
Ward Wolff clarified that they were just looking for permission to tell a new buyer that the
commission had discussed alternative materials to replace the slate roof, but that they would still
have to come back for approval and get a permit.
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Director Ostrowski added that it was a potential material rather than a definitive one. He explained
that if they were comfortable with the idea of changing the material, but did not give a full approval,
they would be binding a future commission, whether it was several months or years in the future, in
which time the design guidelines or commissioners could change. He recommended giving the idea
an ok, but not a full approval because they didn’t have the exact material.
Commissioner Scripps asked whether the request would be a good case study in regards to the
façade improvement grant.
Director Ostrowski briefly stated that the façade improvement grant was specifically tailored to
nontax exempt properties. Originally there had been a request for opening it up to tax exempt
properties, but Common Council and the Finance Committee had denied it. However, it didn’t mean
that it couldn’t change in the future. He noted that some of their most historically significant
buildings were tax exempt, especially within the block and district being discussed.
Reverend Jane Johnson added that it was very hard to find grants since churches were almost
always tax exempt.
Director Ostrowski suggested that there may be some companies that put out slate alternatives. He
understood that it was a balance in terms of cost and repair. While the roof wasn’t leaking currently,
it could get problematic very quickly if it did.
Bod Lole stated that they would be looking at about a million dollars to redo the roof in slate.
Commissioner Woehr asked if the chimney on the east pitch was a structural or architectural
feature.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that it was and recommend against removing the chimney.
He commented that it was a similar situation that they had looked into before where the applicant
was trying to improve or maintain the historic integrity of the building and were utilizing materials
that were a halfway point. While it was not the original material, it wasn’t the cheapest and it often
tried to maintain the look of the original while providing efficiency to costs and longevity. He also
noted that at a certain point, it was going to cost someone too much to spend money on repairs and
renovations that the building could end up sitting and rotting away. At this point, the applicant
seemed to be looking at more of a direction for the cutoff point and what the commission was
willing to look at in regards to other materials if slate wasn’t an option.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to confirm that the commission would be open to allowing
different re-roofing materials so long as it came back for final approval, and that the chimney
would not be removed. Motion failed due to lack of a second.
Director Ostrowski asked if they were looking to allow the use of alternative material on the main
church or the composite on the addition as well.
Commissioner Woehr stated that his intent was to allow the applicant to look into an alternative
material, but that they would still have to come forward for final approval. He referred to staff
recommendations for the conditions.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that one of the conditions was added in the event that other
structures on the second lot were in disrepair and needed to also be replaced. The condition could
be removed if not applicable.
Commissioner Woehr asked if the accessory buildings had slate roofs, to which it was confirmed that
they had asphalt shingle roofs and were in good shape.
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Commissioner Scripps asked if the lots were being sold as one property, to which it was confirmed
that they would be sold together.
Commissioner Debauche stated that while he would be ok with approving the request with staff
recommendations for the initially proposed material, he would be more comfortable in being open
to additional discussions on an alternative material once they had finalized their decision rather
than approving a broad review. In addition, he preferred to see a solid bid on what it would cost to
repair or replace the slate.
Commissioner Woehr added that they shouldn’t be making decisions on what bids to accept or how
much a property owner should spend on their buildings.
Chairperson Beveridge discussed updating staff recommendations to reference alternative material.
Director Ostrowski reiterated that if they didn’t have the specific material or buyer, a new buyer
could come in and want something completely different. He recommended that they hold off on
approving a request and rather say they are ok with the concept of possibly allowing alternative
material other than traditional slate. He finished by indicated that with so many unknowns, it was
probably best to just provide guidance to being open to further discussion.
Commissioner Woehr motioned to authorize the replacement of the slate shingles with other
alternative roofing materials with the condition that the future owner would come back before
the commission with recommended material to be used. Motion failed due to lack of a second.
Director Ostrowski stated that no motion was needed and that they could just indicate that they
were open to the idea of using alternative materials, but would want to see a definitive material for
a future request.
Commissioner Scripps agreed with wanted to see an estimate in regards to the slate. While they
