
Landmark Commission       City Building
222 Meigs Street 
Sandusky, Ohio 44870 

    October 17th, 2018 
1ST FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

4:30 P.M. 

AGENDA 

1. Meeting called to order – Roll Call

2. Approval of the minutes

3. Bob Hare has submitted an application for repair details for 125 E. Water
Street- Biemiller Building.

4. Other Business

5. Adjournment
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Landmark Commission 
September 26th, 2018 

“DRAFT” Meeting Minutes 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 4:00PM.  The following members were present: 
Mr. Jon Lawrence, Chairman Michael Zuilhof, Mr. Joe Galea, Mr. Griffith, and Ms. Nikki Llyod. 
Mr. Greg Voltz and Ms. Angela Byington represented the Planning Department; Mr. Trevor 
Hayberger represented the Law Department; and Casey Sparks, Clerk There were 5 voting 
members present. 

Mr. Griffith moved to accept the minutes from September 26th, 2018, Mr. Lawrence second the 
motion.  

Mr. Zuilhof stated that the applicant, Briana Metzger, on behalf of the City of Sandusky, has 
submitted an application for exterior signage for City Hall at 240 Columbus Ave.  

Ms. Byington stated that she will give a staff presentation then Chuck Tackett from Marous 
Brothers is present to answer any questions and Briana Metzger from RLR Associates is 
available over the phone line for any technical questions.  

Ms. Byington presented that the City is requesting approval for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
for exterior signage for city hall.  This would be including a large city hall identification sign, 
numerous informational and addressing signs.  This evening the commission will review the city 
hall signage that will be constructed of channel letters and is approximately 12 square feet.  
The letters are painted black aluminum, the front letter is opaque and there is a letter cut out 
behind this.  The LED lighting is placed on the front letter and is shining onto the back letter.  
The two cut outs are enclosed, what is translucent is the back letter and a very narrow portion 
of the sign which is connecting the front to the back.  The applicant has provided a rendering of 
what the full sign could look like illuminated at night.  The property is within the historic district 
and staff has reviewed it based on the Secretary of Interior Standards and is recommending 
approval.  Ms. Byington discussed the sections of the Secretary of Interior Standards used when 
reviewing the application; such as the sign has simple graphics, simple color, and is an 
externally lit sign. One important factor to keep in mind is that it is city owned and can be 
dimmed down if needed.  Another important factor to keep in mind is there has already been 
other back lit signs that have been approved.  Staff also provided a letter from Sharon Trsek 
which reviewed the historic guidelines for signage from the Secretary of Interior Standards and 
discussed how the sign met these standards.  Ms. Trsek stated that the graphics are very easy 
to read and stylistically appropriate. The sign is being placed on the marquee which works 
architecturally and symbolically.  The sign fits the scale of the building, the placement is 
historically accurate, and the lighting does not over power the design.   
Ms. Byington stated that staff does believe that this sign meets the Secretary of Interior 
Standards.   
Mr. Griffith stated that she would like to hear the description of the sign from Ms. Metzger.  
Mr. Zuilhof asked if the sign will be opaque on the front and back and translucent on the side. 
Brianna Metzger, RLR Associates, stated the back of the front letters will be an acrylic opaque 
white.  The illuminating white acrylic back would be 1/2 inch thick, and would be ½ inch off set 
around aluminum channel.  
Mr. Zuilhof ask if the back would be opaque as well.  
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Ms. Metzger stated that the front and the back of the front letter are both opaque and back 
letter is translucent white.  
Mr. Lawrence asked the color of the sides.  
Ms. Metzger stated they are white as well, what you will see from the front face of the sign will 
be a nice halo with an edge effect.  
Chuck Tackett, Marous Brothers, explained the side elevation stating that it will be mostly 
opaque on the sides and translucent on the back.  
Ms. Lloyd ask about the Section detail, asking if the right or left side is facing out.  
Ms. Byington explained the left side is facing out and the lights will be shinning off the front 
onto the back.  The LED lights will be shinning back onto the translucent white on the back.   
Mr. Griffith stated that the intent is to set the dark letters off in relief to the lit translucent back 
ground.  
Ms. Lloyd stated that the example given within the packet appears to be much thicker than 
what is being proposed.  
Ms. Byington stated that this is correct and stated the Commission may want to condition the 
approval to state that the majority of the sign is opaque for review of future applications.  
Mr. Zuilhof stated that this could be argued that it is an internally lit letter but not to the spirit 
of the regulations. This is more of a backlit letter and we are solid ground and not setting a 
precedence.  
Mr. Griffith stated that the key to this application is that it is off set from the building, it is on an 
offset awning, rather than on the building.  This is the critical issue that makes this acceptable.  
Mr. Galea moved to approve the applicant for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed 
sign; Mr. Griffith seconded the motion.  
With no further discussion the motion passed with a vote of 5/0.  

