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AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING

The Historic Preservation Board will hold a remote meeting on Wednesday, June 17, 2020, 5:00 p.m. This meeting 
will take place using Zoom. 

Virtual meetings are allowed using emergency legislation approved by LD 2167; 1 M.R.S. §403­A, that authorizes 
cities and towns to conduct meetings online.

Allow your computer to install the free Zoom app to get the best meeting experience.

ZOOM MEETING INSTRUCTIONS
          You are invited to a Zoom webinar.
          When: Jun 17, 2020 05:00 PM Eastern Time (US and Canada)
          Topic: Historic Preservation Board Workshop and Public Hearing 06/17/2020

          Please click the link to join the webinar:  https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86702600209

          Or iPhone one­tap :
          US: +19292056099,,86702600209# or +13017158592,,86702600209#

          Or Telephone:
          Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
          US: +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or +1 253 215 8782 or 
          +1 346 248 7799

          Webinar ID: 867 0260 0209
          International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kb36ka8t6D

          For more information on how to use Zoom, please go to:  https://www.portlandmaine.gov/remotePUD

          Public comment will be taken for each item on the agenda and written comments should be submitted to
          hp@portlandmaine.gov

1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
   

2. REPORTS OF DECISIONS AT THE MEETING HELD ON JUNE 3, 2020
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Second Floor Sunroom Addition with Deck and Deck over 
Garage; 21 ORCHARD STREET; Jonathan Fanburg and Stephanie Gartner­Fanburg, 
Applicant.  The Board voted 6­0 (Tate absent) to approve the application, subject to 
conditions.

      

3. COMMUNICATION AND REPORTS
   



4. WORKSHOP ­ 5:00 PM
   

  i. Preliminary Review of Exterior Alterations/Roof Modification; 17 BLYTH COURT; 
Elisabeth Snell and Catherine Mears, Applicant.

      
  ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Demolition and New Residential Construction; 34 SPRUCE 

STREET; Tim Gebhardt, Applicant.
      

5. PUBLIC HEARING
   

  i. MHPC Request for Review and Comment on Expansion of Portland Waterfront Historic 
District to include 113­115 MIDDLE STREET.

      

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

 
WORKSHOP 

17 BLYTH COURT 
 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:  Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   June 12, 2020 
RE:  June 17, 2020      SECOND WORKSHOP – Third Floor Addition 
 
Address:  17 Blyth Court 
 
Applicants:   Katie Mears and Elisabeth Snell 
 
Project Architect: Linda Braley, Braley Designs LLC 
 
 
Introduction  
 
Owners Katie Mears and Elisabeth Snell and their architect Linda Braley have requested a 
second workshop with the Historic Preservation board to review revised preliminary 
drawings of roof alterations to add a third floor at 17 Blyth Court.  At the first workshop on 
May 20, 2020, Ms. Braley presented a design with a gable-roofed third floor and shed 
dormers on the northwest and southeast roof planes.  Hoping for a clear design direction, 
and basing revisions on Board comments on May 20th and discussions with staff, the 
applicants return on June 17 with an alternate concept: a flat-roofed third floor built on the 
same floor plate as the second floor and extending the existing walls upward. 
 
Board members expressed sympathy with the design goals of the applicants at the May 
meeting (third floor living space for their growing family,) and a general optimism that a 
compatible third floor could be added to the subject property, given the right approach.  
Each member of the Board showed some interest in exploring other possible roof forms 
for the addition.  Following the workshop staff encouraged Ms. Braley and the owners to 
follow up with a second workshop while the Board’s first review was still fresh in the minds 
of all concerned. 
 
As with the May 20 submission, Ms. Braley’s perspective sketches are conceptual in nature, 
without a high level of detail, but most important at this stage of review are the massing, 
scale, geometry, and relationship with the existing forms making up 15 Blyth Court, the 
other half of the duplex condominium.  The clear goal of the owners and the architect for 
June 17 is to settle on a concept for a third floor with confidence that the Board can 
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approve it once it is further developed with the details necessary for a public hearing at a 
future meeting.  To that end, Ms. Braley has supplied a new project description and revised 
perspective sketches showing the new roof concept, with each view again paired with a 
photo of the existing structure from the same point of view.  Staff has again added context 
photos of the property for reference. 
 
May 20 Workshop Presentation and Board Feedback 
 
Board members were fairly confident that a suitable design for a third floor at the subject 
property was possible, even as they acknowledged the challenges presented by the 
jumbled geometry of the duplexed condominium.  Among the questions posed were: 

• What other roof forms were explored?  Several members would like to see what 
other options may have been examined and discarded in favor of the proposed 
design. 

o Ms. Braley said she investigated a shed (monopitch) roof and a gabled roof 
oriented in the other direction and neither was judged suitable.  A flat 
roofed third floor was thought to be too overwhelming and incompatible, 
and was not seriously considered. 

