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AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING

The Historic Preservation Board will hold a remote meeting on Wednesday, September 2, 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.

For public comment, you will need to use the "raise your hand" feature.  To raise your hand via the telephone, please hit 
*9.  You will be un­muted by the host when it is time for public comment.

ZOOM MEETING INSTRUCTIONS
You are invited to a Zoom webinar.
When: Sep 2, 2020 05:00 PM Eastern Time (US and Canada)
Topic: Historic Preservation Board Workshop and Public Hearing 09/02/2020

Please click the link to join the webinar:  https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89255484975

Or iPhone one­tap:  US: +13017158592,,89255484975#  or +13126266799,,89255484975#

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

Webinar ID: 892 5548 4975
International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kqSsGgeRP

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

Public comments 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 AUGUST 19, 2020
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Site Alteration; 62 Neal Street; Erik Bergman, Applicant.  
The Board voted 6­0 (Turk absent) to approve the application subject to conditions.

      

3. COMMUNICATION AND REPORTS
   

4. ELECTION OF OFFICERS ­ 5:00 PM
   

5. PUBLIC HEARING
   

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89255484975
https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kqSsGgeRP
https://www.portlandmaine.gov/remotePUD
mailto:hp@portlandmaine.gov


  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Amendment to Previously­Approved Plans; 153 State 
Street; Dan St. Peter, Applicant.

      
  ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Public Art Installation; Deering Oaks Park; Portland Public 

Art Committee, Applicant.
      

6. WORKSHOP
   

  i. Preliminary Review of Proposed Exterior Alterations; 446 Fore Street/53 Wharf Street; 
Orange Crush, LLC., Applicant.

      

7. CONSENT AGENDA
   



I:\Shared drives\PUD - Planning\4  Historic Preservation\HP Board Memos\2020 Memos\9-2-20 State 153, Skylights - 
Amendment to Rehab approved 1-15-20, PH.docx - 1 - 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

153 STATE STREET 
 
 

TO:  Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:   Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   August 28, 2020 
RE:   September 2, 2020       PUBLIC HEARING – Amendment to Previous  
       Approved Alterations:  Three Additional Skylights 
 
Address:    153 State Street 
 
Applicant:    Daniel St. Peter 
 
       
Introduction 
 
Owner Dan St. Peter is requesting an amendment to plans that were approved by the 
Board on January 15, 2020 for alterations to The “Deanery” at 153 State Street.  Inspired by 
interior alterations, Mr. St. Peter proposes three skylights on the north roof, which faces 
toward the State Street Church.  Plans approved last January included three skylights to 
replace one existing near the middle of the south roof.  The new proposal for the north 
side would place the contiguous skylights beginning about 10’ back from the front edge of 
the roof, where they would be visible from State Street and from the sidewalk. 
 
Since meeting with the Board last January for a public hearing on various alterations to his 
property, the owner has continued work on the inside while he prepared building permit 
applications which are currently under review by the City.  The permits under review 
include adding a porch to the south side, adding windows to the north and south sides, 
replacing existing windows, adding skylights on the south roof, demolishing a rear addition 
of undetermined age, and extending the original block of the house and roof by 
approximately five feet, replacing a lower shed roof. 
 
The proposed additional skylights merit consideration as an amendment to the previous 
Board review of extensive exterior alterations, particularly because their proposed location 
will be visible from State Street as one passes the State Street Church.  Mr. St. Peter has 
submitted a roof plan and elevations showing the proposed skylights, and staff has added 
photographs of existing conditions to illustrate the potential visibility of the new openings. 
 
Subject Property 
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Mr. St. Peter bought the property, formerly known as The Deanery, from the Episcopal 
Diocese in 2016.  The 1836 house is the last remaining wood-framed Greek Revival 
structure on State Street.  It sits between St. Luke’s Episcopal Cathedral and the Diocese’s 
Offices at Loring House on the south side, and State Street Church to the north. 
 