were not in the business of cost, undoubtedly they would have approved the request if cost was not
a factor.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that there seemed to be a general consensus that an alternative
material could be used.
Commissioner Scripps asked if having a formal motion would be helpful for the applicant.
Commissioner Woehr considered making a motion in order to have it in the minutes. That way, the
applicant could refer back to the motion rather than referring back on the just conversation itself.
He also made a comment in regards to correcting an error in the staff report about the property
being residential in nature.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that they would offer the general consensus rather than a motion.
Director Ostrowski added that it was difficult for the committee to say that they approved an
alternative material when they didn’t know what that material was.
Bod Lole stated that they didn’t want to buy a building where they had to put a million dollars on
just the roof. He preferred the formal motion as it was nice for a potential buyer to know that they
wouldn’t be stuck with a million dollar requirement if they purchased the property.
Chairperson Beveridge noted that Mr. Wolff could place a contingency for roof material approval
from the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission as part of the sale agreement.
Director Ostrowski stated that if they had a preferred material, they could call a special meeting
fairly quickly in order to move on it.
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Bod Lole commented that at a minimum, they would match the existing steel. He liked the idea of
replacing it with copper so long as it didn’t cost too much.
Ward Wolff lastly stated that with different people having looked at it already, they were just trying
to get a handle on what could happen in a year or two with the roof.
Chairperson Beveridge added that if the buyer wanted more information, they could contact the
commission and come forward with a more specific request.
6. Design review request from Michael Daniels to reroof his house with a metal roof at 2008 Clark
Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID 281240832103517).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly summarized the request from the applicant to remove shingles
from his Victorian style home that were in a deteriorated state and replace them with a metal roof.
While the original material could not be identified, further research found that during the time of
construction during the early 1900s, material used included clay tiles, slate tiles, steel, and asphalt
shingles. In addition, there were several homes in the neighborhood that had steel or metal roofs.
Staff saw no issue with the metal roof detracting from the historic integrity of the home or other
elements on the roof and recommended approval due to its cost and longevity versus asphalt
shingles.
Alderperson Jennings found metal roofing to be historically appropriate.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if there was a proposed color being requested.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that the applicant did not provide a bid or color samples. Within the
recommendations, he stated, the roof should appropriately match the home.
Michael Daniels explained that the color palette presented were mostly from the manufacturer. As
he did not like glossy, he was limited to 13 matte colors. The color would be very similar to the
current one on the home, but would not be any lighter.
Chairperson Woehr asked if it would be a standing seam metal roof, to which it was confirmed that
it would be.
Commissioner Beveridge asked if snow and ice caps would be placed on the roof to prevent snow
from sliding off, to which Mr. Daniels confirmed that he would be looking into it.
Commissioner Scripps asked for clarification that the request was before them solely because there
was a change in material, to which it was confirmed that it was correct.
Michael Daniels asked for clarification if the commission would want to see the final selected color,
to which it was confirmed that they did. Lastly, he asked if he would have to come before the
commission if they decided to replace the asphalt shingles with another color, to which Associate
Planner Kearns stated that the color change could be approved internally by staff.
Motion by Alderperson Jennings to approve the design review request from Michael Daniels to
reroof his house with a metal roof at 2008 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID
281240832103517) with the following conditions:
1. Applicable building permits shall be obtained.
2. No architectural features or elements found on the home shall be removed or covered.
3. The metal roof shall match appropriately with the color of the home. The applicant shall
submit a final color to be reviewed and approved by the chairperson and designated
agent.
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4. The approval shall also include the detached accessory structure.
seconded by Commissioner Scripps.
Motion Carried 5-0.
8. Design review request from Austin Lamb to construct an addition onto the front of the detached
garage at 1532 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel ID: 281240832100623).
Associate Planner Kearns stated that the applicant was before them today to request the extension
of his accessory garage by 6 feet from the southern end. With the extension, he explained, the
applicant would be doing a single garage door with an above balcony that would access a residential
loft area above the accessory structure, noting that that the garage was not initially constructed
