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Members:

AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION/DESIGN
REVIEW COMMISSION

Date and Time: September 13, 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. Roll call.
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report of the August 2, 2017 meeting. Pages 2-4
3. Request from Compass Properties LLC for design review to raze the building at 1308 Main Street (Parcel ID
281240832202816). Pages 5-39
4. Request from Compass Properties LLC for design review to construct a parking lot at 1308 Main Street (Parcel ID
281240832202816). Pages 5-39
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, August 2, 2017 – 4:00 PM
County-City Building, City Conference Room
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Jennings, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner Scripps,
Commissioner Baldischwiler, and Commissioner Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Director Ostrowski, and Steve Henske.
INDEX:
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 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.

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 831 Main Street;
Chairperson Beveridge called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM.
The commission members present inspected the brick façade.
Chairperson Beveridge recessed the meeting at 4:12 PM.
2. Roll Call.
Chairperson Beveridge reconvened the August 2, 2017 Historic Preservation / Design Review
Commission at 4:30 PM.
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Siebert, Scripps, Woehr
Absent: Baldischwiler
Excused: Debauche
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the July 12, 2017 meeting.
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the report of the July 12, 2017 HP/DRC meeting;
seconded by Commissioner Woehr.
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Motion carried 5-0.
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).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that staff had initially gone to 831 Main Street to find
work started on the brick façade. At that time, the contractors had been notified that the building
was in a historic district and they needed to stop work. The staff report had then been put together
quickly in order to get it into the August meeting. When reviewing the request, staff had looked at
and outlined the masonry guidelines. The guidelines recommend that deteriorated brick should be
repaired or replaced with a like material if necessary. If the brick was beyond repair or maintenance,
it should be replaced with brick and not covered. Due to the plaster not meeting the design
guidelines, staff recommended to deny the request and also recommended that the applicant seek a
professional mason for an expert opinion on the state of the brick and whether or not the
deteriorated portions could be repaired, and if, or how, they could fix the water penetration issues.
Commissioner Woehr expressed concern about the application process and whether the
requirements were being followed properly, noting that they were not certain if Alderperson
Oberstadt had been notified of the request.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that Alderperson Oberstadt had been notified of the request
when packets were sent out, adding that he sent packets to all Alders, members of the historic
committee, and Plan Commission members.
Commissioner Baldischwiler arrived.
Alderperson Jennings (First District) agreed with staff recommendations.
Steve Henske, with Concrete Technology, asked for clarification on the motion regarding getting a
recommendation from a mason. He noted concerns regarding the timeline in which they would be
able to find a mason as they were generally booked for the season, in which time the wall could
deteriorate further. Mr. Henske added that the cost of work was lower due to the personal
relationship between the owner and himself, but from a masonry standpoint, it would be very costly
to do any further work. He asked whether there were funds available to aid small business owners in
maintaining the Main Street buildings.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that the funds that had been available were now depleted, with
Director Ostrowski adding that there would soon be a new request for additional funds.
Steve Henske stated that he had seen deteriorated areas that likely needed attention from the
commission, to which Chairperson Beveridge agreed that many of the other buildings needed work.
However, he added, there were guidelines they needed to follow while also trying to be reasonable
with the building owners.
Steve Henske reiterated that costs may be an issue for the smaller business owner when the costs of
repair were high, to which Chairperson Beveridge understood the circumstance of financial difficulty
that their recommendations sometimes presented.
Commissioner Siebert, for clarification, asked if there was not the $2,000 available in funds and if
the initial $300,000 was part of a different fund.
Director Ostrowski explained that the $2,000 was remaining from the $300,000, and that it was
being saved for signage. There were no separate accounts for funds.
Commissioner Scripps, for clarification, asked what the contractor meant in terms of issues with the
timeline and having to wait until the following year for repairs, to which Mr. Henske explained that
most masons were already booked for the season.
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Commissioner Scripps asked whether he felt it would be a major issue if they postponed the repairs
for the following season, to which Mr. Henske stated that the situation would not improve.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if there had been water infiltration and if it was from a single or
multiple source.
Steve Henske confirmed that there had been water infiltration, resulting in mortar issues and flaking
bricks, adding that while he couldn’t pinpoint the cause, the overall issue seemed cumulative.
Commissioner Scripps asked if there was a way to have the owners make an effort to contact a
mason as part of the motion.
Steve Henske stated that Don Dulak from Don Dulak & Sons Masonry Inc were most likely the best
tuck pointers in the area, and that someone like him would most likely be available next spring at
the earliest.
Chairperson Beveridge noted that not only were contractors mostly booked for the season, many of
them were behind on projects due to the weather. He asked if there were any contacts in mind, to
which Mr. Henske stated that he would look into it.
Commissioner Siebert asked for clarification if getting a professional mason’s opinion was implicit in
the motion.
Associate Planner Kearns added that it was entirely up to the property owner if he wanted to
contact a mason or do nothing.
Steve Henske, with a question from the owner, asked what the outcome would be if he just went
ahead and had the work performed that he initially wanted.
Director Ostrowski recognized that maintaining brick was expensive, but doing nothing or
commencing work that was not consistent with the recommendation could lead to maintenance
issue violations or daily citations.
Steve Henske asked what next steps would be, to which Associate Planner Kearns explained that the
mason’s professional opinion would most likely drive next steps in whether brick removal and
replacement was necessary, or if tuckpointing could solve the issues. He added that the mason
would have to come to the commission or staff and make those recommendations to ensure that
the mason’s opinion followed design guidelines.
Steve Henske asked if paint would be allowed on the wall, to which Associate Planner Kearns stated
that the commission had allowed brick to be repainted in certain circumstances.
Steve Henske noted concerns with a nearby building containing a mural of loggers.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that he would contact the owner and update him on the
determination.
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to deny the 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); seconded by Commissioner Scripps.
Motion Carried 5-0.
5. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 4:40 PM.
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Administrative Staff Report
Raze Building
Design Review Request
1308 Main Street
September 9, 2017
Applicant(s):
x Compass Properties
Staff:
x Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
x Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
x 281240832202816

