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AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING

On September 4, 2019, the Portland Historic Preservation Board will meet at 5:00 in Room 209 of City Hall to 
review the following items. (Public comments are taken at all meetings):

1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
   

2. REPORTS OF DECISIONS AT THE MEETING HELD ON AUGUST 7, 2019
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Storefront Replacement; 110 Exchange Street; One Ten 
Exchange, LLC., Applicant.  The Board voted 7­0 to approve the application subject to 
conditions.

      
  ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Intersection Reconfiguration, Public Improvements; 

Andrews Square (bounded by Pine, West and Clark Streets); City of Portland Department of 
Public Works, Applicant.  The Board voted 7­0 to approve the application subject to 
conditions.

      
  iii. Certificate of Appropriateness for New Construction; 66 State Street; Developers 

Collaborative, Applicant.  The Board voted 5­0 to approve the application (O'Brien and Turk 
absent) subject to conditions.

      

3. COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
   

4. WORKSHOP ­ 5:00 PM
   

  i. Preliminary Review of Proposed Building Reconstruction and Exterior Alterations (2nd 
Workshop); 58 Fore Street (Building 12 of former Portland Company complex); Portland 
Foreside Development Company, Applicant.

      
  ii. Preliminary Review of Scope of Work Proposed for Historic Structures within Portland 

Company Historic District, including proposed alterations, additions and site alterations; 58 
Fore Street (Block 2); Portland Foreside Development Company, Applicant.

      

BREAK FOR DINNER ­ MEETING RESUMES AT 7:30 P.M.
 

5. WORKSHOP, CONTINUED
   

  i. Preliminary Review of Proposed Munjoy Hill Historic District Designation (2nd Workshop)
      
  ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Zip Line Construction; Deering Oaks Historic Landscape 

District; Department of Parks and Public Facilities, Applicant.
      



6. CONSENT AGENDA
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

WORKSHOP (2nd) 
58 FORE STREET (BUILDING 12, former Portland Company Complex) 

TO: Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE: August 27, 2019 
RE: September 4, 2019       2nd WORKSHOP – Preliminary Review of Proposed 

 Building Reconstruction, including Proposed 
Alterations and Additions 

Address: 58 Fore Street, Building 12 
Portland Company Historic District 

Applicant: Portland Foreside Development Company 
Kevin Costello and Casey Prentice, Principals 
David Senus, Project Manager 

Project Architect: Henry Moss, Bruner/Cott Architects 

Introduction 

Architect Henry Moss, representing Portland Foreside Development Company, has 
requested a follow-up workshop session to present revised plans for the reconstruction 
and adaptive reuse of Building 12 within the Portland Company Historic District.  
Wednesday’s workshop follows an initial review session on August 7th.  The modifications 
reflected in the revised proposal were made in response to comments and concerns 
expressed by members of the Historic Preservation Board at the first workshop. 

The enclosed submission includes a number of new renderings of the building as viewed 
from various vantage points.  The renderings also include new and existing structures 
within Building 12’s surrounding context.   

Board members will also note that the original proposal for each building elevation is 
shown on the same page as the revised proposal.  This is helpful in quickly identifying the 
specific design revisions made since the first workshop and comparing the relative 
compatibility of the two approaches. 

For reference purposes, staff has also included a copy of the 8/7 staff report, as it includes 
background information and general considerations relevant to the Board’s review. 
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Summary of August 7 Workshop 

At the August 7 workshop, members of the Board expressed support for the planned 
reconstruction methodology, but identified a number of concerns about proposed 
alterations and additions to the historic structure.  Board members noted that a number of 
the changes were necessitated by the specific uses proposed for the structure, especially 
the restaurant use.  Reference was made to Standard #1 of the ordinance that states: 
“every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property that 
requires minimal alterations of the structure…”.  

Based on this threshold consideration, Board members asked the project architect to 
explore modified or alternative design solutions that would reduce to the greatest extent 
possible both the number and visual impact of added elements.  In particular, the Board 
found the cumulative effect of the proposed alterations and additions to the south 
elevation to be visually distracting and incompatible with the building’s character-defining 
simplicity of form and architectural expression.  They noted that the proposal treated the 
south elevation as a secondary, or “back of house” elevation.  Board members made clear 
that they considered the south elevation to be a primary elevation and its sensitive 
treatment critical given its high visibility from the Eastern Promenade Trail and the water.  

The Board appeared to be generally supportive of the proposed treatment for the east and 
west elevations, as original features (including sash and brickmoulds) were being faithfully 
replicated and there was little alteration to the documented historic appearance of these 
elevations. 

Board members were mixed in their response to the proposed treatment for the north 
elevation where the building’s physical separation from Building 11 left a large void in the 
wall.  While two members of the Board supported Mr. Moss’s general direction of 
providing a brick infill solution that resulted in a more solid, substantial wall with punched 
openings, other members questioned the rather conservative infill approach and expressed 
the view that the design solution did not make clear the “story” of this elevation.  Several 
members favored an approach that would treat the large void as a single, architecturally 
consistent and clearly contemporary design expression. They noted that there was an 
opportunity to create a dialogue with Building 1 located immediately across the access 
drive, perhaps echoing the highly glazed character of its ground floor.  The treatment of 
Building 12’s large void could be clearly contemporary in design but executed in a 
traditional industrial material palette.  

Other specific comments and questions included: 

• Dormers:  Members questioned the need for dormers, especially on the south-
facing roof plane.  While the dormer on the north-facing roof plane would serve a
purpose in concealing the elevator vent and other mechanicals, the south-facing
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dormer would only provide additional light for the residential unit on the third 
floor. The proposed size and roof pitch of the dormers was also questioned, as was 
the size and multi-lite character of the windows within the dormers.  Members 
asked whether the overall width and profile of the dormer(s) could be reduced to  
make them more recessive and incidental to the existing building.  Most members 
expressed the view that the south-facing dormer should be eliminated altogether. 
 

• Building addition off south elevation:  Board members expressed concern about 
the complexity and disjointed architectural character of the proposed addition, 
which was intended to accommodate a variety of functions, including covered 
patio, mechanical screening and enclosure for trash.  Board members noted that 
unlike Building 12’s former shed addition that was cited as precedent for the 
proposed addition, the new addition did not feature a single, continuous shed roof 
or simple composition.  In the proposal, the roof-like structure extended over the 
patio area only and the wood-slat screening for mechanicals and trash was of 
varying heights.  Additionally, the mechanicals projected above the screening.  
Board members suggested this addition was trying to do too much and that the 
form and treatment of the addition needed to be simplified and made 
architecturally unified.  Board members argued that the mechanicals needed to be 
lowered or moved to another location.  They also asked whether stove vents were 
addressed in the plans as shown.  Finally, they recommended that a separate 
structure be explored to accommodate trash. 

 
• Outdoor fireplace and chimneys:  Board members expressed the view that the 

exterior fireplace or stove needed to be separate and freestanding, not an addition 
to the building.  Some members recommended eliminating the fireplace, finding 
that it added to the visual clutter on the south elevation. 
 

Revised Proposal 
 
As noted in the introduction, for each of the building elevations, the original proposal is 
shown next to the revised proposal.  This is very helpful in quickly identifying the specific 
modifications made since the first workshop and assessing the impact of the changes. 
 
Briefly, the revised proposal reflects the following design modifications: 
 

• Both roof dormers are retained, but the width of the north-facing dormer is 
reduced.  The roof pitch of both dormers is modified, the window or vent openings 
are smaller and the window sash are distinguished from the historic sash on the 
existing structure.  Plumbing stacks are now shown above the north-facing dormer. 

 
• On the north elevation, the new window openings within the infill area have been 

modified.  The second-floor openings are taller with panels above and below the  
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single-light windows.  At the east end, second floor level, a wider window is shown 
with horizontal boarding installed between this window and the window to the 
west.  The ground floor treatment remains unchanged. 

• On the south elevation, the shed-like steel armature now extends beyond the patio
area, covering most but not all of the board and batten screening.  There is an open
area between the top of the screening and the armature.  Beyond the west end of
the armature, there is a lower section of screening.  This section is capped in what
appears to be the same steel.

Mechanicals have been relocated so that they no longer project above the
screening.  Two stove fans, however, project from the wall of the building just
above the level of the ground floor windows. These are proposed to be painted to
match the brick.

• The fireplace off the south elevation is now a separate unit, according to the
elevation and section drawings.  (Note that the rendering of this elevation appears
to be incorrect in its depiction of the fireplace/stove.)  Two flues extend to the
roofline and immediately abut the eastern edge of the dormer.

• Two additional screened enclosures are proposed.  A smaller enclosure for
condensors is shown immediately abutting the west elevation of the building at the
southwest corner.  A separate trash enclosure is shown west of the building.  The
enclosure shares the same architectural vocabulary of the other screening.

• On the east elevation, the design of the gabled entry vestibule has been modified.

Staff Comments 

The Board will need to determine whether the concerns raised at the first workshop have 
been adequately addressed in the revised proposal such that the applicable ordinance 
review standards have been satisfied.   

In staff’s view, the proposed treatment for the addition off the south elevation is much 
improved as it is more architecturally cohesive and consistent. The relocation of some of 
the mechanicals and trash has allowed for an improved design solution.   That said, the 
proposal calls for several individual screening elements.  For example, in addition to the 
trash enclosure that is physically separated from the building, an additional enclosure has 
been added immediately in front of the west elevation.  As well, the screening in front of 
the south elevation is still at two height levels.  The taller screening is within the shed roof 
steel armature and a lower section of screening extends beyond this point toward the new 
door opening at the west end.  The Board might wish to inquire if further consolidation of 
mechanicals is possible. For example, should consideration be given to extending the shed- 
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roof steel armature another bay toward the west to create a simpler architectural solution 
along this elevation and enclose more mechanicals?  Could the enclosure now shown in 
front of the west elevation be eliminated by moving the condensors to the trash 
enclosure? 
 
It is regrettable that the proposed restaurant use requires penetrations in the masonry wall 
to accommodate two vents for the stoves.  The Board should ask for confirmation that  
this solution will meet applicable code requirements and not require flues extending to the 
roof.   
 
Staff finds the north-facing dormer to be much improved in the revised proposal.  The 
dormer is smaller, more recessive and clearly distinguished from the historic structure.  
Staff still questions the proposal to introduce a dormer on the south-facing roof plane, 
notwithstanding the changes to the roof pitch and windows.  By eliminating the dormer, 
this important building elevation, particularly as viewed from a distance, will retain an 
essential aspect of its historic character:  its simplicity and clarity of form.   
 
Regarding the proposed infill treatment for the north elevation, staff continues to be 
concerned that the proposed treatment results in a visually complex elevation, especially 
on a building that is noteworthy for its simplicity.  Staff is also concerned that, for the 
casual observer, the treatment is likely to prompt confusion as to the rationale for the shift 
in façade treatment.  A more assertive and architecturally consistent design solution for 
the void would create a clear distinction between the new and the old.  For this reason, 
staff would prefer the option of a design solution that responds to the glazed nature of the 
ground floor of Building 1. 
 
Applicable Ordinance Review Standards 

 
(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the property which 

requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of the structure, object or 
site and its environment or to use a property for its originally intended purpose. 
 

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, object or site and its 
environment shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or 
distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible. 
 

(3) All sites, structures and objects shall be recognized as products of their own time, place 
and use.  Alterations that have no historical basis or create a false sense of historical 
development such as adding conjectural features or elements from other properties shall 
be discouraged. 
 

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a structure, object or site and its environment.  Changes that have 
acquired significance in their own right, shall not be destroyed. 
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(5) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of skilled 
craftsmanship which characterize a structure, object or site shall be treated with 
sensitivity. 

(6) Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced wherever feasible.  
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
feature should match the feature being replaced in composition, design, texture and other 
visual qualities and, where possible, materials.  Repair or replacement of missing historic 
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by 
documentary, physical or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the 
availability of different architectural elements from other structures or objects. 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant cultural, 
historical, architectural or archeological materials that characterize the property.  The 
new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the size, 
scale, color, material and character of the property, neighborhood or environment. 

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures and objects shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be removed 
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property would be 
unimpaired. 

Attachments: 

1. Applicant’s revised proposal
2. Staff report for 8/7 workshop



PHPB Workshop 2

Portland Company Historic District

58 Fore Street
Building 12

Att. 1



Workshop 1 Comments

• Minimize loss of gable roof profile (Dormers southeast 
elevations)

• Differentiate Building 11 façade area with contemporary 
architectural treatment

• Simplify addition at south elevation (mechanical screen 
height and profile, fireplace, flues, and trash storage)







Workshop 1 – Site Plan







Existing (pre-disassembly) - West Elevation



Workshop 1- West Elevation Workshop 2 - West Elevation



Workshop 1- Section Workshop 2 - Section





Existing (pre-disassembly) - North Elevation



Workshop 1- North Elevation

Workshop 2 - North Elevation



Existing (pre-disassembly) - East Elevation



Workshop 1- East Elevation Workshop 2 - East Elevation





Workshop 1- South Elevation

Workshop 2 - South Elevation









Lam Night Sign



end



H:\Shared drives\PUD - Planning\4  Historic Preservation\HP Board Memos\2019 Memos\8-7-19 Fore 58   Building 12 
reconstruction.docx - 1 - 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

WORKSHOP  
58 FORE STREET (BUILDING 12, former Portland Company Complex) 

TO: Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board 
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE: July 30, 2019 
RE: August 7, 2019      WORKSHOP – Preliminary Review of Proposed 

Building        
Reconstruction, including Proposed Alterations 
And Additions 

Address: 58 Fore Street, Building 12 
Portland Company Historic District 

Applicant: Portland Foreside Development Company 
Kevin Costello and Casey Prentice, Principals 
David Senus, Project Manager 

Project Architect (for historic structures): Henry Moss, Bruner/Cott Architects 

Introduction 

Architect Henry Moss of Bruner Cott Architects, representing Portland Foreside 
Development Company, has requested a workshop session to present a preliminary design 
proposal for the reconstruction of Building 12 within the Portland Company Historic 
District.   

In February, the Board approved the applicant’s request to dismantle the existing historic 
structure (following detailed documentation and salvaging of existing masonry) in 
anticipation of its reconstruction at a new (and revised) location on the 58 Fore Street 
property.  Wednesday’s workshop will focus not only on the reconstruction of the original 
masonry shell and duplication of the building’s key exterior features, but also on design 
modifications proposed to accommodate the new uses planned for the building.   Board 
members will recall that design modifications are also necessitated by the large void left on 
the building’s northwest elevation when Building 11, to which Building 12 was physically 
attached, was removed.    

At this early stage of design development, Mr. Moss’s submission includes general 

Att. 2
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elevations, a site plan, floor plans and a description of proposed materials, but no details,  
 
specifications or wall sections.  In his cover letter, Mr. Moss describes the rationale and/or 
inspiration behind some of the new design elements and additions being proposed.   
 
Staff has enclosed for the Board’s reference several photos and assessor’s maps depicting 
Building 12 over time. (See ATTTACHMENT 1). Some of these images were included in 
Sutherland Conservation & Consulting’s report and others were included in materials 
provided by Consigli Construction during review of the proposed dismantling. 
 
Background – Early Input from the Historic Preservation Board Regarding Potential 
Additions and Alterations to Remaining Portland Company Historic Structures 
 
In December 2016, when the Historic Preservation Board forwarded its formal 
recommendation to the Planning Board on the proposed Master Development Plan for the 
phased build-out of the 58 Fore Street property, the Board included with its 
recommendation a list of specific concerns and considerations intended to guide current 
and/or future property owners, their consultants and future members of the Historic 
Preservation Board as they considered specific adaptive reuse projects within the Portland 
Company Historic District.  The Board elected to attach this list of concerns/considerations 
because the elevations and renderings included with the applicant’s Master Development 
Plan (MDP) submission showed a number of additions and alterations to the former 
Portland Company structures.  The presence, scale, massing and/or design of some of the 
potential alterations were of concern to the Historic Preservation Board because of their 
visual impact on the historic structures.  The Board wished to communicate that while 
forwarding its favorable recommendation regarding approval of the MDP, it was not 
necessarily endorsing all the building alterations and additions shown in the applicant’s 
conceptual renderings.  A copy of the Historic Preservation Board’s 2016 comments, 
identified as “General Input for Future Reviews” is attached to this report—see 
ATTACHMENT 2, page 3. 

Note that the first item on the list reads as follows: 

• Given the limited number of historic buildings that remain to convey the 
history, visual character and significance of the Portland Company, care should 
be taken that any additions or infill construction not overwhelm, distract from 
or visually compete with the historic structures.  While it is understood that 
building additions and added architectural elements may be necessary or 
desirable as part of the buildings’ conversion to new uses, the number of 
proposed additions and the scale/architectural prominence of some of the 
additions as rendered in the master plan drawings require further 
consideration to ensure that the historic character of the remaining buildings is 
not diminished.  In short, additions should be recessive and architecturally 
compatible with the subject structure, so that the historic form and 
architectural character of each contributing structure remains prominent. 
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More recently, as part of the Board’s review of the applicant’s request to dismantle and 
reconstruct Building 12 and revise the previously-approved site for the reconstructed 
building, the Board was asked again to provide preliminary comments regarding alterations 
and additions illustrated in Perkins & Will’s preliminary renderings.  (Again, the request for 
early input was to gauge whether the alterations and additions as shown were likely to 
meet the ordinance review standards and the guidelines established by the Board as part 
of its approval of the 2016 Master Development Plan.) 
 
Responding to Perkins & Will’s renderings, Board members reiterated a number of the 
general concerns that had been raised in its 2016 communication.  Setting aside the 
threshold concern of the building’s proposed reorientation (which was subsequently 
resolved), Board members raised questions about adding roof dormers, noting that the 
building’s simple form and massing is one of its most important distinguishing original 
characteristics.  They also stressed that the treatment of the ground floor openings on the 
two gable ends of the building should communicate how the two ends functioned in the 
Portland Company’s operations.  For example, they noted that it was important that the 
large openings with I-beam headers on the east end be maintained as this was how the 
large-scale patterns were brought in from the manufacturing core to be stored.   Finally, 
they noted that the history of the building’s physical connection to Building 11 needed to 
be made clear through a creative design solution that treated the large void as a distinct 
but compatible element. 
 
Current Proposal for Adaptive Reuse of Building 12 
 
Accompanying the enclosed preliminary elevations, site plan and floor plans is a written 
project description prepared by architect Henry Moss detailing the approach to various 
aspects of the project. (See ATTACHMENT 3).  Mr. Moss’s narrative describes how the 
historic masonry will be reconstructed, how the historic sash will be replicated, etc.   With 
respect to the additions and alterations being proposed, Mr. Moss describes the rationale 
or design inspiration for some of the changes, as well as some of the code, life safety, ADA , 
and venting requirements that have had to be accommodated.   
 