• Are the neighbors in 15 Blyth (fellow condo association owners) open to the 
expansion?  Has it been considered a possibility that the owners of 15 Blyth might 
someday want to expand? 

o The owners have discussed the addition with their fellow owners, who are 
open to the idea of an expansion at 17 Blyth.  The owners of 15 Blyth have 
no plans at this time to expand their unit, and staff questioned whether this 
remote possibility should constrain the current proposal. 

• Have you explored the existing roof structure to ascertain its soundness as a base 
to be built upon?   

o Not yet, according to Ms. Braley, though no readily apparent issues were 
noted. 

 
Some Board comments focused on details and approaches that might make the proposed 
scheme more compatible, while others were more general in nature, and stemmed from a 
desire to see more exploration of alternative approaches to adding a third floor: 

• It was suggested that retaining the eave (existing roof overhang) between the 
second floor and the new third floor might help with compatibility and the 
definition of the addition and the existing sections. 

• The owners and their architect were encouraged by several Board members to 
explore a flat roofed extension of the existing block, believing it might have 
advantages: 

o A quiet box might be the simplest way to avoid further complicating the 
jumble of forms making up the duplex.  It was suggested that perhaps since 
the second floor was already a simple box, the same form could be 
extended, avoiding a complication of the relationship with 15 Blyth Court. 

o Several members urged the use of different design language from that of 15 
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Blyth – perhaps not employing shed dormers similar to the existing one at 
15 Blyth would simplify the whole, and set apart the character of 17 Blyth in 
a positive way.    

 
Revised Concept for June 17 Workshop 
 
Please see Ms. Braley’s project summary letter and the presentation.  The focus of this 
second review is to explore the viability of a flat-roofed extension over the existing walls to 
create the new third floor.  If the Board responds positively to the massing and perspective 
studies, the applicants will invest in detailed plans to present for a public hearing. 
 
As noted above, Ms. Braley is presenting conceptual drawings to explore with the Board 
how best to add a third floor, before her clients invest in more detailed design 
development.  The summary letter makes clear that the architect is proposing the flat-
roofed addition because the idea appeared to interest perhaps a majority of Board 
members as the simplest, most compatible way to expand upward.   
 
Ms. Braley estimates that the roof of the proposed addition would be about 30’ above 
grade.  She and the owners hope the current presentation is sufficient to allow the Board 
to endorse this design direction and give them the confidence needed to generate more 
detailed plans that will flesh out how details can further the compatibility of the scheme. 
 
Staff Comments 
 
Although the May 20 staff report expressed skepticism that a flat-roofed third floor addition 
could be a compatible solution that wouldn’t overwhelm the existing building, further 
exploration at the workshop and since then led staff to urge the applicants to propose the 
option as a possible solution to the design challenges posed by the program goals and existing 
circumstances.  Staff still believes that simple geometry and modest massing are important, and 
suggests that perhaps the key question with the current proposal is whether the massing and 
scale of the simple box would be overwhelming for the existing structure to which would be 
joined or whether the simplicity would mitigate the scale. 
 
Though there is no way to add a third floor without creating significant disparity in the height of 
the two sides of the duplex, staff notes that the simple form proposed builds on geometry that 
already exists at 17 Blyth.  The proposed addition maintains that distinction in the geometric 
characters of the two sides of the duplex, leaving room for the architect and the Board to 
consider how much common design language should be employed between the two units, to 
balance integration and compatibility with differentiation and distinct characters. 
 
More than one Board member commented on May 20 that design elements like proportions and 
patterns of windows could express both kinship and distinction.  For example, it was suggested 
that windows on the third floor of 17 Blyth should follow patterns present on the lower floors of 
that unit.  Several also discouraged the repetition of the shed dormer like the one on the east 
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roof of 15 Blyth, on the gabled addition proposed at the first workshop (now a moot point, with 
the current proposal.)  Staff notes that most of the proposed third floor windows follow 
patterns found on the lower floors, but asks the Board to consider whether the mulled window 
on the east face of the third floor addition is too similar to the shed dormer at 15 Blyth. 
 
Other details that will be present in a more complete set of drawings, such as fully rendered 
window trim, corner boards, and friezes may help influence the success of the design.  Board 
members might again consider, for example, whether retaining the cornice band between the 
second floor and the proposed third floor would be beneficial. 
 
In terms of the scale and massing of the currently proposed concept, staff suggests that the new 
addition will change somewhat the relationship of the property to the immediate context, but at 
approximately 30’ high it will not be a harmful change for the neighborhood to absorb.  This 
effect would be difficult to clearly estimate without more renderings, but perhaps Board 
members will want to comment on the compatibility of the proposal with the context. 
 