properly. He further explained that a building permit had been issued for the accessory garage in
2007, however no Historic Review had occurred. It had most likely occurred due administrator error
in not coming before the commission. Again in 2004, they had been issued a permit for window and
siding replacement without commission review. Under its new ownership, they were now reviewing
the proposed request. The extension would match the siding and design. It would not be overly
large at roughly 600 square feet. Staff recommended approval for the garage extension.
Commissioner Woehr expressed concern with the incomplete application that was submitted to the
commission. He asked what the intent of the room would be.
Austin Lamb stated that it would become a recreation room with a bathroom, noting that the
plumbing was not currently functioning.
Commissioner Woehr commented that the applicant’s letter indicated that the balcony would serve
as a fire escape. He asked if the structure would be used as sleeping quarters, to which Mr. Lamb
stated that he thought he needed a second escape if he planned on spending time there.
Associate Planner Kearns interjected that any living quarters aside from the primary home would
require a conditional use permit. If another residence was requested at the property in question,
they would have to go to Plan Commission and Common Council for approval. However, it was not
something that should be taken into consideration with the design review request.
Commissioner Woehr asked a question from the form that wasn’t submitted in how the plan would
fit into the surrounding properties and how it would relate to the main structure of the house, and
whether the applicant could provide an example of an existing balcony on a garage, to which Mr.
Lamb could not provide an example.
Chairperson Beveridge commented that he saw no comments about rebuilding or adding structure
to the garage even though it had not been constructed properly.
Austin Lamb confirmed that the garage was incorrectly built with the room above it, resulting in a
beam needed to be put in for support. The beam would make it impossible to have a single garage
door.
Chairperson Beveridge asked how the framing would be strengthened for that second floor, to
which Mr. Lamb explained how it would be reinforced, noting that no part of the structure would be
removed, only added to, nor would he be extending the structure out in order to keep costs down.
Commissioner Scripps asked Commissioner Woehr what recommendations he would suggest for
approval.
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Commissioner Woehr stated that a completely enclosed extension would be fine, but a patio or deck
on the second level of the garage would be uncommon and not compatible for that area or main
structure.
Commissioner Debauche noted that there were several balconies in the area and it came down to
semantics as there were certainly houses that had porches on the second floor. He noted that it
might be more helpful if there was more detail.
Chairperson Beveridge asked how is the second floor accessed, to which Mr. Lamb stated through a
door on the northwest corner of the garage, adding that there was a door from the outside as well,
but there were currently no steps leading to it and it was boarded shut.
Mr. Lamb also stated that the only drawings he had were already submitted.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if other methods had been considered and whether they were
adamant on the deck.
Austin Lamb stated that everything had been considered and that the deck was the least expensive
alternative as he did not have the means to expand the room all the way out to the garage. In
addition, he could not fit his boat into the garage due to the double doors.
Commissioner Scripps explained that her concern was in regards to the roof line, and the design
guideline requirements. She saw no issue with having a porch, but would prefer to have the roof
extended as well.
Austin Lamb explained that one of the reasons why they didn’t want to extend the roof line was
because it would eliminate standing room on the deck by a couple of feet since the existing roof was
angled.
Commissioner Beveridge asked how tall the interior room was, to which Mr. Lamb confirmed that it
was not much when fully standing.
Commissioner Woehr preferred to deny the current request in order to give the applicant the
opportunity to come back with something more concrete. He reiterated that he did not feel it was
compatible with the neighborhood.
Commissioner Scripps agreed that she would prefer to receive more information, whether it was a
more detailed sketch or an alternative plan that would be more fitting for their guidelines. They
were however still open to continuing the current conversation.
Motion by Commissioner Debauche to approve the request. Motioned failed due to lack of a
second.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to deny the design review request from Austin Lamb to construct
an addition onto the front of the detached garage at 1532 Clark Street, Stevens Point WI (Parcel
ID: 281240832100623); seconded by Commissioner Scripps.
Motion Carried 5-0.
9. Staff update.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that there were no further items to discuss.
10. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 5:50PM.
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Attachment Pertaining to Item 3: Mural Rendering
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Administrative Staff Report
Raze Detached Garage
Design Review Request
1117 Smith Street
June 29, 2017
Applicant(s):
x Cahill Properties LLC
Staff:
x Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
x Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com

