AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION /
DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION
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Members:

Chairperson Lee Beveridge
Alderperson Tori Jennings
Mary McComb
Tim Siebert
Sarah Scripps
Joseph Debauche (Alternate 1)
Eric McFarland (Alternate 2)
Location:

Police Department Room 122
933 Michigan Avenue
Stevens Point, WI 54481

Date and Time: June 5, 2019
2:00 PM

1. Call to Order
Discussion and Possible Action on the Following:
2. Report of the March 6, 2019 meeting

pages 2-4

3. Request from Paradise Solutions Inc. for design review to install a garage door on the west façade of the building at
pages 5-14
1043 Union Street (Parcel ID 281240832200116)
4. Request from Central Wisconsin Children’s Museum for design review to install a stucco material on west façade of
the building which adjoins the neighboring building, at 1100 Main Street (Parcel ID 281240832202939) pages 15-23
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
March 06, 2019 – 2:00 PM
Police Department, Room 122
933 Michigan Avenue, Stevens Point, WI 54481

PRESENT: Chairperson Beveridge, Alderperson Jennings, Commissioner Siebert, Commissioner Woehr,
and Commissioner Debauche.
ALSO PRESENT: Director Ostrowski, Secretary Mohr, Alderperson Nebel, Joe Bachman, Brandi Makuski,
Mark Kordus, Mary Ann Laszewski, and Greg Wright.
INDEX:
1. Call to Order
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report of the February 6 and 13, 2019 meetings
3. Request from the City of Stevens Point to create a downtown trash receptacle/planter artwork
program
4. Adjourn

1. Call to Order
Present: Beveridge, Jennings, Siebert, Woehr, Debauche,
Excused: Scripps
Absent: McFarland
Discussion and possible action on the following:
2. Report of the February 6 and 13, 2019 meetings
Director Ostrowski stated Commissioner Debauche had a vote due to the absence of two
commissioners.
Commissioner Woehr inquired if he should abstain from the agenda item as he had not been
present for the February 13th meeting; however he noted that he had watched the video.
No concerns were stated with proceeding to vote.
Motion by Commissioner Siebert to approve the report of the February 6 and 13, 2019 HP/DRC;
seconded by Chairperson Beveridge
Motion carried 5-0.
3. Request from the City of Stevens Point to create a downtown trash receptacle/planter artwork
program
Director Ostrowski noted that the item had previously been on the agenda, with some discussion
occurring during the last meeting. Since then staff had gone back to revisit the program based on
the feedback provided. He noted that Greg Wright from CREATE Portage County, and Mark Kordus,
Neighborhood Improvement Coordinator for the Community Development Department, were in
attendance to answer any additional questions or concerns. The ultimate goal, he stated, was to use
the program as a way to bring residents and visitors to the Downtown. Changes to the program had
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been outlined in the staff packet, and commissioners had several comments regarding the request
as described below:

1. Inquiry to whether the trash receptacles were already in place, if they were city-owned, and
if they were movable, to which staff confirmed yes to all.
2. Concern with the overall request, stating that the HP/DRC did not have the authority to
review the request as the receptacles and planters did not fall under the category of a
building or structure. It was also noted that a request regarding Emerson Park had gone
before the Public Works Department, but it should have also come before the HP/DRC.
3. Inquiry as to whether business owners had been contacted, to which staff noted that they
had not been as the program had not been officially finalized or established.
4. Positive comments regarding the addition of a selection committee.
5. Continued concern stated with quality of artwork that could be produced, especially with
the strict design aesthetics of the Downtown. They referred to a previous public mural
installation that had been approved, but that had not turned out as stated.
6. Inquiry as to who would cover the costs of repainting the receptacles and planters if the
program did not excel or if the artwork was poor.
7. Suggestion of a trial period of one year, and having the program reevaluated to address any
issues, to which staff stated a willingness to move forward as a trial.
8. Asked if the selection process for public art and commissioned work could be explained, to
which Mr. Wright provided.
9. Inquiry as to how the success of the program would be measured, to which Mr. Wright
indicated that they had several ways of tracking success, such as through social media, and
trends seen by the Portage County Business Council, and the Downtown Council.
10. Commented on the portion that outlined that the winning piece would be made permanent,
to which Mr. Wright noted that it was just one thought in how they could run the program
and was not set in stone.
11. Comment that many communities went through the efforts of hiding or masking the bins,
and if what they were doing to bring them out would be appropriate, to which Mr. Wright
explained the benefits of having public engagement activities for the community.
There was a brief discussion on whether the HP/DRC had the authority to review the request, and
why it was ultimately important for the commission to review it.
Greg Wright, CREATE Portage County, provided the following comments in regards to stated
concerns:
1. The total number of bins had been reduced to allow for better quality control.
2. CREATE would provide some of their own resources to the program, as well as repaint bins
as needed.
3. Program would be revaluated every year to address issues.
4. Provided a summary of events for a previously approved interactive mural.
5. Stated an openness to a trial program, noting that CREATE would provide volunteer and
labor efforts.
6. Statement of benefits of incorporating historic preservation with the modern day.
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Alderperson Nebel commended the efforts of attempting to attract more people to the Downtown,
however she also stated concern with the quality of the artwork that may be produced. She agreed
that the HP/DRC should have purview over the request.

