
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD

Julia Sheridan, Chair
Bruce Wood, Vice Chair

Ian Jacob
Robert O’Brien
Penny Pollard

Julia Tate
John Turk

AGENDA
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING

On Wednesday, March 20, 2019, the Portland Historic Preservation Board will meet at 5:00 in Room 209 of City 
Hall to review the following items. (Public comments are taken at all meetings):

1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
   

2. REPORTS OF DECISIONS AT THE MEETING HELD ON MARCH 6, 2019
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for New Construction; 5 India Street; Essex North, LLC., 
Applicant.  The Board voted 5­0 (Jacob and Sheridan absent) to approve the application, 
subject to conditions.

      

3. COMMUNICATION AND REPORTS
   

4. PUBLIC HEARING ­ 5:00 P.M.
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Exterior Alterations; Building Additions and Site 
Alterations; 59 Carleton Street; Ronald McDonald House, Applicant.

      
  ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Proposed Revisions to Previously­Approved Plans for 

Exterior Alterations and Building Addition; 84 Commercial Street; 84 Commercial Street, 
LLC., Applicant.

      

BREAK FOR DINNER ­ MEETING RESUMES AT 7:00 P.M.
 

5. PUBLIC HEARING, CONTINUED.
   

  i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Proposed Residential Addition; 95 India Street; Stephen 
Sunenblick, Applicant.

      

6. WORKSHOP
   

  i. Status Report on Current and Upcoming Initiatives
      

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

 
PUBLIC HEARING 

84 COMMERCIAL STREET 
 
 

TO:  Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
FROM:   Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE:   March 15, 2019 
RE:   March 20, 2019     Public Hearing – Review of Amended Plans for Building  
             Addition and Exterior Alterations 
Address:   84 Commercial Street  
Applicants:   Dry Dock, 84 Commercial Street LLC 
Property Owner:  84 Commercial Street LLC 
Project Architect: Bill Hopkins, Archetype Architects 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Architect Bill Hopkins, representing 84 Commercial Street LLC, is returning to the Board with a 
revised proposal for a building addition and exterior alterations to the Dry Dock building at 84 
Commercial Street.  Board members will recall that the applicant received approval last October 
for construction of two building additions (a kitchen/office addition and a retail addition), 
expansion of existing rear decks and other related exterior and site alterations.  At a workshop 
on February 20, 2019, Mr. Hopkins presented a significantly scaled-back version of the first 
design, with design revisions prompted by the recently adopted Waterfront development 
moratorium.   
 
The elimination of the entire retail addition on the east side of the property and the moratorium 
mandated limitations on the floor area allowed in the kitchen addition mean the new kitchen 
block will be a more visible structure on the same footprint, that can only enclose part of the 
second story as floor space.  Board comments at the February workshop focused primarily on 
enhancing the utilitarian addition as a suitable complement to the original brick building. 
 
Revised renderings are enclosed as ATTACHMENT 1.  Revised floor plans, site plan and 
elevations are enclosed as ATTACHMENT 2.  For reference purposes, staff has enclosed 
both excerpts from the originally-approved plans and the plans presented in February - see 
ATTACHMENTS 3 and 4. 
 
Background 
 
When the Historic Preservation Board approved Mr. Hopkins’ design proposal for the two 
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additions last October, the development team had not yet submitted their site plan 
application for the project.  In December, the developer applied for site plan review, but 
found they were unable to move forward with the review due to the recently imposed 
waterfront moratorium that applies to all pending or proposed projects involving non-
marine-related uses.   
 
Following discussion with the Planning Authority, a decision was made to allow the 
applicant to move forward with an application for a scaled-back project which would 
include the construction of the kitchen addition and a portion of the addition’s originally-
approved second floor to provide ADA-compliant bathrooms for the restaurant, but not 
the retail addition to the east.   These aspects of the original proposal were determined 
not to conflict with the terms of the moratorium, which is intended to prevent the 
creation or expansion of non-marine-related uses.  Under the agreement, the square 
footage of the new addition must not exceed the square footage of the Dry Dock building’s 
storage space in the basement, which has had to be vacated due to regular flooding.  
 
It is unclear at this time whether the applicant will choose (or be allowed) to pursue other 
aspects of the originally-approved project once the moratorium has ended and any new 
land use regulations are put in place for the waterfront.  As such, the Board should review 
the enclosed proposal as a final, complete project, rather than the first stage of a larger 
project. 
 
