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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND
Public comments will be taken at all meetings

On Wednesday, May 21, 2014 at 5:00 p.m., the Portland Historic Preservation Board will meet
in Room 209 of City Hall to review the following items:

1. PUBLIC HEARING

I. Certificate of Appropriateness for Porch Infill;, ONE CARROLL STREET; lan and
Kate Malin, Applicant.

ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Installation of Rooftop Mechanicals; 133
SPRING STREET; John Stadler, Applicant.

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes in Room 209 at 6:45

PUBLIC HEARING (continued)

iii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Site Alterations associated with Burial Lot
Expansion; EVERGREEN CEMETERY; City of Portland, Applicant.

iv. Certificate of Appropriateness for Alterations to Deering Oaks Pond; DEERING
OAKS; City of Portland, Applicant.

2. WORKSHOP

i Preliminary Review of Proposed Elevated Building Connector; 245 and 261
COMMERCIAL STREET; Casco View Holdings Il, LLC

4. CONSENT AGENDA

Contact the Department of Planning and Urban Development, Planning Division,
874-8726 for further information. To access agenda materials on-line, please visit the
following web address on or after the Friday preceding the meeting date:
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/historic.htm



CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD

Rick Romano, Chair
Scott Benson, Vice Chair
Ted Oldham

Penny Pollard

John Turk

Bruce Wood

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD AGENDA
May 21, 2014 - 5:00

Public comments will be taken at all meetings

1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
2. COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
3. REPORT OF DECISIONS OF MAY 7, 2014:

i Certificate of Appropriateness for Lighting and Canopy Installation; 638 Congress Street; 638 Congress
Street Partners LLC., Applicant. The Board voted 4-0 (Benson and Oldham absent) to approve the
application, subject to conditions.

4. PUBLIC HEARING
I. Certificate of Appropriateness for Porch Infill; 1 Carroll Street; lan and Kate Malin, Applicant.

ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Installation of Rooftop Mechanicals; 133 Spring Street; John Stadler,
Applicant.

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes in Room 209 at 6:45 p.m.

5. PUBLIC HEARING - (continued)

iii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Site Alterations associated with Burial Lot Expansion;
Evergreen Cemetery; City of Portland, Applicant.

iv. Certificate of Appropriateness for Alterations to Deering Oaks Pond; Deering Oaks;
City of Portland, Applicant.

6. WORKSHOP
I. Preliminary Review of Proposed Elevated Building Connector; 245 and 261 Commercial Street;

Casco View Holdings Il, LLC

7. CONSENT AGENDA

Contact the Department of Planning and Urban Development, Planning Division,
874-8726 for further information. To access agenda materials on-line, please visit the following web address
on or after the Friday preceding the meeting date: http://www.portlandmaine.gov/AgendaCenter
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING
1 CARROLL STREET

TO: Chair Romano and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Rob Wiener, Preservation Complhiance Coordinator

DATE: May 15,2014

RE: May 21,2014 Public Hearing

Application For: Certificate of Appropriateness o rebuild and partially enclose a side porch
Address: 1 Carroll Street

Applicants: Lan and Kate Malin

Architect: John Whipple, Whipple — Caliender Architects

Contractor: Papt and Romano Builders

Introduction

John Whipple of Whipple-Callender Architccts is returning 1o the Board on behalf of owners
Kate and Ian Malin, to present revised plans to enclose the Thomas Street side porch for a
kitchen expansion at 1 Carroll Street. On January 8, 2014 Mr. Whipple first presented the
plans and application [or a Certificate of Appropriateness, working with a design that he
originated in 2008. On March 19, 2014 Mr. Whipple preseated revisions to the plans, with the
most visible changes bcing to the exterior of the wall facing Thomas Street. The staff memo
prepared for the March 19 mecting is included in this packet, for its summary of Board
comments and the architect’s revisions. For the May 21 meeting Mr. Whipple again provides a
written description of the plans he is presenting in response to the feedback offered by the
Board. He continues to emphasize that the proposed evolution — a house with a larger, family-
friendly kitchen, would be key to satisfying Review Standard One: the effort to provide a
compatible use (in this case, the originally intended residential purpose,) with minimal
alteration to character-defining features of the property. Also new for this meeting are revised
elevations and a section through the kitchen addition.

Board Feedback at the 3/19/14 Mceting

As in the January meeting, discussion at the March meeting focuscd on three main concerns.
e What vestiges or signs to leave of the original brick exlerior wall
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Two Board members continued to prefer that a stronger remnant ol the brick wall, “the
original skin of the building,” remain as a reminder of what they regarded as a
character-defining feature. Several other members felt that once the new outside wall
was completed, the original wall would be little missed because of minimal visibility
from the sidewalk and street.

The treatment of the porch infill detailing, and its relationship to the main house and
garage

There was clear, apparently unanimous desire to see bolder, more defined trim
detaiis on the porch infill, fo relale better to the original house.

e The treatment of the north wall. which is partly engaged by the front corner of the
garazs
The Board favored a quiet approach to the wall, compatible with the house and porch,
and differentiated {rom the garage. Members were favorably disposed toward
wrapping some fenestration around the corner, similar to the Thomas Street face.

Proposed Revisions to Plans

The new elevations, wall section, and narrative present more changes in response to the
concerns where the Board came closest to consensus. Inside, the half columns at the north and
south ends of the removed wall, along with the supporting beam, are all proposed to be
wrapped with painted wood; in the last proposal the tile backsplash surrounded the north post
as well; now the tilc wrapping the painted north post has been eliminated. On the exterior
columns, bases, and capitals on the prominent Thomas Street face appear to match the existing
except that the columns and window silis are proposed to have greater depth than in the last
iteration of the plans. In conjunction with proposing flush painted board siding on the north
wall, the east wali 13 shown with the same (reatment in the latest elevation.

Except for a narrow window at the corner which is the same height as the east porch windows,
the north wall is now proposed with simple, painted, flush board siding. Both the Board and
the owners favored this continuation of the Thomas Street windows around the corner, but the
panels on the north wall were problematic and the architect’s latest north elevation shows no
pancls.

Staff Comments

For this third meeting to consider the alterations to the porch and kitchen at One Carroll Street,
the applicants have again made changes to the proposed exterior, based on the Board’s
suggestions for the most compatible solutions. Though the Board might choose to ask for
additional design changes, staff believes the exterior changes have brought an appropriate
design within reach; one that rclates to the original house and is distinct from the attached
garage.

The most difficult issue for the Board to find consensus on continues to be the removal of the
existing brick wall, and what should be left as a reminder. Mr. Whipple’s most recent revision
does not significantly alter the details of the wrapped and painted posts and beam, except for
the above mentioned tile backsplash. The Board will have to decide whether the architect’s

ONPLANHP'HE Board Memos'2014 Memos'3-21-14 Carroll Street 1, PH.doc -2~



proposal satisfies the wish (much stronger for some than for others) to see some physical
memory of the wall expressed in the renovation.

On the exterior of the Thomas Street (east) wall, Board members arc presented with somewhat
more robust columns and window sills, and must decide whether the current proposal is strong
enough to relate to the house appropriately. [t is perhaps worth noting that the width of the
colummns, their capitals, and the bases all match the existing columns of the porch, but the
columns have been deepened to stand out more, and they are more pronounced in that fagade
with the addition of the middle column added for the version of the plans reviewed on March
19. The Board may wanlt to discuss whether they seck details that are bolder than those on the
existing porch, or should the existing models be emulated as past changes that have acquired
significance in their own right, Staff also wonders whether the thickness of the window sill
should be increased to have a stronger presence,

Note that Mr. Whipple is presenting a new east elevation with flush painted boards below the
windows, consistent with the north wall, Staff wonders if the Board, which seemed favorably
disposed toward the [ormality of the framed pancls on the cast face in the last proposal, prefer
the pancled approach on the east wall, and possibly a contrasting flush board finish on the
north wall. (The cast clevation from the March 19 meeting is included for comparison.)

On the north wall, the combination of a narrow window akin the main face of the porch
enclosure and simple, smooth siding may come closer than any of the previous plans to a
compatible solution for this face. Staff is believes the Board will be comfortable with the
proposal ol Marvin wood windows, rather than a clad version.

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
Jeatures of the structure, object or site and its environment or fo use «
property for its originally intended purpose.

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

(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 ils environment.
Changes that have acquired significance in their own right, shall not be
destroyed.

(3) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of skilled
crafismanship which characterize a structure, object or site shall be treated
with sensitivity.

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
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characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old
and shall be compatible with the size, scale, color, malerial and character of
the property, neighborhood or environment.

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

Motion for Consideration

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the May 21, 2014 Public
Hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the
proposed rehabilitation porch infill project at 1 Carroll Street meets (fails to meet) the
Standards for Review of Alterations within the historic preservation ordinance, specifically
Standards #............ {Board approval is subject to the following conditiens...)

Attachments
1. Letter from project architect
2. Revised elevations and section

3. Board packet for March 19, 2614 mceting
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kMotion for Consideration

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted for the 2/19/14 Public Hearing and
information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the proposed porch
and kitchen alterations at 1 Carroll Street meet (fail to meet) the Standards for Review of
Alterations within the historic preservation ordinance, specifically Standards #..... . {Board
approval is subject to the following conditions...)

Attachments
1. Revised submission, including summary by architect, revised project plans, and

photographs of enclosed porches
2. Original submission package for January 12, 2014 Public [learing
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WHIPPLE-CALLENDER ARCHITECTS

May 8, 2014

Historic Presevvation Board
Poriland

Re:
1 Carroll 5t
Portland

Revised application

Board Members:

In our next appearance before the Historic Preservation Board, we will propose a
number of changes to the plans for renovation of 1 Carroll Street.

Discussion al the second meeting of the board centered on two issues: the
treatment of the new exterior walls, and the removal of the brick wali between
the kitchen and the porch that will allow expansion of the kitchen.

The issue with the fagade treatment secmed to be that what looked good on one
side did not look good on the other, and vice versa. Clapboards were previously
shown on the north side. They worked there but less well on the cast side, and
some objected they tied the new walls visually to the garage. Panels worked well
on the east side but could not be ordered on the north due to its irregular shape.
The drawings attached show a third material, smooth shiplap boards, as
suggested by the staff, infilling the pancls on the east and south elevations and
wrapping around the garage on the north. 1 x 6 boarders around the pancls have
been removed. The sill under the windows has been enlarged and the columns
pushed out further (1%47) from the panels, with the intended effect of
emphasizing the columns. The owner would like to retain the narrow window
on the north side that we showed in our last presentation to the board.

Concerns raised about removing some of the brick wall were twofold: thatitis a
“distinguishing original quality or character of a structure”, (Standard #2), and
that there is no precedent in the neighborhood for removing a portion of a wall
and adding a space that is less than a full sized room. (The board did not seem to
think that the painted brick wafll and window trim fall into the category of
standard #5: “distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or
cxamples of skilled craftsmanship.”) The original appearance of this part of the
building was changed years ago when the porch and the garage werc added to it,
(dates unknown.) Loosing one of the many brick irimmed windows and the wall
around it will not be changing the architect's original clevation, since that has
been changed already. As prescribed in standard #1, the owners will at the very
least be taking “cvery reasonable effort..to provide a compatible use...requiting
minimal alteration to character-defining features.” Their intent in expanding
onto the porch is to avoid having to expand into the dining room, which is the
only other option for gaining a useful kitchen and would involve destroying the

136 PLEASANT ST PORTLAND, ME 04103 207-775-2696 F: 775-3631 john@whippiecallender.com



more significant, (per standard #5), historical features on the interior of the
building,.

To recognize this change on the interior, we have modified the treatment of the
post on the north side of the kitchen interior, where the wall will be removed,
from being wrapped with tile like the rest of the wall to being wrapped in
painted wood trim, like the beam above it. The intent is to make it clear that this
is a change from the original building.

The window and wall in question:

1 Carroll St. Historic Preservation p2of G



Interior kitchen view:

View of the dining room showing elements that would need to be cut up if kitchen were
expanded in this direction:
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The point about precedent does not appear to come from the ordinance, but may,
perhaps, come from a fear that allowing removal of some wall in this case could
open a door to insensitive renovations that remove portions of other walls in the
future. Two houses away from 1 Carroll, at 34 Thomas St., there is a similar
situation. The dining room and the bedroom above it at 54 were at some point in
time exlended with a bay, removing a portion of the exterior wall, while the wall
of the other half of the duplex, at 52 Thomas, remains intact. Apparently, this did
not lead to other similar additions, or they would be more readily apparent.
Whether there was harm done at 54 Thomas is certainly debatable. It begs the
question: is the intent of the ordinance is to prevent what happened to #54?

Picture taken from the sidewalk on Neal 5t.;

4-—

. 'ﬁtm!'l 'i/ﬁ
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Details discussed above:
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I realize that interpreting an historic ordinance is a difficult and subjective task,
and ! appreciate the time and effort that this board spends to get it right.
strongly believe that the best way to preserve a building is to allow it to evolve
and adapt to changing times and situations. I believe that the ordinance as
written allows that, and I sincerely hope that the enforcement of the ordinance
will not discourage renovations like this one or the one at 54 Thomas.

John Whipple

Architect
Modified elevations are attached
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING
1 CARROLL STREET

TO: Chair Romano and Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator
DATE: February 12, 2014
RE: February 19,2014  Public Hearing
Application For: Certificate of Appropriateness to rebuild and partially enclose a side
porch
Address: 1 Carroll Street
Applicants: Ian and Kate Malin
Architect: John Whipple, Whipple — Callender Architecis
Coniractor: Papi and Romano Builders
Introduction

John Whipple of Whipple-Callender Architects is returning to the Board on behalf of
owners Kate and Ian Malin, to present revised plans to enclose the Thomas Street side
porch for a kitchen expansion at 1 Carroll Street. On January 8, 2014 Mr. Whipple first
presented the plans and application for a Certificate of Appropriateness, working with a
design that he originated in 2008. Today’s revised proposal is very similar in many
respects to the earlier designs, with changes to the exterior of the wall facing Thomas
Street being the most visible revisions. The architect’s narrative discusses the feedback
he received from the Board in January and the design process by which the Board’s
suggestions were either incorporated or not. Though there was not a clear consensus
among members of the Board in January, the issues most important to them were
apparent, and in some cases, a general direction was discernable.

