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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND
Public comments are taken at all meetings.

On Wednesday, October 21, 2015 at 5:00 p.m., Room 209, 2" Floor, City Hall, the Portland

Historic Preservation Board will meet in Room 209, City Hall, to review the following items.
(Public comments will be taken at this meeting):

1. WORKSHOP
I. Advisory Review and Comment on Proposed New Construction Abutting Historic
District Boundary; 101 YORK STREET (Northeast Corner of High and York

Streets); J. B. Brown & Sons, Applicant.

ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Site Alterations; 26-32 THOMAS STREET,
Williston West Church & Parish Hall; 32 Thomas Street LLC., Applicant.

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes at 7:30
2. PUBLIC HEARING
i. Advisory Review and Comment on Supplemental Information provided by CPB2
Regarding Buildings recommended as “Contributing Structures” within Portland
Company Complex; PORTLAND COMPANY, 58 FORE STREET; Review at the
Request of the Planning Board.

ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Front Porch and Site Alterations; 392 SPRING
STREET; Nancy & Dix Druce, Applicant.

3. CONSENT AGENDA



CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD

Scott Benson, Chair
Bruce Wood, Vice Chair
Glenn Harmon

Ted Oldham

Penny Pollard

Julia Sheridan

John Turk

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD AGENDA
October 21, 2015, 5:00 p.m.
Room 209, 2" Floor, City Hall

Public comment is taken at all meetings

=

ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM
COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS
3. REPORT OF DECISIONS OF OCTOBER 7, 2015:

no

I. Certificate of Appropriateness for Exterior Alterations; 119 CHADWICK STREET; Peter and
Sherri Feeney, Applicant. The Board voted 4-0 (Harmon, Oldham & Turk absent) to approved
the application subject to conditions.

ii. Certificate of Appropriateness for Garage Construction; 50 WESTERN PROMENADE; David
Fenton, Applicant. The Board voted 4-0 (Harmon, Oldham & Turk absent) to approved the
application subject to conditions.

4. WORKSHOP

i. Advisory Review and Comment on Proposed New Construction Abutting Historic District
Boundary; 101 YORK STREET (Northeast Corner of High and York Streets); J. B. Brown & Sons,
Applicant.

ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Site Alterations; 26-32 THOMAS STREET, Williston West
Church & Parish Hall; 32 Thomas Street LLC., Applicant.

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes at 7:30
5. PUBLIC HEARING
I. Advisory Review and Comment on Supplemental Information provided by CPB2 regarding
Building #1 within Portland Company Complex; PORTLAND COMPANY, 58 FORE STREET;
Review at the Request of the Planning Board.

6. WORKSHOP

i. Preliminary Review of Proposed Front Porch and Site Alterations; 392 SPRING STREET; Nancy &
Dix Druce, Applicant.

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/historic.htm



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP — ADVISORY REVIEW and COMMENT
NORTHEAST CORNER OF HIGH AND YORK STREETS

TO: Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager

DATE: October 15, 2015

RE: October 21, 2015 Workshop — Advisory Review and Comment on Proposed

New Construction Immediately Abutting Historic District

Note: This workshop was originally scheduled for the 10/7/15 agenda, but was
postponed to the 10/21/15 agenda.

Address: 101 York Street (northeast Corner of IHigh and York Streets)
Applicant: J. B. Brown & Sons

Design/Build Contractor:  Opechee Construction Corporation

Introduction

Wednesday’s advisory review of J.B. Brown’s proposed mixed-use development at the corner of
York and High Streets was originally scheduled for the Historic Preservation Board’s October 7
agenda, but was postponed to the October 21 agenda. As J. B. Brown’s proposal has not been
modified since their original submission, Board members should refer to 10/7 staff report in
preparation for Wednesday’s meeting—see Attachment 4. This memo is intended to highlight
supplemental materials received since the writing of that report.

As noted in the 10/7 staff report, the applicant was asked to provide additional materials to aid in
the Board’s review, specifically additional perspective views of the proposed development shown
within its surrounding context and from various vantage points. If more detailed elevations are
available at this stage in design development, staff asked that those drawings be provided as well.
In response to this request, the applicant has provided additional perspective views—see
Attachment 1. The applicant has also forwarded screen shots of the presentation made to the
Planning Board at their initial workshop that explain the rationale behind project architect’s design
concept.