Although not stated specifically, other alterations and additions appear to be driven, at 
least in part, by the specific uses proposed for the building.  For example, the proposed 
restaurant use on the ground floor necessitates an area for trash receptacles and 
mechanical units and an ability to vent from kitchen stoves.  As proposed, the mechanical 
units and trash receptacles are located in an addition immediately abutting the southeast 
elevation of the building (facing the Eastern Promenade Trail and harbor). Wood board 
and batten siding is shown screening these features.   Venting is through the dormer 
proposed for the roof.  Also associated with the restaurant use is a proposal for an 
outdoor patio with metal trellis supporting a canvas awning.  Also shown is an 
indoor/outdoor wood burning fireplace for the restaurant that requires flues extending 
above the roofline.    
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On the opposite elevation, which faces the access drive and proposed new office building,  
the large void left by the building’s detachment from Building 11 is signaled by the 
introduction of brick of a slightly different hue than the historic masonry.  (The new brick 
appears to be flush with the historic masonry.)  Within this new brick field, window 
openings--the size and placement of which are patterned after the historic openings at the 
top of this elevation—are distinguished from the historic windows by the window type 
(single-lite casements).  At the ground floor level, separate entrances to the ground floor 
restaurant, second floor offices and third floor residential unit are shown grouped and 
treated in a what appears to be a highly glazed, horizontal field.  In the center of this field, 
reclaimed vertical wood boards are shown.  This provides an area for signage. 
 
Preliminary Staff Comments, Questions 

Building 12 is today the signature building associated with the historic Portland Company 
complex and will play a key role in announcing the historic complex as one approaches 
from the west and as viewed from the harbor.  The architectural character of Building 12 is 
defined in great part by its simplicity of form and detail.  As such, additions and alterations 
to this building need to be carefully considered and, in staff’s view, limited to the greatest 
extent possible.  In staff’s view, of the remaining historic Portland Company structures, this 
building is the most sensitive to alteration.   

In reviewing the applicant’s proposal, staff is very supportive of the approach described for 
reconstructing the masonry shell and for replicating the pattern and details of the historic 
sash and brickmolds.  Staff is also supportive of the design treatment proposed for the two 
gable ends of the building.  The simplicity and clarity of the southwest elevation has been 
preserved, as has the historic character of the northeast elevation.  The two large openings 
with their I-beam lintels have been retained and infilled with glass and a simple shallow 
glass vestibule has been added as an entry.  Presumably the finish of the metal framing will 
be consistent with an industrial design vocabulary. 

Although the proposal is successful in a number of respects, staff is concerned about the 
cumulative effect of the additions and alterations proposed.  Taken individually, some of 
the proposed changes can be accommodated without unduly altering the historic 
character of the building.  In the aggregate, however, staff finds that the proposed changes 
materially impact the building’s essential historic character.  

While staff can appreciate all of the competing requirements and interests that complicate 
any adaptive reuse of this structure, the importance of preserving the clarity and simplicity  
of its form and architectural expression needs to remain front and center in any project 
planning.  As such, selecting new use(s) for the building that do not necessitate significant 
alterations, is an essential first consideration.  Standard #1 of the ordinance’s Standards for 
Review of Alterations is a threshold standard in any project planning: 

Standard #1:  Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the 
property which requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of the  
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structure, object or site and its environment or to use a property for its originally intended 
purpose.   
 

Regarding the uses proposed for Building 12, the Board should take into consideration the 
requirements associated with the uses. For example, a restaurant is a relatively demanding 
use in that a restaurant-grade stove needs adequate venting and dumpsters or trash 
receptacles that are close at hand.  Beyond the requirements associated with a restaurant 
use, the amenities desired (patio, indoor/outdoor fireplaces) prompt alterations as well.  A 
residential use chosen for the third floor has prompted, in part, a proposal to add dormers 
to the roof. 

In beginning its review, the Board might inquire as to how the overall program of uses for 
this building was determined.  Given the number of existing and proposed structures on 
the overall 58 Fore Street property, it seems reasonable to assume that there are a fair 
number of options in terms of locating various uses. It is reasonable to ask whether “every 
reasonable effort [was] made to provide a compatible use for the property which requires 
minimal alteration.”  

Beyond this general concern, staff wishes to raise the following observations and questions 
for consideration: 

• The presence of a shed-like addition off the southeast side of Building 12 during several 
decades of the Portland Company’s operations (see enclosed historic views) is seen as 
precedent for the additions proposed for this elevation.  Pointing to this as precedent 
raises several interesting questions, however, especially given the fact that this shed-
like structure had been removed years before the Portland Company Historic District 
was designated and given that apart from the overall width of the shed (which can be 
discerned from historic photos and from markings on the masonry) it is impossible to 
know its exact appearance.  Also, in relocating Building 12 to a position immediately 
abutting the Eastern Promenade Trail and closer to the harbor, the context and 
circumstances of the building have changed considerably.   

In staff’s view, introducing a steel armature off the southeast elevation of the building 
for a patio or other use could be a compatible alteration and one that could meet the 
ordinance standards if appropriately designed.  As proposed, however, the multi-
purpose addition with its combination of opaque board-and-batten screening, visible 
mechanicals and open patio is visually disjointed and distracting and negatively impacts 
the building’s existing historic character.  As shown, this elevation takes on a “back of 
house” appearance when in fact it is now highly prominent in the building’s new 
location.  Were this addition to be simplified to create a single, continuous expression, 
ideally in the form of an open armature, it could be architecturally compatible.  

• The addition of the exterior fireplace and two flues, particularly in combination with 
the dormer and other elements on the southeast elevation contributes to the problem 
of “cumulative effect”.  Were the flues to be introduced as part of a simple patio 
solution, perhaps they would be read as minimal additions and consistent with an 
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overall industrial vocabulary.  In combination with the other additions off this side of 
the building, however, they contribute to the visual clutter. 
 

• Regarding the introduction of dormers on both roof planes, the Board will need to 
consider its early position on this matter and decide whether the introduction of a 
dormer that can obscure an elevator overrun and accommodate venting outweighs the 
desire to maintain an unaltered roofline.  The Board will also need to determine 
whether it supports Mr. Moss’s argument for introducing dormers on both roof planes 
in order to maintain symmetry on the roof.  

 
If the Board finds that one or both dormers are generally acceptable, staff would 
encourage using a simpler muntin configuration for the windows (or perhaps single-lite 
windows) to clearly communicate the dormer as a new addition. 
 

• In staff’s view, the void left by the removal of the building from Building 11 represents 
an opportunity for a contemporary design solution that does not try to honor the 
window pattern of Building 12.  The applicant’s proposal represents a fairly 
conservative design solution where the historic window pattern is continued (albeit 
with distinct windows) and the transition in brick is quite subtle. Will this solution 
clearly communicate the “story” of this elevation?  In staff’s view, a single, consistent 
design expression for the overall opening, as shown in the design concept presented 
last winter, clearly communicated that story.  

 
• Although not specifically addressed in Mr. Moss’s project description, the enclosed site 

plan shows the proposed treatment of the surrounding site.  The Board might ask for 
additional information. 

Applicable Ordinance Review Standards 

 
(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the property which 

requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of the structure, object or 
site and its environment or to use a property for its originally intended purpose. 
 

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, object or site and its 
environment shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or 
distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible. 
 

(3) All sites, structures and objects shall be recognized as products of their own time, place 
and use.  Alterations that have no historical basis or create a false sense of historical 
development such as adding conjectural features or elements from other properties shall 
be discouraged. 
 

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a structure, object or site and its environment.  Changes that have 
acquired significance in their own right, shall not be destroyed. 
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(5) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of skilled 

craftsmanship which characterize a structure, object or site shall be treated with 
sensitivity. 

 
(6) Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced wherever feasible.  

Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
feature should match the feature being replaced in composition, design, texture and other 
visual qualities and, where possible, materials.  Repair or replacement of missing historic 
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by 
documentary, physical or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the 
availability of different architectural elements from other structures or objects. 

 
(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 

discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant cultural, 
historical, architectural or archeological materials that characterize the property.  The 
new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the size, 
scale, color, material and character of the property, neighborhood or environment. 

 
(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures and objects shall be 

undertaken in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be removed 
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property would be 
unimpaired. 

 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Historic photos and tax maps showing appearance and footprint of Building 12 
over time 

2. 12/14/16 letter from HP Board Chair Benson to Planning Board re:  Master 
Development Plan – see Section IV, page 3 

3. Cover letter from project architect 
4. Preliminary plans and elevations 
5. Applicant’s Appendix 1:  photos of existing pattern storehouse, prior to 

dismantling. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chair Boepple and Members of the Planning Board          

FROM: Scott Benson, Chair, Historic Preservation Board 
Deborah Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager  

DATE:    December 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Historic Preservation Board Finding and Recommendation re: 

a) Conformance of 58 Fore Street Master Development Plan with Review
Standards of Historic Preservation Ordinance

b) Amendment of Portland Company Historic District Boundaries

I. Introduction 

On December 7, the Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing on CPB2’s proposed Master 
Development Plan for its property at 58 Fore Street, within which is located the Portland Company 
Historic District.  Although master development plans are addressed in the site plan ordinance and 
formal review authority rests with the Planning Board, the Historic Preservation Board’s role in the 
review of the 58 Fore Street Master Plan was two-fold: 

 First, the Historic Preservation Board was charged with making a finding as to whether the scope and 
nature of development proposed in the master development plan--in particular proposed alterations, 
additions and new construction within or abutting the Portland Company Historic District--is in 
conformance with the review standards of the historic preservation ordinance.  

Second, the Historic Preservation Board was charged with making a recommendation to the Planning 
Board regarding amending the boundaries of the Portland Company Historic District, as proposed by 
CPB2.  Amending the district boundaries would make it possible to relocate Building 12 to another 
location on the property, just outside the current district boundary.  As the relocation of Building 12 is 
an integral part of the proposed master development plan, the question of amending the historic district 
is be taken up in conjunction with the master development plan review. The process for amending 
historic district boundaries is the same as for district designations.  That is, the Historic 
Preservation Board makes a recommendation on the boundary change to the Planning Board.  
The Planning Board, in turn, makes a recommendation to the Council, which has final authority 
to amend the district. 

II. Background – Outstanding Issue Identified at November 16 Workshop

As Planning Board members will recall, the one aspect of the master development plan that 
raised significant concerns at the HP Board’s November workshop was the proposal for 
townhouses to be constructed along Fore Street, some of which were proposed to be built on 
top of contributing historic structures within the Fore Street alleyway. (See ATTACHMENT – for 



excerpts from 11/16 plan.)  These concerns centered on the impact of the townhouses on the 
current view of the Portland Company complex from Fore Street and on the existing scale and 
historic character of development in the alleyway below.    

During discussion, Historic Preservation Board members noted that the Portland’s Company’s 
location below the grade of Fore Street has historically allowed for views of the complex below. 
From Fore Street, one can appreciate the retainage required to create the site, the linear 
alignment of buildings required by the manufacturing process, the industrial nature of the 
complex, as well as the architectural character and scale of the individual historic structures 
within view. With the introduction of connected townhouses as shown in the proposed plans, 
this view of the complex would be virtually eliminated.  (Board members did not find the 
provision of one 50’ view corridor within the proposed townhouse row to be adequate in 
preserving this key view of the complex.).  

Board members also expressed concern about the effect of the proposed townhouse 
construction on the historic scale and character of the alleyway adjacent to Fore Street.  As 
viewed from the alley, plans called for a one-story rooftop addition adjacent to the vault tower 
(Building 24), new 5-story townhouses built on a portion of the footprint of Building 14 and the 
footprint of Building 15 (existing structures are 2 stories), and a 3-story addition built on top of 
Building 16 (the 2-story brass foundry).  Immediately abutting the end wall of Building 16 and 
projecting further into the alleyway were proposed to be additional 5-story townhouses. In the 
Board’s view, the fundamental change in scale, the absence of any building setback to 
distinguish the historic scale of development from the new and the total obstruction of the Fore 
Street retaining wall were found to fundamentally alter the historic character of the alleyway.  
Standards #1, 2 and 9 of the historic preservation ordinance’s Standards for Review of 
Alterations were found applicable to this finding.   

Based on drawings presented at the workshop, it was the consensus of Historic Preservation 
Board members that the townhouse construction along Fore Street (specifically, the 
townhouses proposed along the length of the existing alleyway development, up to and 
including Building 16) failed to meet the historic preservation ordinance standards as the 
construction would materially diminish both the visibility and integrity of the historic district.  In 
summarizing the Board’s discussion, Chair Benson indicated that an alternative solution for this 
area of the historic district would be necessary in order for the Board to forward a positive 
finding on the master plan’s conformance with historic preservation review standards. 

In addition to this threshold concern, Historic Preservation Board members identified a number 
of other general issues and/or observations based on the elevations and renderings provided.  
Recognizing the preliminary nature of a master development plan and the fact that the 
drawings provided may be subject to change, these issues and observations were identified for 
the purpose of establishing a record to inform current or future applicants and Historic 
Preservation Board members when applications for Certificates of Appropriateness are 
reviewed in the future.    These observations and concerns were reiterated at the 12/7 public 
hearing and are listed in the following section of this report.  



III. December 7 Public Hearing – Potential Revisions Presented for Consideration, Board 
Response 

On December 7th, representatives of CPB2 presented two alternative design proposals for the 
Fore Street townhouse component of the master plan in hopes that one or both of the options 
would resolve the Historic Preservation Board’s concerns about the impact of the Fore Street 
townhouses.  While Board members noted that each option included measures that improved 
upon the previous proposal (for example, a building setback was provided to distinguish the 
historic scale of development along the alleyway from the new), neither proposal adequately 
resolved the concerns expressed at the November workshop.  Ultimately, the Historic 
Preservation Board concluded that the extent and scale of proposed building additions and new 
construction along Fore Street--specifically, the portion of the Fore Street wall extending from 
the tower (Building 24) in easterly direction up to and including Building 16-- unduly diminished 
both the visibility and the historic integrity of the Portland Company Historic District.   

In order to find that the proposed master development plan for 38 Fore Street is in general 
conformance with the review standards of the historic preservation ordinance, the Board 
stipulated that the building additions and new construction highlighted in ATTACHMENT 1 be 
removed from the overall development program.  Additionally, the Board stipulated that a 
separation (width to be determined) between the east end wall of Building 16 and the new 
townhouses east of Building 16 be provided to define the limits of the original complex and 
provide a view of the Fore Street wall.  Note that the Board’s decision does not preclude the 
proposed construction of a one-story rooftop addition adjacent to Building 24’s vault tower or 
the proposed construction of 5-story townhouses east of Building 16 within the boundaries of 
the historic district. 

IV. General Input for Future Reviews 

In addition to this threshold issue, the Historic Preservation Board reiterated at the 12/7 public 
hearing a number of general concerns and/or observations that were first identified at the 
workshop.  They were highlighted to provide early input to the developers and consultant team 
and to communicate that some level of design modification will likely be required when 
projects are reviewed for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

• Given the limited number of historic buildings that remain to convey the history, visual 
character and significance of the Portland Company, care should be taken 
that any additions or infill construction not overwhelm, distract from or visually 
compete with the historic structures.  While it is understood that building additions and 
added architectural elements may be necessary or desirable as part of the buildings’ 
conversion to new uses, the number of proposed additions and the scale/architectural 
prominence of some of the additions as rendered in the master plan drawings require 
further consideration to ensure that the historic character of the remaining buildings is 
not diminished.  In short, additions should be recessive and architecturally compatible 
with the subject structure, so that the historic form and architectural character of each 
contributing structure remains prominent.    
 



Specific examples of additions identified as warranting modification include the 
continuous dormer proposed for Building 2, the proposed stair/elevator core addition to 
Building 6/6A and the rooftop addition adjacent to Building 24 (the vault tower). The 
proposed dormers on Building 2 will likely need to be pulled back from the edge of the 
roof and from the wall plane below so as to be more proportionate to the historic 
building.  The stair/elevator core addition to Building 6/6A will likely need to be reduced 
in size or footprint so as not to dominate the historic building.  The rooftop addition 
next to the vault will need to be set back from the existing building’s wall plane and 
modified in design to ensure that the vault remains visually prominent. 
 

• The historic structures within the district were built over time in response to changing 
needs or growth of the company.  While the buildings share a common material palette, 
architecturally there are distinctions from one building to another, reflecting their 
period of construction and/or particular use.  As such, care should be taken to avoid 
using the same design for added features (e.g. new entrance canopies) for every 
building.  
 

• The east elevation of the proposed office building on Parcel 1 will face the entrance 
courtyard and will be surrounded by historic Portland Company structures.  Given this 
close visual relationship, this elevation of the building should take visual cues from the 
historic structures around it so as to be generally compatible.  Also, the point of 
connection between Building 12 and the new office building it adjoins should be given 
careful consideration. 
 

• The Portland Company’s pedestrian bridges were identified as important character-
defining features of the complex.  At least one bridge should be maintained over each 
alley. 
 

• Given the location and alignment of the new building on Parcel 3, the building will have 
an important visual relationship to the historic structures directly across the access 
road.  A contextual architectural treatment—one that reinforces the Portland 
Company’s industrial design vocabulary-- is encouraged.  Also, consideration should be 
given to shifting this building toward the east to open up the view of the historic district 
from the water. 
 

• It is important that any future rehabilitation/redevelopment within the Portland 
Company Historic District include provisions for “telling the story” of the Portland 
Company, including the history of the company, what it produced and its significance at 
the local, state and national level.  Interpretation should not be left to chance.  
 

• Given the industrial history of the property, the generally spare approach shown for the 
site treatment within the historic district is appropriate. Trees and other landscaping 
within the historic core should be limited so as to reinforce the industrial character. 



V. Formal Finding and Recommendation of the Historic Preservation Board 

Following a public hearing and final deliberations, the Historic Preservation Board voted on 
two motions as follows:    

1) The Board voted 6-0 (Sheridan recused) that on the basis of plans, elevations 
and renderings of proposed development included in the Master Development 
Plan for 58 Fore Street and information included in the staff report for the 
December 7, 2016 public hearing, the Board finds that the proposed Master 
Development Plan for 58 Fore Street, specifically that portion of proposed 
development located within the boundary of the Portland Company Historic 
District, is in conformance with Portland’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 
standards subject to the removal of the proposed rooftop addition above 
Building 16, the reduction in scale of proposed infill construction on the 
footprint of Buildings 14 and 15 to a height not to exceed existing building 
heights, and the provision of an offset separating Building 16 and new 
townhouses to the east.    

 
Additionally, the Board finds that the proposed development adjacent to or within 
one hundred feet of the Portland Company Historic District will be developed so as 
to be generally compatible with the major character defining elements of the 
landmark or portion of the district in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
development.   

 
These findings do not preclude the Historic Preservation Board’s authority as part of 
future reviews of Certificate(s) of Appropriateness to require reasonable 
adjustments in scale, massing or design of proposed additions, alterations or new 
construction to comply with ordinance requirements, as identified in the 12/7/16 
staff report and as amended during Board discussion.  