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

Request
3. Request from Compass Properties LLC for design review to raze the
building at 1308 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202816).
4. Request from Compass Properties LLC for design review to construct a
parking lot at 1308 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202816).
Attachment(s)
x
x
x

Application
Photos
Plans

Zone(s):
x "B-3" Central Business District
Council District:
x District 1 – Jennings
Lot Information:
x Actual Frontage: 70 feet
x Effective Depth: 130 feet
x Square Footage: 9,100
x Acreage: 0.20
Structure Information:
x Year Built: 1955 (62 years)

City Official Design Review / Historic District
x

Downtown Historic/Design Review District

Findings of Fact
x
x
x

The property falls within the Downtown Historic/Design Review
District which requires changes to building to be reviewed and
approved.
The building has been vacant for several years.
Demolition requests require action by the Historic Preservation /
Design Review Commission

Staff Recommendation

Current Use:
x Vacant Commercial
Applicable Regulations:
x Chapter 22
x Downtown Design Guidelines

Staff would recommend to approve the demolition of 1308 Main Street
(Parcel ID 281240832202816), subject to the following conditions:
x
x

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.

Staff would recommend approving the proposed parking lot at 1308 Main
Street (Parcel ID 281240832202816), subject to the following conditions:
x
x

All applicable building and zoning codes shall regarding the parking
lot.
All required permits shall be obtained for the parking lot construction.
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Any lighting in the parking lot shall be submitted for review by the
Community Development Department and shall not spill over into
adjacent properties.

Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
The owner of 1308 Main Street (Premier
Building) has requested to demolish the existing
building on the property. In addition, they have
requested to construct a parking lot on the
property. This staff report will cover both
requests and pertinent review criteria.
Note that the building has been vacant for
several years and available for sale/lease.
Community Development Department staff
have worked with interested buyers and renters,
but due to building and site factors, the
purchase and lease has been challenging.
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The Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission shall review all demolition requests within the historic districts.
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 building’s disrepair which is evident upon physical inspection.
Deterioration includes a failing roof, failing windows, water penetration, presence of mold and asbestos, along
with several other cosmetic items.