Applicable Standards of Review  
 

(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. 

 
(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. 

 
(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. Architect’s project description 
2. Architect’s slides, with context and existing condition photos, and perspective drawings 
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of proposed additions 
3. Pages from the 5-20-20 workshop submission 
4. Staff photos of existing conditions and context 



Braley Designs, LLC

44 Edwards Street 

Portland, ME 04102 

M: 207-321-8115 

Linda@BraleyDesigns.com 

Historic Preservation Board 

389 Congress St. 

Fourth Floor 

Portland, ME 04101 

June 7 th, 2020 

Project Description- ​17 Blythe Court - 2nd workshop 

To Whom it may concern: 

Elisabeth Snell and Katie Mears are the owners of 17 Blythe court and would like to add a third story 

to their home to provide space needed for their growing family.  The existing home is 1210 sf (1st and 

second floors).  

Unit 17 Blythe Court is at the end of a small dead end street near the intersection of West St and Pine 

st in the West End neighborhood of Portland. 

The single building structure is made up of  two condominium units, 17 and 15.  The existing condo 

unit 17 has a two story flat roof.  The existing condo unit 15 has a gable roof and mono pitch shed roof. 

The building is visible in the historic photo attached in the slide show presentation.  

The building is sandwiched among a number of 3 story gable and flat roofed buildings. 

Understanding there is no real detail as of yet in the model shown in the slide show, they are hoping 

to get feedback that the proposed massing and scale is the right direction to pursue.  

In the previous workshop there were discussions about the complexity of the proposed gable roof and 

dormer addition on unit #17 in conjunction with the existing roofs of unit #15.   There seemed to be 

positive feedback around the massing of a flat roof addition on unit #17.  This would not add to the 

existing complexity, but make it more of a neutral aesthetic change. 

Thank you for your input and consideration regarding the proposed alteration to 17 Blythe Court. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Braley 

Braley Designs, LLC 

207.321.8115 

Cc:  Elisabeth Snell and Katie Mears 

Att. 1



17 Blythe Court, Portland, Maine
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View 3 
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View 4 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
WORKSHOP 

34 SPRUCE STREET 
 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:  Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   June 12, 2020 
RE:  June 17, 2020     WORKSHOP – Second Workshop - New Single-Family Home 
         And Reclassification of a Contributing Structure  
                                                                Proposed for Demolition 
 
Address:  34 Spruce Street 
 
Applicants:   Tim Gebhardt, Basha LLC 
 
Project Designer: Trevor Watson 
 
Contractor:  Carignan Construction 
 
 
Introduction  
 
On June 17, owner Tim Gebhardt and designer Trevor Watson will return to the Board for 
a second workshop on the proposed construction of a new single-family home at 34 
Spruce Street.  Mr. Gebhardt’s proposal also seeks to demolish the existing Greek Revival 
structure at the rear of the lot, which is in poor condition.  Board members will recall that 
the new, three-story house is proposed with a 30’ setback from the front sidewalk, allowing 
parking in the front of the narrow lot. 
 
The owner and designer met with the Board for a preliminary workshop on March 4, 2020, 
following two meetings with HP staff for preliminary, conceptual feedback on early designs.  
They also attended a short Pre-Application meeting in 2019 with applicable review 
departments, including Zoning, Inspections, Public Works, Life Safety, etc., for 
informational discussions on the various required reviews. 
 
At the March workshop Board members were generally accepting of the concept of a 
three story, flat-roofed structure in the dense Spruce Street neighborhood, but had many 
comments and questions about siting and relationship to the street, and also about the 
composition of the primary facades.   The Board also requested more information on the 
condition of the existing house proposed for demolition, saying the case for demolition 
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had not been made convincingly yet, and a more thorough report would be needed before 
they could decide whether to reclassify the structure as noncontributing so it could be 
demolished. 
 
This type of review – a new house in a dense, well established historic neighborhood – is 
rare and calls for a different sort of review than the Board’s typical reviews of additions, 
rehab projects, and larger, commercial or residential new construction.  Compatibility with 
the context surrounding the site is vital to the success of the design, as is the balance of 
continuity and change. With a contemporary design, some design elements drawn from 
the nearby built context work in favor of compatibility while other aspects of the design 
program will communicate a distinct character and flavor that makes clear the new 
building is of its own time, expressing the needs and tastes of the owners.   
 
In response to the Board’s first workshop feedback Mr. Watson and Mr. Gebhardt have 
submitted a revised project summary, revised plans, and a report on the condition of the 
existing house by engineer Bruce McLeod.  Staff is including excerpts from the proposal 
presented on March 4, for reference.   
 