 
2) The Historic Preservation Board voted 5-0 (Sheridan recused, Oldham opposed) to 

recommend to the Planning Board and City Council that the boundaries of the 
Portland Company Historic district be amended as shown and described in Bernstein 
Shur’s letter of November 10, 2016. (See ATTACHMENT 2.)  This recommendation is 
based on the Board’s finding that amending the boundaries of the Portland 
Company Historic District is necessary to fulfill a key objective of the Master 
Development Plan, that being the relocation of Building #12 to a position abutting 
the western edge of the 50’ public access easement on site.  Additionally, the Board 
finds that the district boundary amendment will create a single contiguous historic 
district and allow for the relocation of Building 12 to a position where it will continue 
to have a visual relationship with the other remaining Portland Company historic 
structures.   

 

 



ATTACHMENTS 

1. Marked-up axonometric views from 9/12/16 Master Development Plan showing
additions and infill required to be removed to satisfy historic preservation ordinance
standards.  Marked up 12/2/16 axonometric views showing same.

2. 11/10/16 letter from Mary Costigan of Bernstein Shur requesting boundary amendment
to Portland Company Historic District, with map.



Portland Foreside: Portland Company Historic District 
1895 Pattern Storehouse Addition (Building 12) Façades Reconstruction 

Project Description 
The current application is a more detailed follow-up to the Certificate of Appropriateness issued 
by PHPB on May 17, 2019 for the disassembly, reconstruction and relocation of Building 12 to a 
revised site for the building that entailed an amended boundary for the Portland Company 
Historic District. The orientation and alignment of the relocated Building 12 are consistent with 
condition (e) of the approval. The new uses of the building require accessibility via elevator 
access. Residential use on the third floor makes it possible to meet code requirements with a 
single egress stair thereby avoiding construction of a new stair on the exterior of the building. 
The new elevator and stair are located on the side that originally was the south wall of the 
demolished Building 11. Introduction of an elevator requires a shaft overrun that can be 
concealed in a dormer. The new roof includes dormers on north and south sides to conceal the 
elevator while maintaining symmetry for the gabled roof. Dormers are set back from east and 
west facades to emphasize the gable profiles of the original roof- especially for the west 
elevation with the painted sign above the third story windows.  

The dormers also include multi-paned windows and ventilation louvers. The proposed 
reconstruction maintains the locations, sizes, and both segmental arch and steel lintel details of 
the historic facades. Sixteen-pane sash configuration is as it was in the original fixed windows, 
but with introduction of a meeting rail to create operable 8/8 double hung sliding sashes for 
occupants. Several single 16-pane fixed sash windows will remain in original locations on the 
west facade. 

The south side of the building will reintroduce a shed derived from one that once existed for 
most of the length of the first floor. The new shed will provide for service access, trash storage, 
as well as structural support and concealment of mechanical equipment for the building. A 
portion of the length will be an outdoor patio with pergola and canvas shades. The addition's 
design is derived from walls and gates of slatted wood as shown in historic photographs. Two 
first-floor windows will have their spandrel brickwork removed below the original opening to 
accept glazed doors- one for service and one for patio access. The south elevation will include a 
pair of external metal chimney pipes that can allow back-to-back wood-burning fireplaces at 
first floor level.  

The portion of the north wall that corresponds to the demolished south elevation of Building 11 
maintains the alignments and sizes of window openings set by the north facade of Building 12, 
but without copying the segmental arches or sashes of the reconstructed historic facades. 
Primary entrances to elevator and stair lobby and first floor restaurant will have a steel and 
glass canopy without columns. Entrances to restaurant, offices, and residential at the north 
façade will be grouped and treated in a contemporary manner related to new awning windows 
with weathering steel spandrel panels. The large wagon portals on the east façade be rebuilt 



with new steel channels detailed with the informal relationships to their brick setting that we 
recorded from their corroded predecessors. A relatively recent brick vestibule is being removed 
between the two portals and a weathering steel surround will mark its location on the façade 
with a widened glazed aperture where a single door once led to a small mechanical room. 

The exterior brick walls continued straight down into the ground without visible stone 
foundation course or water table. The reconstruction will connect to the ground in the same 
way. The site design provides a permanent, paved seating area at the west end of the building 
and adjacent to a planted area between the re-aligned narrow gauge railway and the new 
extension of Thames Street. The pavement allows for service access for deliveries and trash 
removal from the new enclosure at the southwest corner. Paving slabs surround the building’s 
public elevations uniformly as continuations of the 12’ wide sidewalk and main plaza. 

New pole-mounted lighting will illuminate the repainted PORTLAND CO. sign above the third 
story windows. Pole street lights follow the edge of the new extension of Thames Street.  

Materials 
Brick for the reconstructed elevations is the salvaged exterior wythe of Building 12, cleaned and 
reset in Type N mortar with concrete sand to match aggregate, tonality, and hue of original 
pointing. Wall construction is single wythe against new Dens-Glas sheathing and metal studs 
and without relieving angles. Reconstructed window openings will be under double-stacked 
header segmental arches. The brick return at window boxes was approximately 3" exposed 
beyond an ovolo brick mold typical for the Portland Company buildings. The two large openings 
at first floor east façade will have 9" brick returns into glazing frames to convey the depth of the 
original wooden doors. 

Masonry at the Building 11 demolition "void" will be a brick of comparable size and slightly 
different hue and tonality. This infill area in the north facade will indicate the extent of the 1895 
attachment to Building 11. The new chimneys will be steel, attached to the brick wall with steel 
straps and spaced away to clear the over-sailing eaves with their exposed rafter ends and 
molding. 

Windows are aluminum custom extrusions for brick mold with sashes configured to match sight 
lines of the 1895 originals. See the pre-disassembly photo of the west facade for double hung 
sliding sashes and fixed 16-pane sash as precedents. Glazing will be insulated double panes 
(IGU) with applied exterior, interstitial, and interior muntin grids based upon original muntin 
widths but not replicating interior muntin profiles. Exterior sills were painted wood, set within 
the brick openings and very slightly overhanging. This placement and its dimensions will be 
replicated in aluminum. Windows throughout the site have been the same red color and this 
will be reinstated although interior muntins were dark green. New windows in the north 
facade's "void" infill area will be single-pane awnings over weathering steel spandrel panels 
rather than the 8/8 or 16-pane subdivision in the reconstruction. The color of these windows 
and the curtain wall at larger openings will be black or gray.  Curtain wall/storefront mullions 
will be steel or aluminum with narrowed cap profiles to emphasize the large scale of the 



original openings. Glazing will be clear float glass in insulated glazing units with low-emissivity 
coating on the interior surface of the outer pane. 

Roof materials will be asphalt shingles, color charcoal gray and width and exposure 
dimensioned to match original slate on the primary slopes. Dormer roofs will be pitched to 
lesser slope and covered in aluminum of a similar gray and detailed with standing seams. 
Gutters to be 6" half-round aluminum with fluted downspouts terminated in cast iron 
enclosures that lead to under pavement storm drains. Gutters and downspouts will be dark 
gray or Portland Company red. 

Mock-ups 
The design for Building 12 is at an early stage of Design Development and there have been no 
formal submittals of specified materials for review. Bruner/Cott is already working with Consigli 
Construction to organize procurement and erection of material samples and masonry mock-ups 
for PHPB review as the project develops. Consigli Construction’s masonry team will erect 
sample panels of salvaged brick with snapped headers at bond courses and proposed pointing 
to show paste color, aggregate, and tooling. Red color samples for paint on new windows, 
rainwater goods, and standing seam metal will also be evaluated visually with PHPB prior to 
installation.  

Samples of new brick, spandrel metal, and colors for awning windows and curtain wall infill on 
the Building 11 portion of the north elevation will be available to assess compatibility and 
contrast with the original materials.  

See Appendix 1 for photographs of original materials and details of the Pattern Storehouse 
Addition. 

July 13, 2019 
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Portland Foreside, 19.003 1 

Appendix 1: Photos of Existing Pattern Storehouse Addition 

West elevation (primary facade as seen 

from Thames Street). Portland Company 

sign will be replicated including 

variation in heights of letters and 

painting over window arches. Note 

Double hung sliding sash windows with 

meeting rails at 8/8 division. Eave 

molding profile continues at bottom of 

rafters on north and south facades. 
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West and south elevations oriented as 
relocated Building 12 will stand in 
relation to views from narrow gauge 
and waterfront walking path after 
reconstruction. Proposed shed dormers 
will be set back from gable to 
emphasize west and east façade 
profiles. 

  

 

South and west elevations showing 
window pattern, dark gray slate roof, 
and line of shed addition at sills of 
second floor windows.  
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South and east elevations prior to 
demolition of Building 11 showing 
window pattern, large door openings at 
first floor with later vestibule at central 
door in wall of Building 12. Dark gray 
slate roof.  

  

 

Original brick color and coursing with 
header bond  eight courses apart. Wall 
face is not smooth. Note color and tone 
in comparison of possible supplement 
by Morin Brick Company. Note wood sill 
thickness. 
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Original brick opening for third story window. 
Molding under oversailing rafters and eave 
boarding with 3” deck and slate projection. Fixed 
sash with sixteen panes. Brick bonding with 
headers eight courses apart. 

Original window solid head and brick mold 
beneath double header segmental arch. 
Approximately 2 1/2” exposed brick return at 
jamb. This molding is basis of proposed custom 
extrusion for new window assembly. 
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Sixteen-pane fixed sash in original brick opening with non-operable 
frame.  

Brick mold and wood sill detail at window opening with brick 
return exposure. Red paint. 
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Steel lintel at large door opening on east elevation. Channel is less 
than three courses deep. Note steel seat and return bricks on 
alternate courses. 

Sixteen-pane double-hung sliding sash exterior with wooden sill 
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Brick return at large door opening on east façade. Triple wythe 
under steel channels. No external door. 
 

Corroded steel lintel at large door opening on east elevation. 
Channel is less than three courses deep. Approximately 12” deep in 
wall face. Note steel seat and return bricks on alternate courses. 
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Southeast corner brick at large door opening. Three stretcher 
bricks. Header bond seven courses apart. 



Jennifer Munson <jmy@portlandmaine.gov>

Fwd: 58 Fore St.

Deb Andrews <dga@portlandmaine.gov> Wed, Aug 7, 2019 at 10:57 AM
To: Jennifer Munson <jmy@portlandmaine.gov>

fyi

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Julius Ciembroniewicz <jciemb@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Aug 7, 2019 at 8:00 AM
Subject: 58 Fore St.
To: <dga@portlandmaine.gov>

Ms. Andrews -- 

I'm writing in connection with the 58 Fore St. project, namely the dismantling, relocating and reconstructing of the Pattern Storehouse.
By dismantling, relocating and now modernizing (adding dormers, elevator, restaurant, etc), the developers are obliterating the historic
integrity of the structure. 

The City of Portland is giving its historic integrity away, brick by brick, to developers that are taking a mile when they receive an inch
from the City. The developers only care about $ and themselves; please protect our City, its waning identity and its historic integrity.
Otherwise, it really isn't much of a City anymore. 

I oppose the dismantling and relocation -- which sounds like already occurred -- and I certainly opposed the dormers and modernization
of a historic building. The developer plans to decimate pretty much everything else on the lot, so this would be a small consolation. 

Thanks for the important work that you do. 

Regards, 

Julius Ciembroniewicz
55 Morning Street, Unit 4-2
Portland, ME 04101

-- 
Deb Andrews
Historic Preservation Program Manager
City of Portland
389 Congress Street
Portland, Maine  04101
(207) 874-8726

mailto:jciemb@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/58+Fore+St?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:dga@portlandmaine.gov
https://www.google.com/maps/search/58+Fore+St?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/55+Morning+Street,+Unit+4?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/389+Congress+Street+Portland,+Maine+%C2%A004101?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.google.com/maps/search/389+Congress+Street+Portland,+Maine+%C2%A004101?entry=gmail&source=g


Google Groups

Eastern Waterfront

Maggy W <mswnola@gmail.com> Aug 2, 2019 7:11 PM
Posted in group: Planning Board

Dear Planning Department and members of the Planning Board, all throughout the hearings for the58 Fore Street Master
Plan, we were told our “View Corridors” down the streets of Munjoy Hill would be protected. Thanks to the new Marina, this
is the pedestrians’ and residents’ summer View Corridor down St. Lawrence Street. Constant reminders of how the 1% are
usurping the benefits of the other 99%. 

Please do not allow the marina to park huge luxury yachts in our view corridors! 

Maggy Wolf 
28 Saint Lawrence 

https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/topic/planningboard/GL7MC-AhyFM
https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/forum/planningboard
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

WORKSHOP  
58 FORE STREET, PORTLAND COMPANY HISTORIC DISTRICT 

TO: Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE: August 29, 2019 
RE: September 4, 2019      WORKSHOP – Overview of Proposed Scope of 

Work within Portland Company  
Historic District (“Block 2” of  
58 Fore Street property) 

Address: 58 Fore Street, Block 2 
Block 2 encompasses all structures within the Portland Company Historic 
District with the exception of Building 12 

Applicant: Portland Foreside Development Company 
Kevin Costello and Casey Prentice, Principals 
David Senus, Project Manager 

Project Architect: Henry Moss, Bruner/Cott Architects 

Landscape Architect: Michael Boucher, Michael Boucher Landscape Architecture 

Introduction 

The Portland Foreside Development Company recently submitted an application for the 
rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of all of the remaining historic structures within the 
boundaries of the Portland Company Historic District, with the exception of Building 12. 
The applicants refer to this portion of their overall 58 Fore Street property as “Block 2”.  
The application calls for repairs, alterations and additions to the historic structures, infill 
construction within the building wall abutting Fore Street and a comprehensive program of 
site improvements within the district boundaries.   Henry Moss of Bruner/Cott Architects is 
serving as project architect for Block 2.  Michael Boucher is the landscape architect. 

Needless to say, an application of this size and scope is unusual and the Board’s review 
process will need to be structured to ensure that every aspect of the project receives 
careful consideration.  Given the nature of the Portland Company Historic District, 
however, where all of the historic structures are related in function, building type and 
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architectural expression and where every building represents an integral element of a 
single complex, it is ideal that any plan begin by addressing the entire complex at once and 
that the plans for any given building are developed in consideration of the whole. 

On Wednesday, Mr. Moss will provide an overview of the applicant’s plans for the entirety 
of Block 2, outlining the design team’s overall approach to the project, identifying the 
constraints and opportunities presented by individual structures within the complex, and 
describing their program of repairs, building alterations and additions, infill construction 
and site improvements. 

Given time constraints, Wednesday’s workshop is intended to be introductory only.  Apart 
from general questions and comments about the overall plan, Board members are 
encouraged to reserve specific comments and discussion for future workshops.  Staff is 
working with the design team to break down the review process to make it manageable 
and allow for thorough consideration of all aspects of the proposal. 

Staff has enclosed for the Board’s reference an axonometric view of Block 2 as shown in 
the approved Master Development Plan for 58 Fore Street.  Also enclosed is a copy of the 
HP Board’s letter of recommendation regarding the MDP to the Planning Board that 
outlines its conditions of recommendation. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Project narrative
2. Summary presentation
3. Historic and current views, with annotations
4. Architectural drawings
5. Site/Landscape plans
6. 2016 HP Board letter of recommendation to Planning Board re: Master

Development Plan
7. Marked-up axonometric view of historic core showing HP Board conditions of

recommendation



Portland Foreside Block 2 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application 

August 6, 2019 

Project Overview 

All buildings remaining in the Portland Company Historic District following the PHPB’s approved site 

clearance are now planned for rehabilitation and reuse within the framework of the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards. Where structures are basically sound, their architecture will be adapted to house 

new uses that are consistent with their interior spaces and original facades. Seismic, accessibility, 

thermal resistance, and environmental health requirements apply additional overlays that affect the 

original building fabric. The design approach consistently attempts to manage these and other code 

constraints with a minimum of change to the buildings’ exterior architecture. Over the past century and 

half, structural problems have accumulated as wrought iron brick ties corroded, granite sills cracked 

through uplift, exterior walls bulged away from the floors and roofs they support, wood windows and 

wood siding lost their integrity. Most design changes involve new public entrances at existing openings, 

often utilizing existing windows or large doorways. Today’s mechanical equipment requirements  

necessitate exterior placement of machinery and rooftop enclosures are designed to minimize their 

distraction from the massing and key rooflines within the historic district. Window replacement 

replicates the original wood profiles and pane sizes utilizing custom extrusions in aluminum for insulated 

glazing units.  

Consigli Construction’s demolition teams salvaged and palletized brick from buildings as they took them 

down and Bruner/Cott indicated where they matched masonry in buildings that are to be rehabilitated. 

Masonry repairs will be extensive, because several buildings’ exterior wythe of brick is now detached 

from the structural wall, but new helical stainless steel anchors will be inserted through brick joints prior 

to repointing. Tests are currently underway to determine their frequency and to demonstrate how to 

keep them invisible.  

New construction along the Fore Street embankment will replace lost clapboard façade areas and floors 

of Building 14 and create new pedestrian bridges. The design focus is to maintain the character of the 

narrow alley from within the space along the north side of Building 2 and Building 3 by maintaining the 

massing along the embankment until the townhouses that rise beyond an opening at the restored 

Building 16. Bridges across the alley will reinforce its historic image from within the space and from 

views as people approach from the plaza and from Fore Street. 

New construction at Building 2 is at roof level for set-back shed dormers that replace the overhanging 

third floor extension from the 1920’s. Construction continues to rise above Building 2 to enclose 

mechanical equipment that serves all spaces below. New construction along the south edge of the site 

at Buildings 6A and 6B will include rebuilding of a metal-clad late addition at Building 6B along with a 

Att. 1



new enclosure at 6A for vertical circulation. Construction will include rebuilding the existing pedestrian 

bridge that crosses to Building 2. New construction is designed to be compatible with host buildings 

while avoiding mimicry and maintaining contrast with materials of new buildings on nearby parcels. 

The site will be reworked to install utilities, manage storm water and storm surges, and re-landscaped to 

improve accessibility. The new surface will be medium-dark basalt paving. Much of the site was 

originally granite Belgian Block (plus railway tracks, stacks of rails and planks, and mud).  

Exterior lighting has three functions within the historic district. Pole lights and occasional bollard lights 

guide traffic and illuminate public pedestrian areas. Façade lighting mildly accentuates building 

elevations to emphasize their architectural value and highlight painted signs created by the Portland 

Company on Buildings 24 and 12. A third level of exterior lighting features arrays of fixtures to animate 

outdoor spaces; such as string lights in the Narrow Alley along the north side of Building 2. 

The 1895 Pattern Storehouse reconstruction (Building 12) is the subject of a closely related, but separate 

Certificate of Appropriateness application.  

The buildings included in this Block 2 application are as follows and will be addressed individually: 

• Building 2, c. 1845 Machine Shop. Removal of Building 1, 1914 Erecting Building, the addition

that had almost completely obscured the west elevation of Building 2 exposed large scale,

integral openings at ground level.