Ms. Lloyd motioned to adjourn the meeting; Mr. Lawrence seconded the motion.  The meeting 
was adjourned at 4:17pm 

___________________________ ___________________________ 

Casey Sparks, Clerk  Michael Zuilhof, Chairman   
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City of Sandusky, Ohio 
Landmark Commission Report 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Robert W. Hare has submitted an application, on behalf of Renaissance Too LLC, for exterior 
renovations to the Biemiller Buidling located at 125 E Water Street. The following information is 
relevant to this application: 

Applicant: Renaissance Too LLC 
PO Box 1070 
Sandusky, Ohio 44871-1070 

Project:   Comprehensive Exterior Renovations 

Site Location: 125 E Water Street 

Zoning:  “DBD”/Downtown Business District 

Existing Uses: Vacant 

Proposed Uses: Office/Residential 
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SITE D ESCRIPTION 

 

125 E Water Street 
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125 E Water Street 

DIVISION OF PLANNING COMMENT S 

The property located at 125 E Water Street is located within the Downtown Sandusky Commercial 
Historic District. Per Chapter 1161 Landmark Preservation any property that is on the National 
Register or located within a national historic district is required to seek a Certificate of 
Appropriateness from the Landmarks Commission for any renovations or additions.  The property 
was recently awarded Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits through the Ohio Development 
Services Agency (ODSA).  However, the state is currently reviewing the new plan and should soon 
determine if the revised project meets historic guidelines.    

The applicant, Robert Hare, has provided an application to do extensive restoration work on the 
Biemiller Building after it was severely damaged during a storm July 26th, 2018.  
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The building previously received a Certificate of Appropriateness for renovations on July 18th, 2018 
which included a complete restoration of the exterior of the property.  This application is meant as 
an update, and as a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to perform exterior renovations to 
rebuild the structure and complete the original project. 

The applicant intends to remove additional brick on both the east and west sides of the building, to 
the point where a common stable brick line is established.  At that point, a bond beam would be 
installed and the wall would be rebuilt with concrete block wall and reinforced with rebar.  Once 
completed a new roof structure, deck, insulation, and membrane will be installed atop the masonry 
walls.  

Staff has concern with the amount of the walls that are being rebuilt with concreted and EIFS versus 
brick.  The applicant has submitted his architect’s architectural narrative providing the reasoning for 
the materials.  

A point of note is that windows that previously existed on the east and west walls were blown out 
during the storm and irreparably damaged. With that, current fire and building code prohibits 
replacing the windows. 

In addition there will be new structural steel ties placed into the southeast corner of the façade to 
reduce the amount of separation that has occurred between the façade and the rest of the structure.  

The center of the roof will be completely rebuilt between the existing north and south trusses that 
have been saved. The new section of roof will not be noticeable from the public way, but will have a 
different pitch than what was previously constructed.  As before any utilities on the rooftop will not 
be noticeable from the public way.  

The front doors were more severely damaged that previously described due to the storm, but they 
will be saved and restored. 

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recognizes that the applicant is taking great care to follow guidelines set forth by the Secretary 
of Interior Standards in relation to the damage done by the July storm. In regards to the exterior of 
the structure the Secretary of the Interior Standards state that it is desired that original components 
are identified, retrained and preserved.  However if necessary components are able to be repaired and 
replaced.  The applicant tends to properly rebuild and save the structure, when able, repairing when 
possible, and cleaning and repairing exterior wood, metal, and other components. 