Revised Proposal Presented at February 20 Workshop 
 
In the revised plans, the retail addition was eliminated altogether, exposing the east 
elevation of the kitchen addition to full view.  The kitchen addition had the same footprint 
as before, but included only a portion of its originally-proposed second floor. (The area on 
the second-floor area will be occupied by new bathrooms.) The second-floor fenestration 
was modified as well, with the windows facing Commercial Street being revised to a series 
of horizontal openings. The treatment of the addition’s Commercial Street ground floor 
façade remained as originally approved.  Recessively colored fiber-cement panel siding was 
proposed, with simple coping at the roof edge. 
 
A number of the originally proposed exterior alterations to the existing structure were 
included in the revised program.  While expansion of the decks is not allowed under the 
moratorium, the applicant proposes to drop the level of the first-floor deck as originally 
proposed, add the roof over the existing second-floor deck, move the stair connecting the 
two levels and replace the railings with new cable railings.  The rear elevation of the existing 
building will also be opened up and infilled with glazing as originally planned. 

On the Commercial Street side, it was expected that the blocked side entry to the single-
story projecting bay would be infilled with a new door and transom as originally proposed.   
It was assumed that the ATM machine currently in front of this entry would be removed, 
though the images supplied showed the ATM still in place.  (Apparently the door was no 
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longer thought to be required to meet codes.) 
 
Board Comments – February 20 Workshop 
 
Several Board members expressed regret that the approved plans with the retail addition 
on the east (Fall 2018) could not be realized; all acknowledged that the design of the 
kitchen addition becomes much more critical in the absence of the retail addition because 
it is so much more visible than proposed last Fall, and must relate solely to the original 
restaurant building, not to the contemporary retail addition as well.  Comments 
(paraphrased by staff) focused primarily on the east and north (Commercial Street) faces 
of the kitchen addition and the adjacent east face of the brick block: 

• Board members made clear they expected to see the ATM removed and the door 
restored on the east side of the restaurant, regardless of the interior floor plan. 

• Mr. Hopkins noted in his presentation that the exit door from the kitchen addition 
(facing Commercial Street) would be moved to the east end of that face, not 
remain where shown in the workshop packet next to the one-story bump out on 
the brick restaurant. 

• In response to a Board question about the possibility of lowering the street facing 
exit door, the architect said it would have to remain at the interior floor level 
because of the projected height of storm flooding, and because the interior floor 
layout would not permit interior stairs – thus exterior stairs would still be 
necessary. 

• It was suggested that the above mentioned exterior stairs facing Commercial Street 
be constructed of all metal instead of having a tall concrete base for the landing 
like the exposed foundation.  Metal stairs and landing were suggested to reduce 
their size, and convey a more industrial or warehouse aesthetic for the utilitarian 
kitchen addition. 

• It was suggested that the site area in front of the addition be improved and defined 
in some way to allow one to sense the difference between semi-public, privately 
owned site and the public right-of-way. 

• In terms of the massing of the addition, Mr. Hopkins confirmed that the height of 
the addition was the same as in the plans approved last year.  Because of the 
prohibition on increasing floor area, however, the front section of the addition was 
proposed as only one story high. 

• There was concern on the part of several Board members that the addition should 
be a well-defined, simple mass to complement the restaurant.  Members hoped to 
see the addition being a full two stories in the front section – with quiet, simple 
geometry.  (There was doubt as to whether a net increase in floor area would be 
allowed under the moratorium, so changing the second floor faces toward the 
street would depend on the area given up in the basement and the ability to shift 
the floor plan upstairs.) 

• The Board wanted to see the relationship between the addition and the older 
restaurant further explored and strengthened – through some combination of 
materiality, tonal palette, and architectural details such as greater verticality in the 
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windows. 
• The exact color of the fiber-cement cladding was deemed worthy of study, but in 

general, a subdued, matte finish was favored – contrasting with the restaurant, but 
recessive in nature. 

 
Revised Proposal for 3-20-19 Public Hearing 
 
The revised proposal for consideration on March 20 responds to a number of the Board’s 
concerns: 

• The ATM is to be removed, and the east door from the restaurant is to be 
reintroduced. 

• The street-facing exit door from the kitchen addition has been moved to the east 
corner, and the landing and stairs are proposed in simple black metal. 