Findings: Staff, along with a building inspector have performed a physical inspection of the property. While the
bones of the building may be intact, significant deterioration exists which will be at a significant cost to the
owner or any potential buyer and tenant.
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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 is of a contemporary design consisting of a single story with basement, wooden frame
wrapped in a brick exterior. The building was originally constructed between 1955-58 with a second addition
added to the rear and east side (connecting to the Post Office) in 1966.
Findings: Architecturally the building has very few design elements. The brick façade, windows, doors, trim and
fascia do not appear to be of architectural relevance, however do resemble the contemporary building design.
Furthermore, the building does not appear to physically contribute to the character of the district due to its
design. Its flat roof, and absence of architectural features make it appear to be an industrial building that likely is
unnoticed by residents and visitors to the downtown.
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: Upon reviewing the intensive survey, the building is mentioned as follows:
Robert C. Cashin
Robert Charles Cashin (1926-????) was born in Stevens Point on October 30, 1926 and he graduated from the
University of Notre Dame with a B. S. degree in architectural engineering in 1949. He then moved to Madison,
Wisconsin, and worked as a draftsman for John J. Flad until 1952, when he formed a partnership in that city with
Charles H. Gausewitz (Gausewitz and Cashin) that lasted until 1960, when he started his own firm, Cashin &
Assoc.(1) Most of the buildings that Cashin designed while in partnership with Gausewitz were located in
Madison and elsewhere in the southern half of the state but the firm also produced several designs for buildings
in Stevens Point as well. The first of these was the Delzell Real Estate Building on the southeast corner of Main
and Union streets (non-extant), which was built in 1956 and housed the J. C. Penny’s store for many years.(2) This
was followed by the office building of the Wisconsin Interscholastic Athletic Assoc. (1308-14 Main St.), which was
built in 1958 (3). It is believed, however, that Cashin also designed a number of residential properties in the city
as well that have not yet been documented.
Findings: Given the findings above, the building was designed by Robert C. Cashin who was a local
architect/engineer and therefore may have historical relevance.
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: The building is of a contemporary design, using materials that can be acquired easily today, including
brick, wooden windows, and metal fascia.
Findings: The materials are not unique to the time period of construction (1950’) and could be reproduced easily
and at an affordable expense. Note that it may be difficult to match brick found on structure given it has aged
for over 50 years.
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 attached photos.
Findings: While some of the deterioration may have occurred from lack of maintenance, the building has been
vacant for several years and therefore has not been profitable to fund maintenance costs. Furthermore, repairs
needed to make the structure marketable for a commercial use may outweigh the value of the structure.
Potential buyers have declined to purchase due to the significant cost in building repair needed.
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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 property is zoned B-3 Central Business District, which requires 0 setbacks and no parking. If
demolition is approved, the applicant has requested to construct a parking lot.
Findings: Parking provided in the B-3 district must meet the dimensional and screening requirements
applicable.
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: See the above standards regarding historic significance.
Findings: The building appears to have a connection to a local architect/engineer of some renown according to
the 2011 Historic Intensive Survey.
SITE PLAN REVIEW – PARKING LOT
Streetscape and Site Design (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 4.0)
Landscaping (Sec. 4.1)
1. Retain and preserve significant and character-defining vegetation including mature trees, hedges, shrubs, and
ground cover whenever possible.
Analysis: Very few onsite trees or vegetation exists. The proposed demolition of the building will likely remove
all existing shrubs or trees.
Findings: The applicant has submitted a landscaping
plan (see attached) which provided complete
screening as required by the zoning ordinance.
2. Historic site features such as walkways, walls, formal
and informal gardens, fountains, and trellises should
be retained.
Analysis: No existing site features exists given the
existing building takes up a majority of the lot and is
constructed to the property lines.
Findings: This standard is met.
3. Trees and other vegetation should not block views of historic structures and should be well maintained and
pruned regularly.
Analysis: Trees are proposed to be planted around the entire parking lot and have a mature height of 40-60
feet.
Findings: The adjacent church and post office should remain visible when trees reach maturity and have
additional access from neighboring streets.
4. When adding new landscaping, native and commonly occurring vegetation is recommended. New plant
materials should be appropriate in species and scale to the existing plant materials in the immediate vicinity.
Analysis: Common plants are proposed to screen the parking lot area including Honeylocust, Juniper, Spirea,
and switch grass.
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Findings: This standard is met.
5. Shrubbery planted along buildings edges and property lines should have a mature height of less than six (6) feet.
Analysis: Proposed shrubs do not exceed 4 feet in height at maturity.
Findings: This standard is met.
6. Trees, shrubs, and fencing should be used to screen service areas, garbage enclosures and, whenever possible,
parking areas.
Analysis: A total of 8 trees, and a variety of shrubs and grasses totaling 130 plants is proposed.
Findings: This standard is met.
Lighting (Sec. 4.2)
9. Lighting in parking lots should be directional and not spill over into adjacent properties.
Analysis: No lighting plans have been provided.
Findings: Staff would recommend that any lighting installed in the parking lot shall be submitted for review by
the Community Development Department and shall not spill over into adjacent properties.
Parking, Driveways and Sidewalks (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 4.3.1)
Paving treatments in the commercial and residential portions of historic districts are different from each other in design,
material, and function. In residential districts, a number of diverse paving materials are used including gravel, crushed
stone, concrete, and brick. Driveways are narrow and parking areas small, reflecting the private use of these areas. Offstreet parking areas are often in rear yards accessed from alley ways. Due to the small size of residential lots as well as
the early, pre-automobile development of the district, some lots do not have parking areas at all.
The commercial area should accommodate more vehicular and pedestrian traffic and therefore have wider streets and
sidewalks, as well as the provision of off-street parking in many locations. The most noticeable aspect of this
configuration is the existence of parking behind structures or within the interior of the street block. Pedestrian mobility
and access is a historic function of the commercial core and remains a critical feature of a vibrant downtown. Equally
important is softening the harsh landscape of streets, sidewalks, and parking lots with vegetation and lighting that is safe
and conducive to a pedestrian atmosphere.
4.3.1 Landscaping Guidelines Parking lots, driveways, and sidewalks shall comply with any ordinance requirements for
size and landscaping elements as well as site grading.
2. On-site parking within commercial areas should be to the side or rear of the structure. Front yards, in particular,
should be used for building area to create a continuous street wall consistent with the historic development of
the commercial district.
Analysis: The proposed parking lot is on a lot where the building is proposed to be demolished. Therefore,
parking will be the only use for the lot. Currently, the existing building occupies the entire lot.
Findings: While the construction of a parking lot may not create a continuous street wall, the lot does not
resemble those found on Main Street further west, with building sharing a common wall. This property was
developed originally with a standalone building which then had an addition that abutted the neighboring post
office building. Furthermore, the property across the street is a large multi-story building surrounded by parking.
The construction of the parking lot should not negatively impact the characteristic of the commercial downtown
historic district.
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4. Large expanses of parking are not recommended. Parking should be adequately landscaped with buffers and
vegetative islands. Pedestrian access and crossings should be clearly designated in parking areas.
Analysis: The proposed parking lot is small with only 24 proposed stalls, but utilizes the entire parcel.
Furthermore, it’s important to note that the parking lot would require a driveway and curb-cut which would
remove two existing on-street parking stalls. Full screening in the form of vegetative landscaping is proposed to
surround the parking lot.
Findings: The applicant has presented a plan to effectively screen the parking lot from the street and sides of
property.
5. Parking should be screened from the right-of-way whenever possible. Vegetative buffer strips, fencing, lowmasonry walls, etc., should be utilized to minimize the visual impact of parking and vehicles.
See previous standards of review. .
6. Commercial parking areas should be surfaced with suitable materials such as asphalt, concrete, brick, etc.
Gravel, crushed stone, or other loose material including unpaved lots are not recommended.
Analysis: The proposed parking lot material is to be asphalt or concrete.
Findings: This standard is met.
9. New parking lots in downtown commercial areas should use buffer strips, shrubbery, iron fencing, etc., along its
perimeter to create a strong edge between the pedestrian sidewalk and parking areas.
Analysis: The proposed plan screens the entire lot with vegetative landscaping.
Findings: This standard is met.