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

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)
x
x

Application
Photos

Parcel Number(s):
x 2408-32-1004-05
Zone(s):
x "R-3" Single & Two Family
Residence District
Council District:

City Official Design Review / Historic District
x

Findings of Fact
x

x District 3 – Ryan
Lot Information:
x Actual Frontage: 132 feet
x Effective Depth: 50 feet
x Square Footage: 5,534
x Acreage: 0.150
Structure Information:
x Year Built: 1920 (96 years)
Current Use:

x
x

x Chapter 22
x Downtown Design Guidelines

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.
The Commission postponed action on the request in November, 2016.

Staff Recommendation
Approve the request to raze the detached garage subject to the following
conditions:
x

x Residential
Applicable Regulations:

Downtown Historic/Design Review District

x
x

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.
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Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
The owners of 1117 Smith Street are again requesting to raze the
existing detached accessory structure. In November of 2016 the
original request was made to raze the structure, upon which the
Commission postponed action until further information could be
provided by a mason (see attached meeting minutes). Prior to
winter, a mason inspection and stabilized the building, and again
inspection the property in June of 2017. The mason has provided a
professional opinion based on the state of the structure, see
attached letter. Staff also inspected the property and would again
recommend demolition, due to the structures deteriorated and
dangerous state, subject to the conditions outlined on page one of
the staff report. Additional photographs have been attached, taken
from the recent inspection.
The remainder of the report for the request is from the original request, dated October 24, 2016
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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.
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
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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
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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South Side

West Wall

Page 6 of 6

Page 28 of 55

Page 29 of 55

Page 30 of 55

Page 31 of 55

Page 32 of 55

REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
Wednesday November 2, 2016 – 4:00 PM
Conference Room D – County-City Building
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Ryan, Commissioner Scripps, Commissioner DeBauche,
and Commissioner Woehr.
ABSENT: Commissioner Siebert and Commissioner Baldischwiler.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Nicholas Ritter, Don Dulak, Gene Numsen, Tom Cahill, Patti
Cahill, Eric Skrenes, Alicia Skrenes, and Todd Neuenfeldt.
INDEX:
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 2408-32-202115), 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). Minutes - Pages 4-7
6. Adjourn.

1. Approval of the report of the October 5, 2016 HP/DRC meeting.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the report of the October 5, 2016 HP/DRC meeting;
seconded by Alderperson Ryan.
Motion carried 5-0.
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 2408-32-202115), which is a City owned property.
Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request from Portage County to install a natural gas
generator on an existing slab on the northeast side of the Aging and Disability Resource Center
(Lincoln Center). He briefly explained that streets surrounded the building on all sides, but that there
was existing evergreen screening that was effective and efficient for the unit. He recommended
approval with conditions outlined in the staff report.
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Commissioner Woehr, in regards to the generator spec sheet, recommended that the exhaust be
directed towards Elk Street rather than up against the building in order to reduce a potential echo
effect, noting the residences across the street and south of the property.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the chimney direction was changeable.
Todd Neuenfeldt, applicant, stated that it would be pointed away from the building due to potential
residue, noise, and carbon monoxide issues.
Chairperson Beveridge inquired about maintenance and warranties.
Todd Neuenfeldt stated that the generator would be added to an existing contract with a vendor
that serviced their generators, and that they would be tested weekly.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the installation of exterior mechanical equipment at
the Aging and Disability Resource Center (Lincoln Center), 1519 Water Street (Parcel ID 2408-322021-15) 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.
seconded by Alderperson Ryan
Motion Carried 5-0.
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).
Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request and staff report by the applicant to install a side
entry door at 1408 Clark Street. He briefly noted that the request had come forth in November of
last year, and upon review the Historic Preservation Commission had denied the request. At the
present time, the applicant was requesting to replace the door with a fiberglass door citing that they
were efficient, durable, and more maintenance free. Mr. Kearns went on to explain what would
have been considered character defining characters of the home, noting that the existing door was
not one and that it was is severely deteriorated. Therefore, he recommend approval with the
conditions outlined in the staff report.
Commissioner Woehr, in referencing an email within the staff report, stated that GNS Woodwork
could not repair the door to their standards, but could recreate one for $275.00.
Chairperson Beveridge asked the price of the fiberglass door, to which Alderperson Ryan confirmed
the price was $319.74 and indicated on page 44 of the staff report.
Commissioner Woehr commented that fiberglass doors were longer lasting and weather resistant
when compared to a wooden one. He also noted a design standard in which wood windows could
be metal clad and stated that he saw very little difference between windows and doors.
Chairperson Beveridge agreed, and stated that the existing door should kept on the premise.
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Motion by Commissioner Scripps to approve the installation of a side entry door at 1408 Clark
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1006-16) subject to the following conditions:
1. The original door should be kept on the premise and maintained.
seconded by Alderperson Ryan
Motion Carried 5-0.
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).
Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request from the applicant to remove a portion of the
painted chimney that exceeded the roof line at 1700 Clark Street and cap the area below the roof
line. He stated that the chimney was approximately 16 feet, severely deteriorated, not in use, and
leaning inwards towards the structure, potentially creating a safety issue. He recommended denying
the request due to the chimney being a character defining feature of the home, but recommended
approval of a request to reconstruct the chimney with conditions outlined in the staff report.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that there had been a recent request to rebuild a chimney on Church
Street, noting that it had also been considered a defining feature of the age and style of the building.
He asked the applicant if there had been any movement of the chimney recently.
Gene Numsen, applicant, stated that there had been minimal movement within the last year, and
also cited peeling paint above the roof line only.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the fireplace was in use and whether it was safe other than the
exterior lean.
Gene Numsen stated that they did not use it, and that he was told that the fireplace was only
suitable for coal by the realtor in 1972.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if it still had its metal firebox, to which Mr. Numsen confirmed it did,
adding that they had never pursued the issue as there was no interest in use.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that shallow and all metal grates and doors were typical, to which.
Numsen added that it was much smaller than his other wood burning fireplace.
Commissioner DeBauche asked whether wood could be used in a coal fireplace, to which
Chairperson Beveridge commented that they probably could, adding that coal burned hotter.
Commissioner Woehr asked if there was a second fire place in the home, to which Mr. Numsen
confirmed there was.
Commissioner Woehr wondered about the original construction of the home, stating that the
chimney appeared to have been stuck on the end. Chairperson Beveridge added that it was not
unusual to have that done.
Commissioner Woehr stated that it was not an integral portion of the construction, potentially
indicating that the chimney and coal fireplace may not have been there when the home was
originally constructed.

