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Members:

AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION/DESIGN
REVIEW COMMISSION

Date and Time: December 5, 2017
4:30 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.
2. Persons who wish to address the committee for up to three (3) minutes on a non-agenda item*
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the September 26, 2017 and October 6, 2017 Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission meeting
minutes.
4. Request from Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, for design review to install a freestanding sign
including an electronic message center at 1410 Rogers Street (Parcel ID 281240832101510).
5. Request from EXP US Services, Inc., for design review, to construct a canopy and perform other site improvements
at several parcels with the address 1045 Clark Street (Parcel ID: 281240832202002, 281240832202041,
281240832202040, 281240832202038, 281240832202039, & 281240832202051).
6. Request from the City of Stevens Point for design review of exterior façade changes and parking lot improvements
at Edgewater Manor, 1450 Water Street (Parcel ID 240832201933).
7. Pursuit of the nomination of the Clark Street – Main Street Residential Historic District on the National Register of
Historic Places as recommended in the 2011 Historic / Architectural Intensive Survey in cooperation with the
Wisconsin Historical Society’s Certified Local Governments Grant program.
8. Staff update.
9. Adjourn.
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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, September 26, 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,
and Commissioner Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Alderperson Dugan, Mindy McCord, Shane Dulak, and Don
Dulak.
INDEX:
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 1200 Third Street;

Following the site inspection 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 September 13, 2017 meeting.
4. Request from Elodin Holdings for design review to install a covering above horizontal brick to
prevent water penetration at 1200 Third Street (Parcel ID 281240832201522).
5. Request from Elodin Holdings for design review to install vertical steel supports beneath first floor
windows at 1200 Third Street (Parcel ID 281240832201522).
6. 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 1200 Third Street;
Chairperson Beveridge called the meeting to order at 4:00 PM.
The commission members present inspected the site.
Chairperson Beveridge recessed the meeting at 4:?? PM.
2. Roll Call.
Chairperson Beveridge reconvened the September 26, 2017 Historic Preservation / Design Review
Commission at 4:30 PM.
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Siebert, Scripps, Woehr
Absent: Baldischwiler, Debauche
Discussion and possible action on the following:
3. Report of the September 13, 2017 meeting.
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Motion by Commissioner Woehr to approve the report of the September 13, 2017 HP/DRC
meeting; seconded by Commissioner Siebert.
Motion carried 5-0.
4. Request from Elodin Holdings for design review to install a covering above horizontal brick to
prevent water penetration at 1200 Third Street (Parcel ID 281240832201522).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that there were two requests related to 1200 Third
Street, the first being a request to install a covering over protruding brick to prevent water
penetration down into the areas underneath it, and a second request to seal the brick. The
applicants were present and available to provide additional details.
Don Dulak, with Don Dulak & Sons Masonry Inc, briefly stated that there plastic could be placed over
the area, and then metal. Another material option was rubber, but plastic gave more options for
color.
Shane Dulak, with Don Dulak & Sons Masonry Inc, explained that water was getting in through the
mortar joints which was causing the hangar to rust on the front of the building. The snow during the
winter would sit on the top of the area and go through a freeze-thaw cycle.
Chairperson Beveridge stated for clarification that moisture was getting into that space, running into
the edge, and deteriorating the strap underneath.
Don Dulak confirmed that was correct and stated that poles had been proposed to be placed in front
of the existing ones so it would look seamless, and as if they were originally there.
Chairperson Beveridge suggested that a sealant might be less obtrusive.
Shane Dulak stated that while an option, if there was any movement in that area and it opened up,
the sealant would no longer cover up the hole. He stated that the pitch was too slight in that area
that snow or water wouldn’t run off. If they placed metal on top, or even a drip, the water wouldn’t
go down into the base or under the brick, noting that a 1-1.5 inch drip would allow water to fall in
front of the brick instead.
Commissioner Woehr asked if there was a cap on the roof parapets, to which Shane Dulak noted
that while they couldn’t be sure, it could be metal.
Shane Dulak stated that another option to stop the water would be to place a limestone sill on the
top of the 2 foot wing wall near the front door, to which Don Dulak noted that they hadn’t
previously discussed options regarding the wing wall.
Commissioner Woehr noted that he was just looking to find out what the parapet walls on the roof
had on them, to which he added that they appeared to be iodized aluminum in gray.
Associate Kyle Kearns pointed to page 10 of the staff report for a reference photo of the area being
discussed.
Commissioner Woehr reiterated that they were discussing the area being covered with some sort of
a membrane. He suggested that a metal cap may be a better option to match the existing, to which
Shane Dulak noted that matching the existing would not be an issue.
Commissioner Woehr stated that due to parallel perspective, the bands of the parapet and the band
at the top of the main floor windows would appear to be the same width, to which Shane Dulak
confirmed that they would match.
Associate Planner Kearns asked if the covering would then be done on both levels, to which Shane
Dulak stated that only the bottom level would need it.
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Alderperson Jennings asked if a structural engineer had looked at the building, to which Shane Dulak
stated that they were not aware that one had.
Alderperson Jennings asked if the committee or Associate Planner had a high degree of confidence
that the cracking was due to water runoff and not structural issues. If there was another cause other
than water, they wouldn’t be addressing the real problem and just covering brick. She asked
whether they had considered options for water diversion, to which Don Dulak stated that the water
naturally run off due to the pitch of the brick.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if they would add a drip edge above the basement windows, to which
Shane Dulak stated that there would be a covering than a drip edge for the top of the lower
windows.
Don Dulak and Chairperson Beveridge discussed the potential cause of deterioration, as well as
existing reinforcements and how they could be affecting that area, coming to the conclusion that
the deterioration was most likely caused by a revolving freeze-thaw cycle.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that if the commission didn’t approve the request, a valid motion
could be to deny the request and recommend a structural engineer to thoroughly review the issue.
If it was then determined that it was not structurally deficient, the applicant could come back with
the same request, adding that he could not advise to the reasoning of deterioration as he was not a
mason or structural engineer. He reminded the commission that there would be a significant
financial cost to the applicant in order to pursue an engineer.
Commissioner Siebert, referencing to the left most picture on page 10 of the staff report, asked if
the angle iron would have to replaced, noting it had pulled away and split, to which Don Dulak
stated that the anchor in the angle iron was fine, adding that the front edge was the area
deteriorating.
Commissioner Siebert asked if the northeast corner was bowing out.
Don Dulak confirmed that the northeast corner was not bowing out, but water was still penetrating
that area. Additionally, it would need to be supported and tucked on the corners where the bricks
were to prevent further deterioration.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if there were any concerns with the footings, to which Mr. Dulak
confirmed that there were no cracks in the bottom bricks.
Chairperson Beveridge asked whether they felt it was possible that the steel had rusted so badly