At this second workshop staff suggests the Board focus again on the general compatibility 
of the design with the site and its context, and on the Standard for New Construction, 
providing the applicants with indications of what further revisions would help meet the 
most important new construction review standards.  The applicants also seek some 
indication as to the likelihood that Board members might view favorably the 
reclassification of the existing house based on its condition and location, to allow for 
demolition. 
 
Subject Property 
 
The subject property consists of a narrow lot that once had a mid-19th Century Greek 
Revival home near the street, as well as the existing smaller home of the same era at the 
rear of the lot.  The property is just one house back from Clark Street, though at the time it 
was built (long before the construction of Reiche School,) Spruce Street ran across Clark 
Street, continuing to Brackett.  The primary structure on the lot was a typical side-entry 
Greek Revival building with its front-gabled façade close to the street.  It had 2-1/2 stories 
and a vertical expression and proportions.  (See Attachment 8)  Staff does not know when 
the front house was demolished, but the existing curb cut must date from after the 
demolition. 
 
At the back corner of the lot is a small Greek Revival house that still exists, the William 
Lindsay House.  A historic resources property description says it was erected in 1841, 
possibly as a carriage house or guest house; whatever the original use, it was a residence 
before 1924.  (See Attachment 9.)  This small house has been altered significantly, and 
allowed to deteriorate.  The expanded evaluation by Engineer Bruce Macleod includes 
several photos, and rates the overall condition as poor.  (See Attachment 5)  The footprint 



I:\Shared drives\PUD - Planning\4  Historic Preservation\HP Board Memos\2020 Memos\6-17-20 Spruce 34, new 
const, 2nd wkshp.docx - 3 - 

of the house is very close to property lines in the rear, and visibility from the street is 
limited. 
There is not a 1924 tax photo of the building, but current staff photos illustrate some of 
the alterations and losses: 

• Vinyl insert windows and modern brick mould casing 
• Changes to the roof shape 
• Front entry alterations, including door, trim, and surround 
• Rear addition 

 
Project Context 
 
The block of Spruce Street between Clark and Emery Streets is quite densely built out with 
residential buildings having mostly fewer than four units.  (It appears that seven properties 
on the block contain four or more units.)  All but two of the structures on this block are 
fairly close to the sidewalk; some have room for a small front garden and some do not.  
Dates of construction appear to be all between 1841 and 1925, with the majority clustering 
between 1850 and 1890.   
 
The styles represented most numerously include Greek Revival, Italianate, and Second 
Empire, with a few examples of Colonial Revival, Queen Anne, and even one Shingle Style 
house.  Of the gable-roofed structures, most have the gable facing the street.  Besides the 
number of Second Empire dwellings, there are several examples of flat roofs.  On the 
whole, given the preponderance of narrow lots and the styles that are most numerous, it 
would be fair to say that a majority of the buildings have a mostly vertical expression in 
massing, fenestration, and proportions. 
 
While the primary immediate context is eastern end of the Spruce Street block, the 
proximity of 34 Spruce Street to Clark Street adds somewhat to the diversity of the 
surrounding built environment.  The character of Clark Street is different from the more 
relevant context of Spruce Street, but the proximity of the location to Clark Street makes it 
feel close to a transition zone. 
 
Immediately next door to the subject property, the corner property is 140 Clark Street, an 
1849 Greek Revival double house which was renovated by Mr. Gebhardt two years ago.  He 
also renovated the house on the other side, 36 Spruce Street.  Across the street is 146-148 
Clark Street, which was originally a Greek Revival Style double house and has been added 
to in a variety of later styles.  To the rear of 146-148 Clark is a gravel parking area, 
immediately across from the subject property. 
 
 
March 4 Workshop and Board Feedback 
 
The design presented for the preliminary review on March 4 was a three story, flat-roofed, 
contemporary structure with recessed porches on the ground floor and third floor and tall 
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front windows and doors with a strong vertical expression.  The first floor also had a 
shallow, flat projecting canopy.  The ceiling of the third floor roof was proposed to be 
sloping up toward the highest point at the outer, northwest corner.  On the west side 
(right, as viewed from Spruce Street,) casement and awning windows with a mix of sizes 
and shapes appeared to be located according to the dictates of the interior program.  
Siding was proposed to be lapped fiber-cement siding with a wide exposure, and trim was 
generally narrow except for a pronounced cap at the front roof edge. 
 
As with the current design, the house was sited 30’ back from the sidewalk and front 
property line, to allow for a parking space and a small front yard behind a hedge.  Side 
setbacks were minimal (3’ and 7”,) with the conveyance of a narrow strip of land from 36 
Spruce (owned by Mr. Gebhardt) allowing for the 18’ wide house. 
 