With the exception of the removal of the south porch – which matched the extant porch 
on the north front corner, the State Street appearance of this significant building – 
sometimes called “The Deanery” - has changed little over the years.  The ordered and still 
mostly symmetrical façade presents a full pedimented gable to the street, with very regular 
fenestration.  Siding on the front is smooth, flush matched boards, and painted wood 
clapboards on the other faces.  On the north side, the rear part of the entry porch is 
enclosed by a vestibule.   
 
High in the middle of the south main roof plane there is a single skylight, with a domed 
sash, that is visible from State Street.  In the plans approved by the Board last January  
Mr. St. Peter proposed to replace the single bubble-topped skylight with a larger, low 
profile unit, and add two more next to it toward the rear of the roof.  The owner plans to 
maintain the existing slate roof.  No objections were raised to low-profile skylights as 
proposed. 
 
Proposal for 9-2-2020 Public Hearing 
 
Mr. St. Peter proposes three skylights next to each other, about 1’ apart and 2’ downslope 
from the ridge of the north roof, with the edge nearest State Street approximately eleven 
feet from the front edge of the roof.  In the supplied roof plan all six of the skylights (south 
and north) are shown as 21” wide by 54-3/4” tall.  (In last January’s drawing, the drawing had 
accidentally transposed numbers; the south skylights were shown as 45-3/4”, but was 
intended to say 54-3/4” tall.)  Staff adds that all of the proposed and already approved 
skylights are operable, Velux units, with a projection off the roof of approximately 6”. 
 
The location of the north skylights is apparently motivated by a desire for natural light in 
an open interior space in the front half of the building, and also by the desire for a view of 
the spire of the State Street Church from the interior.  Mr. St. Peter’s latest north elevation 
shows that the location is over the interior stairs, and just forward of an interior wall.  
(Stairs are shown on the north elevation drawing, but they are not proposed exterior stairs 
– they are existing interior stairs.) 
 
Staff Comments 
 
Last January staff’s comments opened as follows: 

Mr. St. Peter’s work to remediate years of deferred maintenance while adapting the 
building for compatible, sustainable use into the future has the support of staff and 
the Board.  In November the Board repeatedly emphasized the importance of the 
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building and its strong expression of the Greek Revival style.  It comes as no 
surprise that Board members want plans that work with the character-defining 
patterns, proportions, and relationships that communicate the style’s principles of 
order, balance, simplicity, and proportion.   To maintain the building’s historic 
integrity, alterations that might make subtle departures from the rigid norms in 
place need to be away from the most visible face of the property, and need to 
utilize a similar design vocabulary to be in harmony with existing original 
characteristics. 
 

The existence of an older, domed skylight on the south roof provided a starting point for a 
replacement unit, and two more arrayed next to it, moving toward the rear.  In the case of 
the currently proposed units on the north roof, the roof has no existing skylights.  The 
proposed north units are located in the front half of the roof, with the closest one to the 
street being about 11’ from the front rake.  As can be seen in the supplied staff photo, the 
north skylights would be visible from State Street and the sidewalk, until one is close 
enough to the subject property for them to be obscured by the roof and the upwardly 
angled line of sight. 
 
Because of the significance of the subject property and the proposed location facing a 
notable historic church, staff believes it would be preferable to locate the skylights on the 
rear half of the roof, but the location of an interior wall limits how far toward the rear the 
units can be located.  Staff was concerned about the likely visibility of the north skylights 
from State Street, and did not view this proposed amendment as a de minimus change to 
approved plans.   
 
In conversations with staff, Mr. St. Peter has indicated the possibility of some flexibility in 
his proposal for north and south skylights, but clearly would like to add as much light and 
view of the church on the north as possible.  Thus the applicant favors having all three of 
the north units, particularly the one closest to the front.  Skylights have been approved on 
historic roofs many times, but locations that minimize the visibility, particularly those 
distanced from sensitive, prominent faces, have usually been heavily favored. 
 
Applicable 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. 
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(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. 

 
(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. 