In conclusions, staff recommends a discussion occur at Landmark Commission in regard to the 
project specifically to the new building materials.  The applicant has asked that Landmarks 
Commission approve the project contingent on the States approval and conditions. Staff believes 
further discussion is needed in order to consider this request and that discussion can occur at the 
meeting.  



REPAIR NARRATIVE 

125 E. WATER ST., SANDUSKY, OH  44870 

Background 

On July 26, 2018 a strong thunderstorm caused damage to the subject building, as well as several 

others.  Damage included collapse of the roof, and portions of the east and west brick support walls to 

be dislodged and fall outward.  No damage to the third-floor structure of the subject building resulted.  

After the storm damage, it was discovered that the west brick wall was not constructed consistently 

with three wythes of brick.  The northern and southern extents of the west wall are three wythes of 

brick and the center portion of the wall is two wythes of brick.  This presents a challenge in how the 

west wall can be repaired.  In addition, it has become apparent that the brick exposed on the west wall 

after the adjacent building wall was demolished exposed the brick to conditions that it was neither 

intended, nor able to withstand over time.  A memorandum by the architect, and a narrative by the 

structural engineer explaining the technical basis for the design is provided to support the need for the 

repair approach provided below.  The detailed repair drawings are also provided. 

Description of Repairs 

Both the east and west walls will require removal of additional brick to points where sold brick and 

mortar are present.  Once this is done, a bond beam will be installed between the north and south 

extremes of the lowest common stable brick course that is established.  The location of the bond beam 

relative to the brick wythes at the west wall must be based on the location of the controlling two wythe 

brick portion.  At the west wall, this will result in the new block wall being located on top of the two 

available wythes of brick at the center portion of the wall.  At the east party wall, which is a consistent 

three wythes of brick, the block wall will be installed at the outside two wythes to provide structural 

support for the adjoining building’s roof repairs.   Once the base bond beams are in place, a reinforced 

concrete block wall will be installed on top of the bond beam.  The ends of the block wall will be tied 

into the existing brick wall with rebar reinforcing.  At the west wall there will be an intermediate bond 

beam, then a top course bond beam.  On the east wall there will be a lower and top bond beam since 

the east wall damage did not propagate as far down into the existing brick wall.  Once the new 

reinforced block walls are in place a new roof structure, deck, insulation, and membrane will be installed 

atop the masonry walls.  Note that windows that previously existed within the east and west walls were 

destroyed in the storm.  Current building code (fire separation) prohibits replacing these windows.  The 

exterior of the east wall above the adjacent building will be finished with an Exterior Insulation Finishing 

System (EIFS) as existed prior to the storm damage except it will be colored to match the brick color that 

was present. The exterior of the west wall will be finished with an EIFS application that is also colored to 

match the existing brick. 

During inspection by the structural engineer procured to design the repairs, it was noted that the front 

façade is beginning to “pull away” at the storefront cornice.  This is evidenced by several cracks in brick 

at the southwest corner of the west wall.  A “shear wall” structure will be constructed within the ceiling 

structure on the first floor to prevent any further movement of the front façade and the cracks in the 

brick will be pointed. 

In addition, the party wall and the building front wall are not “toothed” together at the southeast corner 

as would be done when a party wall is not used.  The result is that the brick above the storefront and 

below the roofline of the adjacent building were simply “butted” together with no apparent mechanism 

tying the two walls together.  The repairs will include installing structural steel ties at the southeast 

corner of the building to prevent the front wall from moving away from the adjoining party wall.  



The new roof structure will reuse the existing front and rear truss/hip structures (with reinforcing 

framing and structural ties to the masonry walls) and the space between the two existing trusses will be 

filled with new manufactured girder trusses with tapered insulation on top.  The difference in roof 

structures will not be evident from the public way.  The resulting roof structure will be covered with ¾” 

OSB decking followed by minimum 4-1/2” rigid board roof insulation (to code) and a welded seam 

membrane roof.  New commercial gutters will be installed on three sides of the roof facia (east, west, 

north) and tied to new matching downspouts on the north wall of the building (all as existing prior to 

the damage). 