Board members were reasonably comfortable with the concept of a three story, flat-
roofed infill house on the site; the scale and form were generally considered acceptable. 
There were numerous questions and comments about the siting of the house, the site 
plan, and about the composition of the principle facades: 

• Board members questioned the setback from the street and the use of part of the 
front yard for parking. 

• The large front setback felt to some members like an unfortunate gap in the street 
wall of Spruce Street, where the vast majority of houses are sited close to the right-
of-way. 

• The composition of the front façade raised questions about hierarchy and balance, 
with recessed porches on the first and third floors, and the second floor wall being 
the furthest forward and having smaller windows than either of the other two 
floors. 

• The sloped ceiling proposed for the third floor front porch was not really 
understood or supported as an element that contributed much to the overall 
design. 

• Questions were also raised about the composition of the west side, where there 
was no discernable pattern or rhythm to the windows.  Two types of windows were 
shown (awning and casement,) in several sizes. 

• Board members asked whether the applicant could investigate there would be any 
way to position parking to one side of the house, instead of the front. 

 
Revised Project Plans 
 
Please see the Applicants’ project description (Attachment 1) for a brief summary of the 
design changes and the approach to addressing Board concerns.  The proposed house is 
sited the same as previously, but the front yard has been narrowed to avoid the intrusion 
of the parking space into the front setback.  In the revised plans the front porch roof 
projects further from the front face than in the earlier rendition, and the first and second 
floor walls are now aligned, with the third floor porch again recessed.   
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Staff Comments 
 
Staff suggests that the Standards for Review of New Construction that may be most in question 
at the second workshop will again be the Composition of Principal Facades and the Relationship 
to the Street.  In terms of the site plan and the street relationship, Board members will have to 
discuss whether the 30’ setback and the resulting relationship to the street can be justified as 
presented or perhaps mitigated in some way. 
 
The organization of the front face of the house is somewhat more conventional than in the 
earlier concept, though the exaggerated verticality of windows that start at the floor on the first 
and third levels accentuates the narrowness of the three full stories.  The predominance of the 
glazing on the front feels out of place in the urban context, and the more conventional openings 
on the second floor pose a sharp contrast.  As one Board member commented on March 4, the 
tall windows give the house a suburban feel, and the front elevation ignores the traditional 
hierarchy of window sizes on upper floors.  The window divisions that have been added are fairly 
consistent, except for a large window in the front, northwest corner of the second floor, where 
the unique treatment of the large window seems incongruous. 
 
On the west face the fenestration is somewhat more regular than in the March design, though a 
clear pattern is still hard to discern.  Headers of second and third floor windows are at two 
different heights on each floor, and the composition has trouble generating any rhythm of solids 
to voids.  As on the front, the use of first floor windows that start at the floor would feel more 
suitable if they opened onto a suburban patio rather than a narrow urban side yard, and they 
inspire speculation on window coverings and the frequency with which they might be closed to 
afford privacy to the residents. 
 
General Staff Observations 
 
Both staff and the applicants have quoted the preamble to the Standards states on the second 
page: 
 

“A new building in a historic district … need not follow the pattern set by its neighbors in 
each and every category of compatibility.  It should, however, relate to a number of 
them.” 
 

Staff acknowledges that many of the positive changes made since March respond to Board 
comments made at the first workshop, but suggests the proposed design probably warrants 
further consideration before it will be found to be contextually compatible and well composed.  
Clear direction from the Board about what aspects of the design are most important to address 
will be helpful. 
 
Both staff and Board members are fairly comfortable with the scale and form of the proposed 
house, and the flat roof is a type which is present in the neighborhood, though outnumbered by 
other roof forms.  When it comes to composition, regular window patterns, proportions of 
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openings, and rhythms of solids to voids are strong characteristics of the surrounding historic 
neighborhood, and could be used more effectively than they have been thus far, to create more 
compatibility of the design with the context. 
 
The location of the existing curb cut makes it somewhat challenging to restrict parking to one 
side of the lot, and the larger question of parking in front of the house is still a question for the 
Board, even if the technical zoning standard prohibiting parking in the front setback can be met.  
It is a formidable challenge, given the density of the neighborhood – where separation between 
buildings is often only a driveway wide but parking is usually to the sides of buildings rather than 
between the front and the street.  Although examples of front parking exist from before the 
designation of the historic district, the Board has for a long time discouraged parking in front of 
historic properties.  The second workshop submission makes no mention of whether the 
applicants investigated the possibility of repositioning the house to move parking to one side or 
whether that is a feasible suggestion. 
 
Finally, staff is fairly comfortable with the proposed removal of the existing structure at 34 
Spruce Street, given the limited visibility and distance from the street, the poor condition, and 
the level of alteration that has occurred over time.  It should be noted that despite some fairly 
major weaknesses, damage, and alterations, the building is not beyond saving.  Whether it is 
worthwhile to keep it, given its location, condition, and altered state is questionable; the owners’ 
opinion on this question is clear, and now the Board must judge whether the new Condition 
Report presents sufficient justification for reclassification to noncontributing, based on 
condition and possibly integrity, and the demolition that would follow. 
 