 
Motion for Consideration 
On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the September 2, 
2020 public hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board 
finds that the proposed alterations and additions at 153 State Street meet (fail to 
meet) the historic preservation ordinance review standards for review of alterations 
(subject to the following conditions…….) 
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Attachments: 
 

1. Attachment 1 – Applicant’s drawings and staff photos 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

DEERING OAKS HISTORIC LANDSCAPE DISTRICT 
 
 

TO:  Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:  Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
DATE:   August 24, 2020 
RE:  September 2, 2020     PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Application for: Certificate of Appropriateness for Public Art Installation 
 
Address:  Deering Oaks Historic Landscape District 
   (vicinity of ravine) 
 
Applicant:   TEMPOart and Public Art Committee 
 
Artist:   Patrick Plourde 
 
 
Introduction 
 
TEMPOart and the Public Art Committee are requesting approval to install a permanent piece of 
public art within Deering Oaks, in the general vicinity of the Oaks’ Ravine/wading pool where two 
other pieces of public art are located.    
 
The request is prompted by TEMPOart’s proposed gift to the City of Portland of a sculpture in 
honor of Portland resident Alice Spencer, who has been a champion for public art in the city for 
more than 25 years. The 8’ piece, entitled “Pinecone”, was created by local artist Patrick 
Plourde—see ATTACHMENT 1 for photos.   
 
In preparation for receipt of the gift, the Public Art Committee was asked to identify an 
appropriate site for the piece.  While other sites were considered, Deering Oaks was selected 
because it offers a landscape setting appropriate to the nature of the piece (the specific site 
within the park features a grouping of tall conifers) and because of Alice Spencer’s strong 
connection to another piece of public art in the immediate vicinity, “The Circle of Life”—see 
photos in ATTACHMENT 3. 
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Enclosed for the Board’s review is background information about Alice Spencer’s 
leadership in the area of public art in Portland, a description of the piece itself and 
information about the Public Art Committee’s choice of location.  Also enclosed are 
several photographs of the piece, which is currently on display in June LaCombe’s outdoor 
sculpture gallery in Pownal—see ATTACHMENT 1.   P hotos of the two existing pieces in 
the general vicinity of the proposed installation are enclosed as ATTACHMENT 3.  A letter 
of support from Anne Pringle, representing Friends of Deering Oaks, is attached as well. 
 
Subject Sculpture 
 
The project narrative provided by TEMPOart includes a description of the proposed 
sculpture as well as photographs of the piece in its current outdoor gallery setting.  As 
noted above, the piece, entitled “Pinecone”, is the work of Maine artist Patrick Plourde.  It 
is made up of salvaged, weathered shovel blades and is eight feet in length.  (The height of 
the piece is not provided.) 
 
Deering Oaks Master Plan’s Guidance as Regards Memorials and Public Art 
 
Enclosed for the Board’s reference is a chapter from the Deering Oaks Master Plan that 
addresses the landscape character and historic design intent of Deering Oaks.  It is this 
chapter that discusses the subject of sculpture and monumentation and provides 
recommendations for handling future requests or gifts of sculpture.  Following a 
discussion of the park’s design intent and a description of existing memorials within the 
park, the Plan makes the following recommendation: “Do not accept any donated 
sculpture or other permanent art pieces for the park.  Temporary installations may be 
installed after review and approval by the Public Arts Committee and the Friends of the 
Parks Commission.”  
 
While historic landscape master plans are critically important documents in terms of 
describing the original design intent of the landscape, identifying those characteristics that 
contribute to the landscape’s identifiable character and making recommendations based 
on the goal of retaining these characteristics, a master plan cannot anticipate every 
potential circumstance that might warrant a deviation from a particular recommendation.  
Clearly, applicable recommendations should be carefully considered when planning or 
reviewing any new project or improvement and if there is a deviation there should be 
unique circumstances or mitigating factors that justify the exception. 
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Deering Oaks today features two permanent pieces of public art which were installed after 
adoption of the Deering Oaks Master Plan.  Both of these pieces were reviewed and 
approved by the Historic Preservation Board.  The first, “Circle of Life”, consists of a 
naturalistic design that is carved into the surface of stones that surround a reflecting pool 
at the east end of the Deering Oaks Ravine.  Completed in 2000 and designed by Carole 
Hanson, the piece was planned as an integral element of the overall Ravine rehabilitation 
project and is a commemorative piece to honor the life of Kay Wagenknecht-Harte, Urban 
Designer for the City of Portland. 
 