Board Feedback at 1/12/14 Meeting

Discussion at the first meeting centered around three primary concerns:
e Treatment of the existing brick exterior wall that is proposed to be opened up to
expand the kitchen

TAPLANVAIPAIP Board Memosi 2014 Memosh2-19-14 Carroll Street 1, PH. doc



Board opinion on this aspect of the pronosal was mixed. Two Board members
felt sirongly that the wall should not be removed entirely, and that expanding the
width of an existing opening onto the porch--and thus reisining some presence of
the original exterior wall-- wonld be both achievable and a better solution within
the ordinance standards. Most Board members indicated that they could support
the rermoval of the brick exterior wall and expressed the view that the removal
would not be readily apparent from the public way.

The treatment of the porch wnfill deiailin
and garage

The project architect was encouraged to pursue a more robust approach io the
detailing of the infill wall that was more akin to the detailing on the main house,
Board members noted that the clapboards proposed under the porch windows
related more io the new garage than the house. Beard members asked to see a
panteled approach instead of clapboards on this wall, along with traditiona} details
that confirm 1is origin as a posch.

and iis relationship fo the main house

e The treatment of the north wall, which is partly engaged by the front corner of the
garage. and proposed to be a blank wall sided with clapboards
Several Board members asked the project architect to explore the possibility of
adding windows to this elevation to suggest a continuation of the Thomas Strect
facade treatment. Again, this recommendation was based on the goal of having
the in-filled porch still read as a porch. While this appearcd o be the majority
view, onc member expressed support {or the solid clapboarded wall as proposed,
noting that the north wall 1s already quite busy.

FProposed Revisions to Plans

Mr. Whipple’s description of the project revisions discusses a mumber of the points raised
at the January 12 meeting, with the most notable design changes appearing on the east
and north walls of the infill. The wall facing Thomas Street is more formal, with the
addition of a central, full-height post and pancls instead of clapboard below the windows.
A panel also replaces clapboards on the south side, in the entry alcove. On the north side
a series of panels is proposed, with the possibility of one them being replaced by an
operable window. Little change is visible inside, except where posts are shown at the
walls on either side where the exterior brick wall is to be removed.

Staff Comments

The changes to the east and south clevations appear to be are a positive response to the
concerns raised at the January Board meeting. The exterior detailing is now both more
robust and more formal, drawn from the character of the principal residence and
differentiated from that of the garage.

In staff’s view, the revised treatment for the north wall appears forced and incongruous—
with or without the window option. Although the proposed treatment repeats the use of
recessed panels featured on the other porch elevations, the panels arc used in a non-
traditionsl! fashion and are visually distracting. The Bosard will wani to discuss whether
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there is an appropriate way to incorporate glass on this face of the poreh, or whether it
would be preforable io maintain the guiet of a solid wall. One option that maght be
explored would be to continus the Thomas Strect trcatmoent around the corner for the
narrow wall area that extends beyond the garage face. It appears that the distance
between the porch corner board and the face of the garage is about 16 inches. Perhaps
that provides enough width to introduce a narrow window with recessed panel below,
echoing the treatment of the other elevations and suggesting that the porch wraps the
corner. Under that scheme, the balance of the wall might be solid, finished in either
clapboards or flush-boarding '

Mr. Whipple continues to argue for an alinost complete removal of the existing brick
wall, in order to fully realize the benefits of the kitchen expansion. The Board will have
to decide what, if anything, should be left at the north and south ends of the wall, as a
memaoiy of the wall and/or a symbelic or literal support for the framing above,

Regarding fenestration, the Board 1s being asked to consider whether the new windows
for the porch should be painted wood or alumninum-clad. In the past both Board and staff
have typically required wood windows in residential applications, unless the location was
near the ground such as a basement opening, or ditficult to reach, such as an aftic or third
floor. Mr. Whipple poinis out that the existing woed windows in the house are worth
restoring and mostly Likely will be retained and renewed, but the presence of aluminum
storm windows partiatly obscures them. ki this case the proposed windows will be
highly visitle frorn Thomas Street. '

Applicable Eeview Standards

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the
property which reguives minimal alteration to the character-defining
Jeatures of the structure, object or site and ifs environment or (o 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 maierial or distinctive architectural features should be
avoided when possible.

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

(%) Contemporary design for alierations and additions to existing properties
shall not be discouraged when such alierations and additions do not
destray signiflcant culturcl, historivol, archiizctural or archeological

SAFLATEZHP 2oard BomesiZ014 Momes\2-19-14 Carvall Sireet | Pl doe S



malerials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differenticted from the old and sholl be comparible with the size, scale,
color, malerial and character of the property, neighborhood or
environmes.

(10} Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures ond objecis
shedl be undertaken in such a manner that, if such additions ov alterations
were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic properiy would be unimpaired.

Fiotion for Consideration

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the 2-19-14 Public
Hearings and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that
the proposed rehabilitation porch infill project at 1 Carroll Street meets (Fails to meet)
the Standards for Review of Alterations within the historic preservation ordinance,
specifically Standards #............ (Board approval is subject to the following
conditions. ..}

Attachments
I. Photos of subject property
Letter irom project architect
Photos of other in-filled porch solutions

Interior photos and studies showing exterior wall retained and removed

oo BN

Plans, elevations and section
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WHIPPLE-CALLENDER ARCHITECTS

2/11/2014

Historic Preservation Board
Portland

Re:
1 Carrall 56
Portland

Revised application

Board Members:

Plans for the renovation at 1 Carroll 5t. have been revised to reflect the

suggestions presented at the last board hearing,.

As you know, there wasn't a consensus on the best way to detail a porch infill.
We have attached photographs of similar situations, mostly in the West End, to
this letter. Some probably were and some weren’t later additions to the original
structure. The lessons we took from looking at them is that bays, sun rooms,
porches infilled, (saddlebags, as lhey were calied in school), are common in the
neighborhood and there is no single formula for detailing them correctly. What
matters are the characteristics listed in the city’s ordinance: scale, rhythm,
proportion, and compatibility of inaterials. We've tried to apply those qualities to

1 Carroll 5t

After hearing that the board was split on how o proceed, we investigated the

various possibilities suggested:

We looked at the possibility of making this infill “of it's own time” and using
casement windows or 1 over 1 double-hung windows instead of sub-dividing the
windows with mullions. We did not think their scale and rhythm was as pleasing

as the freatment drawn here.

We looked at using clapboards under the windows in the last submittal. At the
suggestion of some on the board, we revised the elevations Lo show panels

(1]

subdivided by Full-height posts. We added a pronounced window sill, post to
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post, to recall a porch railing. The intent of this treatment is to make the bay

more porch-like.

We looked at the possibility of adding a window on the north corner of the
porch. It is shown in one of our drawings. It does not align with the windows
around the corner, and, to our eye, it is incongruous with panels on the north

elevation.

We looked al the possibility of ieaving more of the brick wall inside the bay.
Pictures of the model with and without the brick wall are attached. We realize
that the ordinance asks that distinguishing features not be removed. This house
has many windows with heavily accentuated caps and sills. We will have to
loose one of them to execute this design. The only way to save that feature is to
preserve the window opening in its’ current size. Preserving that opening would
negate the benefits of renovating the kitchen, as the gain in useful space and

openness would be lost.

If the kitchen doesn’t work, 1t's not much of a stretch to say that the house is not
suitable for a young and growing family. We have watched this house turn over
four times since Millie Perldns and tda Carras occupied it for 30+ years. That
instability has a lot to do with the kitchen. Anvone making the investment to live
in this neighborhood today wants a real kitchen. The neighborhood is in need of

yvoung and growing families.

lan Malin would like to restore Lhe wood windows in the rest of the house
instead of replacing them. The windows in the kitchen will be Marvin. Both the
ordinance and the board seemed to be split on whether the windows need to be
painted wood or aluminum clad. Exisling painted wood windows at 1 Carrell 5t.
are hidden by aluminum storm widows, making aluminum clad consistent with
the rest of the house, and the ordinance allows the use of contemporary |
treatmenls and technology. The new windows will be either wood or aluminum
clad, without storm panels. The window to be removed on the north elevalion

will be filted with a painled MDO puanel, recessed so that the opening still reads.

1 Cavrall St Historic Preservalion |J2L‘1f 9



We submit that the loss of the brick wall will be unnoticed by view between ¢
and 6" above the sidewalk, and that it is exiremely unlikely that a future owner of
this house will want to reverse the process, re-open the porch and scale back the

size of this kitchen.

We hope this answers the concerns of the board. Please call if any further

suggestions.

John Whipple
Architect

Attached:

Revised plans and sections

Details

- model views

photos ol similar situations in the West End

1 Carroll St Historic Proscovation ;330[ 9
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING
133 SPRING STREET

TO: Chair Romano and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator

DATE: May 15, 2014

RE: May 21, 2014 — Public Hearing — Certificate of Appropriateness for
installation of rooftop mechanical equipment

Address: 133 Spring Street

Applicants: Cecile and John Stadler

Architect: Jamie Broadbent, Kaplan Thompson Architects

Contractor: Rob Connolly

Introduction

Architect Jamie Broadbent of Kaplan Thompson Architects and property owners John
and Cecile Stadler are requesting a certificate of appropriateness to add two heat pump
units to the roof of the one-story store at the front of 133 Spring Street. The proposal also
includes a new location (necessitated by the new heat pumps) for two refrigeration
compressors previously approved by HP stall in December, 2013 as part of a change of
use and restaurant fitting-out permit. Located in the former space of the West End Deli,
the new restaurant required extensive kitchen renovations and mechanical work.

Board members will remember this address as the location of a rear rooftop addition they
approved on February 6, 2013 — currently under construction. On October 16, 2013, the
Board approved an amendment to the addition approval, to allow installation of a rooftop
fan for the kitchen hood system of the new restaurant. Once the large fan was approved,
the owners received the building permit for the new restaurant in December, 2013.
Historic Preservation staff issued administrative approval of the building permit upon
receiving details on two small rooftop refrigeration compressors, to be tucked partially
under a balcony toward the back of the restaurant roof. No other exterior alterations were
approved at that time, and none have been approved since then.

Staff understands that once permits were secured and construction had begun, the
architects did not play an active role, and contractor Rob Connolly worked with the
property owners on subsequent decisions. When HP staff became aware last month that

OAPLANVHP\HP Board Memosi2012 memosi3-21-14 Spring 133 rooftop mechanicals.doc -1-



two heat pump units had been placed on the roof, the contractor and architect were
contacted to communicate that the additional units were unapproved and would require
review and approval before proceeding with installation. The owners asked architect
Jamie Broadbent to get re-involved in the process of permitting and possibly screening
the additional heat pumps. Email exchanges between staff member Rob Wiener and the
architect and contractor have discussed alternatives for minimizing visibility, but stafl
members believe the Board should review a formal application for a Certificate of
Appropriateness, as the mechanical presence on the roof is so much greater than
originally anticipated. The two previously approved refrigeration units are also currently
sitting on the roof, and staff understands that all units are in their proposed locations. The
two taller proposed units have been painted black. (See attached photos, taken 5/15/14.)

Subject Property

"The applicants’ property at 133 Spring Street is part of a four-unit row-house at the
northeast corner of Spring and Park Streets. (The subject unit is one in from the corner.)
Constructed in 1846, the transitional Greek Revival / Italianate row-house has undergone
extensive alterations over time which have had the cumulative effect of marring the
architectural integrity of the block. Historically and architecturally, the most interesting
of these alterations occurred in the late 1920°s when a storefront was added to the front of
133 Spring Street (the applicant’s unit.) This classic 1920’s storefront provides graphic
evidence ol the evolution of this section of Spring Street from an exclusively residential
arca to a small neighborhood commercial node. While 133 Spring’s storefront addition is
architecturally noteworthy in its own right, other alterations significantly undermine the
architectural appeal of the row. The easternmost unit’s slate sheathed shed dormer
obliterates the original roof form and the roof of the middle two units was cut back and a
dormer inserted. Another one-story commercial addition was added to the eastern unit
(129) slightly earlier, before the 1924 tax photo was taken. Various other architectural
changes add to the visual confusion.

Notwithstanding these alterations, the row-house retains a good measure of its
architectural appeal from Spring Street. Enough remains of the original form to clearly
telegraph the building’s early construction era, while the added storefront at 133, now
close to ninety years old, has its own significance. It includes a large, multi-light transom
window (currently removed for restoration,) a well-preserved storefront with a central
recessed door, and simple brick details on the front. The roof edge hints at the shape of a
parapet which doesn’t exist — the roof is flat to the edge with the exception of the front
corners.

Proposed Installations

M. Broadbent has supplied a letter describing the design-build process that led up to the
application in question, and the rationale for the proposed locations. The approved roof
plan of 12/19/13 is attached showing three low refrigeration units. The currently
proposed revision dated 4/21/14 is also attached, showing two 36 high heat pumps, close
to the balcony and behind two (not the three originally proposed) refrigeration units.

Note that the refrigeration units must sit on spacers that result in a height of 20 4” above
the roof surface, instead of the 13" unit height listed on Plan SK-03(A), dated 4/21/14. In
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addition to recent photos supplied by HP staff, Mr. Broadbent has supplied photos of the
proposed heat pumps, in their original color and painted black, and also with two
proposed screen options. To minimize visibilily all of the units are clustered toward the
middle of the roof (side-to-side) and towards the rear, in order to be as far as possible
from edges.

Staff Comments

When historic preservation staff received word that the restaurant in the Spring Street
ground floor would be upgraded, an effort was made to ensure the small store would not
be overwhelmed with mechanical equipment and other exterior alterations. Locating the
large kitchen hood fan on the rear roof was essential to protecting the appearance of the
building from Spring Street. In December Mr. Broadbent provided reassurance that the
refrigeration units would be low and barely visible and on that basis staff approved the
restaurant alterations. The heat pump units appeared suddenly in April, when the
renovations for the restaurant were well under way, so the Board is faced with a proposal
that is apparently both necessary and constricted by there being few if any alternative
solutions. Mr. Broadbent has told staff that no smaller alternative units are available, and
as his letter indicates, no aliernate locations appear viable.