Mary Ann Laszewski stated that the planters were already presenting a positive aesthetic with the
flowers, noting that artwork may make them look too busy. Additionally, constant painting could
cause maintenance concerns. Alderperson Jennings noted Ms. Laszewski’s comment as a valid point,
stating that the horticulturalists provided their professionalism for the planters, and the example
images provided did not do their work justice.
Mark Kordus, Neighborhood Improvement Coordinator for the Community Development
Department, explained that the examples provided stemmed from a quick Google image search and
were not meant to convey a final product. He outlined the benefits of having a low cost, high reward
program that could bring people downtown, as well as include residents in more public engagement
activities.
Commissioner Debauche made a motion to approve the request from the City of Stevens Point to
create a downtown trash receptacle/planter artwork program with the following;
1. The first year may only focus on the trash receptacles. Planters are to be excluded.
2. Artwork must be removed or repainted if it does not meet program guidelines.
3. The program must be revisited within one year for additional review.
seconded by Commissioner Siebert
Motion carried 4-1, with Commissioner Woehr voting in the negative.
4. Adjourn.
Meeting adjourned at 2:48 PM.
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Administrative Staff Report
Paradise Solutions Inc.
Design Review Request
1043 Union Street
May 31, 2019
Applicant(s):
• Nick Busa
Staff:
• Michael Ostrowski, Director
mostrowski@stevenspoint.com
• Kyle Kearns, Associate Planner
kkearns@stevenspoint.com
Parcel Number(s):
• 281240832200116
Zone(s):
• "B-2” Central Business Transition
District
Master Plan:
• Downtown District
Council District:
• District 1 – Jennings
Lot Information:

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

Request
Request from Paradise Solutions Inc. for design review to install a garage door
on the west façade of the building at 1043 Union Street (Parcel ID
281240832200116)
Attachment(s)
• Application
• Photos
• Renderings
City Official Design Review / Historic District
• Downtown Design Review District

Staff Recommendation
Approve the request to install a garage door as proposed at 1043 Union
Street, subject to the following conditions:
1. The garage door match exactly with the existing garage door, in design,
size, and color.
2. The Chairperson and Designated Agent shall have the authority to
approve minor changes to the project.

• Actual Frontage: 228 feet
• Effective Frontage: 228 feet
• Effective Depth: 132 feet
• Square Footage: 12,632.4
• Acreage: 0.290
Structure Information:
• Year Built: 1950 (64 yrs)
• Number of Stories: 1
Current Use:
• Office
Applicable Regulations:
•
•

Chapter 22
Downtown Design Guidelines
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Scope of Work
The applicant is requesting to install a second garage door on the west façade of 1043 Union Street. Previously, the
applicant received design review approval and a façade grant to perform major restoraction activities to the building in
September, 2014. The previous improvements are listed below.
2014 Façade Improvements & Activities:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Install 23 white vinyl exterior windows of varying designs and sizes.
Install one single glass door with dark bronze framing, along with two pairs of steel opaque doors.
Install a 10' x 9' insulated white garage door with glass inserts on the top panels and opener
Pressure wash, caulk and paint the exterior block façade
Install aluminum fascia board and soffit around the exterior of the building

The second door is proposed to the left of the existing, as shown in the renderings below.
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Proposed

All proposed improvement or renovation must obtain Historic Preservation / Design Review approval.