Several of the front doors were blown open by the storm causing the hinges to be ripped from the 

jambs and glass shattered.  Only one of the 6 doors has glass that was not damaged.  The original plan 

was to repair the doors.  The storm damage did not require a change in that plan.  Only more extensive 

repairs will be needed. 

All other exterior work previously approved remains as planned. 



 

East Wall Storm Damage (before cleanup) 
(Note roof missing on adjacent building in foreground) 

 

Roof Structure resting on third floor (before cleanup) 
Note east wall damage with truss ends resting on remaining wall 



 

 

Third floor after damage cleanup 
Note extent of damage to west wall compared to east wall 

 

 
 

Building view 2014 after demolition of adjacent building 
Note significant masonry wall present at west wall 

 



West wall exposed after adjacent building wall demolished 
Note variation in brick 



405 Bradley Building 1220 West Sixth Street Cleveland Ohio 44113  (216) 241-6800 

October 10, 2018 

Mr. Robert Hare 
Renaissance Too LLC 
PO Box 1070 
Sandusky, OH 44870 

Re: The Biemiller Building -Storm Damage Repair Work at Exterior Walls  

Dear Ms. Rody, 

This letter is a summary of the exterior repair work proposed for the east and west elevations of 
the Biemiller Building, 125 East Market Street, Sandusky, Ohio.  The work is required as a 
result of significant catastrophic storm damage that occurred to the building.  I list below a 
comparison between the pre-damaged condition and the post repair condition, as well as an 
overall assessment of the existing conditions and technical need for the recommended repairs. 
This document is meant to be considered in conjunction with the structural engineering 
assessment my Matt Oravec, PE, which is also attached. 

The elevations in question are the east and west, non-primary elevations.  When constructed 
and up until several years ago, the east wall served as party walls with adjoining buildings and 
the west wall was entirely covered by an adjoining building.  The north and south (primary) 
elevations have always been the visible faces of the building and are not visually impacted by 
any of the current work and will be addressed per the previously approved Part 2 submission. 

In recent years, the building to the west was demolished due to neglect, thus exposing what 
was never intended to be, and is not capable of being a wall exposed to the elements.  The 
wall was constructed with bricks that do not have a severe or moderate (SW or MW) facing, 
making them excessively porous for single or double wythe construction.  By leaving these 
exposed, the interior of the building becomes susceptible to the negative effects of moisture 
infiltration as well as freeze thaw conditions.  With the wall not having any insulating 
properties and the wall varying between 2 and 3 wythe’s of thickness, it does not have enough 
mass to allow for the dew point to land outside the interior space, thus creating a condensation 
issue within the building. 

As noted above, the existing west wall is also not consistent in its thickess and dimension.  The 
thickness varies from 2 to 3 wythes thick along its length.  Thus the repairs are limited to a 
width dimension of 2 brick wythes or 8” nominally, to accommodate the necessary reinforcing 
and anchoring.  This thickness does not allow for the exterior application of a veneer brick 
face. 

From a life safety perspective, the walls between adjacent buildings are required to be 
constructed of a fire rated assembly with a 2 hour rating.  Brick masonry, 2 wythe’s thick does 
not meet this requirement, thus 8” min. CMU is the only solution.  The remaining walls not 



Biemiller Building – Architectural Narrative to SHPO 
Page 2 
 
included in the re-construction are pre-existing conditions which are not applicable to the 
current code requirements. 

 

The entire surface area of the west facing walls is 4,000 sf.  Prior to the storm damage, there 
was 872 sf of EIFS on this wall (22%), 383 sf of limestone (10%) with the balance being the 
exposed brick listed above.  The storm damage resulted in the loss of 900 sf of this wall (22%.)  
With the proposed repairs, the exposed limestone will remain and the balance will be covered 
with EIFS.  The  color of the EIFS will be similar to the overall color of the brick and have a 
moderately textured finish.  This will create a compatible color scheme to the pre-storm 
damage condition. 