that it had expanded and was placing a lot of pressure on the very outside edge of those pillars, to
which it seemed unlikely.
Commissioner Siebert asked what the age of the building was, to which 1968 was confirmed.
Alderperson Jennings stated for clarification that they had not been presented with the final
material to be used to cover the brick, asking if it would be presented in the future.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that was correct, adding that they would have to come forward with a
final material before moving forward. They were currently deciding whether to allow any covering
on the brick.
Alderperson Jennings asked whether the masons felt the issues were being caused almost entirely
by snow buildup, to which they confirmed that they did.
Alderperson Jennings asked why the area hadn’t been shoveled or maintained as it was not a large
area, to which Shane Dulak stated it was harder to shovel at the top.
Mindy McCord confirmed that the issue was above, not below, as the lower area was being
maintained.
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Commissioner Siebert noted that he would have no issue with a clear membrane as opposed to
covering it with metal or colored plastic.
Commissioner Scripps, for clarification, asked how large the area was that was being proposed to be
covered, to which Ms. McCord stated it would be three ledge sections.
Alderperson Jennings asked if the applicant would be willing to move forward with the surface
project without knowing if it was purely snow or something more structural, as there could be
additional costs for an engineer and corrections in the future.
Mindy McCord stated that they would want to move forward as the current request was what they
could budget for currently. Hiring a structural engineer would not be financially feasible, adding that
they could look to something more extensive in the future.
Shane Dulak stated that they could instead grind out the joints and repair them, however any new
hairline crack would cause similar issues. If they were to cover them, it would prevent water from
getting in there in the first place.
Commissioner Woehr asked what the initial material was being proposed, to which Shane Dulak
stated that due to cost, they were looking at a rubber roof membrane.
Commissioner Woehr asked if that only came in black and white, to which Shane Dulak confirmed
that it did, as a clear membrane would fade and turn yellow over time.
Commissioner Woehr suggested an epoxy sealant.
Commissioner Woehr and Commissioner Siebert expressed concern with altering the look of the
building.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that they would prefer more information on what was really going on
with the building, but understood they were doing the best they could at that point.
Commissioner Woehr asked whether the Chairperson was referring to overall structural
information, to which it was confirmed he preferred more information for the structural aspect.
Associate Planner Kearns interjected that the action item was currently just for the covering of brick,
not the material, and while they had discussed both items interchangeably, the motion should refer
to the covering only. Additionally, if the commission didn’t feel strongly for the information provided
with fixing the problem, they could certainly deny the request and recommend that they pursue a
structural engineer.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if they could combine action items 4 and 5.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that they could, but recommend not doing so as they were both
distinctively different.
Don Dulak asked what their options were for the winter if the covering was denied, and whether
they could use a temporary covering to prevent further deterioration during the winter months.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that any additional material or covering, even if temporary, would
not be permitted. However, they would be allowed to tuck point the brick if they matched the
mortar as it was considered regular maintenance. They could also potentially put a clear coat
sealant on it, noting that these items could be approved internally.
Don Dulak asked for confirmation that they could tuck point and seal the top where needed, to
which it was confirmed that was an option so long as the mortar matched the existing mortar in
color.
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Motion by Commissioner Woehr to deny the request from Elodin Holdings for design review to
install a covering above horizontal brick to prevent water penetration at 1200 Third Street (Parcel
ID 281240832201522); seconded by Commissioner Siebert
Motion Carried 5-0.
5. Request from Elodin Holdings for design review to install vertical steel supports beneath first floor
windows at 1200 Third Street (Parcel ID 281240832201522).
Tori Jennings asked whether staff supported the request.
Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that staff recommended approval of installing vertical steel
supports beneath the first floor windows. While they never recommended injecting any sort of
material that was not original on a building, it had been seen in previous façade grant projects. Staff
felt it was worth it in order to prevent further deterioration to the structure and façade.
Additionally, the bracing could always be removed in the future and would not necessarily detract
from the historic characteristic of the building.
Commissioner Siebert, for clarification, asked whether they would be putting in a jack, to which Don
Dulak confirmed that it would be measured out instead. Once the poles were in, he explained, they
would be grinded down to remove rust from underneath, then be tuck pointed.
Don Dulak stated that they could make a Type M mud to match the pigment coloring, to which
Associate Planner Kearns stated that Type N would be needed.
Commissioner Siebert asked if the pillars would be black as opposed to steel, to which Don Dulak
noted it would be primed and then colored to match existing features.
Chairperson Beveridge asked whether the posts, tubes, and tuck pointing would act as a permanent
fix, to which Don Dulak explained in detail how they would fix the corner of that area for the time
being.
Commissioner Woehr asked whether they would be removing and replacing the brick, to which
Shane Dulak stated that they would have to find and order the brick first, at which point they would
be getting close to the winter months.
Chairperson Beveridge asked for confirmation that the commission was making a decision based on
no information from a structural engineer, to which it was noted that the mason saw no concerns
with the structure itself.
Alderperson Jennings asked what the cost of a structural engineer would be, to which Ms. McCord
noted that they did not have that information.
Shane Dulak asked whether the City had access to a structural engineer, to which Associate Planner
Kearns noted that he they could not provide any recommendations for structural engineers, but
noted it could be costly.
Motion by Alderperson Jennings to approve the request from Elodin Holdings for design review to
install vertical steel supports beneath first floor windows at 1200 Third Street (Parcel ID
281240832201522) with the following conditions:
1. Anchors for the steel plate and tubing shall be installed within the brick mortar.
2. The metal bars shall match the existing color of the window frames.
seconded by Commissioner Siebert.
Motion Carried 4-1, with Chairperson Beveridge voting in the negative.
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6. Adjourn.
Mr. Kearns noted that regular meetings would resume on the first Tuesday of the month at 4:30 PM.
If there were any objections or requests in regards to time, feedback should be provided to Mr.
Kearns.
Meeting adjourned at 5:04 PM.
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REPORT OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION / DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
Friday, October 6, 2017 – 2:00 PM
County-City Building, City Conference Room
1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Jennings, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner Scripps,
Commissioner Debauche, and Commissioner Woehr.
ALSO PRESENT: Associate Planner Kearns, Carl Hurrish, Lee Portmann, and Randy Balko.
INDEX:
1. Roll Call
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Request from Commercial Roofing Inc. for design review to install a roof membrane material behind
parapet walls at 1001 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202651).
3. Request from Angus Young Associates for design review to install windows at 1001 Main Street
(Parcel ID 281240832202651).
4. Adjourn.