Standards of Review
Design Guidelines
The following standards would apply to this request:
Windows & Doors
1. Retain and preserve historic windows and
doors. All elements associated with historic
windows and doors should be retained and
preserved including frames, trim, sashes,
muntins, glass, lintels, shutters, and
hardware.
Analysis: Three windows exist within the
western façade, to the left of the existing
garage door. The proposed garage would
remove the three windows and replace
them with a matching garage door as
shown above.
Findings: This building is unique in that it has recently been transformed, especially the west façade (see photos
below). Furthermore, it previously operated as a manufacturing use and now is primarily used for office. However
the business has several vehicles and limited parking onsite, and therefore has suggested the addition of a second
garage door would help meet their needs. The photos below also show that significant changes to the historic
window openings and entryways have been made in the past, therefore, any historical integrity has diminished.
Furthermore, the previous façade grant and design review approval in 2014 was based on the premise that the
Page 3 of 5
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recent renovation did not fully mirror the design guidelines, however, it significantly positively impacted the
neighborhood. Additionally, a more historically accurate and use specific garage door that did not resemble a
residential garage door was recommended previously. Staff feels similar about the new request, in that the removal
of three windows and installation of another garage door would not be detrimental to the district or building due to
the recent building’s transformation, and limited historic character.
3. If replacement of a window or door unit is necessary, the new unit should be replaced to match the original in size,
scale, material, detail, pane and/or panel configurations. Exterior aluminum clad is permitted to be installed on new
wooden windows.
Analysis: Three windows are proposed to be replaced on the west façade with a garage door closely matching the
original. Note the windows are vinyl and surrounded by cement block.
Findings: Again, while the window openings exist and provide aesthetics to the western façade, they are not
necessarily a character defining element of the building. Furthermore, given the current use, and lot and building
configuration, a second garage is appropriate, and is fitting for the manufacturing style building. Staff would
recommend the second garage door match exactly with the existing garage door, in design, size, and color.
11. Introduction of new window and door openings into the principal elevations of a structure is not recommended. If
permitted, new openings should be proportionally the same as existing openings and should have matching sash,
glass, sills, frames, casings, and muntin patterns.
Analysis: The applicant is proposing to expand the window openings to accommodate another garage door along
the western façade.
Findings: The building has transformed significantly over the years, which is evident when looking at the historic
photo below. Furthermore, the building had little architectural elements and details, because of its simple
construction and manufacturing use. Therefore, a garage door as proposed is fitting for the manufacturing designed
building and should not reduce any historical significance of the building or within the district. Furthermore,
replacing the windows with a garage door will not remove any historically relevant character defining features.
After review and based on findings mentioned above, staff recommends approving the design review request to
install a garage door on the west façade at 1043 Union Street with the conditions outlined above.

Building Images

2014 - South Façade Before

2014 - East Façade Before
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2014 - West Façade Before

2014 - West Façade Garage Before

South & East Façade – 1970's
West Entrance Presently
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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)

I Date Submitted

Application #
Associated Permits or
Applications (if any)

I Date Reviewed

Decision
Notes:

I

Assigned case

I

Staff Signature

Manager
Pre-Application
Conference Date

APPLICANT/CONTACT INFORMATION
APPLICANT INFORMATION

CONTACT INFORMATION (Same as Applicant?

Applicant Name

Paradise Solutions Inc.