Put simply, Board members must decide whether the predicted visnal impact of the
proposed mechanical units is acceptable under the Review Standards. Given the impacts,
is the proposed use compatible, and does it justify the alteration? To minimize the
visibility of the heat pumps, the applicants are proposing to utilize whatever is judged to
be the optimal combination of placement, color, and (possibly) some form of screening.
Is the appearance better with the proposed screening or without, and if screening is
favored, what design should be used?

The architect, contractor, and staff all agreed that the appearance of the heat pumps
became much less obtrusive once they were painted black. Further consideration might
be given to whether changes of color or design to the balcony railing and / or door
immediately behind and above the restaurant roof, could help the new units blend in
better.

Applicable Review Standards

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the
properiy which requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of
the structure, object or sile 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.

(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 ifs environment.
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Changes that have acquired significance in their own right, shall not be
destroyed.

Motion for Consideration

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted for the 5/21/14 Public Hearing and
information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the proposed
mechanical installations at 133 Spring Street meet (fail to meet) the Standards for
Review of Alterations within the historic preservation ordinance, specifically Standards

#.o.... . (Board approval is subject to the following conditions...)
Attachments

1. Applicant’s submission letter

2. Onginal roof plan

3. Proposed roof plan

4. Architect’s photos, showing heat pumps and proposed screening.

5. Staff photos of the subject property

6. 1924 Tax photo

OAPLANVHPAIP Board Memos'\2012 memos\5-21-14 Spring 133 rooftop mechanicals.doc -4-
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Robert Wiener - Upcoming Historic Preservation meeting - May 21st A

From: Jamie Broadbent <jamie@kaplanthompson.com>

Teo: Robert Wiener <rwiener@portlandmaine.gov>

Date: 5/12/2014 11:16 AM

Subject: Upcoming Historic Preservation meeting - May 21st

CcC: Rob Connolly <T37rc@hotmail.com>, Jesse Thompson <jesse(@kaplanthompson.c...

Attachments: SPR-20140512-HPmeeting.pdf

Rob Wiener
Preservation Compliance Coordinator
City of Portland, Maine

Re.: 133 Spring Street - heat pumps on Spring Street
Rob,

With regards to the heat pumps on the low roof of the restaurant entrance (formerly West End Deli
entrance) - We currently have approval for two, low-profile refrigeration pumps on top of this roof
{both of which service the restaurant kitchen) - See SK-03.

As the project has progressed the client has proceeded with the interior fit-out the restaurant main space
as a design / build endeavor, and have need for space air conditioning and heating of the main restaurant
space. This has necessitated the addition of two taller heat pumps to be added to this low roof. See SK-
03(A).

This is the only space available for these heat pumps both in terms of distance between indoor and
outdoor units, and in terms of available roof space: The steep, gable roof of the main building would
require an additional structural platform, access for service, and would be quite visible to all; the new,
rear apartment already has two heat pumps associated with it, currently tucked beside the upper roof
monitor to block their view from Park Street - the remainder of the available roof space is either too
visible from Park St., is occupied by the restaurant kitchen exhaust blower, or conflicts with the egress
route of the other apartment (the one not being renovated). The ground level at the back is shared in
common with the other owners and would also be unsuitable due to snow build-up / lack of protection.
As we certainly agree that these pumps can be an eyesore, we have opted to paint them black to help
them fade to the background. We hope that this would be sufficient to blend them into the fabric of the
building. See SK-11.

Alternatively, we have been exploring ideas for constructing a screen around these taller pumps that
would also allow proper airflow for them to operate. See SK-12. We feel the selection of materials for
this screen would need to tie into the palette already in place: black metal cap-flashing that matches the
new parapet flashing above the brick, with either 1) a dull metal screen, either square, round or
diamond-pattern (akin to the diamond siding at the rear apartment), or 2) a black square-pattern screen
(akin to the leaded glass windows above the restaurant entrance).

We plan to bring some material samples to the upcoming meeting.

Please let us know if you need anything else prior to the meeting.

Thank you.

JAMIE BROADBENT, AlA, LEED AP
KAPLAN THOMPSON ARCHITECTS

file:///C:/Users/RWIENER.DBFLDBP 1/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/5370AD7BPort... 5/12/2014
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING

EVERGREEN CEMETERY
TO: Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Deborah Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
DATE: May 12, 2014
RE: May 21,2014 PUBLIC HEARING
Application for: Certificate of Approval for Burial Lot Expansion and Construction of Columbarium
Address: Evergreen Cemetery

(project area 1s located adjacent to Stevens Avenue entrance)

Applicant: City of Portland Department of Public Services
Parks and Cemeteries Division

Project Consultants: Woodard & Curran Inc. (civil engineers)
Denise Cameron, project manager

Carol R. Johnson Associates (landscape architects)
Introduction

Following two preliminary workshop sessions, consultants for the City of Portland’s Parks &
Cemeteries Division are requesting final review and approval of plans for the expansion of burial lots
within Evergreen Cemetery. The proposal also includes the construction of a columbarium within the
expansion arca. The expansion area is located off the main entrance drive, just behind the Stevens
Avenue frontage.

Based on input from Board members and members of the public during the April 16" and May 7%
workshops, the consultants have made a number of revisions to the site plan and columbarium design
in hopes of receiving final approval. Enclosed is a memo from project engineer Lauren Swett
outlining the changes, as well as the final proposed plans and details. For reference purposes, staff has
provided a copy of the site plan reviewed at the last workshop—see Attachment 3.

Project Summary, Relationship to 2005 Approved Expansion Plan

The area proposed for burial expansion is located on the south side of the Cemetery’s main entrance
drive, just back from the Stevens Avenue frontage. The proposal calls for extension of the cemetery’s



road system, a defined layout for new grave sites, construction of a columbarium for cremation
remains, re-vegetation of existing gravel pathways, and new landscaping both within the burial
cxpansion area and adjacent to the Stevens Avenue edge of the cemetery to provide screening.

The propesed development plan would replace a previously-approved expansion plan for this section
of Evergreen Cemetery. In 2005, the Historic Preservation Board approved a proposed expansion
scheme which was to be implemented in two phases. While much of Phase I was constructed
following the 2005 approval, Phase II never commenced. Operational concerns and the need for
additional burial options prompted Parks and Cemeteries staff to reevaluate the desirability of
implementing Phase II as originally proposed. A consultant team consisting of civil engineers
(Woodard & Curran) and landscape architects with expertise in historic cemeteries (Carol R. Johnson
Associates) was hired to develop an alternative scheme. In revising the design for the Phase II area,
the consultant team has also made recommendations for modifying elements within the Phase [ area.
[n preparation for the preliminary workshops, the consultants provided a very thorough proposal which
included both plans and details, as well as a written narrative that described the nature and intent
behind the new scheme.

With input from the public and members of the Historic Preservation Board, the plans were revised to
better conform to the landscape character that distinguishes the historic core of Evergreen Cemetery.

Summary of Board Comments and Public Input at Preliminary Workshops

Following is a brief summary of the concerns and observations expressed by members of the Historic
Preservation Board and members of the public during the 4/16 and 5/7 workshops:

e  Apple trees at cemetery entrance. While Board members supported the integration of
apple trees within the cemetery, they found that the proposed concentration of apple
trees at the formal entrance to the Cemetery was not consistent with the existing and
desired character of this highly prominent gateway area. Board members recommended
that specimen trees be selected for this location, especially ones that will grow to an
impressive scale at maturity. This concern was echoed by two members of the public
in attendance at the 5/7 workshop. One member of the public encouraged positive
consideration of the apple trees.

Note that the Board did nof oppose the introduction of crab apple trees along the
Stevens Avenue frontage and in front of the evergreen screen.

e Layout of grave sites. Members of the public in attendance at the 5/7 workshop raised
concerns about the proposed layout of burial sites, noting that the pattern was not
compatible with the character established in the historic core of the Cemetery. They
also stressed that the goal of maximizing the number of additional burial sites had
driven much of the uniformity in the proposed grave layout.

During discussion, Board members acknowledged that burial traditions have changed
markedly over time due to changing expectations, cost constraints and other factors and
that it would be difficult to achieve the richness and variety of burial designs that



characterized the 19™ century core of the Cemetery. They also acknowledged the desire
for the project to yield a substantial number of added grave sites. That said, the Board
agreed with the sentiment that the expansion area was not sufficiently integrated with
the historic core of the Cemetery. Members requested that the consultants and
cemetery staff explore alternative layouts that would avoid a strict linear alignment of
graves and provide more variety and visual interest within the identified burial areas.
For example, Board members suggested that some of the individual grave sites be
replaced with additional trees or shrubs to break up the uniformity. It was also
recommended that several family plots be shown on the final site plan. This would not
only provide an illustration of the range of burial options available, but also (hopefully)
result in a new burial area which is more consistent with that of the historic core of
Evergreen.

e Columbarium Design. In response to comments at the 4/16 workshop, the project
consultants presented a modified design for the columbarium at the 5/7 review session.
In the revised proposal, the basc of the columbarium had been increased to 12 inches
high and the engaged columns had been eliminated from the ends of the wall sections.
Board members suggested that perhaps the base could be further emphasized by
increasing its height and/or changing the surface of the stone in this area.

Final Revisions to Plan

Project engineer Lauren Swett has provided a memo outlining the specific revisions to the site plan and
columbarium design that were made to respond to the concerns expressed by the Board and members
of the public. (See Attachment 1.) As these are clearly explained, there is no need to repeat the
information here.

With respect to the issue of grave space layout, you will note that the plans were modified in the
section closest to Stevens Avenue. In this area, additional irees were added and the configuration of
graves was altered to provide more visual interest. Note that this is the only section of the proposed
expansion area that was modified since the last workshop. After receiving the enclosed plans staff
contacted Ms. Sweet to inquire whether additional modifications might be explored in other expansion
arcas. As of this writing staff understands that the consultants are considering additional modifications
and that a revised grave layout plan might be provided at Wednesday’s public hearing.

Review Criteria, Consistency with Evergreen Cemetery Master Plan

Board members are encouraged to review the Evergreen Cemetery Master Plan
http://www.portlandmaine.gov/DocumentCenter/Home/View/3379, particularly those sections of the plan that
address this section of the Cemetery. The Master Plan makes clear that Evergreen, as a garden cemetery,
was developed with the goal of providing a beautiful, dignified and significant landscape for burial,
commemoration and recreation. Indeed, one of the precipitating factors behind the decision to develop a
master plan was the recognition that when new burial areas within the Cemetery were developed in the
20™ century, they ignored the original landscape character of Evergreen that made the Cemetery so
extraordinary. One of the principal goals of the 1994 Master Plan was to ensure that future development
within the Cemetery built upon and reinforced this landscape character.




In reviewing the final plans the Board should evaluate the proposed expansion in terms of its
compatibility with the character-defining qualities or elements of the adjacent historic core. For example,
the Master Plan recommends that “the layout of roads and paths ... build on that of the existing design.”
Similarly, the pattern and layout of individual graves, the nature and locations of trees and other
landscape features should be generally consistent with the qualities that distinguish Evergreen.

Another important aspect of the proposed development is the treatment of the area that runs along the
Stevens Avenue edge of the cemetery and abutting the main entrance drive. It is important that an
adequate vegetated buffer be provided to allow for a sense of retreat or separation from the busy street.

With respect to the proposed columbarium, the ordinance’s standards for new construction are
instructive. The new structure should be a product of its own time, but should exhibit some identifiable
relationship to its surrounding context. Material selection and quality of craftsmanship/detail are two
factors that can help achieve compatibility.

Enclosed for the Board’s reference are excerpts from the Evergreen Cemetery Master Plan that address
the undeveloped areas within the Cemetery. Although the recommendations are very general (it was
always expected that more detailed plans would be developed as areas were identified for burial
expansion), they do provide guidance as to how expansion areas should be developed. Also enclosed for
the Board’s reference is a simple site plan of Evergreen showing the existing roads and paths. This is
instructive in terms of conveying the general layout of the historic core.

Motion for Consideration

On the basis of plans and specifications submitted by the applicant for the May 21, 2014 Public
Hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the proposed
burial lot expansion and associated site alterations within Evergreen Cemetery meet (fail to meet) the
Standards for Review of Alterations within the historic preservation ordinance, specifically Standards
., ST (Board approval is subject to the following conditions...)

Attachments

1. 5/13/14 memo from Woodard & Curran outlining final revisions to plan
2. Final plans and details
3. Site plan with grave layout reviewed at 5/7/14 workshop
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WOODARD
&CURRAN

COMMITMENT & INTEGRITY 41 Huichins Drive T 800.426.4262
DRIVE RESULTS Portland, Maine 04102 T 207.774.2112
www.woodardcurran.com F 207.774.6635

May 13, 2014

Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
Department of Planning and Urban Development
Portland City Hall, 4" Floor

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re: Evergreen Cemetery Expansion, Application for Cerlificate of Appropriateness, Additional
Information

Dear Deb:

Thank you for coordinating the review process for the Evergreen Cemetery Expansion Project. The
discussion with the Historic Preservation Board at the May 7, 2014 workshop was helpful, and we've
made a few changes to our plans to help address the concerns that were raised. There were three main
topics discussed at the mesting: apple trees, columbarium design, and grave layout. Our response to
each of these items is described below.

Apple Trees

The consensus of the Historic Preservation Board was that, while apple trees are currently found in
locations throughout the cemetery, the propesed location of a grove of trees near the Stevens Avenue
entrance was not appropriate for the cemetery setling. To address this concern, we have removed the
grove of apple lrees ai the enirance, and have instead located single apple trees throughout the
expansion area. We have coordinated with the City of Portland Arborist Jeff Tading on appropriate
species. In the location previeusly propesed for the apple trees, we have added two additional shade
trees that will grow to be significant trees as part of the landscape at the cemetery entrance. The
landscaping plan has been updated to show the updated tree locations and species.