1. Roll Call.
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Siebert, Scripps, Debauche, Woehr
Excused: Baldischwiler
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Request from Commercial Roofing Inc. for design review to install a roof membrane material behind
parapet walls at 1001 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202651).
Associate Planner Kearns briefly stated that the County was in the process of doing renovations and
updates to the Portage County Library which was currently owned by the City. There were two
requests to consider, the first being the installation of a roof membrane behind an existing parapet
wall to provide a better seal, and the second was to replace existing windows. He further explained
that the parapet wall was slightly visible from the right-of-way, in addition to the design guidelines
stating that brick should not be covered, but repaired or tuck pointed appropriately if in disrepair.
However, since the repair would not take place on the front plane of the building, it did make sense
to move forward with the request in order to improve the efficiency of the roof. Furthermore it
would stop the deteriorating of the brick, adding that most of the brick had previously been covered
in plaster and paint. Staff recommended approval with conditions stated in the staff report. The
applicant was available to provide additional information.
Chairperson Beveridge asked why the request was being brought up at the last minute, to which
Associate Planner Kearns explained that while the County had been planning the project for quite
some time, they may not have been aware that exterior improvements needed to go through
Historic Preservation review. That being the case, the contractors had already been scheduled to
start the roof project, but were waiting for approval for the parapet wall to finish it.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the only exposed brick were the ones that had already been
plastered over, to which that was confirmed correct.
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Chairperson Beveridge asked how the proposed covering would be fastened to the brick that was
not currently covered.
Lee Portmann, with Commercial Roofing, Inc., explained that the membrane would be fully adhered
to the brick and then terminated either with a termination bar or stripped in with a piece of rubber
based on where the detail was stopped. The membrane was currently terminated with a
termination bar.
Commissioner Siebert asked for clarification on what a termination bar was, to which examples
were shown.
Lee Portmann further explained that portions of the white covering may be visible on the inside
portion of the parapet wall, but that the outward facing face would not be touched. Their goal was
to seal the brick to preserve the interior of the building from leaking. If the corner leaked, he stated,
it wouldn’t be covered because the warranty would stop at the termination bar.
Chairperson Beveridge asked if the membrane would go over the flashing and then be tucked.
Lee Portmann noted that the flashing was most likely ripped away during a storm, adding that there
were no plans to touch or alter it. He proposed bringing the membrane up over the top of the
parapet wall and sealing it.
Chairperson Beveridge asked how far up they were planning to go, to which Lee Portmann noted
they were planning to go completely up and over the wall, but stopping before it was visible on the
outside wall, roughly an inch from the outside edge with white rubber.
Chairperson Beveridge noted the exposed flashing at the top on the north wall, and asked what was
underneath it.
Lee Portmann stated that the flashing was exposed when they got on site, suggesting that it could
have occurred during a storm. The stated that the area was badly porous and deteriorated, and that
the fasteners and nails had rotted out.
Chairperson Beveridge asked whether there would be any brick repair, to which Mr. Portmann
noted that there were no plans to repair the brick, and if it would be required, another contractor
would need to do the work.
Commissioner Scripps pointed to one of the conditions of approval that required the repair of the
deteriorated brick by a professional mason.
Lee Portmann noted that it wouldn’t need to be tuck pointed if the rubber membrane was to cover
it. Adding that the repair would have to occur before the membrane went on if required.
Commissioner Debauche asked for confirmation that there would be no exposed brick once it was
covered by the membrane, to which Mr. Portmann confirmed that there would be no exposed brick
on the backside of the parapet wall.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that those conditions had been included due to there being other
exposed and deteriorated brick walls.
Commissioner Woehr noted that any moisture in the wall would remain in the wall once it was
covered with the membrane and would continue to deteriorate underneath it. He recommended
that if the request was approved, that condition one be enforced.
Lee Portmann stated that normally bricks contained weep holes in the event that happened which
would prevent any additional moisture once it was out.
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Chairperson Beveridge asked whether the process could be reversed, to which Mr. Portmann stated
that while the membrane could be pulled off the wall, the bricks would most likely be pulled off
along with it.
Commissioner Siebert stated that it didn’t make sense to leave loose brick in even if the membrane
were to cover them.
Lee Portmann stated that the bricks were loose where the metal had been removed. Additionally,
there were stress cracks and missing mortar right below that area.
Commissioner Siebert asked whether the section that was still attached would have to be peeled
back as well.
Commissioner Scripps asked if there was a timeframe available for obtaining a mason to do the work
as it could add a sense of urgency to the request.
Lee Portmann stated that they could still terminate the roof as is and that it would stay that way
until further notice, which was just above the existing termination bar.
Carl Hurrish, Assistant Facilities Director for Portage County, noted that the project would be on
hold until they were able to contract a mason. If they were just replacing or tuck pointing the
exposed brick, it wouldn’t add too much of a time constraint as opposed to also needing to pull
metal back which could expose more extensive issues.
Chairperson Beveridge briefly discussed several options for the parapet wall with Mr. Hurrish.
Alderperson Jennings, for clarification on staff recommendations, reitereated that the brick would
need to be repaired, to which Associate Planner Kearns confirmed that was correct. Additionally,
that would also require that any damaged flashing was also repaired with appropriate or matching
flashing.
Alderperson Jennings asked if there was anything keeping them from moving forward with the
project, to which Mr. Portmann confirmed that they could still do the contracted wall, minus the
parapet wall.
Alderperson Jennings noted that tuck pointing could then occur at any time in the future then be
sealed after.
Associate Planner Kearns further explained that unless the City’s building inspector deemed it a
hazard or found it to be in violation of the Maintenance and Occupancy Code, the applicants would
not be required to make the repairs as the commission did not have the authority to force repairs.
The tuck pointing would be at the decision of the County as they were responsible for the
improvements of the building. He further explained that if the roof was terminated at the
termination bar and the inspector did not identify that it needed to be repaired, then it could
remain as is. If the request was approved, he stated, the applicant could cover the parapet wall if
they met the conditions within the staff report, otherwise they could do the roof up to the existing
termination bar only.
Motion by Alderperson Jennings to approve the request from Commercial Roofing Inc. for design
review to install a roof membrane material behind parapet walls at 1001 Main Street (Parcel ID
281240832202651) with the following conditions:
1. Deteriorated brick along the parapet walls shall be repaired by a professional mason.
2. Type N mortar shall be used when filling brick joints, matching in color and texture of the
existing mortar.
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3. Metal flashing along the parapet wall shall be repaired and replaced where deteriorated
with a metal flashing matching the existing.
4. The roof membrane shall terminate at the top of the parapet walls and shall not extend to
the western or northern facades.
seconded by Commissioner Siebert
Motion Carried 5-0.
5. Request from Angus Young Associates for design review to install windows at 1001 Main Street
(Parcel ID 281240832202651).
Randy Balko, representing Eagle Construction, arrived.
Associate Planner Kearns briefly explained that they were also requesting the installation of new
seven windows on the north and west façade. The proposed picture design windows were not
consistent with the design guidelines, adding that they were required to replace them similar to the
original or repair the existing ones. Additionally, he was not aware of the state of deterioration of
the existing windows and whether they could or could not be repaired, but the applicant was
present in order to provide additional information. While staff recommended denial, he explained
that staff recommended that a single or double hung design be pursued with additional conditions if
approved by the commission.
Alderperson Jennings asked what the justification was for the replacement.
Carl Hurrish stated that they were trying to preserve the integrity of the building. The wooden
windows were deteriorated, and allowed for moisture to seep in, in addition to being inefficient for
heating, with Mr. Balko adding that the sills were bad.
Commissioner Debauche asked if the windows were replaced when the building was converted into
the library.
Commissioner Siebert noted that he had been on the committee that raised the funds for the
conversion, adding that they had maintained absolute integrity of the façade, and only the interior
was remodeled. At the time of the remodel, the windows were not replaced. How far those
windows went back, he was not certain.
Randy Balko, Eagle Construction, stated that while some windows could be original, those looking to
be replaced were not.
Commissioner Woehr asked whether the windows were single or double hung and if the transoms
were operable.
Randy Balko stated that they were single hung windows and that the transoms were fixed.
Alderperson Jennings asked if there was any cost exploration for estimates to repair what was
existing. Additionally, she asked if they knew whether the windows contained waverly glass.
Waverly glass would be a very old and unique feature to preserve as it was hand-blown.
Carl Hurrish stated that they had not explored repair estimates.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that the design guidelines recommended that existing windows
typically be repaired. He agreed that waverly glass would be a desired item to keep.
Carl Hurrish stated that from the County’s perspective, the integrity of the windows had been
compromised in terms of moisture, and heating and cooling concerns.
Alderperson Jennings stated that it was possible for the integrity of the building to be preserved
with repairs rather than replacement, but that option hadn’t been explored.
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Chairperson Beveridge noted that the windows could be removed, taken apart, and revamped to be
more efficient while remaining original in nature.
Commissioner Scripps recommended that the applicant retrieve an estimate on the cost of window
repair, in addition to getting an idea if there are any structural integrity issues.
Randy Balko explained that the windows were bided as an alternate, but the bulk of the job were
interior HVAC upgrades and a re-roof. He asked if it was possible to conference the architect into the
meeting, to which Associate Planner Kearns noted that it would be too late as a motion had already
been made. Additionally, Commissioner Scripps stated that she was not inclined to reconsider her
motion if the research hadn’t been done in regards to the repair costs.
Chairperson Beveridge stated that he would like to do an additional on-site visit to inspect the
windows more closely, even if it was just him and the Associate Planner, prior to speaking with the
architect. He asked if the architect had ever worked in a Historic District as there were a lot of
design requirements.
Randy Balko stated that he couldn’t speak to the architect’s previous work.
Carl Hurrish asked what would occur if the restoration was cost prohibited, to which Chairperson
Beveridge understood the concern as they often faced financial issues with repairs being done
historically accurate.
Commissioner Debauche noted that they couldn’t be sure that the repairs were cost prohibitive as
they didn’t have any cost related information.
Randy Balko asked what they meant in terms of repairing what was there, to which Commissioner
Debauche stated that the repair requirements and costs could differ from window to window.
Randy Balko noted that the glass was 20 years old in addition to being insulated glass.
Associate Planner Kearns stated that if the request was denied, it was up to the applicant to pursue
other options: leave the windows as is, or come back to the commission with a new design or repair
options. He briefly explained that the design guidelines allowed regular maintenance on existing
windows and that any repairs could be approved internally. While the design guidelines did not
identify cost, it was something the commission had taken into consideration in the past due to
historically accurate improvements being significantly more expensive.
Motion by Commissioner Scripps to deny the from Angus Young Associates for design review to
install windows at 1001 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202651); seconded by Alderperson
Jennings.
Motion Carried 5-0.
3. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 2:44 PM.
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Administrative Staff Report
Freestanding Sign
Design Review Request
1410 Rogers Street
November 27, 201
Applicant(s):
 Bailey Voigt, Representing the
Property Owner
Staff:
 Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
 Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
 281240832101510