Page 3 of 7

Page 35 of 55

Chairperson Beveridge asked when the house was constructed, to which there was general
discussion on the date.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that while it may not have been the building date, 1911 was the
effective date for the assessment.
Chairperson Beveridge stated the coal fireplaces were normal in the 1870s, to which Mr. Numsen
stated that things had been added to the home numerous times.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that there were several external chimneys around, thus assuming it
was original.
Commissioner Woehr agreed that it could be original, but that it was just a masonry fireplace stuck
on the west end of the home, to which Chairperson Beveridge stated that having the original coal
burning firebox was an attribute to the house.
Commissioner Scripps stated for clarification that removing the top of the chimney would mean it
would no longer be a functional chimney, to which was confirmed by the commission.
Chairperson Beveridge and Don Dulak from Dulak Masonry briefly discussed requirements regarding
chimney heights in order to avoid back drafts and other issues.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that should the commission deny the request, Mr. Numsen
could still receive approval and a Design Review Certificate explaining the conditions for
reconstructing the western chimney. Steps for reconstruction and potential timelines were then
discussed.
Motion by Chairperson Beveridge to deny the request from Gene Numsen to remove a brick
chimney above the roof at 1700 Clark Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1036-09), but to allow for the
reconstruction of the western chimney on the home above the roofline 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.
seconded by Commissioner DeBauche
Motion Carried 4-1, with Commissioner Woehr voting in the negative.
5. Request from Cahill Properties LLC for design review to raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05).
Associate Planner Kearns summarized the request from the applicant to raze the detached garage at
1117 Smith Street, noting that the owners did not reside on the property and that the neighboring
home at 1408 Smith Street had had a recent request before the commission. He explained that both
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garages from both properties had been leaning against each other, but now that the garage at 1408
Smith Street was gone, the state of the garage at 1117 Smith Street had worsened, citing cracks,
peeling shingles, separated brick, and other deteriorated elements. Mr. Kearns noted that while the
home and garage had similar characteristics, the garage had not been constructed to the same
standards as the home. He also noted that there was evidence to support the attempted
maintenance and repairs of the garage, but that it had become a safety concern for the property
and surrounding neighbors. He recommend to approve the razing of the structure with conditions
outlined in the staff report, adding that the applicants had also identified wanting to construct a
new detached accessory structure the following year.
Commissioner Woehr asked how many tenants the applicant had, to which Tom and Patti Cahill
stated nine tenants reside on the property.
Commissioner Woehr asked if it was licensed for nine tenants.
Patti Cahill explained they could have 9 unrelated individuals as it was a recovery home under the
Fair Housing Act.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that there was no license for the property, and as a recovery
home it could be exempt under state or federal statutes.
Commissioner Woehr stated that the Assessors file carried it as a two family.
Patti Cahill stated that she had the requirements if needed.
Commissioner Woehr stated since the home was not a single family residence, it could not qualify
for a detached garage using the Traditional Overlay District (TND) standards, and that a new garage
could not be constructed a foot from the property line.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that it could be considered commercial, thus requiring three
feet on all sides.
Alderperson Ryan asked if it could be reduced to one foot with council approval.
Associate Plannerr Kearns further explained that the TND did not allow commercial multi-family
property to use reduced setback requirements, but given the use he would have to review statutes
to confirm.
Commissioner Woehr explained that it would not meet driveway requirements due to the size of the
lot and structure.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the garage will be replaced, to which Commissioner Woehr stated it
was a condition to construct a garage in the following spring.
Patti Cahill stated that they were not opposed to not replacing it as they didn’t use it.
Commissioner Woehr expressed the importance of replacing the garage in order to avoid a situation
where there would be another multi-family dwelling with a parking lot. He also briefly summarized
the cracking and settling on the garage that he observed in person, noting that while the footings
may have failed on the east end, the remaining structure appeared to be level. Mr. Woehr asked
a
that the commission consider requiring the repair of the structure rather than razing it.
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Commissioner DeBauche asked if contractors had looked at it, to which Mr. Cahill stated no.
Tom Cahill also noted that they had attempted to repair the crack on the west side of the structure,
and asked whether they would need to replace the cracked floor as well as put in new footings.
Commissioner Woehr gave brief examples in how to go about bracing the structure in order to put
in adequate footings, rebuild the wall, and patch the floor.
Commissioner Scripps stated that they needed more information to see if the garage was
salvageable, and recommend that the applicant get an estimate for repairs.
Patti Cahill expressed concern that the garage had appeared to have significantly sunk since the
removal of the neighboring garage, thus creating a safety hazard.
Chairperson Beveridge explained that in addition to step cracks along the mortar, there were cracks
going through the blocks themselves, indicating a much greater force for the split. He asked if the
applicant could get a mason’s opinion.
Patti Cahill inquired about the December Historic Preservation Commission meeting, to which
Associate Planner Kearns stated they could do a special meeting before then as long as there was
adequate notice.
Commissioner Woehr asked if anyone used the garage, to which Ms. Cahill confirmed they did not,
noting also its use for storing bicycles.
Chairperson Beveridge asked what the construction of the garage was, to which Ms. Cahill stated
brick, shake shingle, and cedar shake siding.
Patti Cahill asked if they would consider razing the garage if they put in a single car garage instead,
to which Commissioner Woehr stated that the depth of the garage would still be an issue due to
driveway requirements.
Patti Cahill also inquired on potentially putting up a type of storage facility that would be in line with
the historic structure of the house, again noting the nonuse of the garage, to which Commissioner
Woehr stated that while it would meet their needs presently, it may not for the next owner.
Commissioner DeBauche asked where tenants parked, to which Ms. Cahill explained that two
individuals were able to park in the driveway and that the city allowed them to park in front of the
Hi-Rise Manor, also noting that most of their tenants didn’t own cars.
Chairperson Beveridge proposed potentially getting a variance to move both walls closer to the lot
line while still keeping space on either side to maintain the area. He reiterated the need for a
mason’s opinion, noting that it would help in order to come to a decision.
Commissioner Woehr stated that he would like to see the brick saved.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that there would be a new set of design standards that would
have to be met if constructing a new garage, and that those details would have to be provided by
the applicant on an updated site plan which would then be reviewed.