Applicable Standards of Review – Please see Attachment 5 
 
Attachments 
 

1. Applicants’ project summary 
2. Drawings, renderings, details, and photos of existing conditions 
3. Engineer’s evaluation of existing structure 
4. Excerpts from March 4, 2020 workshop submission 
5. Standards for Review of Construction 
6. Staff photos of the existing house – 34 Spruce St. 
7. Written Public Comment received to date 
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21 February 2020 
34 Spruce Street ​◼​ Portland, ME 04102 

Historic Preservation 
Portland City Hall 
389 Congress Street 
Portland, ME 04101 

C​ONCEPTUAL​ ​SINGLE​ ​FAMILY​ ​PROPOSAL 

‘New buildings … need not follow the pattern set by its neighbor in each & and every category of 
compatibility.  It should, however, relate to a number of them.’ 

Dear Historic Preservation Board and Staff, 

We are excited to share our findings regarding our proposal for a flat roofed single family residence 
with the Board. 

We have had preliminary meetings with Staff and have focused on four facade design elements 
which we agree as critical to the successful development of this single family property at 34 Spruce Street. 
We feel our work now is to define these elements in a historically appropriate manner.  In working through 
our concepts with Staff, we have found diverse building types within the existing historic fabric of Spruce 
Street and its surrounding area supporting the pursuit of our proposal.  As this will be the long term principle 
residence for the applicant, who has lived and owned a business here for more than a decade, the applicant is 
committed to this proposal and looks forward to working through the details with the Board. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
We are proposing a three story, 2700 sqft single family residence with a flat roof, entry and third 

floor porches.  The structure is proposed to be set back from the street frontage (although significantly closer 
than what currently exists) to allow for the continued use of an existing curb cut as well as privacy providing 
landscaping and a small front yard to provide definition and separation from the street.  The aesthetic will be 
a modern one, utilizing historic components implemented  in such a way where we can exploit the benefits of 
modern materials - trim will be subtle and exist within the same plan as the clapboards, which will be very 
wide, thin structural elements, overhangs etc. 

It is our goal to create something unique and modern, which exists in its own right, not competing 
with the existing historical fabric but contributing to its future.  We look forward to working through this 
with the Board. 

CRITICAL FACADE DESIGN ELEMENTS: 
· Front Porch.  An element commonly found within historic districts is a front porch or

covered entryway. 
· Symmetry.  Historic buildings typically display very strong symmetry with elements aligned

across floors.  Simply, elements are stacked above one another. 
· Covered Porches.  Similar to the Front Porch, this design element allows for breaking up of

the facade adding depth and interest. 
· Entablature.  Some type of termination to delineate the top of the building.

Att. 1



With the help of Staff, we have defined these elements as critical to the successful development at 34 Spruce 
Street and have incorporated our interpretation of these elements into our proposal and are excited to work 
through the details with the Board. 
 
EXAMPLES OF DIVERSITY WITHIN SPRUCE STREET: 

· Primary: Spruce Street is a tertiary street which, historically and contextually, is afforded a greater 
diversity in both architectural styles (including roof type) and proximity / orientation of frontages 
than that of a primary (Congress) or even secondary (Vaughan) streets are.  It makes sense that 
these streets are afforded this greater diversity as they themselves, historically, are infilled to that 
of the primary and secondary streets.  In many cases, economical housing was the only option 
resulting in the implementation of Portland’s flat roofed ‘tri-deckers’.  The historical development 
are inherently representative of their individualism and quirkiness.  Spruce Street wasn’t truly 
developed until around 1850’s - 1837 maps note it as a dead end off of Clark. 

· Second: Our proposal is supported in the diversity of the existing historical fabric with a wide 
array of front yard setbacks ranging from structure placement in the front, middle and rear of the 
lot - see attached Sanborn Insurance map from 1886- as well as a great diversity in roof styles 
where currently, as surveyed, one of every two structures has a non street facing gable.  A prime 
example of this, although it is cater-corner along Clark, but remains within ‘frame’ of our site, is 
146-154 Clark Street with flat roof flanked by gables as well as orientation where 154 is askew to 
the street and set back from 150 which in turn, is set back from 146/148.  The hierarchy is both 
literally and figuratively apparent when looking at 34/36 Spruce from 146/154 Spring, as tertiary 
to secondary as well as ‘front’ to ‘rear’ lots. 

· Third: the available 1924 photos of Spruce and surrounding have many examples supporting the 
variation including demolished properties.  See the attached binder of 1924 photographs. 