▪ Character-defining Elements: West elevation and south elevations will dominate perception

of Building 2 as development creates views of this frontage across an open plaza. Corbelled

brick cornices emphasize the gables and eave lines. Large 25/25 lite windows alternate with

brick façade piers that repeat for the building’s full length. An enclosed bridge connects at

2nd floor level to Building 6A near the party wall at Building 3. Large openings at ground level

at the west façade with steel channels recall the movement of goods and equipment from

Building 2 into the adjacent Erecting Building. Typical window openings have exposedrough-

faced granite lintels and sills. A granite foundation cap is buried or revealed depending upon

adjacent outdoor pavement levels.

▪ Existing Condition: Building 2 survived two major campaigns of alteration, (a) 1914

construction of Building 1 with embedded structural steel and changed window openings in

the west elevation; and (b) 1920’s 3rd story expansion of cantilevered office and drafting

spaces through both north and south roofs. Wood windows are original and in very poor

condition. Masonry facades are remarkably sound considering that the wrought iron ties

that secured the outer wythe of the brick facades have consistently failed due to corrosion.

Granite sills at ground level are frequently broken in half while lintels are consistently intact.

▪ Proposed Treatment: The original three-dimensional form of Building 2 will be re-

established by removal of the over-sailing 3rd floor expansion on north and south slopes and

replacement with shed dormers that are held back from the west pediment and from the

reconstructed cornice brickwork on the long elevations. Existing windows will be replicated

in aluminum with sashes and brick molds to match the wooden originals. Windows will be



red to maintain their visual relationship to the brick facades. At roof level the color of the 

dormers will be gray, espousing the design strategy that newly built elements will not match 

the dark red color that the Portland Company once applied over the site as a whole, rather 

select an understated color to signify a new element in the overall site. Proposed masonry 

treatments include insertion of helical anchors at brick joints calculated to secure the outer 

wythe and minimize reconstruction. Embedded steel and other Building 1 remnants will be 

removed and replaced with bricks to match adjacent areas. Glazed infill at large openings 

will be aluminum or steel curtain wall designed to emphasize the scale of industrial 

openings. The existing first floor level of Building 2 will be raised about 2’ to meet a more 

uniform exterior grade calculated to avoid flooding during storm surges. This will not affect 

how the exterior of the building will be seen. On the north elevation three panels of 

structural brick that flank window openings will be replaced by 8’ wide doors to connect the 

interior of Building 2 to public outdoor space in the narrow alley along the embankment 

buildings. There will be a new bridge from the third floor of Building 2 to Building 24.The 

original sills that were cracked by frost heave will be repaired in situ. One sill and brick 

spandrel will be removed to make a public entrance to the market hall inside Building 2. 

New doors will be glazed steel or aluminum but flanking brick and granite lintels will remain 

intact. Pedestrian bridges to Building 24 at the second and third floor levels will be repaired 

and used for egress. The pedestrian bridge at Building 14/15 will be redesigned and rebuilt 

to allow direct connection to the second floor of Building 2 within a partially glazed 

enclosure with aluminum or steel external framing.  The pitched roof of Building 2 will be 

rebuilt with gray asphalt shingles and the low-sloped dormer roofs will be clad with grey 

membrane and upstanding tees of the same material. 

 

• Building 3, c. 1847 Machine Shop first floor, 1895 second floor: Building 3 began as a single-

story building. Its brick walls with corbelled cornices, granite lintels and sills, and large multi-

pane sash windows established the architecture of Building 2, where construction followed soon 

afterwards. The 1895 addition of an upper story must have coincided with construction of the 

adjacent Foundry, Building 4. These changes drastically altered the appearance of the original 

structure and the new upper floor placed additional loads on the original brick below. An 

inserted freight equipment portal in the southwest corner of Building 3 broke the repetition of 

piers and windows and the construction of Building 4’s two phases completely obscured the 

east façade. 

▪ Character-defining Elements: Brick walls with the 1847 cornice half-way up emphasize the 

original architecture and mark the upper story addition along the north and south 

elevations. Large red 25/25 lite windows alternate with brick façade piers that repeat along 

the building’s full length except where new portals were introduced and windows infilled 

with brick. The brick façade has granite lintels and sills at first floor and brick segmental 

arches on the later upper story. A non-historic, open bridge connects at 2nd floor level to a 

recent exterior stair on the north facade. Two large openings at first and second floors 

remain in the east façade along with a large wooden jib crane. The sloped roof of Building 3 



is most significant when viewed from above along Fore Street. A glazed light monitor 

commands the ridge, roughly centered over the interior of Building 3. 

▪ Existing Condition: Brick walls at 1st floor and the 1847 cornice are in poor condition

because of the additional floor loads from above, poor structural restraint, and failed brick

ties. Many panels between window openings have outer wythes detached by two inches or

more with the cavity filled with mortar debris. Some failures were so severe that entire

panels were reconstructed in the past. Others are at the point of collapse. Large double

hung sliding sash windows are original wood frame, sash, and moldings- all at the end of

their useful life. Granite lintels are intact while sills at first floor are frequently cracked. The

open bridge at 2nd floor level is in good condition, but will be rebuilt to suit the reconfigured

embankment buildings. Two large openings at first and second floors facing Building 4 are in

fair condition, but their sliding doors are not weather-proof. The two-story tall wooden jib

crane appears sound enough to retain as part of restoration of the east façade and

incorporation of a single structural bay of the original Building 4. The sloped roof of Building

3 is covered with asphalt shingles that have failed. The glazed light monitor at the ridge is a

deteriorated enclosure but seems to have reusable wooden framing within.

▪ Proposed Treatment: Masonry failures of brick outer wythes and the 1847 cornice will be

extensively anchored or rebuilt according to the extent of deflection and detachment.

Windows will be replaced in aluminum to match the originals. Granite lintels and sills at first

floor and brick segmental arches on the later upper story will remain in place with epoxy

mortar repairs at sill cracks. The new main entrance to the market halls and event spaces

from plaza level will be built where the equipment portal occurs at the southwest

connection to Building 2. The east elevation will be stripped of paint with two new window

openings at first floor level to allow light into the interior while maintaining the overall

opacity of that facade. New glazed doorways will occupy the large freight door openings in

the east façade. The wooden jib crane will be repaired with a minimum of alteration to its

appearance (lead paint intactness is the issue). The non-historic, open bridge at the north

façade will be rebuilt to allow for emergency egress from the 2nd floor event space. The

sloped roof of Building 3 facing Fore Street will be recovered in gray asphalt shingles

selected to match slate sizes and a continuous outdoor deck installed along the south

elevation where the existing roof is flat.  The glazed light monitor will be rebuilt to match its

original appearance- but with new windows and roof covering. The most significant

alteration at roof level for the west end of Building 3 and the east end of Building 2 is

construction of an enclosure for mechanical equipment to serve both buildings. The design

and engineering of this installation has focused on limiting its footprint and height so that

the primary massing of the original buildings remains legible at a glance. The enclosure

material will be metal cladding of an industrial character and colored recessively to minimize

discontinuity with the roof.

• Building 4 single-bay, 1895 Foundry: Building 4 is currently slated for removal. The steel

structure of the bay originally attached to Building 3 is proposed for retention, repair, and

altered at 2nd floor level to provide an outdoor deck connected to the event space in Building 3



that can allow an unobstructed view to the waterfront past Building 6B. Its original width was 

less than that of Building 3, but later, lower additions to the north and south elevations made it 

wider. 

▪ Character-defining Elements: The sectional profile with its supporting steel columns, 

trusses, and beams. Roof profile with framing for the overall zone of monitor glazing.  

▪ Existing Condition: The later single-story side additions were framed in back-to-back steel 

channels that are exposed through the brick walls and deeply corroded. Steel columns and 

beams are bolted steel sections on concrete footings. The upper monitor trusses are 

supported by steel posts that rise alongside the main columns and will need new 

connections. All the steel is painted. The unpainted wooden roof decks of the portion may 

be too unsound to remain in place, but the intention is to repair and reroof  them. 

▪ Proposed Treatment: Attach monitor steel to primary columns. Alter columns’ steel and 

concrete footings as necessary for raised site elevation to 15’. Remove flaking paint from 

steel. Make roof deck upper surface sound and replace asphalt shingles. Install new wood 

deck and steel balustrade at existing 2nd floor wide opening framed to accommodate the 

wooden crane at Building 3.  

 

• Building 6A, c. 1896-1903 first floor offices and upper floors machine shops: Removal of 

Buildings 7 and 10 and alignment with the Thames Street extension make the west façade of 

Building 6A prominent as people approach the site from Portland’s downtown. It will be seen 

with the relocated Building 12 as a marker of the Portland Company Historic District. Building 6A 

never had an entrance on its west façade. The proposed treatment includes construction of a 

new entrance across existing window openings with a canopy supported by cast iron columns 

salvaged from Building 7. 

▪ Character-defining Elements: Brick facades with widely spaced punched window 

openings and very low roof slopes. Cast iron terminals of tension rods may be 

original. The easternmost bays of Building 6A were built over the west end of 

Building 6B and supported on its wooden trusses. The east façade appears to have 

been framed in timber and clad in wood siding to reduce its dead load on the 

trusses below. Multi-pane windows were replaced with 1/1 sashes on the 2nd floor. 

The 2nd floor pedestrian bridge that connects to Building 2 connects at the enclosure 

for an elevator that rises above the roof of Building 6A in two steps increasing 

visibility from Thames Street. 

▪ Existing Condition: Masonry in the exterior walls was never well-bonded and 

displacement of outer wythes along with vertical cracking are problems on the 

north and south elevations. Original windows are in poor condition. 

▪ Proposed Treatment: Building 6A will incorporate new additions- new egress stair 

enclosure, a rebuilt elevator shaft, and rebuilt bridge connecting to Building 2. These 

new facades will be clad in a combination of metal shingles, metal panels, and 

glazed aluminum storefront.  There are opportunities on the elevator shaft and new 

egress stair enclosure for identification signage as these will be visible from Thames 

Street. The new main entrance in the west façade will be under a glazed canopy 



supported by 15’ high cast iron columns from Building 7. Windows will be aluminum 

replicas of the multi-pane originals on all floors. The east elevation will be re-clad in 

painted clapboard designed to be consistent with the original wood siding.  

 

• Bridge from Building 6A to Building 2, c. 1906: The narrow, single-story pedestrian bridge spans 

across the proposed plaza between Building 6A and Building 2 near the proposed market hall 

entrance in Building 3. The existing bridge is supported by the brick wall at Building 2, two sets 

of exposed steel columns on concrete footings, and a large timber frame of sloping 12”x12” 

members at Building 6A. The bridge is an important visual marker guiding people to the market 

hall and plaza activities. Its internal use is secondary, but links event spaces at 2nd floor level 

from Building 2 to Building 6A.  

▪ Character-defining Elements:  The existing bridge establishes a relatively delicate link 

between two large brick buildings and is seen as associated with the vertical elevator 

enclosure at Building 6A. Original cladding is unproven, but assumed to have been 

wood. Windows are residential in scale. The pitched roof, structural supports, and 

exposed underside above the plaza contribute to the contrast between the bridge and 

the two brick buildings it connects.  

▪ Existing Condition:  The existing bridge is in poor condition in terms of enclosure and 

structure. Its narrow corridor reflected the width of the Building 2 window, but with an 

awkward widening at its connection to the wall. The bridge is too poorly constructed to 

be repaired.   

▪ Proposed Treatment: The bridge will be rebuilt in accordance with the original 

appearance of its west elevation including structural supports, wood cladding painted to 

match the dark red color that Portland Company applied throughout the site, and new 

windows. 

 

• Building 6B, c. 1850 Blacksmith and Tank Shop with addition built between 1914 and 1949:  

One of the site’s earliest buildings predates the attached Building 6A and maintains a dialog with 

the lower story of Building 3 immediately across the paved zone that was for truck delivery and 

other industrial traffic. Its location suggests retail uses that continue through from Building 6A 

with connections to outdoor uses along both north and south elevations. The north addition 

from the 20th century was a wooden shed without architectural pretension, now covered with 

corrugated siding. 

▪ Character-defining Elements:  Brick walls, granite lintels and sills, large multi-paned 

wood windows are the primary architectural features. Gabled roof terminates at the 

east end above a diamond-shaped fixed window opening (late alteration), a wide door 

for large equipment entry, and brick pilasters at the corners. 

▪ Existing Conditions:  Exterior masonry is in good condition- both brickwork and granite. 

Windows are in poor condition. Roof shingles (asphalt) are worn out. The shed addition 

corresponds to the entire length of the north elevation where windows were removed 

and the original openings filled with brick. The north addition is too poorly built to 



conserve and reuse. A relatively recent wooden egress stair is in poor condition and 

entirely out of character with the historic architecture of the site. 

▪ Proposed Treatment:  Rehabilitation of Building 6B will include restoration of existing 

masonry, replacement of wood windows with aluminum replicas, and new glazed 

entrances at the south and west elevations that utilize existing openings. Reconstruction 

of the envelope of the 1906 shed will introduce new glazing to the north elevation and 

original window locations in the brick wall of Building 6B will be re-opened. The shed 

will be clad in dark red corrugated metal panels patterned in alternating orientations 

between large glazed openings. The slab of Building 6B is slightly lower than the new 

site elevation planned for resilience at 15’ above sea level, but existing granite lintels 

allow for new doors below their original heights without alteration. 

 

• Building 24, 1896-1909 Vault Storage: Building 24 towers above other structures at the Fore 

Street edge of the Portland Company Historic District, is visible at a distance, and is emblazoned 

with a painted sign identifying the Portland Company site. Its small footprint has limited its past 

uses to documents storage and electrical vault with bridge connections to Building 2 at 2nd and 

3rd floor levels. Its brick frontage on Fore Street continues with pilasters and recessed panels for 

three bays along the rising embankment. The primary structure is to remain unaltered in profile, 

material, and historic signage (Portland Company has not yet confirmed their permission to 

reuse its name in the historic signs on Building 24 and Building 12.) 

▪ Character-defining Elements:  Brick elevations with infrequent punched windows, flat 

roof, painted sign, and open bridges to Building 2 are the significant features at Fore 

Street and above. The lowest story is field stone at the level of the “narrow alley” that 

passes between the embankment structures and along  the north walls of Building 2 and 

Building 3.  

▪ Existing Condition:  Masonry at Building 24 is in poor condition, especially as the field 

stone first story connects to the brick elevation alongside and above. Upper levels 

appear to be structurally sound with internal concrete vaults on steel beams. Windows 

and doors have been altered with brick infill and new openings. Extensive graffiti has 

disfigured accessible surfaces but the historic sign is clear enough to repaint. 

▪ Proposed Treatment: Masonry repairs will be extensive, especially at the bottom floor. 

Ground level door and window openings will remain with new millwork. New door 

openings will be coordinated with original window and door locations along Fore Street 

and at the existing entrance on the west elevation. Connection through the brick wall to 

new construction where Building 14 is as rebuilt will bring people in alongside Building 

24. The existing entrance lobby at the west elevation will continue its linkage to the 

second floor event space in Building 2 via the existing bridge. A new bridge will connect 

at third floor level to Building 2. The painted sign will be restored or completely 

repainted and lit as a major location marker for the site. 

 

• Building 14, c. 1875 Drafting Room/Storage: The wood-framed and clapboard-clad two-story 

building was residential in character compared to the adjacent masonry structures. Fieldstone 



buttress walls and the massive seawall were concealed from view along the narrow alley. Its 

reconstruction is intended to activate the ground level and invite visual contact with the stone 

walls. 

▪ Character-defining Elements:  The lighter construction of Building 14 with clapboards 

and residential-scale windows was its distinguishing characteristic. 

▪ Existing Condition: Collapsed, demolished. 

▪ Proposed Treatment: New construction with metal cladding to contrast with brick and 

stone, sloping roof in gray asphalt shingles, contemporary glazing at 2nd floor and 

translucent polycarbonate doors that can open full-width at pedestrian level for “pop-

up” retail. The ground floor that will open to the narrow alley with programming that 

links to the public market, although on a more temporary basis. These pop-up shops will 

be faced with rear-lit translucent polycarbonate openings.  The original stone sea wall 

and buttresses will be exposed within the shops.  Above the ground level there will be 

new construction, wood clad in a gray color, to distinguish this element from the 

existing red brick found throughout the site.  Connecting Building 14 and 24 is a terrace 

with a weathering steel guard rail element.  This material will continue as the shallow 

Juliet balcony cladding at the second floor.  The new pedestrian bridge will connect 

buildings 14/15 with building 2 at their second floor levels. Cladding for the bridge will 

be contemporary in character with visually light metal and full-height glazing. 

 

• Building 15, c. 1850’s Boiler House/Brass Foundry: Exterior brick piers and eave feature 

corbelled detail comparable to that at Building 2. The space retains original cast iron boilers and 

tank. Brick vaults penetrate the seawall underneath the south edge of Fore Street. 

▪ Character-defining Elements: Brick piers at party walls east and west. 

▪ Existing Condition: Brick piers are collapsed for much of their height. Bricks in place are 

in good condition. 

▪ Proposed Treatment: Reconstruct upper portions of two brick piers to original detail. 

Install new contemporary multi-paned glazed storefront with new central vertical 

support. Rebuild roof at original slope and install gray asphalt shingles. Retain one 

historic cast iron boiler in northeast corner of the space. Install new masonry  floor with 

accessible connections to narrow alley and Building 16. 

 

• Building 16 c. 1850’s Boiler House/Brass Foundry: The tall single-story brick elevation faces 

Building 3 across the narrow alley. Two large windows, two clerestory windows, and an enlarged 

opening spanned by a steel channel introduce significant transparency into the façade, inviting 

entrance into a space where the space expands upward under a sloping roof that spans to the 

Seawall. The building is in fair-to-poor condition overall, but its masonry elements of brick and 

granite can be repaired. The building will incorporate an outdoor fire pit in the base of its 

demolished foundry smokestack. Window openings will receive new glazing and the portal will 

be glazed with entry doors.  



▪ Character-defining Elements: Brick façade, granite lintels, exposed steel channel above 

wide door opening, overhanging rafters at south façade, 25/25 window with small 

clerestories. 

▪ Existing Condition: Brick is in fair condition, but should be stable enough to repair with 

one uncertain area at clerestory level. Existing steel channels show very limited 

corrosion. Windows are face-fixed and reversed sashes, probably not from Building 16. 

Not salvageable. Original chimney remant is exposed brick interior of chimney base.  

▪ Proposed Treatment: Restore brick and granite façade and make sound the chimney 

base to receive an open fire-pit. Repair and protect the steel channels at the wide 

opening. Install new aluminum windows and multi-paned storefront for continuity with 

Building 15 and to allow strong connection to the narrow alley. Glazed façade will 

provide deep views into the space revealing the character of the existing brick arches, 

stone walls, and tall cast iron boiler structure. Install new masonry floor (reinstate brick 

surface). 

