AGENDA

Members:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION/DESIGN
REVIEW COMMISSION

Date and Time:

August 2, 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)
County-City Building
City Conference Room
1515 Strongs Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481

1. A physical inspection of the site described below by the Commission will take place at 4:00 PM:
• The site to be inspected will be 831 Main Street;
Following the site inspections referenced above, the Commission will convene its formal meeting at 4:30 PM in the
County-City Building, City Conference Room, 1515 Strongs Avenue for discussion and possible action on the
following:
2. Roll call.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the July 12, 2017 meeting.
4. Request from Concrete Technology CTI, representing the property owner, for design review to apply a finish
material to the brick façade at 831 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832201709).
5. 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, July 12, 2017 – 4:00 PM
County-City Building, Conference Room D
1516 Church Street, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Jennings, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner
Baldischwiler, Commissioner Debauche, and Commissioner Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Patricia Cahill, Thomas Cahill, and Austin Lamb.
INDEX:
1. A physical inspection of the site described below by the Commission will take place at 4:00 PM:
a. 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 action on the following:
2. Roll Call
Discussion and possible action on the following:

Report of the June 7, 2017 meeting.

3. Request from Cahill Properties LLC for design review to raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05).
4. 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)
5. Adjourn.
1. A physical inspection of the site described below by the Commission will take place at 4:00 PM:
a. The site to be inspected will be 1117 Smith Street;
Chairperson Beveridge called the meeting to order at 4:02 PM.
The commission members present inspection the detached garage.
Chairperson Beveridge recessed the meeting at 4:18 PM.
2. Roll Call.
Chairperson Beveridge reconvened the July 12, 2017 Historic Preservation / Design Review
Commission at 4:30 PM.
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Siebert, Baldischwiler, Debauche, Woehr.
Excused: Scripps
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the June 7, 2017 meeting.
Commissioner Woehr noted two corrections within the June 7, 2017 report. For agenda item 3, the
condition for the motion should have stated ‘building area’, not ‘south of the building’. In addition,
the building referenced in the fourth paragraph on page four was in regards to the Dudley Tower in
Wausau, not a building in Madison.
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Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the report of the June 07, 2017 HP/DRC meeting with
corrections; seconded by Chairperson Beveridge.
Motion carried 5-0.
4. 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 briefly explained that the applicant had invited the commission to inspect
the site. During the inspection, it was noted that the structure seemed to have deteriorated since
the last inspection in November 2016. In addition, the mason on the project had provided a letter of
recommendation to demolish the garage. Staff held their original recommendation to raze the
structure.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if they were requiring that a detached accessory structure be
constructed within one year.
Associate Planner Kearns explained that the one year condition had carried over from the original
November staff report when the applicant had noted interest in pursuing a new structure. Since that
time, the applicants had indicated that they, or their tenants, did not need the structure, but that
they were willing to preserve the pad where the structure existed. The condition was removable.
Alderperson Jennings asked what the rational was behind replacing the impervious surface rather
than turning it into a green space. She asked if they were required to maintain the impervious
surface.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that the guidelines didn’t identify if an impervious surface needed
to be replaced if a structure was removed. However, any major greenspace improvements would
have to come before the commission whereas grass improvements and minor landscaping did not.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if there would be additional requirements to build if they razed the
structure due to zoning or size requirements.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that if demolition occurred, the new structure would need to
meet all current code and zoning requirements, as well as bringing their request before the
commission. He noted that there was some room in determining certain specifications in regards to
the Historic Districts depending on if a characteristic, structure, or size existed at the time of
construction.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if they could regulate setbacks, to which Associate Planner Kearns
stated that they could not as current setback requirements would need to be met.
Commissioner Siebert asked if the concrete pad would need to be removed, to which Associate
Planner Kearns stated that it was up to the commission to have it removed or maintained.
Chairperson Beveridge noted that they needed to look at the condition requiring reconstruction
within one year.
Commissioner Woehr cautioned the potential of ending up with another parking lot in the backyard
of a residence, noting a similar issue on a neighboring property.
Commissioner Beveridge agreed and stated that the City had also been more active with regulating
parking violations.
Commissioner Siebert reasoned for tearing out the pad, noting that it would not be aesthetically
pleasing once the garage was razed, to which Associate Planner Kearns added that the pad would be
considered a parking stall. He further explained that if the pad was replaced with gravel or grass, it
would not meet parking requirements. If the applicant wanted to put down asphalt, concrete, or
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brick pavers, they would have to come before the commission and meet all proper setback
requirements.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the driveway would stay and whether it could be used for parking, to
which Associate Planner Kearns stated that parking was permitted as a legal parking pad.
Commissioner Siebert asked the applicants for their views on the pad.
Patricia Cahill stated that they would be fine limiting parking to two people as they rarely had more.
A patio was also an idea for the pad.
Thomas Cahill stated that the construction of the slab warranted it to be removed, to which Ms.