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

Request
Request from Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, for design
review to install a freestanding sign including an electronic message center at
1410 Rogers Street (Parcel ID 281240832101510).
Attachment(s)
1. Application
2. Rendering
City Official Design Review / Historic District
1. Mathias Mitchell Public Square District

Zone(s):
 "R-4" Multiple Family l Residence
District
Lot Information:





Actual Frontage: 731 feet
Effective Depth: 208 feet
Square Footage: 59,399
Acreage: 1.36

Structure Information:
 Year Built: 1953
 Number of Stories: 2
Current Use:
 Institutional: Church & Daycare
Applicable Regulations:
 Chapter 22
 Downtown Design Guidelines

Staff Recommendation
Staff would recommend approving the proposed freestanding cabinet sign but
deny the request for an electronic message center, subject to the following
conditions:
1. The existing landscaping around the sign base shall remain or new
landscaping be installed.
2. A building permit shall be obtained for the installation of the sign.
3. Applicable sign ordinance requirements shall be met.

Should the electronic message center be approved, staff would recommend
the following conditions of approval:
1. Subject matter on the electronic message center shall only be
permitted to scroll.
2. Flashing messages on the electronic message center shall be
prohibited.
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Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
Bailey Voigt, representing the property owner, has requested to install a freestanding sign which includes an electronic
message center on the north side of the property where the existing sign is located at 1410 Rogers Street. Note also that
the proposed electronic message center sign will only be on the west facing side.

Existing Sign

Proposed Sign
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The standards of review below pertain only to the sign and electronic message center.
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
Signs (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 4.4) – Design Guidelines reviewed below are those that pertain to the
request.
2. The request for design review meets all applicable requirements of the sign regulations of the City of Stevens
Point.
Analysis: The proposed sign, including the electronic message center (EMC) is slightly larger than the existing
sign at 32 square feet. Thirty two square feet is the maximum size for freestanding signs within the R-4 zoning
districts. In addition, the sign will stand at a height of 6 feet, which also meets the maximum height requirement
of eight feet. The EMC is only proposed on the west sign face.
Findings: Electronic message center signs have been reviewed on a case-by-case basis and have been approved
for other businesses within the downtown design review district. Given the above requirements and past review
for similar signs, the approval or denial should be based on the applicable design review guidelines. The sign
ordinance, chapter 25, indicates that freestanding signs shall not be flashing. Therefore, if approved, staff would
recommend the sign only scroll subject matter, and no flashing shall be permitted. In addition, the ordinance
requires the sign base to be landscaped, therefore, staff would recommend the existing landscaping remain or
new landscaping be installed.
4. Size, scale, location, style and material of signage should be compatible with the architecture of the historic
buildings and character of the district.
Analysis: The proposed sign will closely resemble the existing cabinet sign which is constructed of metal
(aluminum) and flat polycarbonate with vinyl graphics.
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Findings: The sign is located on a property within a transition zone, between the downtown and residential
neighborhoods. Furthermore, the neighboring buildings are a mix of residential and commercial architecture.
The church located on the property is primarily constructed of masonry materials. While the sign materials do
not match the façade materials found on the main building, metal and plastic materials were likely available
during the period construction (1953) except for the EMC.
10. Sandwich board type signs are appropriate within the districts. Neon, back-lit, and portable signs, (excluding
sandwich board signs), are not recommended in the District.
Analysis: The cabinet sign is proposed to be internally lit, with only the graphics lit. The EMC sign is internally lit
with LED lighting. External lighting is recommended for signage.
Findings: While external lighting is recommended, several internally lit signs exists within downtown, including
EMC signs. Cabinet signs in particular while not in abundance, were available during the time of construction of
the church. With only the graphics lit within the cabinet, light should not be intrusive or detract from the
character of the property.
12. Historic sign materials such as wood, metal, and masonry are preferred for sign construction. Contemporary
materials such as plastic and vinyl are permitted if they are of high quality, sturdy material and do not produce
glare.
Analysis: The existing sign is constructed of metal and plastic materials. The new sign will be made of aluminum
and flat polycarbonate faces with vinyl graphics.
Findings: While the sign is not made of materials matching the building, metal and synthetic type materials, such
as plastic were available at the time of the building’s construction. An EMC type sign is not historically relevant
to the property however, as it involves newer technology. It can also be argued that the sign will reduce the
historical integrity of the district, especially as this request could spark additional similar request and thereby set
precedent regarding EMC’s. If approved, staff would recommend this condition be met, all materials shall be of
high quality.
13. External lighting, such as gooseneck style is preferred over back lit or internally lit wall, projecting and
freestanding signs. .
Analysis: The proposed sign is an internally lit cabinet. Furthermore, the EMC is a LED type display.
Findings: The cabinet sign possibly could be externally lit as electrical already exists to the sign. The EMC has
electronic changeable text and images which cannot be externally lit.
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14. Cabinet signs are not recommended within the Downtown Historic / Design Review District. Maintenance of
existing cabinet signs is permitted, including the changing of the face of existing cabinet signs.
Analysis: A cabinet sign currently exists on the property. The request involves replacing the existing cabinet sign
with a larger sign cabinet and face, along with an EMC.
Findings: The proposed request would not meet the guideline above, however a cabinet sign currently exists
which is allowed to be maintained.
After review, the cabinet sign may not necessarily reduce the historic integrity and character of the property, as a
cabinet sign currently exists and the construction materials were available during the construction era of the building.
The electronic message center sign however, may reduce the historic character and integrity of the building and
neighborhood, given the surrounding residential. Yet, similar signs have been approved elsewhere in the district and
may be appropriate for certain buildings and areas within the district, depending on the manner in which it is displayed.
When taking into consideration the findings above, staff would recommend one approval of the cabinet sign but denial
of the electronic message center.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION/
DESIGN REVIEW
COMMISSION

City of Stevens Point
Community Development Department
1515 Strongs Avenu e, Stevens Point, WI 54481
P: (715) 345-1567 F: (715) 345-1498
communitydevelopment@stevenspoint.com
http://stevenspolnt.com

APPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEW

Application for Design Review

Page 1 of 2

Page 20 of 70

The proposed work conforms to all guidelines of the ordinace. It will be used for practial purposes.

The proposed work conforms to the architectural design guidlines. Trinity Lutheran Church is located on the edge of the downtown
Historic District. The proposed change in signage is within the required square footage guildelines. In consideration of our residential
location the sign is adaptable to our neighbors. It will not operate beyond a specific evening time. The sign will aslo be appealing visually
as it will utilize white text on a dark background. Along with that it will have a concrete base pedestal with stone surrounding it. This
incorporation of stone makes it compatible to the building's exterior.

CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE

Application for Design Review
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TRINITY
LUTHER AN
CHURCH
24” X 7’ FULL COLOR
LED DISPLAY

REPLACE 3’X8’ SIGN CABINET WITH NEW 4’X8’ LED ILLUMINATED CABINET
LED DISPLAY INSTALLED INTO WEST SIDE OF CABINET; EAST SIDE FULL BACKLIT FACE

EAST SIDE NO LED DISPLAY
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Administrative Staff Report
Design Review Request
Install Canopy & Fence
1045 Clark Street (6 parcels)
November 28, 2017
Applicant(s):


EXP US Services, Inc.

Staff:
 Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
 Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):


281240832202002,
281240832202041,
281240832202040,
281240832202038,
281240832202039, &
281240832202051

Zone(s):


"B-3" Central Business District

Master Plan:
 Downtown District
Lot Information:


N/A Multiple Parcels

Current Use:


AT&T / Office

Applicable Regulations:


23.01(16) and 23.02(1)(f)

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

Request
Request from EXP US Services, Inc., for design review, to construct a canopy
and perform other site improvements at several parcels with the address
1045 Clark Street (Parcel ID: 281240832202002, 281240832202041,
281240832202040, 281240832202038, 281240832202039, &
281240832202051).
Attachment(s)
1. Application
2. Site Plan
3. Renderings
Findings of Fact:

1. The proposed request is to install a canopy and solid privacy and
security fence around the property.
2. The property is zoned "B-3" Central Business District.
3. A fences waiver has been request as fences cannot be higher than 6
feet in the street front yard and must be setback 10 feet if they are
solid (opaque). A solid opaque fence is permitted within 10 feet of the
street front yard setback if it is no higher than 3 feet. The fence
waiver can be granted by the Plan Commission and Common Council.
4. The canopy and fence shall meet the historic preservation guidelines.
Staff Recommendation
Based on the findings below, staff would recommend approval of the request
for a waiver from the fence guidelines, subject to the following conditions:
1. Fencing around the subject property shall not exceed 10 feet in
height.
2. Fence option A or B shall be installed as proposed.
3. The canopy shall be setback 3 feet from the property line as require
by the zoning code.
4. Applicable zoning and building codes shall be met and applicable
permits obtained with any development of the site.
5. Staff shall have the ability to approve minor amendments to the
canopy and fence design.
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Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
EXP US Services, Inc., representing AT&T are requesting design review to install fencing and a canopy in the rear of 1045
Clark Street. Note also that a waiver from the fence guidelines to install a larger opaque fence within the front (street
yard) setback area has also been requested to the Plan Commission and Common Council. Therefore, the design
guidelines are reviewed based on the proposed request and granting of the waiver.
The applicant has requested to install two types of fences around the property, a wooden fence (stockade) and masonry
vegetative fence, both at a height of 10 feet. Inside the fenced area will exist other fencing, including chain-link to create
storage areas. The fence will add security to the property and for the use related and being stored on site. Note that part
of the fence includes motorized gates for access. Below and attached is further information regarding the request and
standards of review.
A canopy is also requested to be constructed within the fenced area. The canopy will be constructed of tube steel
members and formed metal fascia finished in a color to match the adjacent building, and have a steel decking roof
covered with a single-ply membrane. Gutters will be attached to the roof to divert water at grade. Furthermore, the
Page 2 of 7
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canopy will be approximately 13-14 feet tall, 78 feet wide and 28 feet deep. Six maintenance vehicles (bucket trucks) are
proposed to be stored beneath the canopy regularly.

Pertinent design guidelines relating to the request have been reviewed below.
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
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certificate and the proposed changes are consistent with the design guidelines, it shall issue the design review certificate.
Upon the issuance of such certificate, any other required permits shall be obtained.

Guidelines of Review (numbers below pertain to the pertinent guideline standards)
***Other standards within the design guidelines not specifically mentioned below have been reviewed and are met
or not applicable pertaining to the proposed building improvement activities.
Fences (Sec. 4.6)
2. Wood, brick, stone, decorative block, and iron are appropriate fencing materials in the historic districts. Welded
wire, when permanently attached t wooden or iron posts is allowed if covered with vegetation. Vinyl fences and
chain link fences are not recommended.

Analysis: Two types of fencing designs are proposed, a wooden stockade design, and vegetative masonry design.
Findings: Both fence designs meet the guideline above.
5. New fences and walls should be of a design that is appropriate to the architectural style and period of the
historic structure.
Analysis: The vegetative fence includes masonry pillars with brick matching the primary building. The wooden
fence is a more contemporary design at vary heights. Furthermore, the wooden fence design incorporates metal
framing that intersects the fence creating a pattern throughout.
Findings: While these specific designs would not have necessarily been constructed during the construction era
of the building, the materials were used in fencing, wood, masonry, and metal. Furthermore, the fence design is
fitting for the use of the building (utility/technology services), which serves as a central hub for AT&T offices and
equipment. The fence improvements will assist in added aesthetics to the neighborhood in an area that is full of
asphalt parking lots.
6. Front yard fences should be of an open design such as picket and no greater than three feet in height. It is not
recommended to use solid primary fences in front yards. Split rail, basket weave, lattice and shadowbox are also
not recommended.
Analysis: In proportion to the building on the property, the fence is proposed on the rear and side yards. It
happens that the side yards front and have access to Water Street and Ellis Street.
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Findings: While a majority of the fence fronts on Ellis Street, it is considered the side yard of the property.
Furthermore, the fence will screen vehicles and the storage of equipment related to the use. A fence waiver has
been requested from the Common Council to allow a fully enclosed privacy fence at a varying heights up to 10
feet along the property. Lastly, the guideline above primarily pertains to residential properties and ensures
historic characteristics of homes are not covered by fencing. In this instances the existing building has little to no
design elements and building characteristics along the rear or sides which the fence would cover.
7. Wooden privacy fences in side and rear yards should not extend past the rear elevation of the structure. Rear
yard fences should not exceed ten feet in height.
Analysis: The highest point of the fence is 10 feet along the south side of the property and around the proposed
canopy.
Findings: Again, this guideline primarily relates to residential properties. In this case, the proposed fencing
surrounds a majority of the side and rear yard to provide security and screening. The fence height at around the
property will not cover any relevant architectural characteristics found on the primary structure.
8. Fences and walls should be used to screen service areas, garbage receptacles, and parking lots in the commercial
areas.
Analysis: The proposed request would screen equipment, vehicles, and parking areas on the property.
Findings: The guidelines are somewhat conflicting as only limited screening can occur for fences in front yards,
which meet the guidelines. In order to fully screen parking and storage equipment, a larger privacy fence is
needed.
Outbuildings & Accessory Structures (Sec. 3.12)
5. 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 proposed canopy will be
constructed of tube steel members and
formed metal fascia finished in a color to
match the adjacent neighboring building,
and have a steel decking roof covered with
a single-ply membrane. Gutters will be
attached to the roof to divert water at
grade. Furthermore, the canopy will be
approximately 13-14 feet tall, 78 feet wide
and 28 feet deep. Six maintenance
vehicles (bucket trucks) are proposed to
be stored beneath the canopy regularly.
The exterior of the main building on the
property is primarily brick.
Findings: The design of the new building is simple as it is an open sided canopy and therefore does not have a
façade exterior. Steel posts will support the canopy and be wrapped in metal fascia matching the nearby
neighboring building. While the canopy does not match the existing building the design makes it difficult to add
character and façade elements to match the existing building. The purpose of the canopy is warranted given the
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storage of bucket trucks with lots of equipment. Furthermore, the proposed fence will hide a majority of the
canopy except the top few feet which would be visible from the street. Steel posts could be wrapped with
masonry to add an element matching the primary structure however they would be hidden by the fence. As the
fence incorporates masonry matching the building which hides the canopy, it can be argued that the canopy
design should not detract from the historic character of the property. Lastly, the location of the structure on the
rear of the property and located on a minimally traveled local road should not significantly affect the historic
integrity of the district as a whole.
6. New outbuildings should be located in rear yards if possible.
Analysis: The building fronts on Clark Street but has access on Ellis Street and Water Street. The canopy is
proposed in the rear yard in comparison with the primary structure.
Findings: Due to the lot configuration, the canopy is visible from the street (Ellis Street), but will also be enclosed
with fencing as proposed.
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: The request is unique in that it involves an accessory structure for a commercial use. Furthermore, the
structure is covered and open on all sides. Larger bucket trucks are stored beneath the canopy to protect them
from the weather.
Findings: A majority of accessory structures within the district are residential in nature and therefore match the
primary structure. However, given the commercial nature of the request, and the specific use for the canopy, a
fully enclosed accessory structure is not needed. The size of the structure is compatible to the primary structure
which is multiple stories and nearly 300 feet long, along with the adjacent neighboring structure.