Page 6 of 7

Page 38 of 55

Associate Planner Kearns further explained if detached structures were razed, they should be
reconstructed to the same size and dimensions and materials as the home. He also noted that the
commission had granted leniency in construction materials depending on the situation.
Commissioner Woehr added that the structure couldn’t be moved to far due to the retaining wall at
the beginning of the driveway, to which Associate Planner Kearns added that they also had a couple
feet to play with on the north side.
Patti Cahill stated for clarity that the commission was asking them to come back with an estimate
from a mason for repair, to which Mr. Kearns confirmed and added if they could provide any
recommendation in repairs, cost, and deterioration with regards to the entire structure.
Patti Cahill expressed concern for safety of the structure in the meantime.
Commissioner Woehr suggested bracing the structure for the winter, to which Mr. Cahill expressed
concern over it not making it through the winter.
Commissioner DeBauche stated that the mason could provide information on whether it could be
braced.
Tom Cahill asked if anyone knew the cost of brick and whether it was worth saving, to which
Chairperson Beveridge stated that it was not easy to save brick.
Tom Cahill expressed concern over further cracking in the brick iff steps were taken to repair the
structure, to which Chairperson Beveridge stated a mason can provide a recommendation.
Patti Cahill hoped to get an estimate soon as they were facing a tight timeline, to which there was
general discussion in how many masons should they collect estimates from prior to Alderperson
Ryan and Commissioner Scripps agreeing that one mason was sufficient.
Patti Cahill inquired on submittal dates for a next meeting.
Associate Planner Kearns reviewed requirements and potential timelines for scheduling a special
meeting prior to the December Historic Preservation meeting date.
Chairperson Beveridge and Mrs. Cahill has a brief discussion regarding the standards for historic
preservation in replacing brick that was deteriorated.
Motion by Commissioner Woehr to postpone action for the request from Cahill Properties LLC to
raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05) to allow for a
mason to perform
an inspection
and provide
reputable
p
p
p
p
a professional opinion regarding the state
of the structure, ability for repair, and costs associated.
seconded by Alderperson Ryan
Motion Carried 5-0.
6. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 5:01 PM.
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Administrative Staff Report
Addition onto Garage
Design Review Request
1532 Clark Street
June 29, 2017
Applicant(s):
x Austin Lamb
Staff:
x Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
x Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
x 2408-32-1006-23
Zone(s):
x "R-3" Single & Two Family
Residence District
Council District:
x District 1 - Jennings
Lot Information:
x Actual Frontage: 50 feet
x Effective Depth: 115 feet
x Square Footage: 5,750
x Acreage: 0.13
Structure Information:
x Year Built: addition 1900 (117
years)
x Number of Stories: 2
Current Use:
x Commercial