Contact Name

Address

1043 Union St.

Address

City, State, Zip

Stevens Point, WI 54481

City, State, Zip

Telephone

715.254.0679

Telephone

Fax

liJI

Fax

nick.busa@psolit.com

Email

Email

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

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD 2 INFORMATION (If Needed)

Owner's Name

13 Investments LLC.

Owner's Name

Address

1043 Union St.

Address

City, State, Zip

Stevens Point, WI 54481

City, State, Zip

Telephone

715.254.0679

Telephone
Fax

Fax

nick.busa@13investments.com

Email

Email

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

28124083220116

I

Parcel 2

I

I

Parcel 3

I

Legal Description of Subject Property

1043 Union Street

Area of Subject Property (Acres/Sq Ftl

J

I
Application for Design Review

Area of Building or Structure (Sq Ft)

10,000
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•

Current zoning District(s)

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

Central Business Transition
Designated Future Land Use Category

I Current Use of Property
Office Building
I

TIF District VI

I Proposed Use of Property
I

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)

I'd like to add a garage door. I currently only have 1 garage door into our shop. I have 2 support pillars
in the middle of the shop, limiting movement of vehicles. If I had another garage door I could use the
middle section of the shop for vehicles, to keep them covered instead of sitting outside.
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. Only change would be instead of 3 frosted windows on the wall, a garage door that looks like the
other garage door would be there.

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

Yes, the garage door would stay consistent with the building design. White door with windows, like the
other garage door.

Does the proposed work conform to the objectives of the historic preservation plan for said district (if any)? Explain you answer.

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 WWlll,ll!lll!l!Yl!!Zlat-com) Exolaln you answer.

EXHIBITS
Letter to District Alderperson (www.stevens112int.com lDirectooo
Photographs of Building or Structure
Renderings or Elevations
Site Plan (for additions, and new construction)

□
0
0
0

Additional Exhibits If Any (Ust):

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

Application for Design Review

Date

Date
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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:

5/31/2019

Re:

Request from Central Wisconsin Children’s Museum for design review to install a stucco
material on west façade of the building which adjoins the neighboring building, at 1100 Main
Street (Parcel ID 281240832202939)

The Central Wisconsin Children’s Museum recently received approval to install a roof membrane on the
west façade of the building which adjoins the neighboring building at 1100 Main Street, subject to the
following conditions:
1. Deteriorated brick and block along the west wall shall be repaired by a professional mason,
upon which the designated agent shall inspect and confirm.
2. Type N mortar shall be used when filling brick joints, matching in color and texture of the
existing mortar.
3. Metal flashing that is in disrepair, such as the wall cap, shall be replaced along the wall with a
metal flashing matching the existing.
4. The roof membrane shall terminate at the top of the west wall, underneath the metal wall cap.
5. The roof membrane shall terminate on the sides of the west wall and shall not be permitted to
wrap onto the north and south facade.
After the completion of the tuckpointing, the applicant provided the following photographs of the work.
Staff have also provided photographs of the area prior to tuckpointing.

Before

After
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After

Before

Before

After

Before

After

It appears that a stucco type material was applied to the entire wall. This treatment method does not
match the approved tuckpointing defined below.
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Tuck-point: to finish (the mortar joints between bricks or stones) with a narrow ridge of putty or fine
lime mortar.
Source www.merriam-webster.com
Moreover, condition two above requires type N mortar to be used rather than putty or caulk. Therefore,
the applicant has requested another review by the Commission to discuss this further. They have also
indicated that miscommunication occurred between the contractor. Lastly, the applicant has indicated
that the original intent to cover the masonry with a roofing membrane will still be pursued once the
masonry issue is resolved.
Upon review, staff would note the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The stucco application has likely filled in mortar gaps and cracks in the masonry units.
The stucco application does not reflect a historically relevant improvement. Masonry units
should be maintained via conventional tuckpointing methods.
The wall is only slightly visible from the north and south side of the building, thus making it
difficult to distinguish the brick and block façade.
A tan roofing material, covering masonry units, would not cover or hide any architectural
elements and should not reduce the historical integrity of the building.
The final rubber membrane application proposed may be difficult to distinguish, especially given
the proposed tan color which matches the existing stone color.
If the building is ever restored to an original state, the stucco application is not easily removed
and may limit restoration.