Upon review of the guidelines and findings above, the proposed fence and canopy do not meet all of the guidelines
above. However, the uniqueness of the lot, use, and request assist in supporting the request. Several of the fence
guidelines primarily pertain to residential properties and may not necessarily fully apply to the request. In addition, the
position of the building, multiple lots, and frontages create a unique situation where the fence and canopy are adjacent
to Ellis Street and fall within the “Street Yard.” The street yard in this instance also is the rear yard relating to the
property and building and significantly limits the use for fences and canopy’s on the property meeting all the design
guidelines. Staff feels that when taking this into consideration, the request do not reduce the historic character of the
property or integrity of the historic district. Therefore, staff would recommend approval of the request to install the
fence and canopy as proposed on the property, subject to the conditions outlined on page 1 of the staff report.
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Photos

Access from Water Street

Southern edge of property

View looking south

View looking northwest
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City of Stevens Point
Community Development Department

HISTORIC PRESERVATION/
DESIGN REVIEW
COMMISSION

1515 Strongs Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481
P: (715) 346-1567 F: (715) 346-1498
communitydevelopment@stevenspoint.com
http://stevenspoint.com

APPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEW
ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY (Staff Use Only)
Application #

Assigned Case
Manager
Pre-Application
Conference Date

Date Submitted

Associated Permits or
Applications (if any)
Decision

Date Reviewed

Staff Signature

Notes:

APPLICANT/CONTACT INFORMATION
APPLICANT INFORMATION

CONTACT INFORMATION (Same as Applicant?

Applicant Name

EXP US Service, Inc Scott Henry

Contact Name

Address

205 N. Michigan Ave. Suite 3600

Address

City, State, Zip

Chicago, IL 60601

City, State, Zip

Telephone

312-616-7918

Telephone

Fax

312-616-6069

Fax

Email

scott.henry@exp.com

Email

■

)

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION
PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD 1 INFORMATION (Same as Applicant?

)

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD 2 INFORMATION (If Needed)

Owner’s Name

AT&T Don Roeber

Owner’s Name

Address

W63 N548 Hanover Ave

Address

City, State, Zip

Cedarburg, WI 53012

City, State, Zip

Telephone

262-765-5290

Telephone

Fax

Fax

Email

dr289f@att.com

Email

PROJECT SUMMARY
Subject Property Location [Please Include Address and Assessor’s Identification Number(s)]
Parcel 1

Parcel 2

Parcel 3

281240832202002 (Main)

Legal Description of Subject Property
AT&T owns 6 parcels at this location.
COM S LINE CLARK ST 29' W NE/C OUTLOT 6 TH W 86';S 135';E 86';N 135' TO BEG BNG A PRT OUTLOT 6 STRONG ELLIS & OTHERS PLAT S32 T24 R8
133/221

Area of Subject Property (Acres/Sq Ft)
0.69 Acres

Application for Design Review

Area of Building or Structure (Sq Ft)
20,475 SF footprint Existing 2 story building w/ basement (no changes)
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Current Zoning District(s)

Current Historic District(s) - Local, State, National
B-3

Designated Future Land Use Category

Downtown Design Review Dist.

Current Use of Property

(no change)

Proposed Use of Property

Telephone Exchange

Telephone exchange & line maintenance

Briefly describe the proposed building, structure construction, reconstruction or exterior alteration. Please also provide rationale for the design review request, along
with the time schedule (if any) for the project. (Use additional pages if necessary)

AT&T proposes to enclosed the parking area at the rear of the building with fencing, and add a canopy over part of the area for vehicle storage.
Submitter requests the Design Review Commission consider the following items separately:
1.) Fencing
2.) Canopy
See additional comments attached page.
Will the proposed work detrimentally change, destroy or adversely affect any exterior architectural features of the improvement upon which said work is to be done?
Explain you answer.

No, The proposed improvements are new to the area and will not change existing above ground structures. The existing area in a flat
paved area at the rear of a building that is visible from an adjacent street. Currently this area is used for parking, has a dock platform and
dumpsters that are not in an enclosure. The new fencing will screen these items from view.

Does the proposed work match and harmonize with the external appearance of adjacent neighboring improvements. Explain your answer.

The proposed project is using material that matches or improves on adjacent materials of construction. Existing fencing in the area is
predominately chainlink with vinyl slats or simulated wrought iron (tubes). The proposed fencing is masonry, vegetated screening and
framed wood. The proposed canopy is intended to not be a feature of the improvements, but rather to blend into the background and be
inconsequential.
Does the proposed work conform to the objectives of the historic preservation plan for said district (if any)? Explain you answer.

A portion of the fence will incorporate masonry pillars similar to masonry pillars used in the public square. The masonry for the proposed
pillars will be selected to match the building (not red brick) and the size and shape of the pillars will match the existing pillars to continue the
pillar motif outside the public square.

Does the proposed work conform with the architectural design guidelines with emphasis on contextual issues including compatibility of size, volume proportions,
rhythm, materials, detailing, colors, and expressiveness? (Historic Design Guidelines can be found at www.stevenspoint.com) Explain you answer.

Yes, the pillars mentioned above, and the stockade fence along Ellis street has been been set-back to align with the facade of the building
on the adjacent parcel to continue the green space along Ellis street. Hopefully, this will enhance the pedestrian experience along Ellis
Street.

EXHIBITS
Letter to District Alderperson (www.stevenspoint.com/Directory)

✔

Photographs of Building or Structure
Renderings or Elevations

✔
✔

Site Plan (for additions, and new construction)

✔

Additional Exhibits If Any (List):

CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE
By my signature below, I certify that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of my knowledge at the time of the application. I
acknowledge that I understand and have complied with all of the submittal requirements and procedures and that this application is a complete application submittal. I
further understand that an incomplete application submittal may cause my application to be deferred to the next posted deadline date.
Signature of Applicant

Date

11/9/2017

Application for Design Review

Signature of Property Owner(s)