The second piece of public art is the Great Black Hawk sculpture, which was completed 
earlier this year.  As the Board reviewed this proposal within the recent past and is familiar 
with the circumstances that prompted the request, there is no need to repeat the 
information here. 
 
Staff Comments 
 
As with the existing two sculptures introduced within Deering Oaks since the adoption of 
the Deering Oaks Master Plan, the subject matter of the proposed sculpture--a large-scale 
pine cone—is not incongruous with the designated landscape’s historic character, which is 
that of a naturalistic landscape.  (And while one might think it odd at first to propose a pine 
cone for the Oaks, the specific site for the piece is surrounded by group of tall conifers.)  
Obviously the recommendation of the 2000 Master Plan should be given careful 
consideration, but in staff’s view the introduction of this piece will meet the ordinance 
standards in terms of its design compatibility with the overall character of the designated 
resource.   
 
TEMPOart and the Public Art C0mmitte note that the site also offers the advantage of 
creating a small group of sculptures in the subzone of the larger park and that the pieces 
relate to and reinforce each other.   
 
Should the Board support the installation of the proposed piece within this section of 
Deering Oaks, staff suggests that Board members articulate in their decision how and why 
a deviation from the Master Plans’ general recommendation is acceptable in this instance.  
It would also be appropriate for the Board to reaffirm the general policy as regards these 
types of installations to guide future Boards if or when additional requests of this type are 
made. 
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Applicable Review Standards 
 
The following Standards for Review of Alterations apply: 
 
(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.  

 
Motion for Consideration 
 

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the September 2, 
2020 public hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board 
finds that the proposed public art installation in the Deering Oaks Historic Landscape District 
meets (fails to meet) the historic preservation ordinance’s Standards for Review of 
Alterations (subject to the following conditions…….) 

 
Attachments 

1. Project description and photos of existing sculpture 
2. Letter of support from Friends of Deering Oaks 
3. Photographs of existing sculptures in the vicinity 
4. Excerpt from Deering Oaks Master Plan 



Proposed Gift of Patrick Plourde Sculpture by 
TEMPOart to the City of Portland 
Proposal: 
TEMPOart offers the City of Portland a sculpture by Patrick Plourde: “Pinecone” 
in honor of resident Alice Spencer and her 25 years of work supporting public art 
in Portland. The 8’ sculpture is made of salvaged steel shovels. Installation costs 
are included in the gift. 

Status and Placement: 
The Public Art Committee has reviewed the proposal and has selected a preferred 
site for consideration. (see photos) The Deering Oaks site is near the base of tall 
coniferous trees and adjacent to the head of the basin (wading pool). Not only is 
this placement a delightful juxtaposition of sculpture and site, it carries meaning as 
the nearby wading pool is named after Alice’s longtime friend, public art colleague 
and former city planner, Kay Harte. 

Securing the Sculpture: 
Artist Patrick Plourde visited the proposed site and has recommended an 
installation method that will both protect the sculpture and the root systems of the 
trees. He proposes to create a small, rectangular (approximately 3’ x 2’) 6” cement 
pad upon which Pinecone would be bolted with steel rods. These rods will not 
penetrate the surface under the pad. The bolts will be secured with epoxy,  and will 
be hidden under the sculpture.  