Columbarium Design

As noted during the presentation at the May 7 workshop, the half columns have been removed from the
columbarium walls and the base and top granite slabs have been made thicker. The base has
increased from 6 inches to 12 inches, and the top has increased from 4 inches to 6 inches. The finish of
the granite base has been modified to provide a contrast to the smooth granite finish of the rest of the
columbarium structure. The rough finish will be a rock-face rustication created by guillotine splitting of
the stone. The celumbarium plan has been updated to show these changes.

Grave Space Layout

Comments were provided by members of the public regarding the density of the proposed grave space
layout, and the topic was discussed further by the Board. The grave layout has been designed to meet
the needs of the current cemetery market, while providing a layout that can be maintained by cemetery
staff. The grave layout also provides areas that can accommodate family plots as the need arises.

One particular area of concemn was the section of grave spaces located farthest to the east in the
expansion area, between the new road and the evergreen buffer. These three rows have been modified
with the addition of trees and the adjustment of the grave spaces to remove some of the linearity of the
layout. The landscaping plan has been updated to reflect these changes.



We hope that these changes will adequately address the Board's concerns. We are providing complete
copies of the plan sets with the updated landscaping and columbarium plans for your reference. If there
! are any additional questions please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,
-~ :
3 ‘ W/O/ODARD & CURRAN
WOODARD Lt o L
&CURRAN X gl
Lauren Swett, P.E. Denise Cameron, PE
Project Engineer Project Manager

Enclosure — Updated Plan Set

! Joe Dumais, City of Portland
Troy Moon, City of Portland

PN: 222804.55

City of Portland (222804.55) 2 Woodard & Curran
May 13, 2014



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING

DEERING OAKS POND
TO: Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Deborah Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
DATE: May 13, 2014
RE: May 21,2014 PUBLIC HEARING
Application for: Certificate of Approval for Modifications to Pond Bottom
Address: Deering Oaks Pond

Deering Oaks Historic Landscape District

Applicant: City of Portland Department of Public Services
Parks and Cemeteries Division

Project Consultants: Woodard & Curran Inc. (civil engineers)
Lauren Swett, Project Engineer

Introduction

The City of Portland’s Parks and Cemeteries Division is requesting approval to make modifications to
the bottom of Deering Oaks Pond with the goal of improving water quality. Concerns about the
pond’s water quality and the difficulty of accessing the pond bottom for regular maintenance have been
raised by Parks Division staff and the Friends of Deering Oaks for some time. The City recently
secured federal funding and committed local matching funds to move forward with improvements and
retained the engineering firm of Woodard & Curran to develop the enclosed plan. Representatives of
Woodard & Curran and the City’s Parks Division will be available to describe the various alternative
solutions explored, as well as the details of the final proposal at Wednesday’s meeting.

Given the fairly straightforward nature of the proposal, stalf did not feel that a preliminary workshop
was necessary and scheduled the review as a public hearing item.

Proposed Scope of Work
The project entails removal of soil from the bottom of the pond and installation of concrete “block

mats” over a gravel base. The concrete block mats will improve access to the pond for annual clean-
up, allowing City vehicles to reach otherwise inaccessible areas of the pond.



The depth of the pond is to remain essentially as is, but will be leveled as part of the scope of work.
Also proposed is the replacement in kind of the existing paved access entry point to the pond, located
along the southern edge, near Park Avenue.

Woodard and Curran has provided a full written description of the current condition of the pond, the
need for water quality improvements and the proposed scope of work—see especially Tab 2 of the
enclosed report. Given the thoroughness of the submission there is no need to repeat the information
here.

Staff Comments

From the standpoint of the historic preservation review process, the question of visibility of the
proposed concrete block mats is likely the most relevant question before the Board. The goal,
obviously, is to retain the natural appearance of the pond, minimizing any visibility of modern
interventions.

It is stafl’s understanding that the bottom of the pond will only be fully exposed to view twice a year,
for about two weeks in the fall and spring, when it is cleaned and prepped for the coming season. In
terms of visibility when the pond is full, you will note that most of the concrete mats are located
toward the interior of the pond. The mats do come fairly close to the edges of the pond in several
locations, particularly at the southern end in the area of the access drive. In this location they are
immediately adjacent to the edge. Note that the depth of the water ranges from about 1 % feet at some
edges to 3 feet at the pond center.

The gravel on which the concrete blocks will be installed is fairly dark, similar to the existing pond
bottom. The blocks themselves appear to be a fairly standard gray. The consultants expect that a fair
amount of gravel will move to the surface of the concrete and that the concrete will darken over time
due to the presence of vegetation in the pond. They have provided several photographs to illustrate
how the blocks might appear under the water—see Tab 2.

For information purposes, staff has asked whether the concrete blocks are available in a darker color or
whether they can be stained. The consultants are inquiring about this possibility.

Applicable Review Standards

(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.



(10)  Wherever possible, new additions or alterations o structures and objects shall be
undertaken in such a manner thay, 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 May 21, 2014 Public
Hearing and information included in the accompanying staff report, the Board finds that the proposed
alterations to Deering Oaks pond meet (fail to meet) the Standards for Review of Alterations within
the historic preservation ordinance, specifically Standards #............ (Board approval is subject to
the following conditions...)

Attachments

1. Consultant’s bound report with plans
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Date: March 18, 2014

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

Pursuant to review under the City of Portland's Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 14, Article IX of
the Portland City Code), application is hereby made for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the following
wotk on the specified historic property:

PROJECT ADDRESS:

Deering Oaks Park, bounded by Deering Avenue, State Street, Park Avenue, and Interstate 295.

CHART/BLOCK/LOT: 035 1001, 050 A001, & 049 BOO1 (for staff use only)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Describe below each major component of your project. Describe how the
proposed wotk will impact existing architectural features and/or building materials. 1f mote space is needed,
continue on a separate page. Jttach drawiﬂgs, photographs and Jor specifications as necessary to fully
illustrate your project—see following page for suggested attachments.

The project will install a new pond bottom system in Deering Oaks Pond, creating a more stable

surfaoe for maintenance vehicles. This will allow for a more complete annual cleaning of the pond,

includes the excavation and removal of approximately 14 inches of the existing pond bottom material,

along wﬂh additional deeper soft peat deposns Anew pond bottom system oons;stlng ofa

impact existing archltectural features or structures. Addmonal lnfonnat[on on the project including
photographs and project plans are included in this report.

Page 2 of 8



CONTACT INFORMATION:

APPLICANT PROPERTY OWNER SAME AS APPLICANT
Name: IMichael Farmer, Project Engineer Name:

Address:  Ciy of Poriland, Department of Public Senvicas  Address:
55 Poriland Street, Portland ME

Zip Code: 04101 Zip Code:
Worl #:  207-874-8845 Wotlk #:
Cell #: Cell #:
Fax #: Fax #:
Home: Home:
E-mail: mfzmer@porlandmaine.gov E-mail:
BILLING ADDRESS SANME AS APPLICANT ARCHITECT
Name: Name:
Address: B Address:
Zip: Zip:
Work #: Work #:
Cell #: Cell #:
Fax #: Fax #:
Home: Home:

E-mail: E-mail:

CONTRACTOR AGENT/REPRESENTATIVE

MName: Waodard & Curran, ofo Lauren Sweft, FE

Address: 41 Hutchins Drive
Poriland ME

Zip Code: 04102
Work #:  200-174-2112

Cell #:
Fax #:

Home:

Bosiails lswett@woodardeurran.com
A il
- L [ l‘_/,.
‘\F‘/(j‘!u.r [ rg-’ F(? i __'CH’ - [:.:I.'H' T
(_'.7\\ \IUJ-U-\J o - .\':-‘ \Il\_;-_e \J"w |\--j{

\ﬂpp]kfcant’s Signature Owner’s Signature (if different)
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Activities Requiring Approval in Historic Districts

If yout property is located within a historic district or is an individually designated histotic structure, it is
necessary to receive approval before proceeding with any exterior alteration, construction activity or site
improvement that will be visible from a public way. Following is a list of activities requiring review.
Please check all those activities that apply to your propesed project.

Alterations and Repair
Window and door replacement, including storms/screens

Removal and/or replacement of architectural detailing (for example porch spindles and
columns, railings, window moldings, and cornices)

Porch replacement or construction of new porches
Installation or replacement of siding

Masonty wotk, including repointing, sandblasting, chemical cleaning, painting where the masonty has
nevet been painted, or conversely, removal of paint where the masonty historically has been painted

Installation or replacement of either roofing or gutters when they are a significant and integral feature
of the structure

O O OooOogd OO0

Alteration of accessory structures such as garages

Additions and New Construction

New Construction

Building additions, including rooftop additions, dormers or decks
Construction of accessory structures

Installation of extetior access staits or fire escapes

Installation of antennas and satellite receiving dishes

Installation of solar collectors

Ooooood

Rooftop mechanicals

Signage and Exterior Utilities

O Tnstallation or alteration of any exterior sign, awning, ot related lighting

[] Exteriot lighting whete proposed in conjunction with commercial and institutional signage or
AWLiNgs

] Extetior utlities, including mechanical, plumbing, and electrical, where placed on or near cleatly

visible facades

Site Alterations

Installation or modification of site features other than vegetation, including fencing, retaining walls,
driveways, paving, and re-grading

Moving and Demolition

L1 Moving of structures or objects on the same site or to another site
L] Any demolition or relocation of a landmark contributing and/or contributing structure within a
district

Note: Your project may also require a building permit. Please call Building Inspections
(874-8703) to make this determination.

Page 5 of 8



ATTACHMENTS

To supplement your application, please submit the following items, as applicable to your project.

Keep in mind that the information you provide the Historic Preservation Board and staff is the only
description they will have of your project or design. Therefore, it should precisely illustrate the proposed

alteration(s).

X Exterior photographs (required for all applications.) Include general strectscape view, view of entire
building & close-ups of affected area.

X Sketches or clevation drawings at a minimum 1/4” scale. Please label relevant dimensions. All plans
shall be submitted in 117 x 17" format except for major projects, where 227 x 34” plans are
requested. Applicants for major projects should submit ene (1) 117 x 177 copy for scanning
pUIPOSCS.

X Details or sections, where applicable.

NIA  Floor plans, where applicable.

N/A_ Site plan showing relative location of adjoining structures.

NIA_ Catalog cuts or product information (e.g. proposed windows, doors, lighting fixtures)

X Materials - list all visible exterior marerials. Samples are helpful.

X Other(explain) A Narative Report has been attached to address the submission requirements and
review standards. A sife location map and design plans have alse been
provided,

If you have any questions or need assistance in completing this form, please contact Historic Preservation
staff: Deb Andrews (874-8726) or by e-mail at dga(@portlandmaine.gov

Please retutn this form, application fee (see attached fee schedule), and related materials to:

Historic Preservation Program

Department of Planning and Urban Development
Potdand City Hall, 4 Floor

389 Congtess Street

Portland, ME 04101

Page 6 of 8
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND BACKGROUND

Deering Oaks Park is a 55-acre public park cwned by the City of Portland. Originally acquired by the City in the late
1800s, the park is recognized on the National Register of Historic Places. In 1994, a Master Plan was developed by
The Halvorson Company, Inc. at the request of a committee of citizens, City staff, and the City's Mayor. The Friends
of Deering Oaks Park group was incorporated in 1997. Today, the park has trails, sporis fields, a playground, and
space for a farmers market, all located throughout the wooded site. The park is located on the Portland Peninsula,
and is bounded to the north by Interstate 295, to the west by Deering Avenue, fo the south by Park Avenue, and to
the east by Forest Avenue. A Location Map has been provided as Appendix A for your reference.

Figure 2-1 Deering Oaks Pond Existing Conditions Photographs

Deering Oaks Park is an important recreational feature in the City of Portland, and the focal peint of the park is
Deering Oaks Pond, a 3.5-acre manmade pond that serves both aesthetic and recreational purposes in the park. The
pond was created in the late 1800s as a result of the sewer system installed in the adjacent State Street. The
construction of the sewer dammed the tidal flats in the area, creating an impoundment that became the pond. The
source of water for the pond has varied throughout its history, having first been filled with pumped drinking water. The
pond currently receives source water from stormwater outfall pipes, sheet flow from surrounding areas, groundwater,
and supplemental water from the Portland Water District's water distribution system, as needed. The pond’s overflow
discharges to the City of Portland’s combined sewer system.

City of Portland {222804.46) 241 Woodard & Curran
May 2014
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A majority of the pond's edge is formed by stacked granite block or stone-faced cast-in-place retaining wall systems.
In 2006, a replacement fountain system was installed within the pond. An ornamental fountain is installed in the pond
each spring and is removed in the fall so that the pond may be used for public ice skating during the winter months.
The fountain recirculates pond water through a land-side pump vault and an intake pipe within the pond.

2.2 PROJECT NEED

Residents of Portland and surrounding communities utilize Deering Oaks Park and Deering Oaks Pond year round.
The 1994 Master Plan emphasized the importance of maintaining water quality for this well-used resource. The lack
of a structured pond bottom limits the City’s ability to maintain the pond, and the lack of regular maintenance results
in a buildup of organic material which can confribute fo poor water quality and summer algae blooms, negatively
impacting the pond’s aesthetic and recreational character.

The City of Portland Department of Public Services completely drains Deering Oaks Pond twice annually to allow for
the installation of pond infrastructure in the spring and the removal of equipment in the fall before the pond freezes.
When the pond is drained, limited cleaning, including leaf and trash pickup, is completed, but comprehensive
cleaning isn’t done every year. The existing pond bottom and the underlying soils limit the type of equipment that may
enter the pond to perform maintenance.

Figure 2-2 Deering Oaks Pond (a) frash accumulation below the pond water; (b] leaf and organic
deposits visible during pond draindown; and (c) algae blooms during the summer months.