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

Request
Design Review request from Austin Lamb to construct an addition
onto the front of the detached garage at 1532 Clark Street, Stevens
Point WI (Parcel ID: 281240832100623).
Attachment(s)
x
x

Application
Pictures & Documents

City Official Design Review / Historic District
x

Clark Street Historic District

Findings of Fact
x
x
x
x

The request is to add an addition onto the existing two stall detached
garage, which includes a raised porch.
The detached garage was constructed in 2007.
The original request was made in June, 2017.
The Commission denied action on the request last month, June 2017.

Staff Recommendation
Based on the findings below, staff would recommend approval of the request
to construct an addition onto the existing garage as proposed and subject to
the following conditions:
1. Applicable building permits shall be obtained.
2. The construction materials shall match those found on the existing
garage and primary structure.

Applicable Regulations:
x Chapter 22
x Downtown Design Guidelines
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Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
This request was before the Commission last
month, in which the Commission denied the
request, citing that design guidelines for outbuildings
and accessory structures were not met (see attached
meeting minutes). The Commission also generally
discussed other options regarding the garage addition
design and materials. Therefore, the applicant has
submitted further information regarding the request,
including a detailed application, photographs of other
properties, and updated rendering. After review, staff
would again recommend approving the garage
addition, as the garage is of a newer construction,
matches the home, and should not reduce the
historic integrity of the property or historic district.
Furthermore, the applicant has provided examples of
similar designs within the district.
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Note that if the second floor space, above the garage, is proposed to be utilized for temporary or permanent housing for
persons, applicable building codes need to be met, and a conditional use permit shall be obtained.
The remainder of the staff report for the request is from the original request, dated May 30, 2017
The applicant has requested to construct an addition onto the front (south) of their detached accessory garage.
According to the applicant, the garage was built improperly to support a second floor room, therefore, supports exist
within the garage that impede vehicular use. The proposed addition would extend 6 feet from the existing garage and
utilize proper support and a single double-wide garage door. Furthermore, the applicant indicates that the use of a
single garage door would allow for full utilization of the garage for vehicle and boat storage. Lastly, a balcony is
proposed on the front (south) façade of the garage to serve the second floor and will only be 1 story (9 feet) tall. The
applicant has indicated that all materials for the addition will match those of the house. Details are summarized below:
Proposed Addition
Height = 9 feet
Width = 6 feet
Length = 20 feet
Construction = Similar design & materials found on the primary structure.
Features = Balcony, railing, single double – door garage
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.
OUT BUILDINGS & ACCESSORY STRUCTURES (Sec. 3.12)
3. Designs for new outbuildings and accessory structures should complement the architectural style and period of
the primary structures as well as examples of similar structures within the district.
Analysis: The garage was constructed in 2007 according to City documents and a permit obtained by the owner
at the time. The permit indicates that the previous homeowner constructed the garage which would have
received proper building inspection. No evidence has been found that Historic Preservation approval was
received for the existing garage. The applicant has proposed that the new addition will match the existing garage
and home.
Page 3 of 5