Alice Spencer and Public Art in Portland: 
In 1994 Alice Spencer was appointed to the first Portland Public Art Committee 
and served for 15 years. She chaired the committee for 12 of those years. During 
her tenure the committee: 

• wrote guidelines for public art, including guidelines for funding community-
initiated projects

• inventoried and documented Portland’s public art collection
• created a maintenance and conservation policy
• initiated conservation treatment for a number of works, including Our Lady

of Victories in Monument Square and The Little Water Girl which was
moved and reinstalled inside the new public library

Att. 1



• `Congress St Bus Shelter, “JewelBox”, John Ford at Center and Danforth, 
and Art Under Foot in Longfellow Square 

 
Alice has also worked with the City to write guidelines and a review process for 
college students to install temporary public art projects in public space. In 2011, 
she chaired the committee to write guidelines for temporary public art and still 
serves on the review committee. 
 
In 2014 Alice founded TEMPOart a 501C3 nonprofit dedicated to championing 
and commissioning public art in the City of Portland. 
Projects to date include: 
American Dream, Lincoln Park, 2016 
Three projects in response to American Dream, 2017 
Mother’s Garden, Kennedy Field, 2019 
Gathering Stones, Fish Point, 2020 
 
Artist Patrick Plourde: 
Patrick Plourde lives in New Gloucester, Maine and is a graduate of The Portland 
School of Art (now Maine College of Art, or MECA) and Washington University. 
His work has appeared in Architectural Digest, Log Home Designs, Fine 
Homebuilding and Maine Home and Design. His work can be found in the 
collections of the Portland Museum of Art, the Payson Art Gallery, Robert De 
Niro, Ralph Lauren among others. His latest works involve seeds, flowers and 
natural forms expressed with the use of vintage steel and recycled elements. More 
information can be found at www.patplourde.com. 
 
About TEMPOart: 
Founded in 2014 by Alice Spencer TEMPOart’s Mission is to champion and 
commission public art in Portland, Maine. Each year new projects commissioned 
and produced by TEMPOart enliven Portland’s public spaces.The non-profit’s 
vision is to foster a public art city through projects and events that: 

• Instigate conversations and energize our collective imagination 
• Connect communities in Portland and beyond 
• Are a catalyst for social, racial, environmental and economic justice 

Tempoart partners with other educational and cultural institutions, building upon each 
project to offer inspiring learning opportunities for people of all ages and 
backgrounds. 

 



 

 
 















Att. 2
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
WORKSHOP 

446 FORE STREET – 53 WHARF STREET 
 
 

TO:  Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:   Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   August 28, 2020 
RE:   September 2, 2020     Workshop – Exterior Alterations, Wharf Street Level 
 
Address:   446 Fore Street (53 Wharf Street) 
Applicants:  Orange Crush, LLC 
Project Architect: Jake Keeler, Jake Keeler Design Build 
 
 
Introduction 
 
On behalf of the new owner of 446 Fore Street, Orange Crush, LLC, Architect Jake Keeler has 
requested a Certificate of Appropriateness for façade alterations to the 53 Wharf Street façade, 
and the adjacent Union Street face.  In 2019 the Board approved a comprehensive exterior 
renovation program for the upper floors of the building, which did not include the commercial 
space on the ground floor facing Fore Street or the basement level facing Wharf Street.  Since 
that review took place the building was sold, and the new owner is continuing the renovations 
based on the 2019 plans, with Jake Keeler Design Build managing the project.   
 
After years of deferred maintenance, repairs and updating were sorely needed, and the exterior 
work coincides with interior renovations of the second through fifth floors, where the residential 
use will continue.  The program approved in 2019 proposed new windows including restoration 
of some bricked-in openings, roof, gutter, and cornice repair and replacement, and new 
mechanicals on the roof with screening. 
 
The owner now plans to separate the commercial spaces on the first floor and the basement 
level (formerly united as a bar and nightclub.)  Mr. Keeler proposes to activate the Wharf Street 
and Union Street façades by reopening several window openings.  Also proposed is the 
elimination of the door that led to stairs up to the Fore Street level (one of two doors facing 
Wharf Street.)  The center door is proposed to be changed to a window, and the right hand door 
will be reconstructed as the basement entrance. 
 