 

 

• Fore Street Brick Wall (retention, disassembly and reconstruction) 

▪ Character-defining Elements: Brick pilasters of story-height wall at Building 14 flank 

recessed panels with corbel above at granite coping. Lower walls along Building 15 and 

Building 16 are primarily seen as granite coping stones. 

▪ Existing Condition: Walls at Building 14 remain intact even after removal of the 

adjoining roof structure. Lower walls along Building 15 and Building 16 were too 

unstable to remain and have been removed with approval of PHPB staff after on-site 

documentation.  

▪ Proposed Treatment: The taller three bays along Building 14 will be restored with a 

single new opening for an entrance doorway from Fore Street. The low walls will be 

reconstructed using salvaged materials with an opening for an egress stair from Building 

3 east of Building 16. 

 

• Fore Street Sea Wall 

▪ Character-defining Elements: Massive granite with rough stonework until 1896 rebuild 

in ashlar. 

▪ Existing Condition: Rough stone inconsistently pointed from Building 24 to the east wall 

of Building 16. Large ashlar blocks beyond. Seawall was reconstructed in 1896 and now 

has an earth embankment and large fuel tanks between its battered lower story and low 

retaining walls to the sough. The embankment keeps the wall from sliding to the south. 

▪ Proposed Treatment:  The Fore Street Sea Wall will be kept intact between Building 16 

and Block 4 of the development. The concrete and fieldstone retaining walls south of 

the sea wall will be reinforced with concrete foundation walls at single-story height.  The 

space between these walls – approximately at a second story level – will be enclosed at 

a future date with a program to be determined, but will be accessible from the parking 

garage in Block 4 and from the pedestrian bridge from Building 3 that travels to the east 



of Building 16.  Below this, at ground level, will be a space for flexible programming.  

This space will communicate in section with the space above and be clad in translucent 

polycarbonate panels to match the cladding of the pop-up shops at the ground level of 

Building 14.  The space will be bounded above by new townhouses and to the south by 

the narrow alleyway and Building 3 with the retained bay of Building 4. 

• Site and Landscape: The new site treatment entails raising the finished ground level above

predicted storm surge levels and elevating interior slabs to establish accessible entrances.

▪ Character-defining Elements: Few original features remain among the Portland

Company’s railway tracks (standard and narrow-gauge), footprint indications of former

buildings, and rough roadways up to Fore Street.

▪ Existing Condition: The site is currently paved in deteriorated asphalt with highly

variable surface conditions where different slab locations met pavement at entrances.

Large areas are open soil and compacted rubble as site clearance has .

▪ Proposed Treatment: The raised pavement will be medium gray natural stone (flame

treated basalt) with sufficient depth to support vehicles and installed above an asphalt

base with integral snow-melt piping, underground utilities, and fuel tanks. The extension

of Thames Street will be paved identically. Grading is managed to provide drainage

without curbs. The site surface will remain unbroken except for a few specific locations

for deciduous trees and opportunities for natural vegetation to establish at exposed

retaining walls.

• Site Lighting: No historic fixtures remain. The site is currently unlit except for security fixtures

attached to buildings. The proposed treatment is coordinated with the lighting design for

adjacent parcels. Thames Street will lead to the Portland Company Historic District with wooden

pole lights and steel bollards to guide circulation and protect pedestrians. Plaza levels and west-

facing facades at Building 24 and Building 2 will be lit from the roof of an adjoining parcel. The

sign for Building 12 will be lit with an individual pole light. The passage along the south face of

Building 2 will have a series of 14’ tall wooden pole lights to illuminate the plaza and the building

face. The west portion of the narrow alley will be lit with an overhead array of string lights.

Beyond the bridges in the narrow alley and the main plaza south of Building 3, large pendant

fixtures will be suspended from catenary cables.

• Interpretive Material: The development company’s design team is working with their historian,

Jacob Morrow-Spitzer to identify archival images that convey the nature of the individual

buildings’ industrial workspace and show the people who occupied places where visitors will

naturally pause. Bruner/Cott’s design intent is to select images for direct application to wall

surfaces with almost no didactic text to show how spaces appeared to previous generations.
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1. Reduced number of Fore Street townhouses
(significantly)

2. Maintained roofline of Building 6B
3. Changed program to Buildings 2, 3, 6A to market

halls and event spaces
4. Removed large new windows from Building 24
5. Relocated Building 12 for stronger entry to Portland

Company Historic District
6. Reduced new construction adjacent to historic

buildings
7. Incorporated a portion of Building 4 at Narrow Alley
8. Rebuilding  enclosed bridges between Building 6A

and Building 2 and across Narrow Alley
9. Respecting the scale of the narrow alley and

maintain the number of bridges to the embankment.
10. Highlighting the granite seawall and buttress walls.
11. Salvaging boilers and water tank in Building 15

Responses to PHPB Comments on 2016 Master Development Plan

2016
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Portland Company Historic District
plaza views from south edge of site

Buildings 1A, 24, 2, and 6A Buildings 24, 2 & 3



Portland Company Historic District
plaza views between Building 6A and 2/3

Existing conditions at Building 3

looking east looking
west



Portland Company Historic District
Narrow Alley looking east- Buildings 24, 14, 15, 16 at Buildings 2 and 3 north



Portland Company Historic District
views at Buildings 3 and 4 plus East Plaza at rebuilt Building 6B

Building 4 bay &
Building 3 east

Existing 
Building 6B

East Plaza 
looking west



Fore Street Stair view

View up to Fore Street
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Interpretive approach

Evergreen Toronto Brickworks
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01. Early view of Building 2 west façade with Building 16
chimney in background and north wall of Building 6B. 
Granite cobbles on site surface. Final brick erecting shed, 
Building 1, Building 6A, and bridge all yet to be built.

01
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02.  Aerial view onto site after 
3rd story expansion of Building 
2, construction of Building 1, 
Building 6A, and pedestrian 
bridges. Building 4 and 
embankment building roofs are 
visible along with openings and 
signage on Building 24 and Fore 
Street brick wall without graffiti.02

03.  Industrial site condition at 
pattern storehouses, Building 11 
and Building 12 showing stacked 
materials, rough landscape, and 
rail lines.03
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FORE  STREET
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04.  Building 2 west elevation 
after removal of Building 1. 
Altered openings at windows and 
doorways, embedded structural 
steel, and masonry damage 
dominate the main façade 
prior to repairs and restoration. 
Corbelled brick cornice elements 
survive to emphasize the gabled 
roof, lower cornice, and pilasters 
below.

04

05.  Frost heave below windows 
in Building 2 has fractured most 
granite sills. Where the original 
openings are to remain intact, the 
sills will be repaired rather than 
replaced.05

06.  Detailed photo of rusted 
wrought iron brick ties that 
anchored the outer wythe of 
visible brick to the structural 
masonry within. Loss of 
ties leaves exterior masonry 
unsecured now non-compliant 
with wind load requirements of 
the building code. The design 
team is testing anchorage with 
small diameter stainless steel 
helical ties inserted through 
mortar joints. 

06
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FORE  STREET
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07. Brick pilasters and corbelled
cornice brickwork define edge 
of roof. Granite lintels, sills, and 
stacked multi-pane sashes are 
primary architectural features of 
north and south facades.07

08. Removal of 1920’s
overhanging expansion will 
allow for new shed dormer that 
will be held back from the eave 
and gable and add emphasis to 
the corbelled brick cornice and 
entablature.08
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24

10.  The lower set of double doors 
will be replaced by the main 
entry vestibule to Building 3 , 
but diagonal tongue & groove 
boarding painted “Portland 
Company red” establishes part 
of the proposed palette for 
treatment of elements that were 
painted in the past.10

09.  Building 3 was originally a 
single-story. An added second 
floor increased loads on the 
brick walls below. Pier removal 
to insert double-width doors for 
heavy equipment brought about 
structural movement. The upper 
doors are planned for repair and 
restoration. 09
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12.  The north wall of Building 
3 along the narrow alley shows 
many changes to original window 
openings. Windows infilled 
with brick reflect changing 
uses within and entire panels 
between windows have lost 
their facing brick and been 
rebuilt. The masonry cornice/
entablature at first floor level is 
badly deteriorated on the north 
elevation.12

13.  A closer view of the 
deteriorated brick cornice/
entablature on the north façade 
of Building 3.13

11.  The east end of Building 
3 was largely covered by the 
Foundry, Building 4. The 
proposed design retains one 
bay of the original foundry with 
monitor and boarded roof. 11
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14.  The east wall of Building 3 
became a wall internal to the 
Foundry, Building 4. Existing 
large openings will remain with 
new glazed doors. Paint will be 
removed to an intact surface. 
The wooden jib crane will be 
conserved in situ. The remaining 
bay of Building 4 will be altered 
to support a deck over half its 
width to provide an outdoor 
area attached to the events space 
inside Building 3.

14

15.  Wooden jib crane at east end 
of Building 3 within the retained 
bay of Building 4.15
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16. Corroded wrought iron brick
ties no longer provide anchorage 
to the outer wythe of brick on a 
number of Building 3 exterior 
wall panels. This illustration 
shows the face brick detached 
and deflecting almost 4” with 
the resulting cavity filling with 
collapsed mortar. Other panels 
have 2” or less deflection of their 
detached face brick and may 
be back-filled with mortar and 
anchored with helical ties. 

16

17. Typical window detail at
Building 3 applies as well to 
Buildings 2, 6A, 6B, and 12. Sill 
depths vary, but the sight lines 
and brick moldings are consistent 
from building to building. The 
existing detail’s dimensions 
are the basis for new custom 
extrusions to create aluminum 
replacements with insulated 
glazing units.17



FORE  STREET

N

BUILDING 2 BUILDING 3

BUILDING 6A

TOWNHOUSES12 14 15 16

4

BUILDING 6B

24

18.  The east end of Building 6B 
and portions of Building 4 to 
be removed frame the view of 
the southeast corner of Building 
3 and show the roof monitor 
with windows to be rebuilt to 
its original form. The adjacent 
flat roof is accessible from 
Building 2 and Building 3 and 
will be reconstructed as a deck 
with views out over Casco Bay. 
Balustrade will be recessively 
transparent.

18
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19.  The west façade of Building 
6A will be a gateway elevation 
facing visitors from Thames 
Street, secondary only to Building 
12. The original façade had no 
doors. A new central entrance 
is proposed within a canopy 
structure constructed with 
salvaged cast iron columns. The 
variations in brick appearance 
were caused by repointing 
under windows where increased 
wetting caused. deterioration. 
Second floor windows are 1/1 
replacements of 12/12 sashes. The 
replacements will be 12/12.

19

20.  Cast iron columns salvaged 
from Building 7 can be reused to 
support the entrance canopy at 
the west façade of Building 6A. 
They were likely cast on site by 
the Portland Company.20
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22.  The north façade of Building 
6A contains the existing stair that 
is not code-compliant. The new 
stair will be added to the exterior 
of the building within a new 
envelope and integrated with the 
design of the pedestrian bridge 
and elevator shaft. Windows that 
are covered at the exterior will 
remain visible from within the 
building.22

21.  The northwest corner of 
Building 6A is structurally flawed 
and requires reconstruction. 
Most of the ground floor exterior 
facing brick has been replaced in 
the past, presumably due to poor 
through-bonding.

21
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23.  The existing bridge between 
Building 6A and Building 2 is an 
important element in the overall 
site ensemble. The proposed 
replacement is in the same 
location with façade treatments 
based upon painted clapboards 
and new windows. The new stair 
enclosure at Building 6A and the 
elevator tower are also significant 
compositional items as they are 
visible from a distance along 
Thames Street. Materials for new 
construction will be compatible 
with their adjacent historic 
structures, but different.

23

24.  View from the southwest 
entry into the plaza at Building 
6A shows the frontages of 
Building 2 and Building 3 and the 
importance of the bridge that will 
also mark the entry to Building 3.24
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25.  Existing wood escape stair to 
be removed and asphalt-shingled 
elevator shaft and bridge to be 
altered for new vertical access 
core and rebuilt pedestrian bridge 
to Building 2. Height at elevator 
tower will be retained for distant 
views into the Portland Company 
Historic District.

25

26.  Bridge support of large 
timbers will be salvaged for reuse 
in rebuilt bridge.26
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27.  The west end of second 
and third floors of Building 6A 
were framed in wood to reduce 
the load on pre-existing wood 
trusses in Building 6B. The roof 
at 6B will have new slate-colored 
asphalt singles and snow guards 
to protect the pedestrian route 
along the south elevation.27

28.  South wall of Building 6A 
once had freight and personnel 
door openings. These may be 
reopened to provide indoor/
outdoor connections as sidewalk 
seating can relate to waterfront 
views. New fenestration will 
match original multi-paned 
sashes and brick moldings.  Third 
floor masonry in the southeast 
corner bulges badly.28



FORE  STREET

N

BUILDING 2 BUILDING 3

BUILDING 6A

TOWNHOUSES12 14 15 16

4

BUILDING 6B

24

29. East elevation of Building 6B
has openings that provide strong 
connection to the deliveries 
and the service vehicle route 
associated with the new garage 
at Block 4. Replacement of the 
recently metal-clad addition at 
the northeast corner of Building 
6B will mark entry to the plaza 
and Building 3 for visitors who 
approach from the marina.29

30. Metal-clad wooden addition
along the north elevation of 
Building 6B will be replaced on 
the same footprint and at the 
same height. More glazing in 
the rebuilt façade will encourage 
activity in the plaza and reinforce 
the connection to Building 6B.30
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31.  Existing entry to the 
Narrow Gauge Museum will be 
opened within the pilasters and 
brick entablature to provide a 
transparent, accessible entry as 
the site level is raised slightly here 
for resilience.

31
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NARROW ALLEY

32.  The “Narrow Alley” contrasts 
with broader plazas as its intimate 
scale, active embankment 
facades, and overhead bridges 
create a unique environment 
for dining and specialty retail 
along the full length of Building 
2 and at Building 3. Building 24 
marks the Narrow Alley entrance 
alongside the new landscaped 
stair that connects Fore Street to 
the plaza and the main entrance 
in the west façade of Building 2.

32

33.  Building 14 and the 
enclosed bridge connection to 
Building 2 will be reinstated in 
contemporary materials and 
with floor slopes that provide 
accessibility. Building 14 and 
the bridge were too deteriorated 
to retain. This will be one of 
four overhead bridges along 
the Narrow Alley. Its new 
enclosure will be a contemporary 
composition of metal structure 
and translucent façade, lit from 
within.33
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35.  The existing bridge adjacent 
to Building 16 will be rebuilt 
to provide connection between 
Building 3 and Fore Street. The 
new townhouses and flexible 
program space will rise from the 
area where the concrete and low 
stone retaining walls extend past 
Building 3.

35

34.  Pre-demolition view of 
buildings along the embankment 
at Fore Street. Collapsed facades 
of Building 14 and Building 15 
lead eastward to the base of the 
chimney and the brick façade 
of Building 16. The bridge to 
Building 3 will continue to mark 
the full extent of the Portland 
Company buildings that engaged 
the sea wall along Fore Street.34
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36.  West façade of Building 24 
with lobby opening below the 
level of Fore Street, the painted 
Portland Company sign, and 
bridge links to Building 2. The 
upper bridge is a dangerous 
walkway that will be replaced 
by a pedestrian bridge one level 
down. The lower bridge will 
be repaired with new code-
compliant railings. 36

37.  Fore Street elevations 
of Building 24 show that 
reinstatement of lower 
embankment buildings will 
continue to provide views to the 
roofs of Building 2 and Building 
3. Power lines will be re-routed 
underground.37
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38.  Ground level of Building 24 
has a single door and window. 
There will be intensive masonry 
repairs at this level while the 
original openings will remain 
intact and the window replaced 
with matching 6/6 sashes.38

39.  Building 24 was erected on 
fieldstone buttress walls that 
helped to stabilize the granite 
sea wall at Fore Street. Masonry 
repairs will be extensive. The new 
site work will reconstruct the 
adjacent landscape as it provides 
access to the main entrance at 
2nd floor with connection to the 
stair descending from Fore Street 
to the plaza in front of Building 2.39
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40.  Brick wall built above the 
sea wall along Fore Street flanks 
the base of Building 24. A new 
opening in one recessed panel 
within the brick wall will allow 
access to Building 24 from Fore 
Street. Original openings in the 
base of Building 24 may be re-
opened to allow light and view 
from Fore Street.40

41.  Post-demolition view at 
Building 24 and Building 14 
showing fieldstone buttress walls, 
two levels of stone construction 
of the granite sea wall, and back 
of the three-panel brick flanking 
wall along Fore Street. Building 
14 will reinstate its original roof 
profile and maintain alignment 
below the coping of the brick 
wall.41
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42.  Brick entablature detail in 
the piers of Building 15 continues 
across the party wall of Building 
16.42

43.  Brick entablature and cornice 
detail of Building 15 marks the 
original roof slope. Existing 
fragment will be reconstructed.43
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44.  Original boilers and tank 
room at coal vaults. Central 
pier (left of photo) collapsed 
and removed. Current planning 
studies include feasibility of 
retaining one boiler when space 
is converted to retail/dining 
behind new glazed façade along 
the Narrow Alley.44

45.  Boiler prior to asbestos 
abatement in Building 15 beside 
fieldstone party wall with 
Building 16. This is the boiler that 
may remain.45
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47.  Fieldstone buttress wall abuts 
the massive, coarse stonework of 
the sea wall. The design intent is 
to allow views of these material 
surfaces through the glazed 
façade of Building 15.47

46.  Building 15 façade opening 
width and roof slope are visible 
from the Narrow Alley. The cast 
iron tank will be removed.46
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48.  Building 16 masonry is in 
poor condition, but the main 
facade has effective brick bonding 
and most bricks are sound. 
Damage is worst at a bulge above 
one of the two windows where 
the granite lintel was replaced 
with a steel angle and vertical 
bricks. 

48

49.  All Building 16 windows will 
be replaced. The exposed steel 
channel spanning the freight 
portal will be repaired and 
retained.49
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50. Roof rafters oversail the main
façade of Building 16 and may 
be retained. Fascia boards will be 
reinstated.

50

51. Overall façade image
from the east pier of Building 
15 through the chimney base 
remnant and Building 16 facade 
that projects into the narrow 
alley.51
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53. Building 15 and Building
16 connect at the former 
chimney where exposed brick 
is precarious. The extent of 
repair vs. rebuilding remains 
to be established. The chimney 
remnant should be made safe and 
be understood as a ruin.53

52. The brick base of the former
chimney will be stabilized and 
repointed to function as semi-
enclosure for a fire pit at the 
narrow alley.