Upon review of the findings above, staff would recommend demolition of the building. Due to the longevity in being
vacant and the difficulty in finding tenants or a buyer to rehabilitate the structure, demolition seems the next
appropriate step. The vacant structure would continue to deteriorate if left alone, and create an attractive nuisance in
downtown, possibly causing harm to residents and visitors. Furthermore, the distressed structure would continue to be
blight to downtown and have a negative impact on the historic district as a whole. Architecturally, no significant building
elements will be lost with demolition, and the materials are not of a unique rarity that they couldn’t be easily
reproduced. Lastly, while the architect and engineer for the building may be of some renown, other buildings in the City
have been noted to be similarly designed by the same person.

In addition, staff would recommend approving the propose parking lot plan for the property. While the parking lot may
not be the best use for the property it will assist to meet the need of business in the downtown. Private parking is
essential to the success of business and may allow for future business growth in the downtown. Furthermore, the
proposed lots have adequate screening and vegetation that will add to the aesthetics of the downtown district.
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Building Images
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PRE-DEMOLITION INSPECTION:
ASBESTOS

Compass Properties

Site:
Former “Premier Building”
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481

Inspection Dates: April 4 & August 7, 2017
Report Date: August 18, 2017

NorthStar No. 170-602

Submitted By:
NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC.
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August 18, 2017
Prepared For:
Mr. Mark Craig
Compass Properties
300 N. 3rd Street, Ste 214
Wausau, WI 54403
Reference:

Pre-Demolition Asbestos Inspection
Former “Premier Building”
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481

NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC was contracted by Mr. Mark Craig on behalf of Compass
Properties to complete a pre-demolition inspection for the presence of asbestos materials from within a
commercial building located at 1308 Main Street in Stevens Point, Wisconsin. The inspection was
conducted by Jamie Brzezinski of NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC on April 4 and August 7, 2017.
Asbestos containing building materials that will need to be removed prior to demolition activity
were identified within the building. Electrical panels were not sampled and are assumed to
contain asbestos and should be removed prior to demolition. Please see specific areas of the
report for material detail.
Prepared by:
NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC.
817 Oak Ridge Road
Mosinee, WI 54455
Provided to:
Mr. Mark Craig
Compass Properties
300 N. 3rd Street, Ste 214
Wausau, WI 54403
Date of Site Visit: April 4 & August 7, 2017

NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC.