 
Mr. Keeler has provided a summary description of the project, and a package of drawings 
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and photos showing the proposed alterations and the existing conditions.  Staff has 
provided the 1924 tax photo. 
 
Subject Property 
 
The Rufus Dunham Block was built for commercial use, and until recently housed a bar / nightclub 
on the first floor and Wharf Street level, and offices on the second floor.  Upper floors were 
residential.  The Second Empire property was built in 1876, and sits prominently at the corners of 
Fore, Union, and Wharf Streets.  The low building immediately east of the subject property leaves 
much of the eastern face visible, in addition to the other three sides.   
 
Despite a number of modifications, the building looks much like it did in 1924 – except for the 
ground floor Fore Street storefront, and the fact that in 1924 the first four floors of the east side 
were mostly covered by the neighboring building.  That building to the east, 442 Fore Street, is 
now only one story, revealing some past changes to window openings.  Among the other changes 
that have taken place: 

• Windows are mostly late 20th Century, 1/1 aluminum units scheduled to be replaced 
with aluminum windows matching the historic windows much more closely. 

• The granite lintel above the storefront on Fore Street is completely covered by 
wood sign boards. 

• Granite lintels over the windows were replaced by brick soldier courses, on most 
openings. 

• Facing Fore Street, a large garage or warehouse door occupied the second and 
third bays from the left in 1924; now those bays contain storefront windows with 
brick bulkheads, as does the fifth by at the western end. 

• Double Victorian doors on Fore Street are now single doors with updated 
surrounds. 

• The usual clutter of wiring, gutter down pipes, and obsolete hardware has 
accumulated on the facades over the years; the intention is to clean up obsolete 
attachments and hide what can be hidden. 

• On the Wharf Street face, a number of changes have happened over the years: 
o On the first floor level, the center window was replaced long ago by a 

slightly lower warehouse freight door, currently paneled in painted wood, 
with the original arched opening still visible in the masonry above. 

o Below the center freight opening a modern flush door currently provides 
access to the basement level. 

o On the right (east) side of the basement level a door opening in the brick 
appears to have been widened with splayed sides, leading to stairs coming 
down from the first floor.  

o On the left (west) side a window has been infilled with CMU, and perhaps 
moved slightly. 

o Facing Union Street, all of the basement window openings are closed: the 
lowest two by wood panels, and the third from the rear with brick, and the 
upper ones with wood infill. 
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• Note that in the 1924 tax photo, the two Union Street windows closest to Wharf 
Street appear to be shuttered.  The ones closer to Fore Street are larger, as if they 
handled freight. 

 
Currently Proposed Alterations to Basement Level (Wharf and Union Street Faces) 
 
Please see Mr. Keeler’s description of the project for an explanation of the work.  In brief: 

• Three re-activated windows proposed on the Union Street face, matching the style 
of the new windows slated to be installed on upper floors.  Two new gooseneck 
lights are also shown. 

• Three new Storefront windows on the Wharf Street face, one in a previous opening 
on the west side of the façade, and the other two in the center, replacing the 
existing door and the freight opening, with a painted panel between the floors. 

• The center openings are proposed in the same outline as the current door and 
freight panel, though the awkwardly wide trim surrounding them might be 
narrowed. 

• The door on the east side of the basement is proposed to be reconfigured as a non-
flared opening, with a full-light door and one sidelight, with a sign panel and 
gooseneck lights above. 

 
Staff Comments 
 
Staff notes that the scope of this review is only the proposed basement level alterations 
outlined in Mr. Keeler’s letter.  The reactivation of the basement level facing Wharf Street 
promises a big improvement for the building and for Wharf Street – a very positive follow-
up to the recently approved rehab of other floors.  As with other properties on Wharf 
Street, this is a challenging design project because of a long history of successive 
interventions, and scant documentation.  Some of review issues to be considered include: 

• Compatibility with the existing property 
• Compatibility with the context 
• Preservation of any character-defining features or evidence of historic evolution 

that has acquired significance 
• Avoidance of historicism, or creating a false sense of history 

 
There exist several possible approaches to the center openings on Wharf Street, and staff 
notes a number of questions and considerations: 

• The height of the freight opening is somewhat awkward, but clearly was desired low 
to the first floor level. 