 

The east wall of the building continues to serve as a party wall condition.  The total surface 
area of this wall is 4,000 sf with 594 sf of wall extends above the adjoining building, which is 
not visible from the ground level primary elevation.  This was entirely covered with an EIFS 
system pre-storm damage.  The storm damage resulted in a loss of 240 sf (6%) of  the entire 
east wall.  The proposed new condition is consistent with this pre-damage condition, with the 
exception that the color of the replacement EIFS system will be more compatible with the brick 
colors. 

 

In summary, there is a total of 11,503 sf of exterior wall on all of the elevations combined.  The 
total surface of EIFS on the building, pre-storm damage was 18% of the total wall area.  The 
proposed new conditions result in EIFS on 36% of the total wall surface area, with the increase 
resulting from an increase in previously un-exposed surface area. 

 

Please note that every effort is being made to make the EIFS surfaces compatible with the 
historic elements of the building while addressing the water infiltration and insulating 
properties of the building envelope.  By taking the added steps of re-purposing the face brick 
from the collapsed walls on the interior where possible, in a non-structural application, the 
true visual impact of this material is preserved and can be experienced by the building users. 

 

I will gladly address any other questions you may have and I trust that this addresses your 
primary concerns. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Jeffery D. Foster, AIA, LEED AP 
Project Manager / Architect 
Payto Architects, Inc. 

C:\User Files\Bob Hare\Letter to SHPO.doc 

 

 
 



ORAVEC DESIGN BUILD, LLC 
9329 Ravenna Road, Suite E • OH 44067 

matt@oravecdesignbuild.com • 330-552-8211 

Page 1 of 2 

October 10, 2018 

Mr. Robert Hare 

125 E Water Street, Sandusky, Ohio – Exterior Wall Construction 

Dear Mr. Hare: 

Per your request we met on site Friday September 14, 2018 to evaluate the existing framing integrity of 
the building located at the address referenced above.  

Due to a severe storm, there was extensive damage to the building. The roof and portions of the third 
floor perimeter walls were completely torn off of the building in addition to other damage noticed to the 
existing structural steel anchor brackets. 

The existing framing consisted of timber trusses clear spanning the building for the roof system and a 
multi-wythe brick wall for the existing exterior wall system. 

The proposed repairs to the building include a prefabricated wood truss system to clear span the existing 
building, these trusses will bear on a new exterior masonry wall. The new masonry wall will be keyed into 
the existing multi-wythe brick wall in a stair step fashion. The CMU will be anchored to the existing 
structurally sound multi-wythe wall with reinforcing bars that will be doweled and epoxied into the brick. 

Due to the project’s location, adjacent to Lake Erie, structural reinforcing should be installed into the new 
walls to ensure adequate wind pressure resistance. The proposed reinforcing bars will provide lateral and 
tensile strength to the walls to withstand horizontal wind pressure and wind uplift at the roof. The most 
economical way of reinforcing an exterior wall is to utilize CMU units with hollow cores that can be 
grouted solid at the reinforcing locations. 

Replacing the failed existing masonry with a similar multi-wythe brick construction will cost more in 
materials, labor, time, and will not provide the integrity needed for this project’s location. A multi-wythe 
construction relies solely on the bond between the mortar and the brick for lateral and tensile force 
resistance which requires an experienced mason in this type of construction to provide the right mortar 
mixes and proper installation techniques. 

The brick that fell off the 3rd floor was in a varied state of structural condition based on our cursory walk 
through of the neighbor’s property where the bricks were still laying. A large portion of the bricks were 
cracked and not usable while a majority of the bricks still had mortar adhered to the surface. To clean 
and salvage the existing failed wall is not realistic due to the time and man power required to perform 
this task. There is no quick way to test the bricks integrity to ensure that they can stand up to the loads 
prescribed by the Ohio Building Code since the bricks fell from 30 plus feet above. Microcracks and breaks 
not visible to the naked eye could cause integrity issues down the road under repeated wind and snow 
loading. A third party testing agency would be required to review and approve the bricks to be used in 
rebuilding the walls. 

It is in our professional opinion that the proposed repair solution, using prefabricated wood trusses and 
CMU reinforced with rebar, is the most economical and practical approach to repair the existing structure. 