__________________________
David Barrett
Senior Project Manager

NorthStar No. 170-602

_______________________
Jamie Brzezinski
Project Technician
AII-181559
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August 18, 2017
Mr. Mark Craig
Compass Properties
300 N. 3rd Street, Ste 214
Wausau, WI 54403
Project:
Site Address:
Survey Date:
NorthStar No:

Asbestos Pre-Demolition Inspection
Former “Premier Building”
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481
April 4 & August 7, 2017
170-602

INTRODUCTION:
NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC (NorthStar) was authorized by Mr. Mark Craig on behalf of
Compass Properties to conduct a pre-demolition survey for the presence of accessible suspect
asbestos containing materials (ACM) for a commercial property located at 1308 Main Street in Stevens
Point, Wisconsin.
The purpose of the inspection was to determine if ACMs are present in the structure prior to demolition
of the building.
INSPECTION SUMMARY:
Site Address:
County:
DNR Region:
Structure Type:
Size:
Floors:
# of Structures:
Inspector:
Company:
Survey Date:
Comments:

NorthStar No. 170-602
Pre-Demolition Inspection

Former “Premier Building”
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481
Portage
West Central
Commercial
Approximately 8,160 ft²
1 plus a partial basement
1
Jamie Brzezinski; AII-181559
NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC CAP-925800
April 4 & August 7, 2017
Wood roof decking, concrete block perimeter walls, fiberglass
batt insulation, drop ceilings, drywall walls/ceiling, concrete
slab floor, wood trim, and uninsulated ductwork and plumbing.
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ASBESTOS SAMPLING SUMMARY:

Number of Samples: PLM Layers: 82; Point Count: 4
Number Analyzed: PLM Layers: 82; Point Count: 4
Asbestos Material: 9” Floor Tile (Various Colors), Floor Tile Adhesive (Black),
Wall Texture (Type III), Fire Door Insulation, Cloth Vibration
Joint (White), Window Glazing, Flashing Caulk (Black), Skirt
Board Caulk, Soffit Board Caulk, Vent Caulk, Door Caulk
Assumed ACM:
Electrical Panel Components, Roofing Materials
Laboratory:
CEI Labs, Inc. NVLAP: 101768-0
Analysis Date:
PLM: 4/7/17 & 8/10/17; Point Count: 8/18/17
The attached Bulk Sample Log-in contains complete sample analysis data.
ASBESTOS MATERIAL SUMMARY:
Confirmed ACBM, or presumed ACBM that will require abatement prior to disturbance:
Material
*Electrical Panel
Components

Building Area

Quantity (approx)

Comment/Condition

Throughout

Not Quantified

Assumed

Wall Texture Type III

Utility Room 08

150 ft2

Friable/
On Drywall

Fire Door Insulation

Basement Boiler Room

1 each or 18 ft2

Friable

1 each or 1ft2

Friable

12 each or 24 ft2

Category II non-friable/
Good condition

Cloth Vibration Joint
Basement Boiler Room
– White
Window Glazing

Exterior

* Electrical panels, boxes or components were not sampled due to potential electrical hazard. These
components should be assumed to be asbestos containing unless sampled to prove otherwise.
Non-friable, or presumed ACBM, in good condition, on concrete or brick substrates that may remain in
place during mechanical demolition process unless the concrete or brick is going to be recycled or
crushed:
Material
9” Floor Tile & Black Floor
Tile Adhesive

Building Area
Rooms 01-06
Rooms 11-12
Rooms 19-32
Basement

Quantity (approx) Comment/Condition
5,928 ft2
80 ft²
(90 LF)
4 ft²
(45 LF)
30 ft²
(350 LF)

Flashing Caulk – Black

Exterior Roof

Skirt Board Caulk

Exterior

Soffit Board Caulk

Exterior

Vent Caulk

Exterior

4 each or 4 ft²

Door Caulk

Exterior

10 each or 7 ft²
(80 LF)

NorthStar No. 170-602
Pre-Demolition Inspection
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Category I & II non-friable/
On concrete/
Partially under carpet
Category II non-friable/
On Brick
Category II non-friable/
On Brick
Category II non-friable/
On Brick
Category II non-friable/
On Brick
Category II non-friable/
On Brick

Compass Properties
Former “Premier Building”
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Non-friable, or presumed ACBM, in good condition, on wood or metal substrates that may remain in place
during mechanical demolition process:
Material
Built-up Roofing
Materials

Building Area

Quantity
(approx)

Exterior Roof

8,160 ft²

Comment/Condition
Category I non-friable/
Good Condition/
On Wood

The following materials were found to be non-asbestos or less than 1% by PLM analysis:

Wall Texture (2 Types)
Drywall
Drywall/Joint Compound (Composite)
4” Vinyl Baseboard (4 Types)
Carpet Adhesive – Tan
Ceramic Tile Baseboard Adhesive
Ceiling Tile (9 Types)

Material
April 4, 2017
Plaster (Base and Skim Coats)
Joint Compound – White
Vapor Barrier (2 Types)
Baseboard Adhesive
Ceramic Tile Grout
9” Floor Tile – Brown