52



UPUP

UP

A-3021

A-312

2

A-3121A-311 2

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

A-302P 1

A-303P

1

A-303P2

A-302P

2

BLDG 2 BLDG 3

BLOCK 2 
TOWNHOUSES

BLDG 6BBLDG 6A

BLDG 12

15 161424

BRIDGE 01
REBUILD EXISTING

(BLDG 2 - SECOND FLOOR)

BRIDGE 02
NEW EGRESS BRIDGE 

(BLDG 2 - THIRD FLOOR)

BRIDGE 03
RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING 

(BLDG 2 - SECOND FLOOR)

BRIDGE 05
REBUILT BRIDGE

(BLDG 2 - SECOND FLOOR)

BRIDGE 04
REBUILD EXISTING EGRESS BRIDGE

(BLDG 3 - SECOND FLOOR)

A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P

4

BLOCK 2

A-305P

A-306P

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/16" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-100P
BLOCK 2 - PROPOSED SITE PLAN

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/16" = 1'-0"1 SITE PLAN

Att. 4



1

A-401
________________________________________

__

B

C

A

D

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

158 SF
047

DISH

048
VEST (BOH)

146 SF
013

TRASH

145 SF
052

ELEC

015
WC

91 SF
016

WATER

VEST (MAIN)
52 SF
054

TEL/DATA

050
STAIR 2

MARKET HALL A
VEST A

153
STAIR 1

3928 SF
154

MARKET HALL B

ELEV

OTIS 2GEN
5000 LB
200 FPM
9'9" CAB

GARAGE DOOR; SEE EXT 
ELEVATION

EXISTING CRANE

GLASS STOREFRONT;
SEE EXT ELEVATIONS

MEZZ ABOVE; SEE SECTIONS

STEEL COLUMNS;
SEE STRUCTURAL FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

GLASS VESTIBULE

SEE EXTERIOR 
ELEVATIONS FOR  
WORK RELATED TO 
FACADE; TYP

JANITOR

STOREFRONT IN 
EX'G OPENING; 
SEE EXT. 
ELEVATIONS

STOREFRONT IN 
EX'G OPENING; 
SEE EXT. 
ELEVATIONS

GARAGE DOOR; SEE EXT 
ELEVATION

COLUMNS FOR 
BRIDGE ABOVE

SI
GN

AG
E

FA

ONE BAY OF EXISTING BLDG 4

DOORS; SEE ELEVATIONS

OPEN ABOVE

A-304P

1

REBUILT/REFURBISHED DOOR

BRIDGE ABOVE BRIDGE ABOVE BRIDGE ABOVEA-305P

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-101P
BUILDING 2/3- PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PLAN

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED NEW GROUND FLOOR PLAN1



DN
UP

UP

A-302

2

A-3021

AD-301 3

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

1256 SF
002

TENANT STORAGE
OPEN BELOW OPEN BELOW

OPEN RAILING

OPEN RAILING

(18)
5' X 6' 

TENANT STORAGE

6'-0" 5'-0" 6'-0"

AHU

SLOPE

ROOF ABOVE
VESTIBULE

ROOF ABOVE VESTIBULE

1173 SF
196

MECH

156 SF
197

TEL/DATA

ELEV

A-304P

1

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-102P
BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED MEZZ LEVEL

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BLDG 2/3 - PROPOSED NEW MEZZ PLAN1



UP

UP

UP

UP

DN

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

7443 SF
004

EVENT - A

3864 SF
006

EVENT- B

244 SF
039

MENS

135 SF
041

KITCHEN
5'-11 1/2"

8'
-5

"

120 SF
142
ERV

264 SF
155

EVENT RM B

WF

DROPPED CEILING

REBUILT BRIDGE

GLASS STOREFRONT;
SEE EXT. ELEVATION

CONCRETE FLOOR ON 
EXISTING; SEE STRUCTURE

2HR RATED CHASE FOR 
MARKETHALL DUCTS; SEE MECH

REBUILT BRIDGE

RAMP

EL 18'-3"

SEE MECH. FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION

2 HR RATED CHASE FOR
MARKETHALL DUCTS

REBUILT BRIDGE

RAILING -
ALL EXPOSED SIDES

STAIR

STORAGE

ERV

JANITOR

WOOD FLOORING OVER PLYWOOD 
SUBFLOORING, ON EXISTING STRUCTURE 
AND SUBFLOOR

DN

6'-0"
EXISTING DOORS

EXISTING WOOD TRUSSES; SEE 
STRUCTURAL FOR INFORMATION 

2 HR RATED FIRE SHUTTER

REBUILT ENCLOSED RAMPED 
BRIDGE W/STOREFRONT GLAZING 
SYSTEM

FOLDING PARTITION

FOLDING PARTITION

WOOD DECKING. SEE 
STRUCTURAL FOR 
ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION.

OPEN TO BELOW

A-304P

1

A-305P

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-103P
BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN1



B

C

A

D

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

Not Enclosed
010

OFFICE

399 SF
043

BOILER RM

264 SF
044

MEN

DECK

VENT TO 
ROOF?

126 SF
147
ERV STAIR 2

VEST

OPEN BELOW

METAL RAILING 
237 SF

188
WOMEN

ENCLOSED BRIDGE BELOW

NEW OPEN AIRBRIDGE
TO BUILDING 24 

(4) HOOD 
VENTS ON 

METAL 
FRAME + 

DECK. 
LOCATION 

TBD

OPEN AIRBRIDGE EGRESS 
BRIDGE BELOW

REBUILT BRIDGE ROOF

CHASE FOR 
MARKETHALL

DUCTS; SEE MECH

ELEV

STAIR 1
EXISTING TRUSSES; SEE 

SECTION AND STRUCTURAL 
FOR MORE INFORMATION

2 HR RATED ROLL DOWN SHUTTER

WOOD DECKING ON STEEL 
FRAME; SEE STRUCTURAL

SEE EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 
FOR PROPOSED WINDOWS

REBUILD ROOF MONITOR AND WINDOWS
TO MATCH EXISTING

OPEN BELOW

METAL ROOF

METAL ROOF

ASPHALT SHINGLED ROOF EAVE

ASPHALT SHINGLED ROOF EAVE

A-304P

1

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-104P
BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2 - PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN1



4

A-401
________________________________________

__

A-300P 2

A-300P

1

A-301P

1

A-301P2

ROOF DECK 

MECHANICAL ROOF

ELEV 
OVERRUN

STAIR 

(4) HOOD 
VENTS ON 

METAL 
FRAME + 

DECK

(8) HOOD VENTS ON 
METAL FRAME + DECK

GATE

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

CONDENSER FOR 
MARKET HALL

MEMBRANE 
ROOF

MTL GUTTERS AND 
DOWNSPOUTS AS REQ'D MTL GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS AS 

REQ'D AT DORMERS

MTL GUTTERS AND 
DOWNSPOUTS 

METAL ROOF

985 SF
210

MECH ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

MEMBRANE 
ROOF AT 
DORMER

MEMBRANE 
ROOF AT 
DORMER

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

ASPHALT 
SHINGLE 

ROOF

A-304P

1

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-105P
BUILDING 2/3 ROOF PLAN

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 -PROPOSED ROOF PLAN1



A-312

2

A-3121

A-311

1

A-311 2

A-501P

1

6.3 6.46.26.1

6.A

AD-3114

AD-311 3

AD-311

1

AD-311

2

A-302P 1

A-303P

1

A-303P2

A-302P

2

2175 SF
018

RETAIL

2051 SF
020

REST C

119 SF
023

VEST
302 SF

026
RETAIL

303 SF
027

RETAIL

302 SF
028

RETAIL

404 SF
029

RETAIL/REST C

121 SF
057

ELEC.

1927 SF
060

REST B

MEN'S WOMEN'S

BATHROOMS: SEE NARRATIVE FOR 
MORE INFORMATION

SEE  STRUCTURAL FOR MORE
INFORMATION ON CONCRETE SLAB

ELEVATOR: SEE ELEVATIONS REBUILT ADDITION:
SEE ELEVATIONS FOR MORE INFORMATION 

EXISTING BRICK FACADE:
SEE ELEVATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

REBUILT BRIDGE ABOVE;
SEE ELEVATIONS

CORE ADDITION: SEE SECTIONS AND
ELEVATIONS FOR MORE INFORMATION

STAIR

AWNING ABOVE: SEE ELEVATION

6'-0"

22
'-4

"

EL 8"

EL 8"

EL 8"

SEE STRUCTURAL FOR 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

OTIS 
GEN2
ELEV

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-110P
BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR1



A-312

2

A-3121

1

A-311 2

6.3 6.46.26.1

6.A

1

AD-311

2

A-302P 1

A-303P

1

A-303P2

A-302P

2

2184 SF
017

EVENT

195 SF
064

DEMONSTRATION KITCHEN

070
VEST

91 SF
075

MECH

WOMEN'SMEN'S

179
STAIR 1

REBUILT BRIDGE: SEE ELEVATIONS PROPOSED REBUILT ADDTION: 
SEE ELEVATIONS

MTL CANOPY BELOW

STORAGE

CONC. FLOOR

OPEN TO BELOW

DN

211
STAIR 2

PROPOSED EGRESS STAIR AND 
ELEVATOR CORE; SEE ELEVATIONS 

PROPOSED EGRESS STAIR  

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-111P
BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR1



A-312

2

A-3121

1

A-311 2

6.3 6.46.26.1

6.A

1

AD-311

2

A-302P 1

A-303P

1

A-303P2

A-302P

2

2186 SF
034

OFFICE

119 SF
035

VEST

253 SF
074

BOILER

62 SF
078

MECH

WOMEN'SMEN'S

BRIDGE ROOF

STAIR LOW
MECH 
ROOF 

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

EXISTING ELEVATOR 
MACHINERY ENCLOSURE

METAL  ROOF

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-112P
BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR1



A-312

2

A-3121

A-311

1

A-311 2

6.3 6.46.26.1

6.A

AD-311

1

AD-311

2

A-302P 1

A-303P

1

A-303P2

A-302P

2

LOW 
MECHANICAL 

ROOF

MECHANICAL 
ROOF

MECHANICAL 
ROOF

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

METAL ROOF

RUBBER ROOF

RUBBER ROOF

RUBBER 
ROOF

METAL GUTTERS AS REQUIRED

MTL CANOPY BELOW

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-113P
BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6A/6B - PROPOSED ROOF PLAN1



UP

UP

UP UP UP

DN

DN

EXISTING RETAINING WALL

A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

VOID

A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

A-304P3

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

OPEN TO MULTI PURPOSE
ROOM BELOW

OPEN AIR PASSAGEWAY

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 3/16" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-121P
TOWNHOUSE -  LOWER AND GROUND FLOOR PLANS

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED LOWER LEVEL PLAN2

SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR3SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED BASEMENT PLAN1



UPUP

A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

221 SF
008

BEDROOM 02

14 SF
007
CL

74 SF
012

HALL

55 SF
013

BATHROOM

123 SF
009

BEDROOM 01

9 SF
011
CL

9 SF
010
CL

Redundant Room
031

BEDROOM 02

55 SF
023

BATHROOM

Redundant Room
032

HALL

123 SF
020

BEDROOM 01

154 SF
029

HALL

221 SF
030

BEDROOM 02

55 SF
018

BATHROOM

123 SF
015

BEDROOM 01

123 SF
025

BEDROOM 01

55 SF
028

BATHROOM

Redundant Room
033

BEDROOM 02

73 SF
034

HALL

9 SF
021
CL

10 SF
022
CL

9 SF
017
CL

10 SF
016
CL

9 SF
026
CL

9 SF
027
CL

13 SF
024
CL

A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

ASSUME 'FLAT' ROOF FOR MECH A-304P3

A-304P

2

A-304P

1

A-304P 4

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 3/16" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-122P
TOWNHOUSE - SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR PLANS

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED SECOND FLOOR PLAN1

SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED THIRD FLOOR PLAN2

SCALE:  3/16" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED ROOF3







EXISTING STEEL LINTEL

EXISTING FLAG POLE

EXISTING OPENING

EXISTING OPENING EXISTING OPENING

EXISTING STEEL LINTEL

EXISTING BRICK

EXISTING DORMERS

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-300E
BUILDING 2/3- EXISTING FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 -SOUTH ELEVATION Existing1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - DEMO WEST ELEVATION Copy 12



MARKET HALL

MTL DOWNSPOUTS 
AND GUTTERS AS 
REQ'D. 

2A 2A 2A 2A 2A 2A 2A 2A2A

2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2C

2A 2A 2A3C

2C

2A2A

3A 3A 3A 3A 3A 3A

3B3B3B3B3B3B

2E

2F 2F

2D2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D2D

ASPHALT SINGLE ROOF

ASPHALT SINGLE ROOF

CORRUGATED METAL LOUVER 
SCREEN  AT MECHANICAL UNITS

ASPHALT SINGLE ROOF

REFURBISH EXISTING FLAG POLE

2D

SCHEMATIC LOUVER LOCATIONS + SIZES

BUILDING 2

EXISTING DOORS; 
REPAIR/RESTORE/ 
REBUILD AS NEEDED

2-A1 2-B32-A1

2E

17
'-3

"

REPAIR/RESTORE/ 
REBUILD EXISTING 
DOOR AS NEEDED

STAIR HEADHOUSE

MEMBRANE ROOF

WOOD SIDING

CLAPBOARD SIDING + TRIM

METAL ROOF ON 
EXISTING FRAME

PROPOSED GLASS ENTRY 
AT EXISTING OPENING

EXISTING STEEL LINTEL

2-B1

FILL IN BRICK BELOW 
PROPOSED STOREFRONT, TO 
MATCH NEW FLOOR LEVEL

MARKET HALL

INFILL W/BRICK
UNDER NEW WINDOW

1'
-0

"

PREVIOUS GROUND 
FLOOR LEVEL

PROPOSED  BRIDGE FROM 
3RD FLOOR OFFICE

REFURBISH EXISTING FLAG POLE

2L
3E

2L

2J 2J2K

2I

2L

2G 2G

REBUILT DORMER WITH WD 
SIDING

PROPOSED STOREFONT

PROPOSED MECHANICAL ROOF 
WITH METAL LOUVER SCREEN

EXISTING MTL 
CHANNEL

2I

EXISTING STONE 
LINTEL

REBUILT BRIDGE WITH 
METAL FRAME AND 
TRANSLUCENT PANELS

REBUILT BRIDGE 
WITH WOOD SIDING

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-300P
BUILDING 2/3- PROPOSED FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 -PROPOSED SOUTH ELEVATION1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - PROPOSED WEST ELEVATION2



EXISTING 
OPENING

EXISTING 
OPENING

EXISTING BUILDING 4

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-301E
BUILDING 2/3- EXISTING FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

Building 2/3 - NORTH ELEVATION Existing1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3-EAST ELEVATION Existing2



MARKET HALL

BUILDING 2BUILDING 3BUILDING 4

3B

3A

2A

3A 3A3A

3B 3B 3B 3B 3B

2A 2A 2A 2A

2B2B

2A 2A 2A 2A 2A

2B2B2B 2B 2B 2B 2B

2D

2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D 2D

2B 2B

2A 2A 2A

2D

MEMBRANE ROOF

CORRUGATED METAL LOUVER SCREEN

GARAGE DOORS W/ 
STEEL LINTELS ABOVE

REBUILD ROOF MONITOR TO MATCH EXISTING

SCHEMATIC LOUVER 
LOCATIONS; SEE MECH 
FOR FULL SCOPE

2E 2E

'WITNESS WINDOW'

2-B3 2-B2 2-B3
2-A1 2-A1

2-B12-B1
2-B1

62'-4 3/8"

BUILDING 2 
EAST FACADE

BUILDING 3 EAST FACADE

EXISTING BUILDING 4 STRUCTURE

PROPOSED UPPER DECK 

GLASS DOORS TO 
MARKET HALL

REBUILT DORMER WITH 
CLAPBOARD SIDING

PROPOSED 
WINDOW 
OPENING

3D 3D

REBUILT BRIDGE WITH 
METAL FRAME AND 
TRANSLUCENT PANELS

REBUILT BRIDGE WITH METAL 
PLATFORM AND METAL HANDRAIL

PROPOSED GLASS DOORS

PROPOSED 
STEEL LINTEL

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-301P
BUILDING 2/3- PROPOSED FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

Building 2/3 - PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3-PROPOSED EAST ELEVATION2



EXISTING MTL CHANNEL

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

EXISTING BRICK

BUILDING 6BBUILDING 6A

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-302E
BUILDING 6A/6B- EXISTING FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6- SOUTH ELEVATION Copy 1 Copy 11

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - EXISITING WEST ELEVATION2



RETAIN AND REUSE EX'G 
WOOD SUPPORT AT 6A. 
RELOCATE AT END OF BRIDGE

PROVIDE 4 CONCRETE BASES 
FOR STEEL COLUMNS; SEE 
STRUCTURAL

BACK-LIT METAL SIGNAGE

METAL SINGLES; TYP AT ALL 
EXPOSED SIDES OF ELEV SHAFT

METAL PANEL

PROPOSED MTL 
CANOPY AND COLUMNS

6A-A

6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C6A-C

2G 2G 2G 2G 2G

CLAPBOARD CLADDING

6A-A 6A-A 6A-A

PROPOSED SIGNAGE 
WITH UPLIGHTING

PROPOSED MTL GUTTER 
BEHIND COLUMN

6-A1

FIXED WINDOW STOREFRONT

EXISTING MTL CHANNEL

SIGNAGE

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

EXISTING BRICK

METAL SHINGLES

6B-A 6B-A

6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C 6A-C

BUILDING 6BBUILDING 6A

PROPOSED STEEL LINTEL

6B-A 6B-A6B-A6B-A 6B-A 6B-A6A-A 6B-A6A-A6A-A6A-A6A-A6A-A6A-A6A-A

6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B 6A-B

METAL PANELS

PROPOSED ENTRY STOREFRONT

6A-A

6-A1

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-302P
BUILDING 6A/6B- PROPOSED FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - WEST ELEVATION Copy 11

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6- SOUTH ELEVATION Copy 12



EXISTING 
EXTERIOR STAIR

EXISTING 
ADDITION

EXISTING 
ASPHALT 
SHINGES

EXISTING VINYL SIDING

EXISTING ASPHALT 
SHINGLES

EXISTING ASPHALT 
SHINGLES

EXISTING METAL 
SIDING

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-303E
BUILDING 6A/6B- EXISTING FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 _ EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - EXISTING EAST ELEVATION2



STAIR
CORE
EXIT

ELEVATOR STAIR CORE

6A-C 6A-C 6A-C6A-C

ASPHALT SHINGLE ROOF

METAL  ROOF

EXISTING STEEL LINTEL TO REMAIN

METAL SHINGLES METAL PANELS

CORRUGATED METAL PANELS

METAL PANELS

6A-B 6A-B 6A-B

PROPOSED EGRESS STAIRS AND MECHANICAL ROOF

ELEVATOR SHAFT

RECESS WHERE BRIDGE MEETS CORE

ROOF LEVEL BEYOND

6-A16-A2

SIGNAGE

MTL SHINGLES AT 
ELEVATOR SHAFT

REBUILT BRIDGE WITH 
CLAPBOARD SIDING

CORRUGATED METAL 
PANEL

PROPOSED STOREFRONT

EXISTING
STEEL LINTEL

PROPOSED STOREFRONT

CLAPBOARD 
SIDING

6B-A 6B-A

6A-D 6A-D

 PROPOSED EGRESS STAIR AND 
MECHANICAL ROOF. METAL PANEL

METAL PANEL SIDING

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-303P
BUILDING 6A/6B- PROPOSED FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 _ NORTH ELEVATION Copy 11