· Fourth:  Examples in the surrounding area - 20 Taylor street is a great example - see attached, as 
well as the aforementioned 148/154 Clark Street with a duplex comprised of gable and flat roof 
and then another gable and flat. 

 
UPDATES 3/4 BOARD COMMENTS​: 

· Based on positive comments we are continuing with our original proposal to include a front porch, 
three story, flat roofed building with a third story porch set back from the street. 

· We have additionally studied the locations of existing windows in adjacent buildings and are 
maintaining our North/South placement as we feel our proposed sighting minimizes - as much as 
possible - the impact to sight lines and light of our neighbors. 

· We have addressed Board concerns and have studied our original proposal with regard to the 
relationships between floors at the front facade and have updated our proposal to reflect a more 
expected relationship - stepping each successive floor back. 

· We have shrunk the front yard thereby removing the vehicle from the F.Y. Setback 
· We have eliminated the banding, maintaining it only where functionally appropriate and necessary 
· We have created a more traditional third story porch ceiling 
· We have worked on the windows to create more defined patterns in an effort to increase interest 
· We have studied and tweaked the details of the entry canopy and front porch roof lines, 

maintaining traditional details for the front door canopy but playing with historical relationships 
for the porch roof and its relationship to that of the canopy roof lines. 

 
 
Thank you for your time 
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Mr. Timothy Gephardt 
Gephardt Property Management, Inc. 
175 Brackett Street 
Portland, Me 04102 

Re: 34 Spruce Street - Portland, Maine March 24, 2020 

At you request, I recently visited the subject property to observe the building condition in consideration of 
the potential for renovating the building.  The owner of the home is currently assessing the viability of 
renovating the home.  The purpose of my inspection was to assess the structural condition of the building. 
My inspection did not include electrical, plumbing, or mechanical elements. This letter is a report of my 
findings and recommendations. 

The subject property is an existing single-family home.  According to the assessor’s information, the date 
of construction is 1880.  The home consists of two stories above grade, plus an attic space and a 
basement.  The home is approximately 924 square feet in plan.  The home is wood framed construction. 
The basement is constructed from a mix of granite rubble and brick masonry.  The basement has a 
concrete slab floor.  The roof is covered with asphalt shingles, age unknown.   

The overall condition of the home is poor.  The exterior wood siding is in a state of decay, with areas of 
splitting, missing clapboards and rotted trim.  The exterior siding and trim may have been replaced at 
some time and will need to be replaced again.  Regardless, the siding and trims are unremarkable and do 
not appear to have any historical value.   

At some point an addition was built on the rear of the building.  This addition is in poor condition, does 
not have adequate foundation, and is on or over the property line.  This addition will need to be removed 
in its entirety. 

The roof is in poor condition.  The roofing materials are asphalt shingles that have passed their useful life 
and must be replaced.  The roofing and roof trims are not historically correct. The roof framing is 
drastically undersized and exhibits signs of deflection and overload.   

The foundation is failing, has cracks and shows signs of lateral and vertical movement.  The framing of 
both floors exhibits significant deflection and settlement.  Settlement is evident in the exterior and interior 
doors, and windows that are out of plumb and no longer close properly.   

The interior of the home is in poor condition with significant settling and sagging of floors.  The interior 
surfaces and trims are not of historical significance.  The existing winder stairs do not meet current code. 
The bedroom windows do not meet egress requirements. 

Based on my observations, the home is in poor structural condition and is not a suitable candidate for 
renovation.  The home does not exhibit any architectural elements of historical significance and is not an 
exemplary structure.  I recommend demolition of the home structure and foundation.  I recommend a 
replacement home be constructed from the foundation up. 

Att. 3



 

90  BR IDGE STR EET   SU I TE 252         WE STB ROOK ,  MA INE 04092            PH O NE /FA X (207)  839-0980          

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service to you in this matter.  If you need additional assistance, please 
contact me at anytime. 
Sincerely, 

 
Bruce W. MacLeod, PE, MASCE 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo #1 view of exterior of building  
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Photo #2 close up view of exterior showing foundation 
 
 
 

 
Photo #3 view of interior  
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Photo #4 of Attic space 
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Daniel Hechavarria <daniel.hechavarria@gmail.com> 
 

Mon, Jun 8, 7:19 
PM (16 hours ago) 

 
 

to me 

 
 

Mr. Wiener, 

It has come to my attention that Tim Gebhardt has some exciting plans for the 
neighborhood. I am the owner of 136 Clark St, and I could not be more thrilled to hear 
this news. I wholeheartedly support this project, as I feel it is a most welcome change to 
the neighborhood. The existing single family structure behind my home at 136 Clark St 
is remarkably unsightly and quite dilapidated. Removal of that structure and 
reorganizing this lot will most certainly invigorate the neighborhood and add a lovely 
new facade. Furthermore, the proposed setback plan will allow more sunlight to pour 
into my own garden from the southeast and also create more of a sense of a backyard 
community amongst the adjacent residents. I very much look forward to seeing this 
project unfold.  