August 7, 2017
Drywall/Joint Compound (Composite – Point
Peeling Silver Paint
Counted)
Boiler Exhaust Insulation
Brick Mortar
Wall Coating – Black
1’x1’ White/Gray Fissured Ceiling Tile
Flashing Caulk – White
Wall/Window Seam Caulk
Material quantities are listed according to visible estimates at the time of the survey. It is recommended that
all quantities be further verified by building owner or abatement contractor prior to project design, bidding,
budgeting and/or DNR notification purposes.
ASBESTOS RECOMMENDATION:
All friable ACBM as well as non-friable ACBM that would likely be made friable by the intended renovation or
demolition processes are required to be abated prior to disturbance.
Non-friable ACBM (confirmed or assumed) remaining during demolition must be disposed of properly as
demolition debris at an approved landfill. Non-friable materials typically require abatement prior to any
material recycling procedure. For any building that will be subject to burning, all confirmed and presumed
ACBM must be removed.
Abatement shall be performed by an abatement company utilizing trained and certified worker/supervisor
and further licensed as an asbestos company by the Wisconsin Department of Health Service (DHS),
asbestos regulation 159.
Refer to Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) 447; and DHS 159 for complete information
on requirements for asbestos abatement and asbestos material disposal.

NorthStar No. 170-602
Pre-Demolition Inspection

Page 3 of 4
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SURVEY LIMITATIONS:

Sample results, quantities and recommendation are limited to areas that were accessible to us during the
investigation. Additional presumed-ACBM that may have been located in spaces not accessible during our
investigation, hidden from view, or not sampled at the client’s request may require additional sampling prior
to disturbance by renovation or demolition activity. Typical areas that may be inaccessible during an
investigation include: wall or ceiling cavities; electrical components/wiring, equipment interiors;
chimneys/flues/stacks; spaces requiring confined space entry procedures. Additional materials not
accessible during a typical building materials survey include items such as miscellaneous caulkings,
sealants and construction adhesives that are not readily accessible to sampling as they are often located
between layers of building components. These materials are typically non-friable in nature but may require
further sampling to confirm or deny the presence of asbestos.
Additional presumed ACBM encountered during renovation or demolition activity, that differs from
materials sampled or described during this survey must be assumed to contain asbestos and be
abated or be sampled to determine asbestos content prior to disturbance.
Material quantities are listed according to visible estimates at the time of the survey. It is recommended that
all quantities be further verified by building owner or abatement contractor prior to project design, bidding
and/or DNR notification purposes.
ANALYTICAL DISCUSSION:
Bulk sample analysis for asbestos was performed by polarized light microscopy (PLM); method EPA 600/r93-116. Samples showing a result of "None Detected" were found to contain no asbestos in any analyzed
portion of the sample.
USEPA defines an ACBM as one that contains greater than one percent asbestos. For a sample result
showing less than one percent (<1%) of asbestos, the material can be may be treated as a non-asbestos
containing material. The building owner or client should be aware that exposure to asbestos is still possible
following disturbance of material with a trace or <1% of asbestos present and that worker protection
procedures may be necessary.
REMARKS:
The survey and subsequent report has been performed according to applicable regulations and generally
accepted industry standards and practices in this locality under similar conditions. Information provided to
us by building owner/occupant, client or other interested party that may have been utilized in the
performance and reporting of the survey was accepted in good faith and can only be assumed to be
accurate. The findings and recommendations made are representative of our professional opinion based on
currently available information, no other warranty is implied or intended.
Please contact us if you have any questions regarding the presented information or the project in general.
Sincerely,

NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC.

David Barrett
Senior Project Manager
NorthStar No. 170-602
Pre-Demolition Inspection

Jamie Brzezinski
Project Technician
Page 4 of 4
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ASBESTOS SAMPLE LOG

Compass Properties
Former “Premier Building”
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI
April & August 2017
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ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLE LOG-IN
CLIENT:
LOCATION:
WORK AREA:

Compass Properties
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI
Pre–Demolition

Sample ID

Room / Area Info

250-1
250-2
250-3
250-4
250-5
250-6
250-7
250-8
250-9
250-10
250-11
250-12
250-13
250-14
250-15
250-16
250-17
250-18

Lab Info:

Room 01
Room 01
Room 03
Room 05
Room 06

NORTHSTAR NO.
170-602
DATE COLLECTED: 4/4/17
TECH:

Jamie Brzezinski

Sample Info
1’x 1’ Smooth Fissured Ceiling
Tile
1’x 1’ Pinhole Fissured Ceiling
Tile
1’x 1’ Smooth Swirl Ceiling Tile
2’x 4’ Pinhole Fissured Ceiling
Tile
2’x 4’ Pinhole Crater Ceiling
Tile

Asbestos
Content
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected
None Detected

Room 13

1’x 1’ Fissured Ceiling Tile

None Detected

Corridor 19

1’x 1’ Holed Ceiling Tile

None Detected

Room 28

2’ x 2’ Crater Ceiling Tile

None Detected

Basement Room 33

1’x 1’ Pinhole Ceiling Tile

None Detected

Corridor 05

9” Tan Floor Tile

Chrysotile 3%

Corridor 05

Floor Tile Adhesive – Black

Chrysotile 3%

Corridor 05

Carpet Adhesive – Tan

None Detected

Corridor 11 Closet

9” Green Floor Tile

Chrysotile 3%

Corridor 11 Closet

Floor Tile Adhesive – Black

Chrysotile 5%

Room 31

9” Brown Floor Tile

None Detected

Room 31

Floor Tile Adhesive –
Black/Cream

Chrysotile 3%

Basement Room 33

9” Gray Floor Tile

Chrysotile 3%

Basement Room 33

Floor Tile Adhesive – Black

Chrysotile 3%

CEI Labs, Inc.