Cahill stated they could put down grass.
Chairperson Beveridge reiterated the one year condition to reconstruct the garage, to which
Commissioner Debauche maintained that it was not necessary if the applicants had to come back
before the commission either way.
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the design review request from Cahill Properties LLC
for design review to raze the detached garage at 1117 Smith Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-1004-05)
with the following conditions:
1. All applicable building and zoning codes shall be met prior to demolition.
2. All required permits shall be obtained prior to demolition, including a razing permit.
seconded by Commissioner Baldischwiler
Motion Carried 5-0.
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).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that the request had been before them the month prior,
but that it had been denied due to several cited conditions not being met for detached garages.
Since then the applicant had conducted further research, provided another rendering and details for
the proposed addition, and provided several examples of second floor porches around the area. He
summarized the request for a six foot extension to the existing garage and reminded the
commission that any second residence or second primary structure would require a conditional use
permit if the applicant was wanting to create a second residence on the property. He also noted
work performed without review under a previous administration. Staff held their original position of
recommending approval of the request as the proposed addition maintained the characteristic of
the home and detached garage as it was currently.
Alderperson Jennings stated that she had met with the applicant, and with doing so, had come to a
better understanding of the challenges he was faced with. She was comfortable with the design as it
matched the existing structures.
Commissioner Woehr asked if the provided examples of second floor porches pertained to the
surrounding neighborhood or City, and how they showed representation for the current request.
Austin Lamb confirmed that the representations were of other structures within the City and
reviewed the reasoning for the selection of photos which included botched work and not fitting in
with the surrounding area.
Commissioner Woehr noted that his previous concern was setting a precedent of having a detached
accessory building with a balcony or deck on it when there were no others within the City, adding
that the examples provided were of balconies or porches attached to the main structure, not a
detached accessory building
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Alderperson Jennings reasoned that the owner seemed to want to stay on that street and contribute
to the neighborhood, and that there should be some level of compromise when a house was
renovated in a way that made them somewhat historically inaccurate.
Commissioner Debauche agreed with her statements, adding that he would have preferred to see
the renovations done with the historical character in mind. One of his concerns was the request was
being referred to as a deck, not a balcony. To him, a deck was done with treated lumber. The
request was finished and consistent with how the house was currently. He was less concerned about
whether the request was for a detached or attached structure, and more concerned about the style
fitting with the rest of the building.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the front window on the garage would be removed for a door, to
which it was confirmed that it would be by the applicant who also provided additional details
regarding the project.
Commissioner Debauche asked what the shaded area on the provided rendering represented, to
which it was explained that it represented where the siding would go.
Commissioner Woehr asked where the windows would go.
Austin Lamb stated that there was a window on the north side of the building, and that he had no
plans to finish the interior or rent it out.
Chairperson Beveridge asked what type of door would be used, to which Mr. Lamb stated the door
would match the main house.
Commissioner Woehr explained additional requirements that may be needed to meet fire code.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that the example photos provided did not support his request, to
which Mr. Lamb disputed that the examples shown were within three blocks from his residence and
did not fit with the main structures, in addition to being poorly done. He further stated that his
proposed addition would be well done and match the existing home.
Motion by Alderperson Jennings to approve 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: 28124083210062) with the following conditions:
1. All applicable building permits shall be obtained.
2. The construction materials shall match those found on the existing garage and primary
structure.
seconded by Commissioner Debauche
Motion Carried 5-0.
6. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 5:04 PM.
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Administrative Staff Report
Façade Treatment on Brick
Design Review Request
831 Main Street
July 25, 2017
Applicant(s):
• Concrete Technology CTI
Staff:
• Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
• Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
• 281240832201709
Zone(s):
• "B-3" Central Business District
Council District:
• District 4 – Oberstadt
Lot Information:
• Actual Frontage: 29 feet
• Effective Depth: 61.5 feet
• Square Footage: 1,783.5
• Acreage: 0.40
Structure Information:
• Year Built: addition 1920 (97
years)
• Number of Stories: 1
Current Use:
• Restaurant: Bar/Tavern

Request

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

Request from Concrete Technology CTI, representing the property owner,
for design review to apply a finish material to the brick façade at 831 Main
Street (Parcel ID 281240832201709).
Attachment(s)
•
•

Application
Photos

City Official Design Review / Historic District
•
•

Mathias Mitchell Public Square District
Downtown Design Review Historic District

Findings of Fact
•
•
•

The property falls within the Downtown Design Review Historic
district and Mathias Mitchell Public Square Historic District which
requires exterior improvement to be reviewed and approved.
The request is to install a finishing material over brick facade.
The finishing material has already been installed on the west side of
the building where a previous finishing system existed.

Staff Recommendation
Given the findings below, staff would recommend denying the request to
apply a plaster finishing material to the brick façade, as the request is not in
compliance with the design guidelines. Staff would also recommend that a
professional mason provide an expert opinion regarding the state of the
brick and possible repair.