Regards, 

Daniel 

-- 
Daniel G. Hechavarria 
mobile: 617 823 7224 
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Jack Tuchman <jack.tuchman1@me.com> 
 

Mon, Jun 8, 3:09 
PM (3 days ago) 

 
 

to me 

 To whom it may concern, 

I as the owner of 140 Clark street support the application as proposed by Tim Gebhardt 
in both the tearing down of the current unoccupied and dilapidated structure, and the 
building of the new proposed single family home. Its location will be minimally impactful 
to my property and I am excited about the development of this vacant lot. I must also 
say that the Gebhardt are exceptional neighbors and strive to improve the 
neighborhood. Thank you for your consideration, 

Jack Tuchman 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

113-115 MIDDLE STREET 
 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:   Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE:   June 10, 2020 
RE:   June 17, 2017     PUBLIC HEARING – Review and Comment on Draft  
      National Register Nomination Form for 113-115 Middle St., 
      Expanding Boundary of Portland Waterfront Historic District 
                                                       
Introduction 
 
At its next quarterly meeting, the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) will be 
formally considering the nomination of the Robinson Block at 113-115 Middle Street to the 
National Register and expanding the boundary of the Portland Waterfront National 
Register Historic District to include 113-115 Middle Street.  The Commission’s role is to 
make a formal recommendation to the National Park Service as to whether the subject 
structure meets the National Register criteria under which properties are evaluated.  
 
Prior to consideration of draft National Register nominations, state historic preservation 
offices are required to seek comment from the subject municipality if that municipality 
qualifies as a “Certified Local Government”, meaning that its historic preservation program 
meets National Park Service standards.  As the City of Portland is a designated “Certified 
Local Government”, the Maine Historic Preservation is requesting review and comment 
from Portland’s Historic Preservation Board. 
 
Board members are asked to review the enclosed draft document and determine whether 
113-115 Middle Street meets the National Register criteria identified in the nomination form. 
Additionally, the Board is asked to describe how nomination of the building contributes to 
Portland’s broader historic preservation efforts.  The Board’s findings and comments will 
be summarized by in a brief report to the Maine Historic Preservation Commission.  To 
assist the Board, staff has prepared a draft motion for consideration. 
 
Background 
 
Note that the NR nomination form was prepared by preservation consultant Scott Hanson, 
who is assisting the owners of 113-115 Middle Street, who wish to use historic tax credits in 
its rehabilitation.  
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Motion for Consideration 
 

Based upon review of the draft National Register nomination form for the Robinson 
Block at 113-115 Middle Street and review of National Register Criteria, the Board agrees 
that the Robinson Block meets National Register Criteria A and C and is eligible for listing 
in the National Register as part of an expansion of the boundary of the Portland 
Waterfront Historic District. 
  
Inclusion of the Robinson Block within the Portland Waterfront Historic District is 
appropriate as the building was constructed during the District’s period of significance 
(c. 1790 to 1936), immediately abuts the current district boundary, is significant in two of 
the categories for which the District is recognized (Commerce and Architecture) and 
exhibits the level of integrity required for National Register listing, particularly as a 
contributing structure within a district.  Although built relatively late in the Old Port’s 
development history, the Robinson Block continues most of the identifiable architectural 
characteristics of the 19th century commercial blocks that dominate the district.  
Expansion of the National Register district to include the Robinson Block is consistent 
with the goals of Portland’s historic preservation program in that it recognizes the 
building as part of the development history of the Old Port and provides the owner with 
access to historic tax credits, ensuring that the building’s rehabilitation and adaptive 
reuse meets National Park Service standards.    

 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Cover letter from Michael Goebel-Bain, National Register Coordinator,  
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 

2. Draft National Register of Historic Places registration form, with NR Criteria 
attached 
 



Att. 1



Att. 2




































	1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
	2. REPORTS OF DECISIONS AT THE MEETING HELD ON JUNE 3, 2020
	i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Second Floor Su

	3. COMMUNICATION AND REPORTS
	i. Maine Historic Preservation Commission
	Communication


	4. WORKSHOP - 5:00 PM
	i. Preliminary Review of Exterior Alterations/Roof Mo
	Blythe Court - 17 (Memo and Attachments)

	ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Demolition and New
	Spruce St. - 34 (Memo and Attachments)


	5. PUBLIC HEARING
	i. MHPC Request for Review and Comment on Expansion o
	Middle St. - 113-115 NR Nomination (Memo and Attachments)


	6. CONSENT AGENDA