ORAVEC DESIGN BUILD, LLC 
9329 Ravenna Road, Suite E • OH 44067 

matt@oravecdesignbuild.com • 330-552-8211 

Page 2 of 2 

ODB’s visual examination was a cursory review; only the areas in question were investigated. The visual 
examination was limited to the structure that was exposed at the time of the site visit, no destructive 
testing was performed while on site. Oravec Design Build LLC assumes no liability for concealed 
conditions that may affect this analysis nor any defects in construction, whether observed or not, since 
this office was not involved in the original design and construction of this building. The opinions, 
conclusions, and recommendations contained in this letter are based on this writer’s judgment and 
experience as a practicing Structural Engineer. 

Please feel free to contact ODB’s office with any questions or comments regarding this evaluation. 

Best regards, 

Matthew M. Oravec, P.E. 
President 
Oravec Design Build, LLC 



jfoster
JP Signature

jfoster
JP Stamp
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405 Bradley Building 1220 West Sixth Street Cleveland Ohio 44113  (216) 241-6800 
 


October 10, 2018 
 
Mr. Robert Hare 
Renaissance Too LLC 
PO Box 1070 
Sandusky, OH 44870 


Re: The Biemiller Building -Storm Damage Repair Work at Exterior Walls  


Dear Ms. Rody, 


This letter is a summary of the exterior repair work proposed for the east and west elevations of 
the Biemiller Building, 125 East Market Street, Sandusky, Ohio.  The work is required as a 
result of significant catastrophic storm damage that occurred to the building.  I list below a 
comparison between the pre-damaged condition and the post repair condition, as well as an 
overall assessment of the existing conditions and technical need for the recommended repairs.  
This document is meant to be considered in conjunction with the structural engineering 
assessment my Matt Oravec, PE, which is also attached. 


 


The elevations in question are the east and west, non-primary elevations.  When constructed 
and up until several years ago, the east wall served as party walls with adjoining buildings and 
the west wall was entirely covered by an adjoining building.  The north and south (primary) 
elevations have always been the visible faces of the building and are not visually impacted by 
any of the current work and will be addressed per the previously approved Part 2 submission. 


 


In recent years, the building to the west was demolished due to neglect, thus exposing what 
was never intended to be, and is not capable of being a wall exposed to the elements.  The 
wall was constructed with bricks that do not have a severe or moderate (SW or MW) facing, 
making them excessively porous for single or double wythe construction.  By leaving these 
exposed, the interior of the building becomes susceptible to the negative effects of moisture 
infiltration as well as freeze thaw conditions.  With the wall not having any insulating 
properties and the wall varying between 2 and 3 wythe’s of thickness, it does not have enough 
mass to allow for the dew point to land outside the interior space, thus creating a condensation 
issue within the building. 


 


As noted above, the existing west wall is also not consistent in its thickess and dimension.  The 
thickness varies from 2 to 3 wythes thick along its length.  Thus the repairs are limited to a 
width dimension of 2 brick wythes or 8” nominally, to accommodate the necessary reinforcing 
and anchoring.  This thickness does not allow for the exterior application of a veneer brick 
face. 


 


From a life safety perspective, the walls between adjacent buildings are required to be 
constructed of a fire rated assembly with a 2 hour rating.  Brick masonry, 2 wythe’s thick does 
not meet this requirement, thus 8” min. CMU is the only solution.  The remaining walls not 
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included in the re-construction are pre-existing conditions which are not applicable to the 
current code requirements. 


 


The entire surface area of the west facing walls is 4,000 sf.  Prior to the storm damage, there 
was 872 sf of EIFS on this wall (22%), 383 sf of limestone (10%) with the balance being the 
exposed brick listed above.  The storm damage resulted in the loss of 900 sf of this wall (22%.)  
With the proposed repairs, the exposed limestone will remain and the balance will be covered 
with EIFS.  The  color of the EIFS will be similar to the overall color of the brick and have a 
moderately textured finish.  This will create a compatible color scheme to the pre-storm 
damage condition. 