• The block of the new addition is a simple rectangle, with only the front section to 
be enclosed interior space (for the bathrooms.)  On the second floor the rear 
section is open to the sky, with open “windows” facing east and south serving as 
scuppers to drain the roof. 

• Most of the windows facing the street match the height and vertical orientation of 
the existing windows on the east wall of the old restaurant building. 

• On the north, street-facing façade, three of the second floor windows are vertically 
oriented, and aligned with the existing windows on the second floor, east side of 
the restaurant.  The bathrooms, now in the northeast corner of the addition’s 
second floor, still have small, high windows that are more horizontally oriented 
though their width matches the patterning of the larger windows. 

 
Staff Comments 
 
As noted in the staff memo for February 20, although most of the elements proposed in 
the revised plan were part of the original approved plan, the elimination of the retail 
addition substantially changes the overall visual relationship of the kitchen addition to the 
existing Dry Dock building and to its larger context. When the elimination of the retail 
addition made the proposed kitchen addition fully exposed and visually prominent, more 
consideration was needed of the massing, tonality, cladding, and fenestration.   And 
although windows are not necessary for the kitchen on the addition’s ground floor level, 
the absence of windows on the first floor of the east elevation affects the overall design 
expression.  As noted in February, the Board should not consider the possibility of a future 
retail addition when reviewing the revised proposal, as it is unclear whether the applicant 
will ultimately pursue that component of the project, even if forthcoming regulations allow 
it. 
 
Wednesday’s review is a public hearing, so the Board is being asked consider whether the 
current proposal meets the ordinance review standards in terms of achieving compatibility 
with its context.  Overall, the proposal before the Board for the March 20 public hearing 
incorporates changes addressing a number of Board concerns, but some questions may 
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remain on details. 
• The massing of the addition is improved with the simple rectangular shape. 
• On the first floor of the east elevation, the addition has only the patterning of the 

fiber-cement panels to add visual interest.  Would Board members prefer to see 
additional design elements, or is the quiet pattern the most appropriate? 

• On the second floor of the addition, one high window on the front face changes 
the pattern of the three larger windows on that face.  Would it be preferable to 
leave the small window out of the front face, and just present the three larger 
windows on that elevation? 

• The small plaza in front of the addition is shown with pavers that contrast with the 
public brick sidewalk (no specification or sample has been supplied.)  Note that on 
the site plan (Sheet A1.00) the pavers are shown correctly, extending to the front 
corner of the building.  In the renderings the pavers do not extend all the way to 
the front sidewalk; staff believes the site plan shows the design intent. 

• Staff has asked the architects to bring samples of the Nichiha siding, to aid the 
Board discussion of the tonality of the finish. 

 
The proposed alterations to the rear decks and stairs were approved as part of the 
proposal last year – these elements are unchanged, with the footprint and the railings not 
changing in the current proposal.  The applicants still plan to add a roof over the second 
floor deck, as in the original proposal. 
  
Applicable Review Standards 
 
Given the nature of the project, the Board will be reviewing the proposed additions under the 
Standards for Review of Alterations and the Standards for Review of New Construction 
 
Standards for Review of Alterations 
 

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

 
(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, object or site and 

its environment shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic 
material or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible. 

 
(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. 
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Standards for Review of Construction 
 
In considering a certificate of appropriateness involving new construction [including additions], the 
historic preservation board shall consider the following compatibility factors as may be applicable to the 
context of the proposed construction. 

 
Scale and Form 

  Height 
  Width 
  Proportions of principal facades 
  Roof Shapes 
  Scale of the structure 
 
 Compositions of Principal Facades 
  Proportion of Openings 
  Rhythm of solids to voids in facades 
  Rhythm of entrance porch and other projections 
  Relationship of materials, texture and color 
  Presence of signs, canopies and awnings 
 
 Relationship to the Street 
  Walls of continuity 
  Rhythm of spacing and structures on streets 
   Directional expression of principal elevations 
 
 
Motion for Consideration 
 
On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the March 20, 2019 public 
hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the 
proposed exterior alterations, building addition and site alterations at 84 Commercial Street 
meet (fail to meet) the historic preservation ordinance’s Standards for Review of Alterations 
(subject to the following conditions…….) 
 
Attachments: 

1. Revised renderings 
2. Revised floor plans and site plan 
3. Excerpts from the February 20 workshop proposal 
4. Excerpts from original approved proposal 
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