Page 44 of 55
Findings: Given that historic review didn’t previously occur for the garage, which received a proper building
permit, only historic review should occur for the proposed addition. The existing garage matches the home in
design and construction materials. Note that a permit was issued for new siding and widows on the home in
2004, and Historic Preservation review also did not occur. The proposed garage addition and balcony may
similarly match the home which has a covered porch.
7. New outbuildings should be proportionally the same in size and height to the primary structure as is seen in the
relationship between other primary and secondary structures in the district.
Analysis: See the analysis above. Note also that the existing garage is 20 feet by 24 feet (480 square feet). The
new addition would make the garage 20 feet by 30 feet (600 square feet). In comparison, the home is over 2,000
square feet.
Findings: City ordinance permits accessory structures to be a maximum of 900 square feet. The proposed
addition will create a structure 2/3 the size of the maximum allowance. When comparing to other properties
within the neighborhood, the proposed garage is appropriate in size and also does not detract from the primary
home aesthetics.
After review, staff would recommend the approval of the garage addition, as the addition will match the existing garage
and home. Furthermore, as the garage was recently constructed, no historic integrity should be lost with the project.

Photos

Page 4 of 5

Page 45 of 55

Page 5 of 5

Page 46 of 55

Page 47 of 55

Page 48 of 55

Dear Alder Woman Tori Jennings,
I am writing to explain a request for approval to build an addition to my garage. My current
address is located in the historical district of Stevens Point and I want to take the proper steps in making
this change to my property.
My wife, Elizabeth, and I bought this property just short of 2 years ago. We absolutely love the
location and neighborhood. We spend significant time at the library, children’s museum, and
KASH park with our 2 young daughters and appreciate that we are within walking distance to all of these
locations.
After finally settling into our home, we have discovered some inconveniences and structural
problems with the garage. The structural problem is that the two-car garage was initially built with
a room above it, as this was an attractive addition at first, we have now discovered that the proper
“room-and-attic” trusses were not used in construction. This caused the builder, who was not a
professional, to compromise the proper support for the room above.
One inconvenience is that the garage was built with two separate doors rather than one large
door. With the placement of the garage and the house, this makes entering the left stall of the
garage, with a vehicle, unrealistic. With one garage door, we would be able to utilize our garage space
for vehicles, and not have them parked in the driveway or needing to be parked on the street.
The last inconvenience comes from being boat owners. We love owning a boat and spending
time on the river and local waterways. We have friends and family that come up just to adventure out
on the water during the summer. Our boat trailer is just over 8 feet wide whereas the garage door
opening is just less than 8 feet with the two separate doors. With my proposed plan, we could store our
boat and vehicles in the garage, keeping our private property safe and maintaining aesthetics of the
neighborhood.
My proposal is to extend the front of the garage by 6 feet. This will add enough room to
construct the proper support system for the integrity and structure of the garage. I will also convert the
two doors into one large door to accommodate our vehicles and boat. I will add a balcony on top of the
addition to allow for a walkout door from the upstairs which will also serve as a fire escape and support
fire code. The materials for the addition will all match those of the house to maintain the proper
appearance and aesthetics as explained in the Historic Preservation Design guidelines.
My wife and I moved into our home thinking it was move in ready. What we discovered about
owning a home is that this is hardly ever the case. As we make improvements and repairs to our home
we keep the community in mind. We love and respect our community and only want to show our pride
through further improvement of our home and property.
Thank you for your time and consideration. I will have the application and plans for building submitted
within the next day or two hoping to have an approval at the June 7th committee meeting. Please feel
free to contact me directly with any questions or clarifications. My email address is
Austin@LenDudasMotors.com and my cell number is 715-630-9289
Sincerely,
Austin Lamb
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Building Specifications
The grade of the concrete that the new structure is naturally pitched away from the garage at 1 inch per
8 feet
The addition is a single story with a height of 9 feet, width of 20 feet, and depth of 6 feet. It will have a
flat roof topped by a deck with materials to match the house on the property. It will sit at the same
elevation as the current garage.
Current building coverage of the lot is 33% with the proposal to extend that to 35%
Estimated cost,
Framing - $650
Decking - $200
Railing - $575
Garage Door - $2000
Siding and Trim -$1000
Total estimated cost $4,425
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Examples of Other Balconies

Clark Street Property

Division Street Property

Rogers Street Property

Division Street Property
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Main Street Property

Pine Street Property

Division Street Property

Page 55 of 55

Detrimental One-of-a-Kind Features in the Area

Blue House

Castle

Clark Street Property College House

Contemporary