In conclusion, while staff recommended approval of the original request to cover masonry units with a
roof membrane, staff had concerns that leaving the masonry in a deteriorated state would potentially
negatively affect the integrity of the wall, especially if covered. Therefore, the tuckpointing condition
was recommended. Furthermore, as stated in the original review, the wall covering would likely not
reduce the historic character of the building. Likewise, the stucco application does not reduce the
historic character or relevance of the building, given its location near the roof, and its limited visibility.
Yet, it is not an application that is recommended for masonry units. Furthermore, the application is likely
difficult to remove and may cause further damage to masonry. Therefore, staff would recommend to
approve the masonry application and permit the roof membrane installation as originally proposed.
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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)

I Date Submitted I

Application #

Assigned Case
Manager

Associated Permits or
Applications (if any)

Pre-Application
Conference Date

I Date Reviewed I

Decision

Staff Signature

Notes:

APPLICANT/CONTACT INFORMATION
CONTACT INFORMATION (Same as Applicant?

APPLICANT INFORMATION
Applicant Name

Central WI Children's Museum

Contact Name

Address

1100 Main St

Address

City, State, Zip

Stevens Point, WI 54481

City, State, Zip

Telephone

(715)344-2003

Telephone

Fax

Ii])

Sandy Williams

Fax

sandy@cwchildrensmuseum.org

Email

Email

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

[ii)

PROPERTY OWNER OF RECORD 2 INFORMATION (If Needed)

Owner's Name

Owner's Name

Address

Address

City, State, Zip

City, State, Zip

Telephone

Telephone

Fax

Fax

Email

Email

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

Parcel 2

1100 Main St, 281-24-0832202939

I

Parcel 3

I

legal Description of Subject Property

LOT 5.1 CSM#3886- 13-244 BNG PRT BLK 29 VAL BROWN ADD S32 T24 R8 ESMT AGRMT-493/539
746973
Area of Subject Property (Acres/Sq Ft)

.230 acres

Application for Design Review

I Area of Building or Structure (Sq Ft)
20,160sqft
I
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Current Historic District(s) - Local, State, National

Current Zoning District(s)

District 1
Designated Future Land Use Category

Mathias Mitchell Historic District

I Proposed Use of Property
I

I Current Use of Property
Commercial
I

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)

(1.The west facing masonry wall (5' tall) of said building, which is above the roof line of Point Housing,
1052 main st. Stevens Point, Wi. (2. See attached PDF drawing. (3. Installation Sometime in Winter of
2018/2019
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.

Currently the masonry wall is a patchwork of blocks and colors. Not for architectural design, but simply to fill in holes,
and broken parts that happened over the years. It appears to have been behind another wall in earlier years. This tan
membrane would require a constant color, and from a distance would appear like a any painted masonry wall.
Does the proposed work match and harmonize with the external appearance of adjacent neighboring improvements. Explain your answer.

Yes. The tan/brown fits in with the color scheme of said building.

Does the proposed work conform to the objectives of the historic preservation plan for said district (if any)? Explain you answer.

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.stevenseoint.com) Explain you answer.

The material to be used will be tan to blend in with the existing colors of the building.

EXHIBITS
Letter to District Alderperson (www.stevenseoint.comlDirecto!'.lr'.)
Photographs of Building or Structure
Renderings or Elevations

0
0
0

Additional Exhibits If Any (List):

□

Site Plan (for additions, and new construction)

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

Application for Design Review

Date

Signature of Property Owner(s)

Date
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PRODUCT DATA SHEET

DURO-LAST® 40-MIL MEMBRANE
Advantages:
Duro-Last® 40-Mil (DL40) membrane is an excellent
choice for projects requiring a long lasting, energy
efficient roofing membrane. The membrane is
available in prefabricated sections or as roll goods. A
complete line of custom prefabricated accessories is
available for the DL40 membrane.
Description:
DL40 membrane is composed of PVC film laminated
to both sides of a reinforcement fabric (weft-inserted
scrim).
Duro-Last membranes must not be used with
Duro-Last EV membranes.
PVC Film - Proprietary thermoplastic PVC
formulation of resins, plasticizers, stabilizers,
biocides, flame retardants, and U.V. absorbents.
The same PVC film is used on both sides of the
scrim.