Date

11/9/2017
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Briefly describe the proposed building, structure construction, reconstruction or exterior alteration. Please also provide
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rationale for the design review request, along with the time schedule (if any) for the project. (Use additional pages if
necessary)
(Continued from application above)
At 1045 Clark street AT&T operates their telephone land-line switching operations (defined in the building code as a
telephone exchange, occupancy group "B"; Business). AT&T would like to consolidate their line maintenance operations with
the telephone exchange at the property. The line maintenance operations maintains the physical telephone lines stretching
from pole-to-pole and pole to building. The line maintenance operations uses material and vehicles that are stored outdoors.
Per Stevens Point ordinances, outdoor storage must be screened from adjacent parcels.
AT&T proposes to comply with screening requirement by providing fencing around the outdoor storage. This fence will also
screen existing features like employee parking, the loading dock area, and dumpsters from the adjacent street.
The fence design attempts to address the requirements of the building code for fencing, opacity criteria, sight lines and
incorporate materials from nearby structures. Design considerations included the height of the fence and a desire to provide
security to the materials inside the fence area. Recognizing the screening requirement and transparency requirement create
a unique conflict, the fence design attempts to resolve this with a vegetated mesh. The mesh is two layers of woven wire
fabric mounted at each face of a channeled frame. The mesh creates a climbing medium for vines planted at the base of the
fence. The living plants will provide opaque screening, but give the impression of depth beyond the fence.
The fence also acts a distraction from the canopy. The canopy is design to be minimal in profile so as to not draw attention
to itself. The canopy will be designed using tube steel members and formed metal fascia finished in a color to match the
building (CREATE Portage County) on the adjacent property with the intent being to make the canopy fade away. The
canopy would be roughly 13 to 14 feet high, 78 feet wide and 28 feet deep. Canopy will cover six maintenance vehicles
(bucket trucks). The roof of the canopy will consist of steel decking covered with single-ply membrane roof and bridging
board. The roof will drain to a gutter system that will discharge at grade. The roof framing will be hollow structural shapes
welded together. The hollow structural shapes (tube steel) is proposed because it eliminates roosting/nesting ledges for
birds. The roof will be supported by hollow structural columns that connect to concrete pier foundations. The piers will
project above grade to act as protection to the columns from snow plows and the maintenance vehicles.
The canopy will be used to cover maintenance vehicles to improve response time during snow events.
The project is scheduled to be completed in 2018 and includes milling the existing parking surface down and repaving.
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October 24, 2017

Mary McComb
Alderman 9th District
2100 Elk Street
Stevens Point, WI 54481

Re:

Stevens Point AT&T Consolidation
RMW-00239646-A1
AT&T Engagement M25176
Historic Preservation Design Review

Dear Ms. McComb:
This letter is to inform you that EXP US Services, Inc. will be submitting a proposal for property
improvements on behalf of AT&T at 1045 Clark Street in downtown Stevens Point.
After a review of the planned improvements for the property, the Planning/Zoning department indicated
the improvements will require a review and acceptance by the Historic Preservation Design Review
Commission.
We intend to submit on November 15th for the December 6th review meeting.
Please feel free to contact me with any question or concerns.
Sincerely,

Scott A. Henry
Architect
EXP US Services Inc.
xc:

Don Roeber (AT&T)
Claudia Mierke (EXP)
Kyle Kerns (Stevens Point)

m-pchiapp003,d-att_16\rmw\00239646-a1\admin\letter\mccomb - stevens point historic preservation design review letter 10242017.docx\jmw

205 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago IL 60601-5924 USA
T: +1.312.616.0000 l www.exp.com
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Image 1 Proposed

Image 1 Existing

1045 Clark St.
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Image 2 Proposed

Image 2 Existing

1045 Clark St.
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PLANT SCHEDULE

LEGEND

CONT

14" O.C.

SPACING

96 - 144" TALL

14 - 16" TALL

MATURE
PLANT SIZE

48

59

QTY

35'-4"

BOTANICAL NAME / COMMON NAME

1 gal

20" O.C

(19) LON BRO

SITE INFO

Hemerocallis x 'Stella D'Oro / Stella D'Oro Daylily

1 gal

21

PUBLIC TREE PROTECTION

HEM ORO

Lonicera x brownii 'Dropmore Scarlet' /
Dropmore Scarlet Trumpet Honeysuckle Vine

36 - 48" TALL

CODE

LON BRO

20" O.C

1090 sq.ft.

QTY

1 gal

GRASS MIX NAME

Pennisetum alopecuroides / Fountain Grass

CODE

Kentucky Blue Sod

PEN ALO

VINES / PERENNIALS / GRASSES
SYM

SOD
SYM

SOD

2 PLANT SCHEDULE
NTS

1'-0"

”
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•
•
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t: +1.312.616.0000 | f: +1.312.616.6069
205 N. Michigan Ave.
Suite 3600
Chicago, IL 60601
U.S.A.

www.exp.com
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Administrative Staff Report
Façade Improvements
Design Review Request
1450 Water Street
November 29, 2017
Applicant(s):
 City of Stevens Point, Property
Owner
Staff:
 Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
 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 the City of Stevens Point for design review of exterior façade
changes and parking lot improvements at Edgewater Manor, 1450 Water
Street (Parcel ID 240832201933).
Attachment(s)
1. Renderings
City Official Design Review / Historic District

Parcel Number(s):
 2408-32-2019-33
Zone(s):
 “B-3” Central Business District
Council District:
 District 9 – McComb
Lot Information:
 Actual Frontage: 750 feet
 Effective Depth: 225 feet
 Square Footage: 75,700
 Acreage: 1.73
Structure Information:
 Year Built: addition 1978 (39
years)
 Number of Stories: 5

1. Downtown Design Review District

Staff Recommendation
Staff would recommend approval of the construction of either façade option
presented at 1450 Water Street, along with the approval of fiber cement
board in place of insulated metal panels, and lastly the approval of the parking
lot site plan, subject to the following conditions:
1. Applicable building permits shall be obtained and building code and
zoning code be met.
2. A landscaping plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the
Chairperson and designated agent.
3. Minor changes to building design, materials, and site plan shall be
approved by the chairperson and designated agent.

Current Use:
 Residential
Applicable Regulations:
 Chapter 22
 Downtown Design Guidelines