Date Analyzed:

4/7/17

Page:
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ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLE LOG-IN
CLIENT:
LOCATION:
WORK AREA:

Compass Properties
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI
Pre–Demolition

Sample ID

Room / Area Info

Sample Info

Asbestos
Content

Room 01

Carpet Adhesive – Black/Tan

Chrysotile 2%

Room 13

Carpet Adhesive – Tan

None Detected

Utility Room 08

Ceramic Tile Baseboard
Adhesive – Tan

None Detected

Men’s Restroom 09

Ceramic Tile Grout

None Detected

Room 01

4” Vinyl Baseboard – Tan

None Detected

Room 01

Baseboard Adhesive

None Detected

Corridor 11

4” Vinyl Baseboard – Brown

None Detected

Corridor 11

Baseboard Adhesive

None Detected

Corridor 19

4” Vinyl Baseboard – Gray

None Detected

Corridor 19

Baseboard Adhesive

None Detected

Corridor 20

4” Vinyl Baseboard – Black

None Detected

Corridor 20

Baseboard Adhesive

None Detected

Room 13

Wall Vapor Barrier – Gray

None Detected

Basement Room 33

Wall Vapor Barrier – Black

None Detected

Room 01

Drywall

None Detected

Room 01

Joint Compound

Chrysotile 3%

Room 01

Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite (if either positive)

Chrysotile <1%

Room 13

Drywall

None Detected

250-19
250-20
250-21
250-22
250-23
250-24
250-25
250-26
250-27
250-28
250-29
250-30
250-31
250-32
250-33
250-34
250-35
250-36

Lab Info:

CEI Labs, Inc.

NORTHSTAR NO.
170-602
DATE COLLECTED: 4/4/17
TECH:

Date Analyzed:

Jamie Brzezinski

4/7/17

Page:
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ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLE LOG-IN
CLIENT:
LOCATION:
WORK AREA:

Compass Properties
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI
Pre–Demolition

Sample ID

Room / Area Info

Sample Info

Asbestos
Content

Room 13

Joint Compound

None Detected

Room 13

Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite (if either positive)

Not Analyzed

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Base Coat

None Detected

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Skim Coat

None Detected

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Base Coat

None Detected

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Skim Coat

None Detected

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Base Coat

None Detected

Mechanical Room 07 – Ceiling

Plaster – Skim Coat

None Detected

Room 01

Wall Texture (on drywall)

None Detected

Room 04

Wall Texture (on drywall)

None Detected

Utility Room 08

Wall Texture Type III
(on drywall)

Chrysotile 3%

Room 13

Wall Texture (on drywall)

None Detected

Room 17

Wall Texture (on drywall)

None Detected

Room 02

Wall Texture II (on drywall)

None Detected

Room 02

Wall Texture II (on drywall)

None Detected

Room 02

Wall Texture II (on drywall)

None Detected

250-37
250-38
250-39
250-40
250-41
250-42
250-43
250-44
250-45
250-46
250-47
250-48
250-49
250-50
250-51
250-52

Lab Info:

CEI Labs, Inc.

NORTHSTAR NO.
170-602
DATE COLLECTED: 4/4/17
TECH:

Date Analyzed:

Jamie Brzezinski

4/7/17

Page:
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ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLE LOG-IN
CLIENT:
LOCATION:
WORK AREA:

Compass Properties
1308 Main Street
Stevens Point, WI
Pre–Demolition

Sample ID

Room / Area Info

602-1
602-2
602-3
602-4
602-5
602-6
602-7
602-8
602-9
602-10
602-11
602-12
602-13
602-14
602-15
602-16
602-17
602-18

Lab Info:

Utility Room 08
Utility Room 08
Utility Room 08
Utility Room 08
Room 03
Room 01
Room 13
Room 31

NORTHSTAR NO.
170-602
DATE COLLECTED: 8/7/17
TECH:

Jamie Brzezinski

Sample Info
Wall Texture Type III
(on drywall)
Wall Texture Type III
(on drywall)
Wall Texture Type III
(on drywall)
Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite
Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite
Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite
Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite
Drywall/Joint Compound
Composite

Asbestos
Content
Chrysotile 2%
Chrysotile 2%
Chrysotile 2%
Chrysotile <1%
Point Count: 0.22%
Chrysotile <1%
Point Count: 0.25%
Chrysotile <1%
Point Count: 0.28%
Chrysotile <1%
Point Count: 0.25%
None Detected

Exterior Roof

Peeling Silver Paint (on rubber)

None Detected

Exterior Roof

Peeling Silver Paint (on rubber)

None Detected

Exterior Roof

Peeling Silver Paint (on rubber)

None Detected

Exterior Roof

Boiler Exhaust Insulation

None Detected

Basement Boiler Room

Boiler Exhaust Insulation

None Detected

Exterior South

Brick Mortar

None Detected

Basement Office South

Wall Coating – Black
(on concrete block)

None Detected

Basement Boiler Room

Fire Door Insulation

Chrysotile 25%

Basement Boiler Room

Cloth Vibration Joint – White

Chrysotile 65%

Corridor 20 Closet

1’x1’ White/Grey Fissured
Ceiling Tile

None Detected

CEI Labs, Inc.