City of Perfland (222804.46) 2-2 Woodard & Curran
May 2014
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Leaves, trash, sediment, and other debris from the surrounding areas are continuously deposited in the pond,
providing the nutrient source necessary to facilitate the growth of algae. The existing pond bottom can be very soft,
and the City has histerically had difficulty accessing some areas of the pond to perform maintenance. As a result,
sediment and trash from stormwater runoff, along with deposited organic material (leaves and other vegetation), is
not completely removed during annual cleaning, compromising water quality. With the organic material in the pond,
nutrients cycle between the pond bottom material and the pond water, likely contributing to algae blooms during the
warm summer months. The algae blooms impact pond aesthetics and can pose potential health risks fo humans and
animals that use the park. Algae can cycle organic matter and nutrients in the water column, further increasing the
potential for additional blooms. Trash accumulation in the pond has impacts on wildlife (ducks and geese that
frequent the pond), pets, and humans.

There is a need to improve water quality in Deering Oaks Pond. To accomplish this, the removal of existing soft
materials and the installation of a new, more stable pond botiom will be installed to allow for more frequent and
therough cleaning of the pond on at least an annual basis.

2.3 PROJECT SUPPORT & FUNDING

In 2006, a report was written to ideniify crilical issues in need of aftention in Deering Caks Pond. This report
addressed water quality concerns, refaining wall stability, fountain replacement, and electrical and lighting
challenges. Since the report was written, some of the identified concerns have been addressed, including the
installation of a new fountain, and some limited pond edge repairs.

In 2010, approximately $1.2 million in federal funding was appropriated to the City of Portland for use on water
quality projects for Deering Oaks Pond. In order fo receive this funding, the City was required to provide a 45%
funding match and submit an application to the EPA for a State & Tribal Affairs Grant (STAG). The City currently has
$500,000 available to be utilized as a match fo the federal funds. A STAG application was submitted to EPA in 2013,
requesting $611,111 of the available funding, resulting in a total project budget of just over $1.1 million. Approval of
the grant was received in 2014.

24 PROPOSED PROJECT

The scope of the current project is to address water quality issues utilizing the available federal funding and the
committed City of Portiand matching funds. Repairs 1o retaining walls are not covered by, and are not eligible for the
available funding, and will need to be addressed as part of another project.

24.1 Existing Soil Removal

The main goal of the proposed project is to improve the water quality of the pond by creating a more stable pond
bottom that will allow for more thorough cleaning of the pond on at least an annual basis. By removing soft scils and
installing a stable pond boftom that has been designed to withstand the loading of small earth moving and sweeping
equipment and small dump trucks, a more comprehensive cleaning program can be implemented. At @ minimum,
during the fall draining of the pond, the pond bottom could be cleared of deposited organic material, reducing the
nutrient source that typically supporis algae blooms in the warm summer months.

The pond was evaluated in the spring of 2013 by Haley & Aldrich to determine the composition of the soils that make
up the existing pond bottom. The results of the evaluation indicate that a thin organic layer exists on the pond bottom,
followed by a layer of fine sand that varies from 4 inches to 22 inches in thickness, followed by an undetermined
depth of silty clay (native marine clay layer). There are also areas of peat beneath the surface organics and sand,
creating soft areas that pose challenges for maintenance equipment.

City of Portland (222804.4%6) 2-3 Woodard & Curran
May 2014
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The proposed work will consist of the removal of approximately the top 14 inches of material from the entire pond,
plus over-excavation of an additional 22 fo 28 inches of material in select areas throughout the pond. This over-
excavation will remove soft peat in areas identified during Haley & Aldrich's subsurface investigation. The over-
excavaled areas will be re-filled with gravel, and a new pond bottom system will be installed. The intent of the work
will be to maintain the existing pond bottomn elevation, with minor adjustments to remove some low spols that
currently hold water when the pond is drained down for maintenance. The depth of water in the pond will remain
largely the same.

A total of approximately 8,500 cubic yards of material will be removed from the pond bottom, including the over-
excavated soft soils. This dredged material is classified as “special waste” by the Maine Depariment of
Environmental Protection, and will require a solid waste license for beneficial use or disposal. Sediment sampling
within the pond indicates that the material may meet the requirements for beneficial use, and this option will be
provided to the Contractor.

2.4.2 Pond Bottom Alternatives

An alternatives analysis was completed to determine the fype of pond bottomn system to be specified for the Deering
Oaks Pond. The alternatives analysis looked at four different options: asphalt, reinforced concrete, articulating
concrete block mats, and gravel. Each alternative was evaluated based on seven screening criteria: capital cost,
pond maintenance, pond bottom repair, installation impacts, expandability, future wall repair, and longevity.

The result of the alternatives analysis was the selection of a *hybrid” approach ufilizing articulating concrete block
mats and gravel. The articulating concrete block mats are typically 8-foot by 40-foot mats of concrele blocks attached
together with polyester or steel cables. By connecting the blocks into large mats, they may be installed over large
areas using a crane, instead of requiring individual hand placement. Individual blocks may also be installed by hand
around edges and in areas that are irregularly shaped. The concrete blocks are installed over gravel, and have
center holes that are also filled with gravel. Ariculating block mats are often utilized for erosion protection on
shorelines and at bridge abutments, and are also utilized as pond bottom systems.

Figure 2-3 Articulating Concrete Block Mats: (a) typical individual block; (b) installation of mats by crane;
and (c) blocks installed as shoreline protection {note, this project will not install the block mats
above the water surface as shown above) (photos from Contech Engineered Solutions LLC)

City of Portland (222804.46} 2-4 Woodard & Curran
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A roadway of articulating concrete block mats will be constructed throughout the pond (and only in areas that will be
below water), allowing for access by heavier vehicles, like larger dump frucks and loaders. In areas without the
concrete block mats, 14 inches of gravel over a layer of reinforcing geotextile will be installed. This gravel will provide
adequate support for smaller equipment and vehicles that will be performing most of the maintenance on the pond.
The gravel proposed for the pond bottom is the Maine Department of Transportation’s Type B base gravel. This is the
type of material that is often utilized as road base beneath asphalt, and is also used as the surface for some trails.
Engineering plans for the proposed project are included in Appendix B.

243 Pond Bottom Visual Appearance

The gravel pond bottom will be similar in cclor to the existing pond bottom. The concrete blocks will be gray in color
when installed. Image C in Figure 2-1 above shows that as water depth increases, the visibility of the concrete from
the surface decreases. For reference, Figure 2-2 below shows the appearance of existing concrete and granite
blocks located beneath the waler in the pond. Under approximately 3 fest of water and typically located away from
the pond edge, they will not be clearly visible. It is also anticipated that the blocks will become partly covered by
gravel during construction and future maintenance, and the concrete blocks will also darken over time, as has been
observed in other concrete in the pond.

ST
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Figure 2-4 Deering Oaks Pond (a) concrete below water surface; (b) granite blocks below water
surface at pond edge; and (c) darkened concrete at pond edge.

City of Portland (222804.46) 2-5 Woodard & Curran
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The pond bottom will remain covered with water or ice during all but the few weeks per year that the pond is drained
for maintenance.

244 Construction

All proposed work will be done within the limits of the pond. Any areas outside of the pond impacted by construction
activities, including pond access routes, will be returned to their original condition. Construction access fo the site will
likely be from Park Street, as shown on the plans included in Appendix B. The existing paved access ramp into the
pond will be utilized and it is not anticipated that any other access points to the pond will be created. All construction
access areas will be relurned 1o their original condition or improved following the completion of the work within the
pond. The project will require 6" of quality loam and park lawn mix grass in any lawn areas impacted by access.

The pond will be drained prior to the start of construction, so that work may be completed in the dry. All of the
material excavated from the pond will be removed from the site and either disposed of or beneficially reused in
accordance with Maine Department of Environmental Protection Solid Waste Standards (location to be determined
by contractor).

The installation of a pond bottom system will not require disturbance at the fountain foundation. The intent is to not
modify the fountain system, intake/discharge pipes, or pump vault.

Construction is anicipated to occur in the fall of 2014 and we anticipate work could take up to three months to
complete.

2.5 APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

In accordance with Article [X of the Land Use Code, an Application for a Cerfificate of Appropriateness is being
submitted to the Historic Preservation Program for the proposed site alterations to the designated historic landscape,
Deering Oaks Park. This report and attachments are presented in conformance with the requirements of the
Application.

City of Portland (222804.46) 2-6 Woodard & Curran
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3. EVIDENCE OF RIGHT, TITLE, AND INTEREST

The project site is located entirely on public land owned by the City of Portland. The project parcels are located at
chart, block, lot 043 BO01, 050 AQ001, and 035 1001. A copy of the City of Portland Tax Map showing the parcel
locations is provided in Appendix C.

City of Portland (222804.46) 31 Woodard & Curran
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4. ADDITIONAL PROJECT APPROVALS

4.1 LOCAL PERMITS

The project’s area of disturbance will be limited to the bottom of the existing pond, an area that is covered by water
during most of the year and temporary disturbance for access. The project will disturb approximately 3.5 acres, and
no new impervious surface will be created. The project is primarily for maintenance, and a Level 1 Site Alteration
Application is being submitted to the City of Portland Planning Division for staff review. The area of disturbance will
be greater than one acre and less than 5 acres, and there will be no increase in impervious areas. As such, the
General and Flooding Standards of the City's Stormwater Management regulations will not apply.

42 STATE & FEDERAL PERMITS

The project will qualify for a Stormwater Permit By Rule (PBR), which requires compliance with the MaineDEP Basic
Standards for erosion and sedimentation control and good housekeeping measures. The Stormwater PBR form also
serves as the Notice of Intent to comply with the Maine Construction General Permit. The submission of a separate
Notice of Termination to the MaineDEP will be required for the MCGP, following completion of the project.

The pond is a manmade impoundment, which is not considered to be a jurisdictional wetland by the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) or the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). A review of publicly
available information shows that the pond is not identified as habitat for endangered or threatened species. The area
is not part of prime or unigue agricultural lands, and is not located within any floodplains. The project will have no
impact on air quality, and will also not impact any drinking water sources. The area is also not a habitat for Inland
Wading Waterfowl, Shorebirds or Seabirds. The proposed project will not impact any natural resources. Natural
Resources Protection Act (NRPA) permits from the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MaineDEP)} and
Programmatic General Permits from the Army Corps of Engineers will not be required.

Deering Oaks Park is a registered historic landmark, and the project will be submitied to the State Historic
Preservation Commission for review. Any correspondence received from the State Historic Preservation Commission
will be provided under separate cover.

4.3 FEDERAL REVIEW

As part of the State and Tribal Affairs Grant process, the EPA carried out an environmental assessment for the
project. A copy of that assessment, along with the Finding of No Significant Impact document is included as Appendix
D for your reference.

City of Portland (222804.46) 41 Woodard & Curran
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5. EVIDENCE OF FINANCIAL AND TECHNICAL CAPACITY
5.1 FINANCIAL CAPACITY

As previously noted, the proposed project will be paid for by a combination of Federal grant money and local
matching funds. As part of their Fiscal Year 2013 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) budget, the City of Portland
approved $500,000 for use on the project. This represents all of the local funding available for the required 45%
match, such that the Federal grant funding will be $611,111, setting the total maximum project cost at §1,111,111.
The State and Tribal Affairs Grant from the EPA was approved in 2014, and a copy of the grant agreement is
included in Appendix D.

52 TECHNICAL CAPACITY

On behalf of the City of Portland, Woodard & Curran is preparing this application for the Deering Oaks Pond Bottom
and Water Quality Improvements Project. Woodard & Curran has extensive experience with design for large site
construction and earth moving projects and resumes can be made available upon request. Woodard & Curran is an
over 800-person Portland based firm that has provided engineering services to the public sector for more than 30
years, including permitting, civil/site engineering, stormwater, and construction management services.

City of Portland (222804.46) 5-1 Woodard & Curran
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6. CONSISTENCY WITH CITY MASTER PLANS

The proposed project has been designed to be consistent with the Deering Oaks Master Plan developed in 1994,
Major efforts to implement the Deering Oaks Park Master Plan priorities have been accomplished fo date, including
ravine rehabilitation, tree transplanting and maintenance, ulility improvements, recreational improvements, historic
building rehabilitation, pedestrian bridge restoration, and fountain replacement. These projects were funded through
the City’s Capital Improvements Program, the taxpayers of the City of Portland, the federal Housing and Community
Development Program, private donations, and with donated funds from the Friends of Deering Oaks, a local non-
profit committed to the preservation and enhancement of the park. The Deering Oaks Pond pend bottom replacement
will mark another step in achieving the Master Plan goals.

The Pond has historic and ongoing issues with algae growth and has required frequent dredging and cleaning, as
documented in the Master Plan. The Master Plan identified Deering Oaks Pond as an essential park element, and
the Guiding Principles of the Master Plan emphasizes the importance of its management and maintenance. As
previously discussed, the proposed project will allow for more regular and thorough maintenance of the pond. The
proposed project will help achieve all five of the Master Plan Goals:

1. Improve the Image and Safety of Deering Oaks

2. Facilitate the Use and Enjoyment of Deering Oaks

3. Rehabilitate and Preserve the Histeric Design Intent of the Park

4, Restore and Maintain the Park’s Horticultural Beauty and Ecological Health
5. Strengthen Park Maintenance and Management Programs

The improved maintenance operations (geal 5) that will result from the project, will result in a cleaner, more
aesthetically pleasing pond, helping to meet the cbjectives of goals 1, 2, and 4. The objective of the third goal is to
focus on rehabilitation in an effort fo stabilize, preserve, andfor improve the character-defining feaiures of the site,
particularly elements such as the pond. Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add to a histeric property tc
meet continuing or changing uses, while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical or cultural
values.

The project meels the intent of the Deering Oaks Master Plan by helping to improve the water quality of Deering
Ozaks Pond through measures that are primarily not visible during most of the year. The project will not have a
detrimental effect on the historic nature of the site, and will help fo maintain the pond for future, enjoyable use by the
Portland community.

City of Portland (222804 46) 6-1 Woodard & Curran
May 2014
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7. CONFORMANCE WITH HISTORIC PRESERVATION STANDARDS

Division 7 of Article IX of the City of Porfland's Land Use Code outlines the standards for review of applications for
Certificates of Appropriateness. This project involves site alterations and shall only be subject fo the following
standards, as applicable:

74

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW OF ALTERATION (LAND USE CODE SECTION 14-650)

The proposed project has been designed to comply with the standards for review of alteration as follows:

a)

b)

c)

d)

9)

No change in use will result from the proposed project; the property will be utilized for its originally intended
purpose.