• An earlier draft proposal showed the original center window being replaced, 
matching the other two, and erasing the freight opening.  The Board might consider 
whether the evidence of the commercial evolution –the freight opening – has 
acquired significance, and should be preserved.  Alternatively, the original window 
could be recreated in the center of the first floor. 
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• If the freight opening is found to be significant and worthy of being retained, is the 
large storefront window an appropriate treatment, or should the existing painted 
diagonal paneling be retained? 

• The existing center door is not set back in the masonry opening, creating an 
awkward relationship with the freight door panel above it.  A final set of detailed 
plans will have to show the relationships of doors and windows to the face of the 
masonry. 

• The basement floor level is approximately 4’-10” below Wharf Street, causing the 
bottom of the proposed windows to be very close to grade.  Would adding stone 
sills, or otherwise raising the windows slightly improve the relationship? 

• The large storefront panels proposed facing Wharf Street are clearly differentiated 
as contemporary interventions, but perhaps would be less discordant if a vertical 
division were used to alter the proportions. 

• Staff recommends that Board members walk the Wharf Street context, comparing 
window treatments.  There is a great deal of variety, and some are more successful 
than others. 

 
At the western window opening facing Wharf Street, the photos show that it has been 
altered so the CMU infill no longer lines up with the still present granite lintel.  The 
elevations do not make clear exactly how the restored opening will be recreated, except 
that it appears to be centered under the windows above.  Staff suggests that if the granite 
lintel is evidence of the original building or a significant acquired detail, it should be retained 
and reused. 
 
In recent years, the trend in lighting on Wharf Street has been gooseneck, hooded fixtures 
similar to those proposed by Mr. Keeler.  Unfortunately, despite attempts by HP staff to 
keep walls clean, electricians have installed some lamps on other buildings using exposed 
conduit, excusing the practice by asserting that interior spaces are finished, limiting access 
to exterior walls, or stating that the number of holes in the brick wall is being kept to a 
minimum.  Staff has also at times questioned the number of fixtures deployed, encouraging 
only the lighting of doors and signs, and not the street or building façade.  Mr. Keeler has 
assured staff that new fixtures at the basement level of 446 Fore can be fed from inside, 
and exposed wiring or conduit will not be seen on the exterior walls. 
 
Applicable Review 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 
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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. 

 
(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. 

 
(7) The surface cleaning of structures and objects, if appropriate, shall be undertaken 

with the gentlest means possible.  Chemical or physical treatments, such as 
sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall not 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. 

 
Attachments: 

1. Architect’s cover letter 
2. Architect’s photos of existing conditions 
3. Plans and elevations 
4. 1924 tax photo 

 



Jake Keeler Design Build
446 Fore Street         August 27, 2020

Subject:         Historic Preservation Board Review – Small Project

To: Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator

Dear Rob,

The owner of 446 Fore Street, Orange Crush, LLC, has engaged Jake Keeler Design Build for various 
aspects of the building's improvement. Of concern to this letter are improvements at street level to the 
building along the Union Street and Wharf Street facades. These changes are of increased scope to the 
Historic Preservation Board Review of 5.1.19 and in consultation with your office, these proposed 
changes are submitted here as a new application for review. These changes are in addition to the 
changes approved on 5.1.19 and this application does not supplant that scope of work or approval. 

The building currently has commercial space at the Fore Street and Wharf Street levels, and due to the 
grade change along Union Street, Fore Street is at grade of the 1st floor and the basement is accessible 
via Wharf Street . Currently the 1st floor and basement are connected, but the owner is seeking to 
separate the 1st floor and basement into (2) separate commercial spaces. This follows the pattern of 
similar adjacent spaces along Wharf Street that have undergone similar renovations of previously 
vacant or underused spaces along Wharf Street into active retail spaces. 