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - EAST ELEVATION Copy 12



TOWNHOUSE - ROOF
50'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - THIRD FLOOR
40'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - SECOND FLOOR
30'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - GROUND FLOOR
20'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - LOWER LEVEL
10'-0"

34
'-0

"

METAL PANEL

SOLID TRIM METAL

W
OO

D 
ST

RU
CT

UR
E 

ST
EE

L 
ST

RU
CT

UR
E 

BRICK TYPE 1

UP
PE

R 
UN

IT
S 

LO
W

ER
 U

N
IT

S 

METAL PANEL

METAL PANEL

TRANSLUCENT 
PANELS ON METAL 
FRAME

STOREFRONT

STOREFRONT

TOWNHOUSE - ROOF
50'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - THIRD FLOOR
40'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - SECOND FLOOR
30'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - GROUND FLOOR
20'-0"

WINDOW

BRICK TYPE 1

BRICK TYPE 2

SOLID TRIM METAL

METAL PANEL

1'
-6

"

TOWNHOUSE - ROOF
50'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - THIRD FLOOR
40'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - SECOND FLOOR
30'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - GROUND FLOOR
20'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - LOWER LEVEL
10'-0"

LOWER LEVEL
-10'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - THIRD FLOOR
40'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - SECOND FLOOR
30'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - GROUND FLOOR
20'-0"

TOWNHOUSE - LOWER LEVEL
10'-0"

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/8" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-304P
TOWNHOUSE - PROPOSED FACADE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE   SOUTH ELEVATION1

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE   NORTH ELEVATION2

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE   EAST ELEVATION3

SCALE:  1/8" = 1'-0"

TOWNHOUSE    WEST ELEVATION4







BUILDING 6A/6B

BUILDING 3

TYPE 2A TYPE 2B TYPE 2C TYPE 2D TYPE 2E

TYPE 6A TYPE 6B TYPE 6C

TYPE 2F TYPE 2G TYPE 2H

TYPE 3A TYPE 3B

TYPE 2I TYPE 2J TYPE 2L

4'-8"

7'
-2

"

4'-4"

6'
-9

"

4'-10"

6'
-9

"

2'-11"

TYPE 2k

4'-10"

11
'-4

"

4'-6"

11
'-0

"

TYPE 3C TYPE 3D

BUILDING 2

4'-6"

7'
-1

"

4'-6"

6'
-6

"

5'-10"

6'
-6

"

4'-6"

3'
-1

1 
3/

8"

4'-6"

5'
-4

"

*ALL DIMENSIONS 
ARE TO BE VERIFIED 

IN FIELD AND 
CONFIRMED WITH 

EXISTING 
OPENINGS.

4'
-7

"

4'-1"

4'-1"

6'
-9

"

4'-1"

8'
-2

 1
/2

"

4'-11"

4'-2"

3'-9"

6'
-6

"

11
'-0

"6'
-0

"

4'
-8

"

3'-0"

5'
-0

"

13
'-0

"

4'-6"

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/4" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-500P
WINDOW SCHEDULE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

EXISTINGDOORS 6-A1 EXISTING 2-B3 3-B4
(BLDG 3) (BLDG 2) METAL FRAME/GLASS 

DOOR AND TRANSOM
METAL FRAME/METAL 

DOOR/METAL TRANSOM
METAL FRAME/METAL 
DOOR/METAL SIDELITE

2-B1
METAL FRAME/
METAL DOOR

2-B1
METAL FRAME/
METAL DOOR

2-A1
METAL FRAME/GLASS 
DOOR/GLASS SIDELITE

** EXISTING DOORS 
TO BE REFURBISHED, 
REPAIRED, REBUILD 

AS REQUIRED

6-A2
METAL FRAME/
GLASS DOOR 

EXISTING 
(BLDG 3) 



12'-2 1/2"

9'
-6

"

10'-0"

12
'-0

"

10'-0 1/2"

11
'-9

 3
/8

"

15'-4"

12
'-3

"

11'-8"

14
'-9

 1
/4

"

10
'-7

"

11'-8"

9'-0 1/4"

9'
-8

 1
/4

"

8'-1 5/8"

10
'-0

"

13'-2"

11
'-8

"

13
'-7

"

7'-4"

13
'-7

"

7'-4"

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 1/4" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-501P
STOREFRONT SCHEDULE

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6B- TYPICAL STOREFRONT ELEVATION1SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6 - EAST ELEVATION @ ENTRY2SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 6- SOUTH ELEVATION @ ENTRY3

SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - WEST ELEVATION @ MARKETHALL10SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - WEST ELEVATION - ENTRY11 SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2/3 - WEST ELEVATION @ 2ND FL EVENT9BUILDING 2

BUILDING 3

BUILDING 6A/6B

SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3-EAST ELEVATION  @ 2ND FL DECK5SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3-EAST ELEVATION - ENTRY6
SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3 -SOUTH ELEVATION - MAIN ENTRY7 SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 3 - NORTH ELEVATION - GARAGE DOOR4

SCALE:  1/4" = 1'-0"

BUILDING 2 - NORTH ELEVATION - GARAGE DOOR8



Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 6" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-502E
EXISTING WINDOW DETAILS

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  6" = 1'-0"

EXISTING TYP. WINDOW DETAIL- SECTION1

SCALE:  6" = 1'-0"

EXISTING TYP. WINDOW DETAIL -PLAN2



STONE LINTEL

THROUGH WALL FLASHING

ALUM. ARCH WINDOWCOVER PANEL

SILL PAN OVER SHIM

HEAD DETAIL

SILL DETAIL

1 3/8" 5/8" 1 3/4"

1 
3/

8"2 
1/

4"
3/

4"

1 
7/

8"
EXTERIOR

INTERIOR

Scale

Date

Drawn By

Project Number

 3" = 1'-0"

PORTLAND FORESIDE - BLOCK 2

A-502P
PROPOSED WINDOW DETAILS

Author

AUGUST 07,2019

Rev. Date Remarks

SCALE:  3" = 1'-0"

TYP PROPOSED WINDOW DETAIL1SCALE:  3" = 1'-0"

TYP PROPOSED WINDOW JAMB DETAIL2



Rev. Date Remarks

michael boucher landscape architecture
mbla inc
457 US Route 1 Suite 2
Freeport, ME 04032
t  207.865.1080
f  207.865.1455
www.boucherlandscape.com
c  copyright 2019 L2.00

LAYOUT/MATERIALS PLAN

Portland Foreside Block 2

58 Fore Street

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

Att. 5



Rev. Date Remarks

michael boucher landscape architecture
mbla inc
457 US Route 1 Suite 2
Freeport, ME 04032
t  207.865.1080
f  207.865.1455
www.boucherlandscape.com
c  copyright 2019 L4.00

PLANTING PLAN

Portland Foreside Block 2

58 Fore Street

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION



Rev. Date Remarks

michael boucher landscape architecture
mbla inc
457 US Route 1 Suite 2
Freeport, ME 04032
t  207.865.1080
f  207.865.1455
www.boucherlandscape.com
c  copyright 2019 LD4.1

SITE SECTION

Portland Foreside Block 2

58 Fore Street

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chair Boepple and Members of the Planning Board          

FROM: Scott Benson, Chair, Historic Preservation Board 
Deborah Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager  

DATE:    December 14, 2016 

SUBJECT: Historic Preservation Board Finding and Recommendation re: 

a) Conformance of 58 Fore Street Master Development Plan with Review
Standards of Historic Preservation Ordinance

b) Amendment of Portland Company Historic District Boundaries

I. Introduction 

On December 7, the Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing on CPB2’s proposed Master 
Development Plan for its property at 58 Fore Street, within which is located the Portland Company 
Historic District.  Although master development plans are addressed in the site plan ordinance and 
formal review authority rests with the Planning Board, the Historic Preservation Board’s role in the 
review of the 58 Fore Street Master Plan was two-fold: 

 First, the Historic Preservation Board was charged with making a finding as to whether the scope and 
nature of development proposed in the master development plan--in particular proposed alterations, 
additions and new construction within or abutting the Portland Company Historic District--is in 
conformance with the review standards of the historic preservation ordinance.  

Second, the Historic Preservation Board was charged with making a recommendation to the Planning 
Board regarding amending the boundaries of the Portland Company Historic District, as proposed by 
CPB2.  Amending the district boundaries would make it possible to relocate Building 12 to another 
location on the property, just outside the current district boundary.  As the relocation of Building 12 is 
an integral part of the proposed master development plan, the question of amending the historic district 
is be taken up in conjunction with the master development plan review. The process for amending 
historic district boundaries is the same as for district designations.  That is, the Historic 
Preservation Board makes a recommendation on the boundary change to the Planning Board.  
The Planning Board, in turn, makes a recommendation to the Council, which has final authority 
to amend the district. 

II. Background – Outstanding Issue Identified at November 16 Workshop

As Planning Board members will recall, the one aspect of the master development plan that 
raised significant concerns at the HP Board’s November workshop was the proposal for 
townhouses to be constructed along Fore Street, some of which were proposed to be built on 
top of contributing historic structures within the Fore Street alleyway. (See ATTACHMENT – for 

Att. 6



excerpts from 11/16 plan.)  These concerns centered on the impact of the townhouses on the 
current view of the Portland Company complex from Fore Street and on the existing scale and 
historic character of development in the alleyway below.    

During discussion, Historic Preservation Board members noted that the Portland’s Company’s 
location below the grade of Fore Street has historically allowed for views of the complex below. 
From Fore Street, one can appreciate the retainage required to create the site, the linear 
alignment of buildings required by the manufacturing process, the industrial nature of the 
complex, as well as the architectural character and scale of the individual historic structures 
within view. With the introduction of connected townhouses as shown in the proposed plans, 
this view of the complex would be virtually eliminated.  (Board members did not find the 
provision of one 50’ view corridor within the proposed townhouse row to be adequate in 
preserving this key view of the complex.).  

Board members also expressed concern about the effect of the proposed townhouse 
construction on the historic scale and character of the alleyway adjacent to Fore Street.  As 
viewed from the alley, plans called for a one-story rooftop addition adjacent to the vault tower 
(Building 24), new 5-story townhouses built on a portion of the footprint of Building 14 and the 
footprint of Building 15 (existing structures are 2 stories), and a 3-story addition built on top of 
Building 16 (the 2-story brass foundry).  Immediately abutting the end wall of Building 16 and 
projecting further into the alleyway were proposed to be additional 5-story townhouses. In the 
Board’s view, the fundamental change in scale, the absence of any building setback to 
distinguish the historic scale of development from the new and the total obstruction of the Fore 
Street retaining wall were found to fundamentally alter the historic character of the alleyway.  
Standards #1, 2 and 9 of the historic preservation ordinance’s Standards for Review of 
Alterations were found applicable to this finding.   

Based on drawings presented at the workshop, it was the consensus of Historic Preservation 
Board members that the townhouse construction along Fore Street (specifically, the 
townhouses proposed along the length of the existing alleyway development, up to and 
including Building 16) failed to meet the historic preservation ordinance standards as the 
construction would materially diminish both the visibility and integrity of the historic district.  In 
summarizing the Board’s discussion, Chair Benson indicated that an alternative solution for this 
area of the historic district would be necessary in order for the Board to forward a positive 
finding on the master plan’s conformance with historic preservation review standards. 

In addition to this threshold concern, Historic Preservation Board members identified a number 
of other general issues and/or observations based on the elevations and renderings provided.  
Recognizing the preliminary nature of a master development plan and the fact that the 
drawings provided may be subject to change, these issues and observations were identified for 
the purpose of establishing a record to inform current or future applicants and Historic 
Preservation Board members when applications for Certificates of Appropriateness are 
reviewed in the future.    These observations and concerns were reiterated at the 12/7 public 
hearing and are listed in the following section of this report.  



III. December 7 Public Hearing – Potential Revisions Presented for Consideration, Board 
Response 

On December 7th, representatives of CPB2 presented two alternative design proposals for the 
Fore Street townhouse component of the master plan in hopes that one or both of the options 
would resolve the Historic Preservation Board’s concerns about the impact of the Fore Street 
townhouses.  While Board members noted that each option included measures that improved 
upon the previous proposal (for example, a building setback was provided to distinguish the 
historic scale of development along the alleyway from the new), neither proposal adequately 
resolved the concerns expressed at the November workshop.  Ultimately, the Historic 
Preservation Board concluded that the extent and scale of proposed building additions and new 
construction along Fore Street--specifically, the portion of the Fore Street wall extending from 
the tower (Building 24) in easterly direction up to and including Building 16-- unduly diminished 
both the visibility and the historic integrity of the Portland Company Historic District.   

In order to find that the proposed master development plan for 38 Fore Street is in general 
conformance with the review standards of the historic preservation ordinance, the Board 
stipulated that the building additions and new construction highlighted in ATTACHMENT 1 be 
removed from the overall development program.  Additionally, the Board stipulated that a 
separation (width to be determined) between the east end wall of Building 16 and the new 
townhouses east of Building 16 be provided to define the limits of the original complex and 
provide a view of the Fore Street wall.  Note that the Board’s decision does not preclude the 
proposed construction of a one-story rooftop addition adjacent to Building 24’s vault tower or 
the proposed construction of 5-story townhouses east of Building 16 within the boundaries of 
the historic district. 

IV. General Input for Future Reviews 

In addition to this threshold issue, the Historic Preservation Board reiterated at the 12/7 public 
hearing a number of general concerns and/or observations that were first identified at the 
workshop.  They were highlighted to provide early input to the developers and consultant team 
and to communicate that some level of design modification will likely be required when 
projects are reviewed for a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

• Given the limited number of historic buildings that remain to convey the history, visual 
character and significance of the Portland Company, care should be taken 
that any additions or infill construction not overwhelm, distract from or visually 
compete with the historic structures.  While it is understood that building additions and 
added architectural elements may be necessary or desirable as part of the buildings’ 
conversion to new uses, the number of proposed additions and the scale/architectural 
prominence of some of the additions as rendered in the master plan drawings require 
further consideration to ensure that the historic character of the remaining buildings is 
not diminished.  In short, additions should be recessive and architecturally compatible 
with the subject structure, so that the historic form and architectural character of each 
contributing structure remains prominent.    
 



Specific examples of additions identified as warranting modification include the 
continuous dormer proposed for Building 2, the proposed stair/elevator core addition to 
Building 6/6A and the rooftop addition adjacent to Building 24 (the vault tower). The 
proposed dormers on Building 2 will likely need to be pulled back from the edge of the 
roof and from the wall plane below so as to be more proportionate to the historic 
building.  The stair/elevator core addition to Building 6/6A will likely need to be reduced 
in size or footprint so as not to dominate the historic building.  The rooftop addition 
next to the vault will need to be set back from the existing building’s wall plane and 
modified in design to ensure that the vault remains visually prominent. 
 

• The historic structures within the district were built over time in response to changing 
needs or growth of the company.  While the buildings share a common material palette, 
architecturally there are distinctions from one building to another, reflecting their 
period of construction and/or particular use.  As such, care should be taken to avoid 
using the same design for added features (e.g. new entrance canopies) for every 
building.  
 

• The east elevation of the proposed office building on Parcel 1 will face the entrance 
courtyard and will be surrounded by historic Portland Company structures.  Given this 
close visual relationship, this elevation of the building should take visual cues from the 
historic structures around it so as to be generally compatible.  Also, the point of 
connection between Building 12 and the new office building it adjoins should be given 
careful consideration. 
 

• The Portland Company’s pedestrian bridges were identified as important character-
defining features of the complex.  At least one bridge should be maintained over each 
alley. 
 

• Given the location and alignment of the new building on Parcel 3, the building will have 
an important visual relationship to the historic structures directly across the access 
road.  A contextual architectural treatment—one that reinforces the Portland 
Company’s industrial design vocabulary-- is encouraged.  Also, consideration should be 
given to shifting this building toward the east to open up the view of the historic district 
from the water. 
 

• It is important that any future rehabilitation/redevelopment within the Portland 
Company Historic District include provisions for “telling the story” of the Portland 
Company, including the history of the company, what it produced and its significance at 
the local, state and national level.  Interpretation should not be left to chance.  
 

• Given the industrial history of the property, the generally spare approach shown for the 
site treatment within the historic district is appropriate. Trees and other landscaping 
within the historic core should be limited so as to reinforce the industrial character. 



V. Formal Finding and Recommendation of the Historic Preservation Board 

Following a public hearing and final deliberations, the Historic Preservation Board voted on 
two motions as follows:    

1) The Board voted 6-0 (Sheridan recused) that on the basis of plans, elevations 
and renderings of proposed development included in the Master Development 
Plan for 58 Fore Street and information included in the staff report for the 
December 7, 2016 public hearing, the Board finds that the proposed Master 
Development Plan for 58 Fore Street, specifically that portion of proposed 
development located within the boundary of the Portland Company Historic 
District, is in conformance with Portland’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 
standards subject to the removal of the proposed rooftop addition above 
Building 16, the reduction in scale of proposed infill construction on the 
footprint of Buildings 14 and 15 to a height not to exceed existing building 
heights, and the provision of an offset separating Building 16 and new 
townhouses to the east.    

 
Additionally, the Board finds that the proposed development adjacent to or within 
one hundred feet of the Portland Company Historic District will be developed so as 
to be generally compatible with the major character defining elements of the 
landmark or portion of the district in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
development.   

 
These findings do not preclude the Historic Preservation Board’s authority as part of 
future reviews of Certificate(s) of Appropriateness to require reasonable 
adjustments in scale, massing or design of proposed additions, alterations or new 
construction to comply with ordinance requirements, as identified in the 12/7/16 
staff report and as amended during Board discussion.  

 
2) The Historic Preservation Board voted 5-0 (Sheridan recused, Oldham opposed) to 

recommend to the Planning Board and City Council that the boundaries of the 
Portland Company Historic district be amended as shown and described in Bernstein 
Shur’s letter of November 10, 2016. (See ATTACHMENT 2.)  This recommendation is 
based on the Board’s finding that amending the boundaries of the Portland 
Company Historic District is necessary to fulfill a key objective of the Master 
Development Plan, that being the relocation of Building #12 to a position abutting 
the western edge of the 50’ public access easement on site.  Additionally, the Board 
finds that the district boundary amendment will create a single contiguous historic 
district and allow for the relocation of Building 12 to a position where it will continue 
to have a visual relationship with the other remaining Portland Company historic 
structures.   

 

 



ATTACHMENTS 

1. Marked-up axonometric views from 9/12/16 Master Development Plan showing
additions and infill required to be removed to satisfy historic preservation ordinance
standards.  Marked up 12/2/16 axonometric views showing same.