The distinguishing original qualities and character of the site and its environment shall not be destroyed; the
removal of organic material and the replacement of the pond boftom system will not negatively alter the
visible aesthetic of the existing site; the work will help to improve the appearance of the pond by reducing
the incidence of algae blooms.

Alterations that have no histerical basis or create a false sense of historical development shall not be made
as part of this project; the existing pond bottom elevation will be maintained.

Changes which have taken place in the course of time and are evidence of the history and develepment of
the site and its environment are considered significant in their own right and shall not be destroyed as a
result of this project; proposed werk will impact only the pond bottom, which is not visible during all but a few
weeks of the year.

Distinctive features, finishes, and censfruction techniques and examples of skilled craftsmanship which
characterize the site shall be treated with sensitivity. No walls, buildings, or other structures will be impacted
by the project. Structures typically located within the pond, including the duck house and the fountain, will be
removed prior to construction, and any remaining buried infrastructure will be protected during censtruction.

There are no historic features on the site which are deteriorated and will require repair or replacement as
part of this project. The repair of adjacent retaining walls is not part of the scope of this project.

The proposed project will not include the surface cleaning of existing structures and objects.

There are no known archaeological resources located within the project area. The pond botiom has been
excavated and dredged numerous fimes over the history of the pond. A large portion of the material that will
be removed from the pond has been placed in the pond in the past fifty years.

The proposed project will not utilize a contemporary design for alterations and additions to the existing
property; the removal of organic material and the replacement of the pond bottom system will not negatively
alter the visible aesthetic of the existing site.

No additions or alterations fo structures or objects are proposed as part of this project.

City of Portland (222804.46) 7-1 Woodard & Curran

May 2014
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APPENDIX C: TAX MAP
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APPENDIX D: EPA DOCUMENTS
e Environmental Assessment & Finding of No Significant Impact
e  Grant Agreement
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912

7

October 29, 2013

Michael Bobinsky
Director of Public Services
City of Portland

55 Portland Street
Portland, Maine 04101

Re: FNSI Determination for the Deering Oaks Pond Bottom Replacement Project
Dear Mr. Bobinsky:

In compliance with EPA Regulations for Implementation of Procedures on the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), our office has prepared an Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed Deering Oaks Pond project. The City of Portland is
proposing to excavate and remove accumulated sediment from the Deering Oaks Pond,
and to construct a new pond bottom foundation system.

Based on the EA that has been prepared with supporting documentation (e.g. September
2013 EID) provided by the City of Portland in its grant application submittal, EPA has
also prepared a corresponding Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) determination.
No adverse environmental impacts are expected to occur from the proposed project. Asa
result, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be required.

The FNSI will be distributed as required by 40 CFR Section 6.203. It will also be posted
electronically for public review for 30 days. In addition, we request that this
determination, and any additional proposed project documents, be made available for
review by the public at the City of Portland offices. If any future review results in an
indication of dissatisfaction with the way the environmental effects of the proposed
project have been dealt with, our office should be notified immediately so that we can
determine if modifications to the project are warranted. :



s

Should you have any questions, you may contact David Chin of my staff at 617-918-
1764. Thank you for your continued cooperation and we look forward to working with
the City of Portland on its proposed Deering Oaks Pond project.

Sincg;reiy A 7

Mark Spigale, Manager
/' Municipal Assistance Unit

Attachments

ce: U.S. ACOE
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

I. PROJECT NAME: Deering Oaks Pond - Portland, Maine
Pond Bottom Replacement Project

ADDRESS:  City of Portland
Public Services Department
55 Portland Street
Portland, Maine 04101-2921
ATTN: Michael Bobinsky, Director

PROJECT LOCATION: Deering Oaks Pond, Deering Oaks Park
Portland, Maine

II. BACKGROUND, PURPOSE and NEED:

The Deering Oaks Pond, located in Deering Oaks Park in the City of Portland, Maine, is a 3.5
acre manmade pond/impoundment. Created in the late 1800s, the current source of water for the
pond is from a combination of stormwater outfall pipes, stormwater runoff from the immediate
surrounding areas, groundwater, and supplemental water from the Portland Water District’s
water distribution system. Any overflow from the pond enters the City of Portland’s combined
sewer system, The pond serves both aesthetic and recreational purposes in the park. The pond is
utilized for public skating during the winter months.

A majority of the pond’s edge is formed by stacked granite block or stone face cast-in-place
retaining wall systems. The pond is drained twice a year for maintenance. The existing pond
bottom in many areas is quite soft which hinders maintenance work. As a result, it is often
difficult to remove sediment, trash, and deposited organic material, which compromises water
quality. In addition, excess organic material helps to create and exacerbate algae blooms during
the warm summer months.

The City of Portland has proposed to improve water quality by installing a new and more stable
pond bottom that would allow more frequent and effective cleaning of the pond on an annual
basis. The City of Portland will be provided with federal assistance (Public Law 111-88) in the
amount of $611,111, along with a required local match of $500,000 (approved by the City of
Portland as part of its F'Y2013 Capital Improvement Plan budget) to help fund this proposed
endeavor.



2.
II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES

Improving water quality is the primary goal of this proposed project. Deering Oaks Pond
experiences high algal blooms as a result of low dissolved oxygen levels and elevated
temperatures. Over the years, the pond has received organic materials from combined sewer
overflow discharges, waterfowl waste, decomposed leaves, and sediment from stormwater
runoff. The decomposition of the organic material contributes to higher nitrogen and
phosphorous levels, which in turn, contributes to the lower dissolved oxygen levels.

The proposed project will include the removal of the accumulated organic matter. The
installation of a new and more stable pond bottom foundation will result in improved and more
effective future maintenance. Both endeavors will greatly enhance the water quality of the
Deering Oaks Pond for the future.

The pond will be drained and the organic material will be removed down to the historic pond
bottom elevation height. All sediment and organic material will be properly disposed of in
compliance with local, state and federal requirements. After removal of the sediment, a new
stable pond bottom system will be installed so the pond may be regularly and properly
maintained in the future. The pond bottom system alternatives are being evaluated and they
include: (a) gravel; (b) cast-in-place reinforced concrete; and (3) precast modular concrete
blocks.

An Environmental Information Document was prepared by representatives of the City of
Portland as part of its grant application submittal. Information from this specific document, as
well as supplemental information (e.g. 9/25/13 memo) provided to the EPA is utilized to support
the following narrative regarding environmental concerns and impacts.

III. SUMMARY REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS AND IMPACTS, AND
PUBLIC and INTERAGENCY REVIEW

A. Direct Impacts

1. Air Quality

During construction, there will be expected slight increase in noise and dust associated with
excavation and removal work, installation work, and vehicular traific.

2. Water Quality

There will be some temporary water quality impairment that is typical of these types of projects.
The City of Portland will implement all necessary measures to minimize any temporary water
quality degradation before, during, and after excavation and installation.



3.

The installation of a new pond bottom system will result in the disturbance of ~ 3.5 acres of land
area, requiring compliance with the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)
Chapter 500 Stormwater Management regulations and the Maine Construction General Permit.
Since the disturbance of land area will be greater than one acre and less than five acres, the
project will qualify for a Stormwater Permit By Rule (PBR) that requires compliance with the
Maine DEP Basic Standards for erosion and sedimentation control involving the implementation
of best management practices.

The City of Portland will complete and submit a Notice of Intent/Stormwater PBR form to
comply with the Maine Construction General Permit (MCGP). The City of Portland will also
Submit a Notice of Termination to the Maine DEP following completion of the project.

In correspondence between the City of Portland representative and the Army Corps of Engineers,

it has been determined that Deering Oaks Pond is not a water of the United States. Therefore, an
ACOE permit is not required for the proposed project.

3. Environmentally Sensitive Areas

a. Flood plains and Wetlands

There are no mapped wetlands in the project area and is not located in a floodplain.

b. Prime Agricultural Land

The project area is not located in prime agricultural lands..

c. Wildlife Habitat

The area is not a habitat for inland wading waterfowl, shorebirds, or seabirds. According to the
EID, the closest shorebird habitat is ~2,000 feet away from the propose project site. The closest
inland wading waterfowl habitat is ~9,500 feet away. The proposed project will have no impact
on wildlife habitat.

d. Stream Modification

No stream modifications are required as a result of this proposed project.



4. Socio-Economic Impacts

The proposed project will not require the relocation of residents and people, and area
employment will not be disrupted by the construction project. No properties will be impacted by
the Uniform Relocation and Assistance Act.

5. Historical/Archeological and National Landmarks

Deering Oaks Pond is a nationally registered historic landmark. We have assurances from the
City of Portland that this project will be implemented in coordination with City of Portland’s
Historic Preservation Department. The City of Portland will also coordinate with the Maine
Historic Preservation Commission.

6. Endangered Species

The pond is not identified as a habitat for endangered or threatened species.

7. Coastal Zone Management

The project area is not part of an immediate sea coast.

8. Wild and Scenic Rivers

The project area is not within a wild and/or scenic river designation area.

IV. MITIGATION AND CONCLUSIONS

Short-term impacts to air quality (e.g. dust and equipment exhaust) may occur during
construction. However, contract documents will require the contractor to control dust and
comply with all applicable State and EPA air pollution control requirements. There will be
minimal or no impacts to air quality. There will be no land use changes There will be no
environmentally sensitive areas that will be impacted.

With respect to impacts to water quality during construction, the contractor will be required to
implement sedimentation and erosion control measures in accordance with MGCP. Appropriate
erosion and sedimentation control will be utilized to prevent sedimentation in the areas of the
pond and in the pond outlets connected to the City of Portland Combined Sewer System.
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In addition, organic matter that is removed from the site during construction will be tested for
contaminants and will be disposed of in accordance with all applicable local, state, and federal
regulations/requirements. The potential for beneficial re-sue of the sediment will be evaluated.

Overall water quality of the pond will be improved in the short-term and long-term. There may
be minor and temporary short-term construction impacts affecting air quality and water quality,
as well as the need to control the level of noise and traffic. Nevertheless, we have been assured
by the City of Portland that any short-term impacts are expected to be properly mitigated and
minimized.

Based on our review of available documentation, this proposed project is not expected to
have any long-term adverse impacts on the environment.

;"r:' ! 1
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David Chin, Environmental Engineer Date

Municipal Assistance Unit



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
BOSTON, MA 02109-3912

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

To:  All Interested Persons Date Issued:  October 28, 2013

Pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, we have made an
environmental determination for the:

City of Portland, Maine
Public Services Department
55 Portland Street

Portland, Maine 04101-2921

Assigned EPA Grant Assistance # EM-96178401
Total Estimated Project Cost:  $1,111,111

Total EPA Grant Available: $ 611,111

Background and Purpose

The Deering Oaks Pond, located in Deering Oaks Park in the City of Portland, Maine, 1s a 3.5
acre manmade pond/impoundment. The pond is drained twice a year for maintenance. The
existing pond bottom in many areas is quite soft which hinders maintenance work. As a result, it
is often difficult to remove sediment, trash, and deposited organic material, which compromises
water quality. In addition, excess organic material helps to create and exacerbate algae blooms
during the warm summer months.

The City of Portland has proposed to improve water quality by installing a new and more stable
pond bottom that would allow more frequent and effective cleaning of the pond on an annual
basis. The City of Portland will be provided with federal assistance (Public Law 111-88) in the
amount of $611,111, along with a required local match of $500,000 (approved by the City of
Portland as part of its FY2013 Capital Improvement Plan budget) to help fund this proposed
endeavor.

The proposed project will also include the excavation and removal of the accumulated organic
matter. The installation of a new and more stable pond bottom foundation will result in
improved and more effective future maintenance. Both endeavors will enhance the water quality
of the Deering Oaks Pond in the future.



Environmental Review Summary

An Environmental Information Document (September 2013) was prepared by representatives of
the City of Portland as part of its grant application submittal. Information from this specific
document, as well as supplemental information (e.g. 9/25/13 memo) provided to the EPA has
been utilized to support its EPA environmental determination.

All of the proposed work will take place within the existing pond and the immediate area
adjacent to the pond. No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from the project. A
more detailed description and environmental review of the project is contained in the attached
Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared by the Municipal Assistance Unit. Based on our
review of the intended grant recipient’s proposed scope of work and the corresponding EA
document, EPA is issuing a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI).

Appropriate mitigation measures will be implemented to minimize any temporary minor air,
traffic, noise, and any erosion impacts. No significant adverse impacts are expected as a result of
the proposed project and more importantly, the water quality of the Deering Oaks Pond willbe
further protected as a result of the proposed project. Therefore, an Environmental Impact
Statement will not be prepared.

Comments relative to this decision may be submitted to David Chin of the Municipal Assistance
Unit on behalf of the EPA for review. Please note that no EPA reimbursement of eligible costs
related to this proposed construction project will be approved for at least thirty (30) calendar
days after the issuance of this Finding.

Additional documentation and information regarding this proposed project are available for
public review at the Municipal Assistance Unit of Office of Ecosystem Protection at the EPA
Regional Office in Boston and at the City of Portland, Maine’s Public Services Department.