At the core of creating a separate commercial space in the basement level is work to activate the Union
and Wharf Street facades. This is done by:

1. Removing infilled masonry along Union Street and installing windows in previously active
window openings. Existing lintels and headers show the size and location of these likely 
original window openings. 

2. Installing new signage and exterior lights along the Union Street and Wharf Street facades.
The proposed fixtures are the same black gooseneck fixtures as approved and installed 
recently on nearby buildings on Wharf Street. 

3. Removing the canvas awning on Wharf Street
4. Removing the entrance from Wharf Street to the 1st floor level. Like most buildings on the

same block and other blocks nearby downtown, the 1st floor will be accessed from Fore Street
and the basement will be accessed by Wharf Street alone.

5. Installing (2) new windows on Wharf Street for light and street presence for the new basement
commercial space. One of these windows is in a previous window opening and the adjacent is
in place of the current door into the basement space.

6. Modifying the existing center warehouse style opening (currently a door and boarded up
above) into a window as mentioned in point #5 with an additional window for the 1st floor
stacked above. The space between at floor level must be solid for fire separation and
feasibility reasons, and a framed opening between the windows spans this space.

These changes reactivate the Union Street and Wharf Street facades and are necessary to separate the 
1st floor and basement into two separate, viable commercial spaces with visibility from the street, 
transparency into the spaces, and separation for circulation and life safety considerations. Thank you 
for your consideration of this application. Please see the addition materials for additional information.

Sincerely, 

Jake Keeler, Principal

43 Hardy Rd.  Falmouth, Me 04105  603.828.5100  keeler.jake@gmail.com

Att. 1
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street View of Union and Wharf Street Facades

Area of work
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Union Street and Fore Street Facades
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Fore Street Facade
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Union Street Facade
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street View of Union Street and Wharf Street corners
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Wharf Street view
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Existing window openings to be reactivated on Union Street 
Facade

Existing window openings to 
be reactivated with new win-
dows in existing presumed 
original masonry openings.
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Wharf Street facade

Existing door to 1st floor to 
be entrance to basement 
space

Existing masonry opening 
to be reactivated with new 
window into basement space. 
height of window low due to 
1st floor structure. Bottom of 
1st floor joists at 5’8” above 
Wharf Street sidewalk Existing entrance to basement and likely former 

warehouse district style opening into building to 
be remade into (2) windows, (1) into basement 
and (1) into 1st floor space. 
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Example proposed window as shown in test window from 
Fore Street Facade

Example proposed windows 
as shown in test window on 
Fore Street facade

Existing 1/1 20th century 
aluminum windows, typ
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Summer 2020 55 Wharf Street
Example Adjacent Wharf Street storefront with low ceiling 
height at entry and sunken basement floor below Wharf 

Street sidewalk height

Example door and entry to 
sunken basement space. 
Situation is similar to 446 
Fore Street

Existing former warehosue 
style door opening above 
Wharf Street windows
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Summer 2020 51 Wharf Street

Example Adjacent Wharf Street storefront with low ceil-
ings. Ceilings are high enough, however, to allow full height 

doors and interior floor height on same level as Wharf 
Street siewalk. Situation is unlike 446 Fore Street 

basement.
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Basement Existing interior of basement door

Existing floor joists 5’8” 
above Wharf Street sidewalk

Area in front of door raised for 
head height, results in bump up 
in floor above



446 Fore Street Accompanying Photographs

8 / 25 / 2020 page 13 of 14

Summer 2020 446 Fore Street Existing door on right from Wharf Street to 1st floor. To be 
remade into door to basement and ceiling built above
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Summer 2020 446 Fore Street
Existing top of center opening at 1st floor level. Old, though 

not original, wood header shown when warehouse style 
opening was cut into facade

Existing plywood in center 
opening

Existing wood header from 
center warehouse opening 
modification

Existing side brick jambs 
of original 1st floor window 
opening

Existing brick infill of 
original window open-
ing above warehouse 
opening
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