Cool Roof Rating Council (CRRC)1
Solar
Thermal
Reflectance
Emittance
Initial
3-yr
Initial
3-yr
White
0.88
0.68
0.87
0.84
Tan
0.39
0.33
0.89
0.89
Gray
0.47
0.40
0.89
0.89
Dark Gray
0.26
0.25
0.88
0.89
1
Duro-Last’s CRRC Product ID: 0610.

 PVC film above weft-inserted scrim – 17 mil
Weft-Inserted Scrim - An 18 x 14 polyester fabric
construction with weft insertion, composed of 840 x
1000 denier threads, provides superior tear and
puncture resistance. The polyester thread is treated
to prevent wicking.

LEED & LEED-EB Credits - White DL40 membrane
alone can obtain 1 credit in either U.S. Green
Building Council’s LEED or LEED-EB programs. In
combination with other design criteria the membrane
may help attain other credits.

Total Thickness – 40 mil, nominal.
Weight – 0.22 lb. per square foot.
Colors – White, tan, gray and dark gray.
R-Value – 0.1 ft2·°F·hr/Btu.
Available Configurations:
Prefabricated Sections - DL40 is available in
prefabricated sections up to 2,500 sq. ft. with a
maximum 100 ft. in either dimension.
Roll Good – Typical Dimensions
Length
Roll Area
(max.)
64 inches
150 ft.
795 sq. ft.
48 inches
150 ft.
600 sq. ft.
32 inches
150 ft.
400 sq. ft.
16 inches
150 ft.
200 sq. ft.
1
Assuming 6 inch overlap.
Width

Approx.
Weight
176 lb.
132 lb.
88 lb.
44 lb.

Approx.
1
Coverage
725 sq. ft.
525 sq. ft.
325 sq. ft.
125 sq. ft.

Energy Efficiency:
White DL40 membrane is an excellent product for
complying with California Title 24, LEED® and other
energy efficiency programs requiring the use of a
highly reflective roof membrane. It is an ENERGY
STAR® qualified product.

www.duro-last.com

Solar Reflective
Index (SRI)
Initial
3-yr
111
82
43
35
54
45
26
25

LEED Credit Category
Sustainable Sites Credit 7.2
Heat Island Effect: Roof

Duro-Last Attribute
Solar Reflective Index (SRI)
SRI = 111

LEED-EB Credit Category
Sustainable Sites Credit 6.2
Heat Island Effect: Roof

Duro-Last Attribute
ENERGY STAR Qualified
Thermal Emittance = 0.87

Warranty:
The following warranties are available for projects
utilizing DL40 membrane. Contact Duro-Last for
warranty details.
Available Warranties
Supreme

15-YR NDL

Ultra

15-YR High Wind

Basic

15-YR NDL

Residential

15-YR Material Only

1

1 of 2

1

1
1

Excludes consequential damage coverage.

800-248-0280

Duro-Last, “World’s Best Roof” and Duro-Bond are registered marks owned by Duro-Last, Inc.
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Codes and Standards:
Underwriters Laboratories (US & Canada), FM Approvals, ICC-ES (ESR-1660), Canadian Construction Materials
Centre (CCMC 13299-L), State of Florida, Miami-Dade County, Texas Department of Insurance.
Storage:
Store rolls lengthwise on pallets. Use tarps to keep rolls dry.
Membrane Attachment:
Mechanically Fastened – DL40 membrane may be mechanically attached to a variety of roof deck and wall
materials. An appropriate slip sheet or cover board may be required. Refer to the Duro-Last Mechanically
Fastened Systems Specification for prefabricated system requirements. If using roll goods, refer to the Roll
Good Mechanically Fastened Systems Specification.
Duro-Bond® System – The Duro-Bond system (induction weld) may be used to attach DL40 membrane. Refer
to the Duro-Last Duro-Bond System Specification for system requirements.
Adhered – DL40 membrane may be adhered to a variety of properly prepared roof decks, walls, cover boards
and insulations. Refer to the Duro-Last Adhered Systems Specification for system requirements.
Physical Properties:
DL40 membrane has been subjected to the tests required by ASTM 4434 “Standard Specification for Poly (Vinyl
Chloride) Sheet Roofing” and has been classified as a Type IV, internally reinforced sheet. The results of each
test are listed below.
Physical Property

Test Method

Result

Typical Value
0.040 in. (40 mil), nominal

Overall Thickness

ASTM D751

 0.036 in.