Date Analyzed:

8/10/17 & 8/18/17

Page:
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ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLE LOG-IN
CLIENT:
LOCATION:
WORK AREA:

Compass Properties
1308 Main Street
Eagle River, WI
Pre–Demolition

Sample ID

Room / Area Info

Sample Info

602-19

Exterior Roof
West
Exterior Roof
West
Exterior
South
Exterior
West
Exterior
West
Exterior
North
Exterior
Southwest
Exterior
North
Exterior
West
Exterior
Southwest
Exterior
North
Exterior
South

Flashing Caulk – White
(on brick)
Flashing Caulk – Black
(on brick)
Wall/Window Seam Caulk
(on brick)
Skirt Board Caulk (on
concrete)

602-20
602-21
602-22
602-23
602-24
602-25
602-26
602-27
602-28
602-29
602-30

Lab Info:

CEI Labs, Inc.

NORTHSTAR NO.
170-602
DATE COLLECTED: 8/7/17
TECH:

Jamie Brzezinski

Asbestos
Content
None Detected
Chrysotile 2%
None Detected
Chrysotile 5%

Soffit Caulk (on brick)

Chrysotile 3%

Vent Caulk (on brick)

Chrysotile 3%

Wall/Window Seam Caulk
(on brick)

None Detected

Window Caulk (on brick)

None Detected

Door Caulk (on brick)

Chrysotile 3%

Door Caulk (on brick)

None Detected

Window Glazing

None Detected

Window Glazing

Chrysotile 3%

Date Analyzed:

8/10/17

Page:
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SITE DIAGRAMS
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CERTIFICATIONS
NorthStar Environmental Testing, LLC.
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Company Certification

COPY
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Inspector Certification

COPY

9/6/2017

1308-1314 MAIN ST
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searchable on our website.

About Our Wisconsin
Architecture and History
Inventory (AHI)

NAMES
Historic Name: WISCONSIN INTERSCHOLASTIC ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION BUILDING
Other Name: PRIEMIER BUILDING
Contributing:
Reference Number: 215621

PROPERTY LOCATION
Location (Address): 1308-1314 MAIN ST
County: Portage
City: Stevens Point
Township/Village:
Unincorporated Community:
Town:
Range:
Direction:
Section:
Quarter Section:
Quarter/Quarter Section:

Search digital records on more
than 140,000 historic buildings,
structures and objects
throughout Wisconsin.

RELATED ARTICLES

Is Your Property Eligible
for the National Register
or State Register of
Historic Places?
Eligible properties must retain
the essential physical
appearance of the period in
which they were important, and
meet one of four criteria.

PROPERTY FEATURES
Year Built: 1958
Additions:
Survey Date: 2011
Historic Use: small office building
Architectural Style: Contemporary
Structural System:
Wall Material: Brick
Architect: CASHIN & GAUSEWITZ (MADISON)
Other Buildings On Site:
Demolished?: No
Demolished Date:

DESIGNATIONS
National/State Register Listing Name:
National Register Listing Date:

https://www.wisconsinhistory.org/Records/Property/HI215621

1/3

9/6/2017

National Register Listing Date:
State Register Listing Date:
National Register Multiple Property Name:
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NOTES
Additional Information: .
Bibliographic References: STEVENS POINT DAILY JOURNAL: APRIL 16, 1958, P. 1; AUGUST 28, 1958, P.
9.

RECORD LOCATION
Wisconsin Architecture and History Inventory, Division of Historic Preservation, Wisconsin
Historical Society, Madison, Wisconsin

Have Questions?
If you didn't find the record you were looking for, or have other questions about historic
preservation, please email us and we can help:

joe.derose@wisconsinhistory.org

If you have an update, correction, or addition to a record, please include this in your message:
AHI number
Information to be added or changed
Source information
Note: When providing a historical fact, such as the story of a historic event or the name of an
architect, be sure to list your sources. We will only create or update a property record if we can
verify a submission is factual and accurate.

How to Cite
For the purposes of a bibliography entry or footnote, follow this model:

Wisconsin Architecture and History Inventory Citation
Wisconsin Historical Society, Wisconsin Architecture and History Inventory, "Historic Name",
"Town", "County", "State", "Reference Number".
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