2. 11/10/16 letter from Mary Costigan of Bernstein Shur requesting boundary amendment
to Portland Company Historic District, with map.



Att. 7
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
WORKSHOP 

MUNJOY HILL 
 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:  Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE:   August 29, 2019 
RE:  September 4, 2019     2nd WORKSHOP – Preliminary Review of Nominated Munjoy Hill  
                      Historic District    
   
 
On July 10th staff presented the Planning Department’s proposal to designate a defined area 
within the Munjoy Hill neighborhood as a local historic district under the provisions of 
Portland’s historic preservation ordinance.  The designation proposal was developed by 
Historic Preservation staff based on the findings of a detailed historic resources survey and 
building documentation effort as well as the analysis and recommendation of preservation 
consultant Scott Hanson of Sutherland Conservation & Consulting.  Information provided by 
provided by Greater Portland Landmarks, including historical research and the findings of a 
preliminary building survey, also informed the department’s proposal.  Evaluation of a potential 
historic district on Munjoy Hill was at the explicit direction of the Portland City Council.   
 
Immediately following the workshop, a letter signed by six members of the Historic 
Preservation Board was submitted to the Planning Department formally nominating the 
subject area as a local historic district.  Formal nomination by at least two members of the 
Board is required to initiate the district designation review process.   
 
In late July and August, two site walks were conducted of the proposed historic district.  The 
purpose of the site walks was to familiarize members of the Historic Preservation Board with 
the proposed district’s building stock, observe the proposed boundaries and review the 
preservation classification assigned to each building.  Although the tours were advertised and 
open to the public, there was no way to record the sessions.  As such, information provided 
was for clarification purposes only and there was no substantive discussion among Board 
members. 
 
Now that the overall proposal has been introduced and the Board has familiarized itself with 
the area and buildings proposed for designation, Wednesday’s workshop is intended to review 
details of the district proposal and address some of the questions identified during the tours.   
 
It was noted, for example, that the color-coded map was not entirely clear as to a particular 
property’s assigned classification, especially where a property was comprised of two individual 
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lots.   Also, because Board members did not have the individual building descriptions and 1924 
photo available to refer to on the tour, questions were raised as to the basis for some of the 
assigned classifications, particularly for some of the “noncontributing” structures.    

Since the tours, staff has carefully compared the map and the individual property inventory 
forms and found some obvious discrepancies or errors that will be corrected.  Staff has also 
highlighted a few properties the classification of which might warrant further discussion.   

For purposes of the upcoming workshop, staff has marked up a base map of the district 
(ATTACHMENT 2), highlighting those properties that have been identified as requiring 
clarification or further discussion regarding the assigned classification.  This base map also 
highlights specific sections of the overall district boundary line that staff will address in the 
workshop.  Questions about some of these boundary choices were raised in the site walk.  
Finally, the map identifies a number of individual properties outside the proposed district for 
which the property owners have requested designation—either individual designation or 
expansion of the boundary to include their property.   Letters or e-mails from the property 
owners are included in ATTACHMENT 4.    

Also enclosed with this report is a copy of the inventory form for every structure identified as 
a “noncontributing” structure in the map distributed on July 10th—see ATTACHMENT 3.  Note 
that the July 10 map (ATTACHMENT 1)will not be amended until there is general agreement 
about specific changes. 

For ease of reference, staff has listed the highlighted the properties and areas for discussion 
on the map.  The properties are grouped according to the nature of the question for 
consideration. 

Time permitting, the Board may wish to discuss other general issues, such as whether or not 
individual designation should be considered for other historic properties outside the proposed 
boundaries.   

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Proposed Munjoy Hill Historic District with building classifications (July 10 map)
2. List of Properties for Discussion
3.

Historic Inventory forms for all buildings classified as Noncontributing4.
Emails, letters and petitions requesting designation of individual properties or 
expansion of district

6. Other letters, public comment

Base Map with Highlighted Properties and Areas for Discussion

5.
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Properties and Areas for Discussion at 9/4/19 Workshop 

Non-Contributing property classifications questioned during site walk 

33 Atlantic – classified NC.  See inventory form for photos and more information 

25 Congress Street – classified NC based on alterations and additions on side elevations and ell 

44 Congress Street – classified NC based on alterations, context  

11 O’Brion – classified NC, should be C? 

28 O’Brion – classified NC, should be C? 

31 O’Brion – classified NC – see photos 

36 O’Brion – classified NC –see photos 

43 O’Brion – classified NC, should be C? 

49 O’Brion – classified NC, should be C? 

24 St. Lawrence – existing house C, but classified on map as NC due to approved plans for new  
construction.  House has since sold with no plans for demolition.  Map should be changed. 

65 St. Lawrence – classified as NC, should be C? 

96 Vesper – classified as NC, should be C? 

22 Willis – classified NC on map, should be C? 

32 Wilson – classified NC on map, C on inventory form—map should be corrected 

Other questions raised by map: 

63 Montreal – map is correct, but misleading. Building is C, garage on adjoining lot (no address) is NC 

63 Morning – classified C on map, actually 2 adjoined buildings (63 and 65) 63 was built in 80’s, 
  should be NC 

15 O’Brion – building is C, garage on adjoining lot (no address) NC 

40 O’Brion – unnumbered lot adjoining 40 O’Brion now developed – map should be changed. 

Attachment 2



Requests from Property Owners outside Proposed Boundaries to be included in District or individually 
designated: 

28 Waterville, owner JoAnn Dowe 

51 Monument, owner Susan Yandell 

7 Lafayette, owner George Carhart 

 

Potential Boundary Adjustments: 

Round out Kellogg Street Block by adding 57 and 59 Kellogg 

Southwest Corner of Lafayette and Cumberland + 3 properties on opposite side of Lafayette 

Walnut Street – include entire block between North and Willis? 

Additional properties on Willis and Montreal Street, petition signed by 4 property owners 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
WORKSHOP 

PROPOSED ZIP LINE – DEERING OAKS 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:   Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   August 30, 2019 
RE:   September 4, 2019     WORKSHOP 
 
Application for: Preliminary Review – Revised Location for Zip Line Installation                                        
   
Location:   Deering Oaks Park (61 Park Avenue) 
 
Applicants: Ethan Hipple, City of Portland Parks, Recreation, and Facilities

 Department 
    Anne Pringle, Friends of Deering Oaks 
 
Introduction  
 
Anne Pringle of the Friends of Deering Oaks and Ethan Hipple of Portland’s Parks, 
Recreation, and Facilities Management Department have requested a review of a revised 
location for a proposed zip line play structure in Deering Oaks.  Board members will recall 
that several improvements to the children’s play area have been generously supported 
over the last several years by a local foundation.   A number of the playground projects 
have been completed, but the zip line that was originally meant to be installed in 2018 was 
delayed by the discovery that poor soil quality and a high water table in the filled land 
adjacent to the lower playground would provide unstable support for the necessary 
foundations.  The original location was shown on an aerial photo shared with the Board at 
a March 6, 2019 workshop on Deering Oaks improvements (see Attachment 3.)  The 
applicants are now proposing a new location, on the plateau above the playground. 
 
It is the Board’s task to review proposals from the Parks Department and the Friends 
group to make changes in Deering Oaks, for consistency with the Master Plan approved for 
the historic landscape in 1994.  This master plan specifically calls for a separation of active 
and passive recreational activities in the park, and the proposed location for the zip line is 
on the plateau above the tennis courts and play areas, north of Tennis Court Road.  Board 
members will be asked to explore whether the equipment would be an acceptable amenity 
at the new site, and not unreasonably inconsistent with the master Plan.  Though the zip 
line has been planned for some time and some of the components have been fabricated, 
the Board has not reviewed actual plans for the equipment before now. 
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Ms. Pringle’s memo to the Board (Attachment 1) provides background information on the 
planning of the zip line and the difficulties discovered once testing of the soils began in the 
original, lower location.  In addition to the FODO president’s communication, Attachment 
2 includes drawings and descriptions of the components of the zip line.  Staff has added 
excerpts from the Master Plan that was completed in 1994 – including summaries of 
principles, goals, objectives, and recommendations, and also an aerial view of the park 
showing the original location of the zip line - from the March 6, 2019 workshop at which 
Friends of Deering Oaks and the Parks Department presented other park improvements 
for preliminary review. 
 
Parks Department staff members will be marking the proposed location of the zip line at 
Deering Oaks.  Staff recommends that Board members visit the site on their own, for 
familiarity with the topography and relationships between the location and other areas of 
the park. 
 
Proposed Improvements 
 
Please see Ms. Pringle’s summary of the proposed zip line (Attachment 1,) and the drawings 
and summary of the planned components (Attachment 2.)  Most importantly, the new 
location is much more stable because it is not filled land that was originally a tidal estuary 
connected to Back Cove.  The applicants propose to switch the locations of the picnic 
pavilion and the zip line, because the pavilion only requires a concrete slab, not a deep 
foundation as is the case with the zip line structures.   Because the filled land is unstable, 
and the water table is quite high, Ms. Pringle states that a foundation engineered to 
adequately support the zip line would be prohibitively expensive at the lower, original 
location. 
 
As described and depicted in drawings, the equipment will consist of four steel poles, 
connected as pairs somewhat like football goal posts, except that the poles are topped by 
stylized steel tree sculptures in four different colors.  The 6”x6” poles apparently will be 
square.  At one end will be a raised base to start the run, consisting of recycled granite 
curbing and gravel, and accessed by ramps.  Below the zip line cables that run to the end 
poles, a safety surface of sand, 4” deep and 28’ wide and bordered by wood is planned, to 
meet safety standards. 
 
Staff Comments and Questions 
 
As long as the guiding principle of separation of active and passive uses is followed, it seems 
fitting to treat changes in playground equipment at the Oaks as relatively minor reviews, 
providing the landscape is not overwhelmed.  Parks staff, Friends of Deering Oaks, and 
playground consultants have on an ongoing basis developed enhanced opportunities for 
children’s play that are compatible with the landscape and the essential planning principles of  
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the park.  As stewards, the Board, the Parks Department, and the Friends group are expected to 
respect the historic intentions for Deering Oaks (including enhanced opportunities for active 
play as well as preservation of landscape,) and also must anticipate the maintenance implications 
of intensified usage inspired by new amenities.  It should also be noted that flexibility was meant 
to be a component of the Master Plan, to answer visitors’ changing needs and desires and as 
new activities and resources for recreation are developed. 
 
Staff believes the foremost question for the Board’s consideration is whether locating the zip 
line on the plateau would be an acceptable stretching of the boundary between active and 
passive uses.  Existing topography and the situation of the playground equipment suggest that 
the natural boundary assumed when the Master Plan was created was the slope down to the 
lower play area.  Mature trees on the plateau give the feel that the area is a continuation of the 
wooded, pastoral central section of the park, despite being crossed by Tennis Court Road. 
 
That said, the Friends of Deering Oaks and Parks staff support the proposal as a unique 
accommodation forced by the unanticipated engineering difficulties of the original site.  In an 
email to staff, Ms. Pringle stated that the Friends do not see a new precedent being established, 
and would not support further development of active uses on the plateau.  Mr. Hipple also 
stated that Parks has no further plans for active recreation on the plateau.  With funding already 
provided by a donation it is understandable that the applicants want very much to find a suitable 
location, and they believe the proposed site works well.  It is close to the play area, and the zip 
line would be on the north side of the road, which provides a break from the central block of the 
park – a secondary boundary, in a sense. 
 
As a result of the zip line relocation, an alternate location for the picnic pavilion would be 
needed, and the Friends and Parks staff propose moving it down to the original zip line site.  Ms. 
Pringle explains in her memo that the pavilion can be safely built on the filled land below the 
plateau, making a simple switch the logical choice.  Staff suggests that the lower site might make 
the pavilion more accessible and useful to visitors using the playground or athletic facilities.  On 
the other hand, the pavilion would then be more removed from, and perhaps less used by those 
visitors to the upper, passive enjoyment areas of the park. 
 
Staff has several other questions and comments concerning details of the proposed installation: 

• According to Ms. Pringle’s memo, City Arborist Jeff Tarling has been consulted about any 
possible risks to the mature trees surrounding the proposed site, and minimal root 
disruption and pruning are predicted.  (At the time staff visited the site, the locations of 
the foundations had not yet been marked.) 

• Since specific plans for a picnic pavilion have yet to be reviewed by the Board, a final 
determination of the most appropriate site for it can be considered outside the scope of 
this review, though as noted, the zip line decision does affect the pavilion. 

• Staff assumes that the Parks Department has plans in place and the capability for 
ongoing maintenance of the zip line. 
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• The tree shapes have been fabricated for the zip line poles, and colors have been 
selected by the Friends group.  Staff does not know whether the painting has already 
happened. 

• The safety surface below the zip line is described as a layer of sand 4” deep, which meets 
safety standards.  Staff wonders whether this will require frequent maintenance, given 
that it will get scuffed and moved frequently. 

 
APPLICABLE STANDARDS 
Standards for Review of Alterations 

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the property 
which requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of the structure, 
object or site and its environment or to use a property for its originally intended 
purpose. 

(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, object or site and its 
environment shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic 
material or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible. 

(3) All sites, structures and objects shall be recognized as products of their own time, place 
and use.  Alterations that have no historical basis or create a false sense of historical 
development such as adding conjectural features or elements from other properties 
shall be discouraged. 

(4) Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history 
and development of a structure, object or site and its environment.  Changes that 
have acquired significance in their own right, shall not be destroyed. 

(8) Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve significant archeological 
resources affected by or adjacent to any project.  If resources must be disturbed, 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 

(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be 
discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant cultural, 
historical, architectural or archeological materials that characterize the property.  
The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the 
size, scale, color, material and character of the property, neighborhood or 
environment. 

(10) Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures and objects shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that, if such additions or alterations were to be 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property would 
be unimpaired. 

 
Deering Oaks Master Plan 
In addition, please see excerpts from the Deering Oaks Master Plan, 1994:  Attachment 4. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
1. Memo from Anne Pringle, President, Friends of Deering Oaks 
2. Deering Oaks Zip Line Details and Plans 
3. March 2019 Aerial diagram, with original location of zip line 
4. Excerpts - Deering Oaks Master Plan, 1994 

 
 

 
 

 
 



To:  Historic Preservation Board 

From:  Ethan Hippie, Deputy Director of Parks, Recreation and Facilities 
 Anne Pringle, President, Friends of Deering Oaks 

Date:  August 16, 2019 

Subject:  Location of Custom Zipline Play Feature, Deering Oaks Playground 

Introduction    In 2015, a Trustee of a local foundation approached the Friends of 
Deering Oaks with unsolicited interest in contributing to improvements to enliven the 
playground, which he visited frequently with his young son.  Over the years, $175,000 
has been contributed to FoDO, at the recommendation of the Trustee, to make a series of 
improvements developed collaboratively with the City. 

Planned Improvements   The first notable improvement, complete in 2017, was a 
revitalization of Rocky Hill to include a labyrinth circling the hill, a water pump and 
watercourse, and a seating area at the top. 

The second planned feature was a custom zipline to be located at the foot of the slopes, 
adjacent to other playground features at that level.  A local artist was commissioned to 
develop whimsical posts representing trees (see attached detail).  

A third priority was a covered pavilion to be located on the slope above the playground 
and zipline (reviewed in Workshop on March 6, 2019). 

The Problem   This zipline feature was to be installed in 2018, but has been significantly 
delayed after concern was raised about the stability of soils in the proposed location.    
The flat surface on which the playground sits was originally an estuary of Back Cove, 
filled in when the Cove’s estuaries (including the Deering Oaks pond) was dammed off 
from the main body of water.  Subsequently, debris from the Great Fire of 1866 was 
dumped in the area. 

In light of this history, test borings were conducted and analyzed in late 2018.  An 
engineering determination was made that the soil conditions warranted a more significant 
foundation than originally planned.   The project budget was adjusted to cover significant 
additional cost, to be jointly funded by FoDO and the City. 

Excavation for the foundation began in April 2019 and, notwithstanding the test borings 
and analysis,  immediate problems with the selected location were identified: at about 
seven feet, the sides began to cave in as water infiltrated the excavation hole.  Hoping 
that moving the zipline to the west would avoid the problem additional holes were dug, 
with the same result.    Excavation of the final remaining site on the lower level was done 
on August 7 and the solid results were the same. 

Att. 1



The Proposed Location   After discussing a variety of options, the Parks Department 
and Friends of Deering Oaks believe the only remaining location in Deering Oaks is on 
the flat surface above the playground (see location image below), where the proposed 
pavilion was to be located (to instead be located on the flat surface below because it 
needs only a concrete slab and not an excavated base).   Nestled among the trees, which 
would not be impacted by the installation according to City Arborist Jeff Tarling), the 
zipline feature would be relatively unobtrusive and not visually impact the passive area of 
the park, as it is on the active side of Tennis Court Road. 
 
The Parks, Recreation and Facilities Department and Friends of Deering Oaks jointly 
request approval of this revised location, for the reasons stated. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



DEERING OAKS ZIP LINE 2019 
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http://www.dsocreativefabrication.com/


Deering Oaks Playground Zip Line 
 

Location: Deering Oaks Playground 
 

 
 
Proposed Zip Line Path: Playground’s Upper Plateau 
• Playground Plateau between the Park Road and the Tennis Courts  
• The City Arborist has given permission, no trees will be harmed 
• Nestled in the trees, but no trees will be removed for the installation. 
• Minimal Root disruption or compaction 
• All safety clearances will be met with minimal branch cutting. 
• Location make easy ADA connection to sidewalk 
• Location makes easy connection to the playground 

 
Zip Line: General Information 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Zip Line Structures: 
 

• Structures built by Metal Artist and Creator Nate Deyesso who has built metal 
artwork all over southern Maine 

• http://www.dsocreativefabrication.com/shop-now 
• Poles are 6” x 6” black steel poles mounted on below grade concrete foundations 
• The “Tree Shapes” are Aluminum and mounted so each pole has 4 shapes. 
• Tree Shape Colors were selected by the Friends of Deering Oaks to reflect the 

seasons in the park. 
• The cables will be stainless steel, and any hardware will be stainless, black or 

dark green. 
 

 
 
Start Base: 

• A 2-3’ raised base with ramps on three sides, including 1 ramp to be ADA. 
• The base will be Gravel with recycled cubing (similar to the playground) used to 

hold shape and the ramps.   
• There will be hearty shrubs/grasses in the corners of the ramps to match 

plantings at the playground and soften the hardscape. 
 

Zip Line “Run Out” Safety Surface: 
• Under the zip line from the start base to the stop/return will be a safety surfacing 

of sand.  The surface will be 28’ wide.  Because the seat of the zip lines will be 
traveling only 4’ off the ground, minimal depth will be needed, 4”. 

• The boarder of the sand will be a wood border.  
 
Construction Time Line: 

• 7 days for foundations 
• 7 days to set poles, wire and make adjustments 
• 7 days to build start base, safety surface and landscape area 

 

http://www.dsocreativefabrication.com/shop-now
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