PASS

Thickness Over Scrim

ASTM D7635

 0.016 in.

PASS

0.017 in. (17 mil)

ASTM D751 Grab Method

 275 lbf./in.

PASS

355 x 441 lbf./in.

Elongation

ASTM D751 Grab Method

 25%

PASS

28% x 31%

Seam Strength

ASTM D 751 Grab Method

 330 lbf.
(75% of Breaking Strength.)

PASS

360 lbf.

Tear Strength

ASTM D751 Procedure B

 90 lbf.

PASS

125 x 136 lbf.

Low Temp. Bend

ASTM D2136

Must pass at -40 F.

PASS

PASS

Heat Aging

ASTM D3045

Conditioned for 56 days in oven
maintained at 176 F.

PASS

PASS

Accelerated Aging

ASTM G154
(formerly G53)

5,000 hours total test time.
Irradiance level of 0.68 W/m2-nm.
Cycle: 8 hours at 145 F,
4 hours condensation at 122 F

PASS

PASS

Dimensional Stability

ASTM D1204

Conditioned for 6 hours in oven
maintained at 176 F.
Allowable change: ≤ 0.5%

PASS

-0.45% x -0.40%

Water Absorption

ASTM D570

Immersed in water at 158 F
for 168 hours.
Allowable weight change: ≤ 3%

PASS

2.6%

Static Puncture

ASTM D5602

 33 lbf.

PASS

56 lbf.

Dynamic Puncture

ASTM 5635

 14.7 ft-lbf. (20 J)

PASS

 14.7 ft-lbf. (20 J)

Breaking Strength

1

1

1

1

1

ASTM 4434 Requirement

Typical values are shown for both machine and cross machine directions. The machine direction results are listed first.

Additional Tests
Fungi Resistance

ASTM G-21

No sustained growth or discoloration

Moisture Vapor Transmission

ASTM E96, Proc. B, Method A

< 0.35 U.S. perms

ICC~

@

Report
ESR-1660

~

"---11111111·
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CITY OF STEVENS POINT

The Historic Preservation/ Design Review Commission of the City of Stevens Point in conformance
with Chapter 22 and the City 's adopted Design Guidelines hereby grants permission for work to
be performed on the premises listed below in accordance with the approved plans and conditions:

OWNER: Central Wisconsin Children's Museum Inc.

PREMISE: 1100 Main Street (parcel ID 281240832202939)

APPLICANT: Same as above

HP /DRC APPROVAL DATE:January9, 2019

WORK APPROVED: Install a roof membrane on the west fa~ade of the building which adjoins the neighboring building
Conditions of Approval:
1. Deteriorated brick and block along the west wall shall be repaired by a professional mason, upon which the designated agent shall
inspect and confirm.
2. Type N mortar shall be used when filling brick joints, matching in color and texture of the existing mortar.
3. Metal flashing that is in disrepair, such as the wall cap, shall be replaced along the wall with a metal flashing matching the existing.
4. The roof membrane shall terminate at the top of the west wall, underneath the metal wall cap.
5. The roof membrane shall terminate on the sides of the west wall and shall not be permitted to wrap onto the north and south
facade.

a

STEVENS·POINT
~~

***Any Additional Work
Will Require Separate
Design Review***

G~1E\\W 101HE PL~ERIES

This certificate does not suffice as a

~,--:-'.I

The City of Stevens Point Community Development Department herby issue this design review
certificate to the above applicant for activities described above.

Changes to the above project or

conditions specified shall receive approval prior to commencement from the City of Stevens Point
Community Development Department and/or the Historic Preservation Design / Review Commission.

building permit. All applicable building
permits shall be obtained meeting City
ord i nance .

Issuer:

Date: (Y / - ~)) - t c;
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