 


The east wall of the building continues to serve as a party wall condition.  The total surface 
area of this wall is 4,000 sf with 594 sf of wall extends above the adjoining building, which is 
not visible from the ground level primary elevation.  This was entirely covered with an EIFS 
system pre-storm damage.  The storm damage resulted in a loss of 240 sf (6%) of  the entire 
east wall.  The proposed new condition is consistent with this pre-damage condition, with the 
exception that the color of the replacement EIFS system will be more compatible with the brick 
colors. 


 


In summary, there is a total of 11,503 sf of exterior wall on all of the elevations combined.  The 
total surface of EIFS on the building, pre-storm damage was 18% of the total wall area.  The 
proposed new conditions result in EIFS on 36% of the total wall surface area, with the increase 
resulting from an increase in previously un-exposed surface area. 


 


Please note that every effort is being made to make the EIFS surfaces compatible with the 
historic elements of the building while addressing the water infiltration and insulating 
properties of the building envelope.  By taking the added steps of re-purposing the face brick 
from the collapsed walls on the interior where possible, in a non-structural application, the 
true visual impact of this material is preserved and can be experienced by the building users. 


 


I will gladly address any other questions you may have and I trust that this addresses your 
primary concerns. 


 


 


Sincerely, 


 
 
Jeffery D. Foster, AIA, LEED AP 
Project Manager / Architect 
Payto Architects, Inc. 


C:\User Files\Bob Hare\Letter to SHPO.doc 
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Sandusky, Ohio 44870
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1ST FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 


4:30 P.M.


AGENDA
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1. Meeting called to order – Roll Call

2. Approval of the minutes

3. Bob Hare has submitted an application for repair details for 125 E. Water Street- Biemiller Building. 

4. Other Business


5. Adjournment
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City of Sandusky, Ohio

Landmark Commission Report


background information

Robert W. Hare has submitted an application, on behalf of Renaissance Too LLC, for exterior renovations to the Biemiller Buidling located at 125 E Water Street. The following information is relevant to this application:

Applicant:


Renaissance Too LLC






PO Box 1070






Sandusky, Ohio 44871-1070

Project: 



Comprehensive Exterior Renovations

Site Location:

125 E Water Street

Zoning:



“DBD”/Downtown Business District

Existing Uses:

Vacant

Proposed Uses:

Office/Residential

Site Description
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125 E Water Street
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Division of planning comments

The property located at 125 E Water Street is located within the Downtown Sandusky Commercial Historic District. Per Chapter 1161 Landmark Preservation any property that is on the National Register or located within a national historic district is required to seek a Certificate of Appropriateness from the Landmarks Commission for any renovations or additions.  The property was recently awarded Ohio Historic Preservation Tax Credits through the Ohio Development Services Agency (ODSA).  However, the state is currently reviewing the new plan and should soon determine if the revised project meets historic guidelines.   

The applicant, Robert Hare, has provided an application to do extensive restoration work on the Biemiller Building after it was severely damaged during a storm July 26th, 2018. 

The building previously received a Certificate of Appropriateness for renovations on July 18th, 2018 which included a complete restoration of the exterior of the property.  This application is meant as an update, and as a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to perform exterior renovations to rebuild the structure and complete the original project.


The applicant intends to remove additional brick on both the east and west sides of the building, to the point where a common stable brick line is established.  At that point, a bond beam would be installed and the wall would be rebuilt with concrete block wall and reinforced with rebar.  Once completed a new roof structure, deck, insulation, and membrane will be installed atop the masonry walls. 

Staff has concern with the amount of the walls that are being rebuilt with concreted and EIFS versus brick.  The applicant has submitted his architect’s architectural narrative providing the reasoning for the materials. 


A point of note is that windows that previously existed on the east and west walls were blown out during the storm and irreparably damaged. With that, current fire and building code prohibits replacing the windows.


In addition there will be new structural steel ties placed into the southeast corner of the façade to reduce the amount of separation that has occurred between the façade and the rest of the structure. 

The center of the roof will be completely rebuilt between the existing north and south trusses that have been saved. The new section of roof will not be noticeable from the public way, but will have a different pitch than what was previously constructed.  As before any utilities on the rooftop will not be noticeable from the public way. 