T bl vy iy 10233

""fKen Moraff Director ' Date
Office of Ecosystem Protectlon

o
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Page 1

GRANT NUMBER (FAIN): 96178401
B0 STy MODIFICATION NUMBER: DATE OF AWARD
N n ‘?'_b U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRANM CODE: EM 02/04/2014
- & PROTECTION AGENCY TYPE OF ACTION MAILING DATE
2 g New 02/11/2014
%7 & Grant Agreement PAYMENT METHOD: ACH#
& ASAP 10067

RECIPIENT TYPE: Send Payment Request to:
Municipal USEPA LVFC

4220 S. Maryland Pkwy

Bldg C, Ste 503

Las Vegas, NV 89119

Tel: (702) 798-2406;

Fax: (702) 798-2423
RECIPIENT: PAYEE:
Portland City of City of Portland
389 Congress Street 389 Congress Sireet
Portland, ME 04101 Portland, ME 04101
EIN: 01-6000032
PROJECT MANAGER EPA PROJECT OFFICER EPA GRANT SPECIALIST
Michael Farmer David Chin Diane Culhane

389 Congress Street

Poriland, ME 04101

E-Mail: mfarmer@portlandmaine.gov
Phone: 207-874-8845

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, OEP06-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912

E-Mail: Chin.David@espamail.epa.gov
Phone: 617-918-1764

Grants Management Office, CARM18-2
E-Mail: Culhane.Diane@epamail.epa.gov
Phone: 617-318-1975

PROJECT TITLE AND DESCRIPTION
Deering Oaks Park Pond Bottom
Accumulated sediment in the Deering Caks Pond will be excavated and removed. A new pond bottorn foundation will be constructed that will improve overall

water quality.

TOTAL PROJECT PERIOD COST
$1,111,111.00

TOTAL BUDGET PERIOD COST
$1,111,111.00

PROJECT PERIOD
03/29/2013 - 12/31/2014

BUDGET PERIOD
03/28/2013 - 12/31/2014

NOTICE OF AWARD

Based on your Application dated 09/17/2013 including all modifications and amendments, the United States acting by and through the US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) hereby awards $611,111. EPA agrees to cost-share 55.00% of all approved budget period costs incurred, up to and not exceeding
total federal funding of $611,111. Recipient's signature is not required on this agreement. The recipient demonstrates its commitment to carry out this award by
either: 1) drawing down funds within 21 days after the EPA award or amendment mailing date; or 2) not filing a notice of disagreement with the award terms and
conditions within 21 days after the EPA award or amendment mailing date. If the recipient disagrees with the terms and conditions specified in this award, the
authorized representative of the recipient must furnish a notice of disagreement to the EPA Award Official within 21 days after the EPA award or amendment
mailing date. In case of disagreement, and until the disagreement is resclved, the recipient should not draw down on the funds provided by this
award/amendment, and any costs incurred by the recipient are at its own risk. This agreement is subject to applicable EPA statutory provisions. The applicable
regulatory provisions are 40 CFR Chapter 1, Subchapter B, and all terms and conditions of this agreement and any aftachments.

ISSUING OFFICE (GRANTS MANAGEMENT OFFICE) AWARD APPROVAL OFFICE

ORGANIZATION { ADDRESS ORGANIZATION | ADDRESS

EPA New England U.S. EPA, Region 1
5 Post Office Square, Suite 100
Boston, MA 02109-3912 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100

Boston, MA 02109-3912

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BY THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

DATE

Digital signature applied by EPA Award Official for Michael Kenyon - Director Office of Administration & Resource Management s S

Fred Weeks - Award Official delegate




EPA Funding Information EM - 95178401-0 Page 2
y FUNDS FORMER AWARD THIS ACTION AMENDED TOTAL
EPA Amount This Action % $611,111 $611,111
EPA In-Kind Amount § § $0
Unexpended Prior Year Balance 3 $ $0
i Other Federal Funds 5 $ $0
| Recipient Contribution $ $ 500,000 $ 500,000
State Contribution $ $ $0
I Local Contribution $ ] $0
' Other Contribution $ $ $0
Allowable Project Cost $0 $1.111,111 S 411111
L
| Assistance Program (CFDA) Statutory Authority I?iegulatory Authority
| _66.202 - Congressionally Mandated Projects Public Law 111-88 40 CFR PART 31
- Department of Interior
Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations
I" Act 2010
| Fiscal
Site Name FY | Approp. Budget PRC Object | Site/Project Cost Obligation [
Code Organization Class Organization | Deobligation
- 14010CG004 13 E4AC 0120G9T| 202B51 4192 - 611,111

611,111|




EM-96178401-0 Page 3
Budget Summary Page

Table A - Object Class Category Total Approved Allowable
(Non-construction} Budget Period Cost
1. Personnel 50
2. Fringe Benefits 50
3. Travel 50
4. Equipment $0
5. Supplies $0
6. Contractual $1.111,111
7. Construction $0
8. Other $0
9. Total Direct Charges $1,111,111
10. Indirect Costs: % Base 50
11. Total (Share: Recipient 45.00 % Federal 55.00 %.) $1,111,111
12. Total Approved Assistance Amount $611,111
13. Program Income $0
14. Total EPA Amount Awarded This Action $611,111
15. Total EPA Amount Awarded To Date $611,111




EM -96178401-0 Page 4
Administrative Conditions

1. UTILIZATION OF SMALL, MINORITY AND WOMEN'S BUSINESS ENTERPRISES

GENERAL COMPLIANGE, 40 CFR, Part 33
The recipient agrees to comply with the requirements of EPA's Disadvantaged Business Enterprise
(DBE) Program for procurement activities under assistance agreements, contained in 40 CFR, Part 31.

FAIR SHARE OBJECTIVES, 40 CFR, Part 33, Subpart D
A recipient must negotiate with the appropriate EPA award official, or his/her designee, fair share
objectives for MBE and WBE participation in procurement under the financial assistance agreements.

In accordance with 40 CFR, Section 33.411 some recipients may be exempt from the fair share
objectives requirements described in 40 CFR, Part 33, Subpart D. Recipients should work with their DBE
coordinator, if they think their organization may gualify for an exemption.

Current Fair Share Objective/Goal

The dollar amount of this assistance agreement or the total dollar amount of all of the recipient’s financial
assistance agreements in the current federal fiscal year from EPA is $250,000, or more. MEDEP has
negotiated the following, applicable MBE/WBE fair share objectives/goals with EFA as follows:

| Combined | 64% MBE | 1.64% WBE

Negotiating Fair Share Objectives/Goals

In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 33, Subpart D, established goals/objectives remain in effect for three
fiscal years unless there are significant changes to the data supporting the fair share objectives. The
recipient is required to follow requirements as outlined in 40 CFR Part 33, Subpart D when renegotiating
the fair share objectives/goeals.

SIX GOOD FAITH EFFORTS, 40 CFR, Part 33, Subpart C

Pursuant to 40 CFR, Section 33.301, the recipient agrees to make the following good faith efforts
whenever procuring construction, equipment, services and supplies under an EPA financial assistance
agreement, and to require that sub-recipients, loan recipients, and prime contractors also comply.
Records documenting compliance with the six good faith efforts shall be retained:

(a) Ensure DBEs are made aware of contracting opportunities to the fullest extent practicable
through outreach and recruitment activities. For Indian Tribal, State and Local and Government
recipients, this will include placing DBEs on solicitation lists and soliciting them whenever they
are potential sources.

(b) Make information on forthcoming opportunities available to DBEs and arrange time frames for
contracts and establish delivery schedules, where the requirements permit, in a way that
encourages and facilitates participation by DBEs in the competitive process. This includes,
whenever possible, posting solicitations for bids or proposals for a minimum of 30 calendar days
hefore the bid or proposal closing date.

(c) Consider in the coniracting process whether firms competing for large contracts could
subcontract with DBEs. For Indian Tribal, State and local Government recipients, this will include
dividing fotal requirements when economically feasible into smaller tasks or quantities to permit
maximum participation by DBEs in the competitive process.

(d) Encourage contracting with a consortium of DBEs when a contract is too large for one of



these firms to handle individually.

(e) Use the services and assisiance of the SBA and the Minority Business Development Agency
of the Department of Commerce.

(f) If the prime contractor awards subconiracts, require the prime contractor to take the steps in
paragraphs (a) through (e) of this section.

MBEWBE REPORTING, 40 CFR, Part 33, Subpart E

MBEMBE reporting is limited to annual reports and only required for assistance agreements where one
or mere the following conditions are met:

(a) there are any funds budgeted in the coniractual, equipment or construction lines of the award;
(b) $3,000 or more is included for supplies; or

(c) there are funds budgeted for subawards or loans in which the expected budget(s) meet the
conditions as described in items (a) and (b).

This award meets one or more of the conditions as described above, therefore, the recipient agrees to
complete and submit a “MBE/WBE Utilization Under Federal Grants, Cooperative Agreements and
Interagency Agreements” report (EPA Form 5700-52A) on an annual basis.

When completing the annual report, recipients are instructed to check the box titled "annual” in section 1B
of the form. For the final report, recipients are instructed to check the box indicated for the “last report” of

the project in section 1B of the form. Annual reports are due by Ociober 30" of each year. Final reports
are due within 90 days after the end of the project period, whichever comes first.

The reporting requirement is based on planned procurements. Recipients with funds budgeted for
non-supply procurement and/or $3,000 or mere in supplies are required to report annually whether the
planned procurements take place during the reporting period or not. If no procurements take place during
the reporting period, the recipient should check the box in section 5B when completing the form.

MBE/WBE reports should be sent to [insert name and contact information of the appropriate DBE
coordinator and Grants Specialist (optional)]. The current EPA Form 5700-52A can be found at the
EPA Office of Small Business Program’s Home Page at htip://www.epa.gov/osbp/dbe_reporting.htm

This provision represents an approved deviation from the MBE/WBE reporting requirements as described
in 40 CFR, Part 33, Section 33.502; however, the other requirements outlined in 40 CFR Part 33 remain
in effect, including the Fair Share Objectives negotiation as described in 40 CFR Part 33 Subpart D.

CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION PROVISIONS, 40 CFR, Section 33.302
The recipient agrees to comply with the contract administration provisions of 40 CFR, Section 33.302.

BIDDERS LIST, 40 CFR, Section 33.501(b) and (c)

Recipients of a Continuing Environmental Program Grant or other annual reporting grant, agree to create
and maintain a bidders list. Recipients of an EPA financial assistance agreement to capitalize a revolving
loan fund also agree to require entities receiving identified loans to create and maintain a bidders list if
the recipient of the loan is subject to, or cheoses to follow, competitive bidding requirements. Please see
40 CFR, Section 33.501 (b) and (c) for specific requirements and exemptions.

2. General Terms and Conditions
The recipient agrees to comply with the applicable EPA general terms and conditions available
at: hitp://'www.epa.gov/oqd/ic.htm. These terms and conditions are in addition te the assurances
and certifications made as part of the award and the terms, conditions or restrictions cited below.




Programmatic Conditions

STAG Earmark Programmatic Conditions
City of Portland, Maine
EPA Grant Assistance #EM- 96178401

1. It is the responsibility of the Grantee to comply with all the terms and conditions of the grant
agreement, to efficiently and effectively manage grant funds within the approved budget, to
complete the undertaking in a diligent and professional manner and to monitor and report
performance.

2. The Grantee agrees to manage the project consistent with the intent of the March 29, 2010
U.S. EPA Headquarters memorandum, “Award of Grants and Cooperative Agreements for
Special Projects and Programs Authorized by the Agency’s FY 2010 Appropriations Act”. The
regulations at 40 CFR Part 31 apply to grants and cooperative agreements awarded to state and
local governments. Furthermore, a listing of the Federal Laws and Executive Orders that apply
to all EPA grants, including the projects authorized by the Agency’s FY 2010 Appropriations
Act, is contained within the aforementioned documents.

3. The Grantee is responsible for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq. and Final Regulations promulgated under 40 Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 6.

The Grantee agrees that final design work and /or any construction shall be undertaken in
accordance with the results of the completed NEPA review and findings, including but not
limited to, the implementation of measures the EPA and the other state and local entities have
identified as reasonable to mitigate the environmental impacts of the project. Furthermore, the
grant recipient agrees to ensure that the appropriate restrictions noted in EPA’s environmental
review determination are also adhered to. In the event the recipient fails to comply with any part
of this condition, EPA will implement the remedies contained in 40 CFR Section 31.43.

This may include requiring the return all of the federal funds that it has received from the EPA
pertaining to this project. Any exceptions to the noted mitigation measures and restrictions
would have to be approved by the EPA.

4. The Grantee agrees to submit final plans and specifications to the EPA Project Officer for
administrative review.

5. The Grantee shall ensure that all permits required by Federal, State, or local statutes are



obtained. The Grantee further agrees to implement all of the requirements of the subject permits.
In addition, the Grantee agrees to adhere to appropriate industry construction standards (e.g. Ten
State Standards, AWWA Standards, etc...) as required or recommended by EPA or the State.

6. The Grantee agrees to procure all services, equipment, supplies, and construction awarded
under this grant in accordance with 40 CFR Part 31, Uniform Administrative Requirements for
Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and Local Governments.

7. The Grantee shall comply with 49 CFR Part 24 which applies in the event the recipient
procures land or if people are relocated. The Grantee shall obtain acceptable legal opinion for
sites, easements and / or rights-of-way to ensure that they are free of any restrictions or
encumbrances that might limit their use for the intended purpose, if necessary for project
completion. This documentation must be kept on file and made available to EPA and to the
State.

8. The Grantee agrees to provide access to the project site and all related construction records to
EPA for the purpose of monitoring progress of the project.

9. The Grantee agrees to maintain all project records for three years after the issuance of EPA’s
final payment or until any litigation, appeal, claim or Federal audit that is begun before the end
of the three-year period is completed and resolved, whichever is longer (40 CFR Part 31.42).

10. The Grantee agrees to submit a Request for Advance or Reimbursement (SF-270) to the
designated EPA Project Officer for review and approval, as costs are incurred on the assistance
agreement. The reimbursement request will also include copies of all supperting documentation
such as invoices and paid receipts. The SF-270 may be submitted quarterly, but no more often
than monthly. The EPA Project Officer will forward the approved reimbursement request to
EPA’s Finance Office for processing.

11. In accordance with 40 CFR 31.40 related to post award monitoring, the Grantee agrees to
provide to the EPA Project Officer an annual progress report which may include information on
each of the following areas: 1) a comparison of actual accomplishments to the outputs /
outcomes established in the assistance agreement work plan for the period; 2) the reasons for
slippage if established outputs / outcomes were not met; and 3) additional pertinent information,
including, when appropriate, analysis and information of cost overruns or high unit costs.