Applicable Regulations:
• Chapter 22
• Downtown Design Guidelines
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Scope of Work
The applicant, Concrete Technology CTI, has requested to apply
a masonry finishing material to the southern brick façade at
831 Main Street. Note that the western side of the building had
previously had a hard coat exterior insulation finishing system
(EIFS) applied decades ago. The applicant repaired the existing
EIFS via patching and caulking before applying a new colored
finish. The southern wall is exposed original brick that has been
painted, which the applicant indicated had been penetrated by
water. Several windows, vents, and utility connections exist on
the wall as well. According to the applicant, a plaster type
material is proposed to adhere to the brick where then a mesh
would be added before a finishing coat and color to match the
western facade. The mesh and plaster would wrap around the
curtain wall/parapet to ensure a full seal. As the property falls
within the historic districts, the Historic Preservation/Design
Review Commission must review the request. Below are pertinent standards of review.
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Division 5.02 Regulation of Construction, Reconstruction, Alteration, and Demolition
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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
Engineered or Synthetic Siding (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 3.1.1) Numbers match applicable standards.
2. Original walls should be properly maintained and repaired when necessary. If an original wall feature must be
replaced due to excessive deterioration or damage, the new feature should match the original in size, profile,
material, and texture.
Analysis: The applicant has requested to cover the existing brick façade with a plaster finishing material.
Findings: The brick façade has previously been
painted and is in a state of severe deterioration.
Furthermore, windows, vents and mechanical
equipment exist on the southern façade which
may be a source of water penetration. The
installation of a finishing material may not fix the
water intrusion problem and could lead to an
additional feature leading to brick deterioration.
Furthermore, the plaster could ruin the brick
face further, especially if ever removed. While
the plaster may be an improved aesthetic to the
façade, it may not permanently fix the brick and
water problem. Therefore, staff would
recommend the applicant pursue a professional
opinion from a mason regarding the state of the
brick and potential restoration methods.
4. Paint should not be applied to original
unpainted wall surfaces.
Analysis: A majority of the southern
façade has been painted. In addition, some
areas have been replaced with brick and
new mortar or caulk. Also, the western
façade was finished with EIFS several
decades ago and recently patched, fixed,
and refinished.
Findings: Given the EIFS finish existing on
the western wall, it may be appropriate to
repair and refinish the EIFS, however a
new plaster and finish on the southern
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wall may not meet the guideline. While the majority of the southern façade is painted, paint can be removed via
non-abrasive means. Furthermore, painted brick maintains the historic brick aesthetic and appeal, whereas the
plaster material will cover the brick completely.
5. It is not recommended to cover or replace original wall surfaces with vinyl, aluminum, veneer or other synthetic
siding, including chemical applications that may change the texture of the original siding.
Analysis: The applicant has requested to install a plaster and mesh finishing system on the southern brick
façade. Furthermore, the applicant has described the system which includes the adherence of a plaster layer to
the brick, before the addition of a mesh, and then a finishing coat.
Findings: The proposed finishing material will change the texture of the existing brick, however it will match the
western wall which has been patched and refinished. Brick is the original façade material of the structure.
6. Whenever synthetic siding already exists, it can be replaced with wood or an approved material. Original siding
is recommended to be restored if synthetic siding is removed.
Analysis: As stated above, an EIFS material exists on the western façade, installed several decades ago. The
western façade was in need of repairs which the applicant has indicated included patching and caulking before
the application of a colored top coat.
Findings: The proposed plaster finish would cover the existing brick on the southern façade.
Masonry (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 3.2.2)
1. Preserve and protect character-defining masonry architectural features including corbelling, cornices, sills,
quoins, foundations, and walls.
Analysis: The south wall has little architectural feature and basically consists of a simple brick wall. Evidence
exists of previous brick repair with multiple brick colors and mortar present.
Findings: With little to no masonry architectural features on the south wall, covering the brick as proposed
would not hide any character defining elements of the structure. However, the brick itself is a feature common
to buildings within the district and within the period of construction.
4. Deteriorated masonry units should be repaired rather than replaced using materials that match the original in
size, texture, color, and overall appearance. Synthetic materials are not recommended on historic structures for
the wholesale covering of a structure.
Analysis: A plaster material as described above is proposed to cover the existing brick.
Findings: While the state of the brick appears to be severely deteriorated, replacement rather than a covering
should occur. A mason may be able to provide additional guidance on the state of the brick and possibility for
replacement.
5. Paint should not be applied to masonry surfaces that were historically not painted.
See standard above regarding paint.
6. Removal of paint from a masonry structure is encouraged when the underlying masonry units are character
defining and are in good condition, and only if safe and proper paint removal procedures are used resulting in no
damage to the masonry.
Analysis: The south façade with brick is the rear of the building, but visible from Clark Street and other
properties. Few if any unique architectural features exist on the wall, but it has been painted. Several brick types
and mortar colors, along with utilities and block windows exist on the wall.
Findings: The wall may not be character defining as it is the rear of the building, nonetheless, it is visible from
the public right-of-way. The potential to remove paint should be determined by a professional mason.
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Building Images
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Western Façade (2012)

West and South Façade (2009)

Presently
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