Page 1 of 5

Page 57 of 70

Vicinity Map

Scope of Work
In February, the Commission reviewed a
concept design for Edgewater Manor. The
following action was taken by the
Commission:
Approve the request from the City of Stevens
Point for design review of exterior façade
changes at Edgewater Manor, 1450 Water
Street (Parcel ID 2408-32-2019-33) subject to
the following conditions:
1. Final masonry and metal colors,
design, and specifics shall be submitted
to the chairperson and designated agent
for review and approval.
2. Building signage shall be reviewed and approved by the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission.
3. Applicable building permits shall be obtained.
This item is before the commission again as slight changes have been made to the design, including specifics regarding
façade materials. Again, two renderings have been provided, one which accents vertical stone columns on the façade
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and one which incorporates both stone and brick. In addition, metal panels that were proposed previously may be
swapped for fiber cement board panels which would reduce project cost significantly. In addition, the fiber cement
board is much lighter and would not strain the façade as the previous brick has done. Lastly, the parking lot is proposed
to be reconstructed which would trigger applicable dimensional requirements and screening to be met. Below, staff
have further reviewed the requested changes.
Based on the input and feedback received at the previous meeting, the architect has provide another rendering which is
attached and reviewed further below.
Pertinent guidelines have been reviewed below regarding the façade request.
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 (numbers below pertain to the pertinent guideline standards)
New Commercial Construction - Architectural (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 5.1.3)
1. The design of a new building should not attempt to create a false historic appearance, but rather complement
buildings in the existing district. New construction should have its own character and style.
Analysis: The proposed project, while not entirely new construction, could be considered partially new
construction as a complete façade is needed.
Findings: The entire brick façade is proposed for removal due to deterioration that has occurred. Removal of the
brick façade would also remove any architectural features or elements associated. Re-creation of the brick
façade, matching the previous design, may create a sense of false character, as all architectural features and
characters were removed due to the deteriorated nature of the façade. In separate cases where a small portion
or one wall of a façade needs replacement due to deterioration, the replacement should match the existing
façade materials, design, and architectural elements that were not deteriorated and are maintained. In this case
however, the full façade is in need of replacement. It should be noted that the proposed façade is not creating
false architectural elements such as cornices, arches, parapet walls, etc.
2. Use materials that are common to the district such as brick, stone, terra cotta, wood, and metal. Modern
materials are appropriate on new buildings; however, masonry should be the predominant material on the
façade as most of downtown’s historic structures are brick or stone. Whenever modern materials are used, they
should be similar in their physical qualities to historic materials found in the district.
Analysis: Proposed façade materials include masonry brick and limestone, and insulated metal panels or fiber
cement panels. Masonry will make up a majority of the façade.
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Findings: The proposed façade materials are appropriate for the building and were available during the
construction era (1978). Brick or other masonry will be the predominant materials, covering two-thirds of the
building. However insulated metal panels or fiber cement board, both pre-fabricated materials, are proposed on
the remaining 1/3rd of the building façade. The fiber cement board resembles a stucco type material and can be
created to resemble several textures, as can the insulated metal panels. These materials are newer and were not
necessarily prevalent during the construction of the building, but a very similar materials resembling these were.
Parking, Driveways and Sidewalks (Stevens Point Design Guidelines Sec. 4.3)
1. Parking lots, driveways, and
sidewalks shall comply with any
ordinance requirements for size and
landscaping elements as well as site
grading.
Analysis: The existing parking lot is
proposed to be completely
reconstructed within the confines of
the existing, including the driveway
and front drive aisle. Existing
Landscaping will remain and new
landscaping is required to meet the
requirements.
Findings: Existing Landscaping will remain and new landscaping is required to meet the requirements. Staff
would recommend the applicant submit an updated site plan and landscaping plan to be reviewed and approved
by the Chairperson and Designated agent. They shall also have the authority to approve minor changes to the
plans.
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 parking area will likely not be expanded, only completely reconstructed.
Findings: In order to meet the ordinance requirements the stall number may be reduced. Some vegetation exists
to screen the parking lot but additional landscaping is required. Note that a parking lot improvement permit is
required for the project.
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.
Analysis: The City’s zoning ordinance requires continuous and complete landscaping or fencing around the
parking lot.
Findings: This standard will be met.
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 parking lot is proposed to be construed with asphalt and concrete curb and walkways, similar to
the existing materials.
Findings: This standard is met.
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Given the façade has only changed slightly from the original approval, staff would recommend approval. The design
remains nearly the same and will provide improved aesthetics and beauty to the building along the City’s riverfront. In
addition, staff would recommend approving fiber cement board as an option to replace metal panels as they offer a very
similar aesthetic, assist in breaking up the façade, and offer insulation. They can be molded in many designs, yet to be
determined, but will complement the stone found on the building. Again, the fiber cement board offers improved
insulation to the façade, creating an improved housing environment and reducing operational and building construction
costs. Lastly, the parking lot improvements while not specifically identified on a site plan and landscaping plan will meet
all applicable design guidelines, as they are zoning ordinance requirements as part of the parking lot permitting
requirement. Overall, the proposed façade and property improvements should improve the longevity of the structure
and minimize the potential for future façade deterioration. Therefore, staff recommends approval of the construction of
either façade option presented at 1450 Water Street, along with the approval of fiber cement board in place of insulated
metal panels, and lastly the approval of the parking lot site plan, subject to the following conditions:
1. Applicable building permits shall be obtained and building code and zoning code be met.
2. A landscaping plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the Chairperson and designated agent.
3. Minor changes to building design, materials, and site plan shall be approved by the chairperson and designated
agent.
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Memo

Plan Staff
Community Development
City of Stevens Point
1515 Strongs Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481
Ph: (715) 346-1567 • Fax: (715) 346-1498

City of Stevens Point – Department of Community Development
To:

Historic Design Review Commission

From:

Plan Staff

Date:

11/16/2017

Re:

Pursuit of the nomination of the Clark Street – Main Street Residential Historic District on the
National Register of Historic Places as recommended in the 2011 Historic / Architectural
Intensive Survey in cooperation with the Wisconsin Historical Society’s Certified Local
Governments Grant program.

In 2011, the City of Stevens Point conducted an intensive architectural/historical survey of all properties
located within the city. The purpose of the survey project was two-fold: (1) to identify all resources
within the study area that are potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP), and (2) to provide the city and others with a comprehensive database that covers all the historic
resources within the study area.
Several individual resources were recommended for nomination to the NRHP, along with five historic
districts (see below), which encompass 190 properties. A map of the proposed districts is attached.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Church of Intercession – St. Stephen R. C. Church Historic District
Church Street Residential Historic District
Clark Street – Main Street Historic District
Pine Street – Plover Street Historic District
Sunset Fork Residential Historic District

Properties that are within national or state recognized historic districts are eligible to apply for tax
credits (up to 40% total project costs) when performing rehabilitation or restoration activities. Please
note, only property owners pursuing the use of tax credits need to meet certain design guidelines for
their rehabilitation or restoration projects. Property owners who do not pursue the use of tax credits are
not required to follow the local historic preservation design guidelines. The districts above are not
proposed to be placed on the local historic district.
The Community Development Office has elected to move forward with the nomination of historic
districts given the positive feedback and community input received at a public meeting held on May 31,
2016. A representative from the Wisconsin State Historical Society along with City staff presented the
nomination process, and program benefits to those in attendance. Nomination to the state and national
registers are done simultaneously and can take up to two years.
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Through the Certified Local Government (CLG) Sub-grant Application Evaluation Criteria, which is
administered by the Wisconsin Historical Society (WHS), the City of Stevens Point can apply for
assistance in preparing nominations to the NRHP. The City applied in 2016 for the maximum award of
$25,000 and unfortunately did not receive the funding. However recently Community Development staff
were contacted by WHS and informed that $4,000 had become available for the City to partially pursue
the nomination of the districts.
Internally staff had already pursued an estimate to pursue district nomination from the
author/contractor of the 2011 intensive architectural/historical survey which is summarized below. The
full estimate is attached.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Church of Intercession – St. Stephen R. C. Church Historic District = $3,000.00
Church Street Residential Historic District = $4,000.00
Clark Street – Main Street Historic District = $10,000.00
Pine Street – Plover Street Historic District = $6,000.00
Sunset Fork Residential Historic District = $5,000.00

Staff, along with the WHS reviewed the district above and confirmed that the Church of Intercession –
St. Stephen R. C. Church Historic District has lost integrity due to the convent demolition a few years ago
which would weaken a NRHP application. Furthermore, the largest and most expensive district (Clark
Street) may have the most intrinsic value as it includes 125 properties that could potentially benefit
from being listed on the NRHP (see attached map).
Therefore, given this opportunity, staff recommended appropriating funds in the amount of $10,000.00
to pursue the nomination of the Clark Street District. The state will handle the award of $4,000.00 to
assist with the nomination as a CLG grant, which involves reimbursement of funds after project
completion. The City is responsible for creating and releasing a Request for Proposals (RFP) to qualified
consultants before selecting one for the project. The consultant would be responsible for drafting
documents and completing the lengthy NRHP application.
In 2016, the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission, Plan Commission, followed by the
Common Council, approved pursuit of nominating five districts to the national register and apply for
assistance through the CLG program in August, 2016. Most recently, the City’s Finance Committee and
Common Council approved the appropriation of funds ($10,000) in November to pursue nominating the
Clark Street – Main Street Historic District, which has led staff to create and release and request for
proposals from qualified consultants. The timeline for the CLG grant with the WHS is tight, given they
required a signed Memorandum of Agreement as soon as possible.
No action by the Historic Preservation / Design Review Commission is needed at this time, however any
input and discussion by the Commission is welcomed. The Commission may also play a role in other
stages of the project as it progresses.

Page 2 of 2