12. In accordance with 40 CFR 31.40 (d), the Grantee agrees to inform EPA promptly in writing
of any substantial project changes that may affect the grant amount, delay or accelerate the
project schedule, or alter the project significantly, which may result in a grant amendment or will
impair the ability of the Grantee to meet the outputs / outcomes specified in the assistance
agreement work plan.



13. The Grantee agrees that costs incurred for the local share are subject to final EPA / State
review. The Federal share of the grant will be limited to no more than 55% of the final cost for
completing the scope of work described, regardless of the amount appropriated for the project.
Approval of this project for Federal financial assistance does not imply a commitment of future
Federal funds beyond current levels of Congressional appropriations.

14. If applicable (e.g. if federal financial assistance expenditures exceed $500,000 annually),
the Grantee shall comply with the Single Audit Act and the reporting requirements set forth in
OMB Circular A-133.

15. EPA expects the recipient to make to make sufficient progress so as to reasonably ensure
completion of the project within the project period, including any extensions. EPA will measure
sufficient progress by examining the performance required under the work plan in conjunction
with the milestone schedule, the time remaining for performance within the project period,
and/or the availability of funds necessary to complete the project. If the recipient fails to make
sufficient progress, EPA will take appropriate action.



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP
251 and 261 COMMERCIAL STREET

TO: Chair Romano and Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager

DATE: May 14, 2014

RE: May 21, 2014 Preliminary Workshop on Proposed Elevated Connector
Address: 251 and 261 Commercial Street

Applicant: Casco View Holdings II, LLC

Architect: Scott Simons, Scott Simons Architects

Introduction

Scott Simons, representing Casco View Holdings II LLC, is requesting a preliminary workshop
to present plans for a building addition that will connect 251 and 261 Commercial Street. Both
buildings are occupied by MEMIC. The building at 251 Commercial immediately abuts the
sidewalk and is located within the Portland Waterfront Historic District. The building
identified as 261 Commercial is just outside the historic district boundary and set back a
considerable distance from Commercial Street behind a surface parking lot also owned by
MEMIC. (It is likely that the building at 261 Commercial had a Cross Street address when it
was constructed.) The project is being prompted by MEMIC’s need for connectivity between
the offices on the third and fourth floor levels of each building. Accordingly, the proposed
addition is an elevated two-story “bridge” that links the two structures at these floor levels.

Mr. Simons has provided numerous photographs of the development site and the two affected
buildings. He has also provided a boundary survey; sketches of several preliminary connector
schemes; plans and elevations for the proposed connector design; and photographs of the
proposed screening material shown on portions of the “bridge”.

As a preliminary workshop, the Board is being asked to respond to the general proposal in

terms of its conformance with the ordinance review standards. Any specific recommendations
and/or concerns are also welcome at this stage of design development.

OrPLANVHPYHP Board Memosi2014 Memosia-21-14 Commercial Streel MEMIC connector.doc -1-



Existing Structures

The two existing MEMIC-owned buildings that are proposed to be linked are not only
physically separated from each other, they are also architecturally unrelated. The
commercial block at 251 Commercial Street is characteristic of the large mid-nineteenth
century commercial and warehouse structures that line the north side of Commercial.

261 Commercial was built around 1900; its architectural vocabulary was also typical of its
construction period and resembled the design of the B & M Bean factory.) The exterior was
remodeled or “modernized” in the early 1980s. Today, the building features curtainwall
glazing that extends from the foundation to the top of the building, creating a series of strong
vertical glazed bays separated by brick piers.

Proposed Addition

Mr. Simons has provided a series of sketches that show some of the configurations that were
considered for the connector. The configuration that would have had the least impact on the
two existing structures—the one that Mr. Simons first proposed-- would have extended from
the east elevation 0of 261 Commercial directly to the rear elevation of 251 Commercial. This
scheme turned out to be impossible, however, because it would have extended beyond the
applicant’s property line and would have required an easement (which was not approved by the
note holder.)

Following consideration of several schemes, the project architect is proposing to run the
connector off the east elevation of 261, near the southeast corner of the building, and connect
to 251 on its west elevation, near the rear corner. In this scheme, there is no impact on the
principal elevations of 261 and the impact on 251 Commercial is confined to a rear corner of
the building.

[n this scheme, the connector is more or less orthogonal to the two buildings (although the
buildings themselves are not exactly aligned). The addition is two stories tall and is elevated
three stories from grade. It is supported by a series of diagonal steel trusses which are also
exposed to view in the two-story connector itself. The bridge is highly transparent with
perforated metal screening providing visual interest.

Staff Comments

In preliminary discussions with the applicant and project architect, staff identified three
primary concerns that needed to be kept in mind in considering a building connector in this
location. First, the addition should not preclude or unduly limit the potential redevelopment of
the surface parking lot owned by MEMIC. Ideally, this lot would be developed in the future
with a building that would fill the gap in an otherwise continuous street wall. Second, every
effort should be made to limit the impact on the existing structures. Third, the design of the
connector needs to successfully mediate between two distinctly disparate buildings and not
overwhelm either structure.

All things being equal, it would have been preferable to connect the two buildings from the

rear of each building, aveiding any point of connection on an exposed elevation. However,
this option proved not to be possible. In stafi’s view, Mr. Simons has proposed a building

COPLAN'EP'HP Board Memos'\2014 Memos\5-21-14 Commercial Street MEMIC connector.doc -
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connector that is both distinctly contemporary and drawn from an industrial design vocabulary
that is appropriate to this historic commercial/industrial context. While the addition is not
altogether recessive, it does not overwhelm or compete with either of the adjoining structures
and is architecturally interesting in and of itself. Also, it does not appear that the addition
would preclude the future redevelopment of the open parking lot, which would be the ideal
scenario for this parcel.

Applicable Review Standards

1)

)

)

(10)

Attachments

Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a cémpatible use for the
property which requires minimal alteration fo the ch&mcter—deﬁnin o
Jfeatures of the structure, object or sife and ils environment or fo use a
property for its originally intended purpose.

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.

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.

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

1. Application and project narrative

2. Bound submission, including aerial views, photographs of existing conditions, concept
schemes, plans, elevations, etc.
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Date: /%\AVY (o: 2-0{44

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

Pursuant to review under the City of Portland's Historic Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 14, Article IX of
the Portland City Code), application is hereby made for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the following
work on the specified historic property:

PROJECT ADDRESS:
245/251 £ 26| Commgpapl ST

CHART/BLOCK/LOT: _ 038 Ji//o Olpoo|

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Describe below each major component of your project. Describe how the
proposed work will impact existing architectural features and/or building materials. If more space is
needed, continue on a separate page. Attach drawings, photographs and/or specifications as necessary
to fully illustrate your project—see following page for suggested attachments.

< TACHED AERS ;fs»}?i@m—»
Seorr Simons Ap sz’
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Scolt Simens Architects

CASCOVIEW HOLDINGS L. LLC 05.07.14
Proposal for Bridge Connector belween
26| Commercial Street and 245 Commertial Streel

Context

Casco View Holdings II, LLC (CVH) owns the two buildings, as well as the parking lot in
front of 261 Commercial Street. MEMIC is the tenant of these two buildings. CVH would
like to connect the third and fourth floors to increase the effidency of MEMIC's office
operations. The two buildings are red brick, 261 Commerdal Sireet is a more recently clad
brick building, with glass curtainwall windows running from top to bottomn. It was formerly
the warehouse for ne Hannalord Company, 245 Commercial Street is one of the older;
maore traditional brick buildings along Commercial Street, It is part of a larger block of red
brick buildings that continue up Commercial Street to the corner of Union Street The
floors in 261 Commercial are approximately 3'-0" higner than the floors in 245 Congress
Street, so the bridge connector nas to be ramped.

Design Concept

The connectar bridge is designed to contrasl with the two brick ouildings it is connecting,

For structural reasons, it cannol be supported oy the adicining ouildings out has 1o have ils
own, independent structure. A light-weight steel truss system supports the two-story bridge
above the ground, The efficiency of the diagonal bracing allows the steel memoers to be
smaller; resulting in a very light, airy structure connecting the two buildings. \Wrapping the

steel truss frame on the third and fourth floors is a steel and glass enclosure that contains the
ramped hallways that connect the two buildings. The windows are larger on the south and west
exposures to orovide views of the harbor; on the north and east the windows are smaller to
reduce heat loss. Perforated stainless steel or coaled metal nanels cover the structural elements
(flocr and rocf) and provide partial sun-shading of the glass, Aluminum sun-shades on the south
and west exposures shade the view glass from high summer sun.

Where the bridge connects to 245 Commercial Street, care has been taken to preserve the
original fabric of the building. Access to the bridge will be through existing masonry window
openings on both flocrs, cut down to the floor to allow passage to the oridge. If the bridge
were ever removed, these two openings could easily be restored to their original proportions.

75 York Street Portand, Maine 04101 phone 207 772 4656 www.simonsarchitects.com



CONTACT INFORMATION:

Applicant — must be owner, Lessee or Buyer

Name: 4@% 5{-{-,;\}8?%34

Business Name, if applicable:

Address: él“'l—? LanG RESS f::[f- SUITE L
City/State : Wﬂﬁ% Zip Code: M{D {

Applicant Contact Information

2071 17 "To7o

Work #

Home#

e (53 TOre raw TTL TOZ0
el 9 (s @k‘.ﬂ[aﬂf‘?(&?tgd/’{{\l?" L Ps

Owner — (if different from Applicant)
Name: Z A~ VIER HC(—/DI% ir
Address: ,{/b W 1/3—7’

City/State = Zip Code: {?4;.{04_.-
= 1409

Owner Contact Information

et f%z@émdfa: LAMSON
27 79[ %304~

Cell # Fax#

e-mail: < (Q MDAE Wﬂf/f‘c‘r Ly v

Home#

Billing Information 5@NJ Billing Contact Information
ol Z——A‘m Wark # 2 %
Name: :P) g% 11?7“7 2’}7 7‘%( A 4“"
Addrages Cell # Fax#
City/State : WA'\D Zip Code: ,{2)4 i e-mail: o . i .
Architect Architect Contact information

Kisne: J&D?"}’ g)r’%ﬂw 7(‘\%‘*(37527?)
Addrass: 7’5 \/ﬁ)ﬂf{ 'f:qf

City/State :-%%QZ‘; E % Zip Code: 04‘{0 (

Work # %7 /]72 "-%Sé
Home#
Cell # Fax#

e-mail: SéoW@ 51’ Mons Aﬂef‘#ﬂ% &m

!

Contractor
Name: _7"5 D
Address:

City/State : Zip Code:

Contractor Contact Information

TBL

Cell # Fax#

Work #

Home#

e-mail:

“7, \
Applicant’s Srg/r7(u ry

7
4-“’/). e

Owner's SEgnatﬁF;.(if different)
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APPLICATION FEES:
Check all reviews that apply. {Payment may be made by Cash or Check payable to the City of Portland.)

Administrative Review (for minor or standard alterations) $50.00
‘/mf Board Review $100.00
HP Board Review for major projects involving new construction $750.00

or building addition exceeding 1000 sq. ft. or comprehensive
rehabilitation/redesign of existing structures

After-the-fact Review (for work commenced without advance $1000.00
approval)
Sign Review for signs in historic districts $75.00

The City invoices separately for the following:

» Notices (5.75 each)
« legal Ad (% of total Ad)

Page 4 of 8



Activities Requiring Approval in Historic Districts

If your property is located within a historic district or is an individually designated historic structure, it is
necessary to receive approval before proceeding with any exterior alteration, construction activity or site
improvement that will be visible from a public way. Following is a list of activities requiring review.
Please check all those activities that apply to your proposed project.

Alterations and Repair
Window and door replacement, including storms/screens

Removal and/or replacement of architectural detailing (for example porch spindles and
columns, railings, window moldings, and cornices)

Porch replacement or construction of new porches
Installation or replacement of siding

ood oOno

Masonry work, including repointing, sandblasting, chemical cleaning, painting where the
masonry has never been painted, or conversely, removal of paint where the masonry historically
has been painted

1

Installation or replacement of either roofing or gutters when they are a significant and integral
feature of the structure

[ Alteration of accessory structures such as garages

Additions and New Construction
New Construction
Building additions, including rooftop additions, dormers or decks
Construction of accessory structures

Installation of antennas and satellite receiving dishes

[
L]
O Installation of exterior access stairs or fire escapes
[
OJ Installation of solar collectors

0

Rooftop mechanicals

Signage and Exterior Utilities

OJ Installation or alteration of any exterior sign, awning, or related lighting

[l Exterior lighting where proposed in conjunction with commercial and institutional signage or
awnings

] Exterior utilities, including mechanical, plumbing, and electrical, where placed on or near clearly

visible facades

Site Alterations

L Installation or modification of site features other than vegetation, including fencing,
retaining walls, driveways, paving, and re-grading

Moving and Demolition

O Moving of structures or objects on the same site or to another site
L] Any demolition or relocation of a landmark contributing and/or contributing structure within a
district

Note: Your project may also require a building permit. Please call Building Inspections
(874-8703) to make this determination.

Page 5 of 8



ATTACHMENTS

To supplement your application, please submit the following items, as applicable to your project.
Keep in mind that the information you provide the Historic Preservation Board and staff is the only
description they will have of your project or design. Therefore, it should precisely illustrate the proposed

alterj;o/nls}.

Exterior photographs (required for all applications.) Include general streetscape view, view of
entire building & close-ups of affected area.

Sketches or elevation drawings at a minimum 1/4” scale. Please label relevant dimensions. All

plans shall be submitted in 11” x 17” format except for major projects, where 22” x 34” plans are
requested. Applicants for major projects should submit one (1) 117 x 17” copy for scanning

/Purposes.

__ Details or sections, where applicable.

__ Fleor plans, where applicable.

— site plan showing relative location of adjoining structures.
— [Latalog cuts or product information (e.g. proposed windows, doors, lighting fixtures)

Materials - list all visible exterior materials. Samples are helpful.

Other (explain)

If you have any questions or need assistance in completing this form, please contact Historic
Preservation staff:

Deb Andrews (874-8726) or by e-mail at dga@portlandmaine.gov
Rob Wiener (756-8023) or by e-mail at rwiener@portlandmaine.gov
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