The front doors were more severely damaged that previously described due to the storm, but they will be saved and restored.

conclusion/recommendation

Staff recognizes that the applicant is taking great care to follow guidelines set forth by the Secretary of Interior Standards in relation to the damage done by the July storm. In regards to the exterior of the structure the Secretary of the Interior Standards state that it is desired that original components are identified, retrained and preserved.  However if necessary components are able to be repaired and replaced.  The applicant tends to properly rebuild and save the structure, when able, repairing when possible, and cleaning and repairing exterior wood, metal, and other components.

In conclusions, staff recommends a discussion occur at Landmark Commission in regard to the project specifically to the new building materials.  The applicant has asked that Landmarks Commission approve the project contingent on the States approval and conditions. Staff believes further discussion is needed in order to consider this request and that discussion can occur at the meeting. 
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October 10, 2018 
 
Mr. Robert Hare 
 
125 E Water Street, Sandusky, Ohio – Exterior Wall Construction 
 
Dear Mr. Hare: 
 
Per your request we met on site Friday September 14, 2018 to evaluate the existing framing integrity of 
the building located at the address referenced above.  
 
Due to a severe storm, there was extensive damage to the building. The roof and portions of the third 
floor perimeter walls were completely torn off of the building in addition to other damage noticed to the 
existing structural steel anchor brackets. 
 
The existing framing consisted of timber trusses clear spanning the building for the roof system and a 
multi-wythe brick wall for the existing exterior wall system. 
 
The proposed repairs to the building include a prefabricated wood truss system to clear span the existing 
building, these trusses will bear on a new exterior masonry wall. The new masonry wall will be keyed into 
the existing multi-wythe brick wall in a stair step fashion. The CMU will be anchored to the existing 
structurally sound multi-wythe wall with reinforcing bars that will be doweled and epoxied into the brick. 
 
Due to the project’s location, adjacent to Lake Erie, structural reinforcing should be installed into the new 
walls to ensure adequate wind pressure resistance. The proposed reinforcing bars will provide lateral and 
tensile strength to the walls to withstand horizontal wind pressure and wind uplift at the roof. The most 
economical way of reinforcing an exterior wall is to utilize CMU units with hollow cores that can be 
grouted solid at the reinforcing locations. 
 
Replacing the failed existing masonry with a similar multi-wythe brick construction will cost more in 
materials, labor, time, and will not provide the integrity needed for this project’s location. A multi-wythe 
construction relies solely on the bond between the mortar and the brick for lateral and tensile force 
resistance which requires an experienced mason in this type of construction to provide the right mortar 
mixes and proper installation techniques. 
 
The brick that fell off the 3rd floor was in a varied state of structural condition based on our cursory walk 
through of the neighbor’s property where the bricks were still laying. A large portion of the bricks were 
cracked and not usable while a majority of the bricks still had mortar adhered to the surface. To clean 
and salvage the existing failed wall is not realistic due to the time and man power required to perform 
this task. There is no quick way to test the bricks integrity to ensure that they can stand up to the loads 
prescribed by the Ohio Building Code since the bricks fell from 30 plus feet above. Microcracks and breaks 
not visible to the naked eye could cause integrity issues down the road under repeated wind and snow 
loading. A third party testing agency would be required to review and approve the bricks to be used in 
rebuilding the walls. 
 
It is in our professional opinion that the proposed repair solution, using prefabricated wood trusses and 
CMU reinforced with rebar, is the most economical and practical approach to repair the existing structure. 
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ODB’s visual examination was a cursory review; only the areas in question were investigated. The visual 
examination was limited to the structure that was exposed at the time of the site visit, no destructive 
testing was performed while on site. Oravec Design Build LLC assumes no liability for concealed 
conditions that may affect this analysis nor any defects in construction, whether observed or not, since 
this office was not involved in the original design and construction of this building. The opinions, 
conclusions, and recommendations contained in this letter are based on this writer’s judgment and 
experience as a practicing Structural Engineer. 
 
Please feel free to contact ODB’s office with any questions or comments regarding this evaluation. 
 
Best regards, 
 


 
 
Matthew M. Oravec, P.E. 
President 
Oravec Design Build, LLC 