Also attached as supplementary information is a memo prepared by Urban Designer Caitlin
Cameron for the Planning Board’s October 13th workshop. As the development site is located
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within the B3 zone, the project is subject to the design review standards applicable in that zone.
Ms. Cameron provides a preliminary analysis of the project’s compliance with the B3 design
standards.

As noted in the 10/7 staff report, the Board’s role in this review is advisory only and is intended to
provide additional assistance to the Planning Board as they consider whether the proposed
development is “generally compatible with the major character-defining elements of the portion of
the district in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development”. The portion of the
development of greatest relevance to the Historic Preservation Board is that portion closest to the
High Street boundary of the West End Historic District. That said, Planning Board members
expressed reservations about some aspects of the proposed design at their preliminary workshop
and indicated that they welcomed input from the Historic Preservation Board not only on the
question of compatibility with the project’s immediate abutting historic context, but also on the
project’s general design direction as currently proposed.

Attachments

Perspective views of proposed project

Print-out of applicant’s presentation on proposed design approach

10/21/15 design review memo prepared by Urban Designer Caitlin Cameron
Staff report for 10/7/15 Historic Preservation Board meeting
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW AT THE CORNER OF YORK AND HIGH STREET QOctobe J“.'"”L”—.
York Street Apartments

Portland, Maine




PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM YORK STREET October 13, 2015
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York Street Apartments

Portland, Maine




York Street Apartments

Portland, Maine

PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM DANFORTH STREET
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM HIGH STREET
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York Street Apartments

Portland, Maine

PRESENT HIGH STREET VIEW CORRIDOR

Qclober 13, 2015
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FUTURE HIGH STREET VIEW CORRIDOR October 13, 2015
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DOWNTOWN URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES

These Downmown Urban Design Guidelines are a component of the City of Portland’s
Downtown Plan entitled Downtown Vision: A Celebration of Urban Living and a Plan for
Portland’s Future and of the City's Comprehensive Plan. They are supporting reference
documents for the City's B-3 Downtown Bllhll‘lcs\ Dhtml .ﬂumn,s_. Ofquli'lL'E' and .hnt:’: Plan
Standards, and a companion (o the i - I
of Portland.

The Signage, Awnings and Canopies seclion contained herein supercede the Signage
requirements of the Urban Renewal Plan for Maine Way (pages 9-11 of Planning Report #29-76:
Urban Renewal Plan for Maine Way. amended May 1976.)

Introduction

Downtown Portland is the center of the region’s business, governmental, cultural, and residential
conmunities. It is also a physical environment comprised ol a variety of individual buildings.
streetscapes. parks, and districts in which people carry on with day-to-day interactions. As a

physical environment, it should be designed to facilitate these uses in a setting that has beauty, is

comloriable and secure, which provides amenity and interest for the pedestrian, and which

celebrates the coming ogether of people in a concentrated pedestrian world, It is important that

incremental changes 1o the physical environment through development or rehabilitation

proposals continue te enhance the physical environment.

These guidelines are provided for the use of individual property owners and the development
community in understanding the expectations of the greater community for the development of
the Downtown. This represents a documentation of concerns which have been central issucs
within project reviews of proposed development in the past, and is an attempt 1o make the review
process more understandable and predictable for the development community, These Guidelines
are also intended to provide guidance and consistency for City stalT and Planning Board
development review. Finally, these Guidelines are intended to provide the public with a clearer
presentation of important design issues to assure they reflecl public concerns while providing a
framework for public comment and involvement in the development process.

These Urban Design Guidelines are not intended o restrict the creativity of developers or

designers in responding to the challenges of a given site. Rather they provide a framework of

issues with which to be concerned in assuring that a creative design solution is compatible with

thc characier of Portland’s Downtown env 1rumm,m and is acmmw 1o pedestrian needs, These
"Guidclines arc presented as a discussion of 1ssucs Ll wpcuﬁu site plan standards are intended w
address. Unless otherwise provided for within the City Ordinances, these are guidelines only, a
framework not to be ignored but flexible enough in intent, interpretation, and application to
allow and encourage the developer and associated designers 1o come forward with creative and
distinetive design solutions,

Note:

The following pages outline the design approach taken on the
York and High Street Development to create a building that will
be compatible with the character of Portland's Downtown
environment and is sensitive to pedestrian needs.



Notable Elemenis:

strong horizontal cornice
granite head & sill ' :&: :: ::
vertically proportioned openings

granite base
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Notable Elements:

undulating head & sill articulation

strongly distinguished storefront
street level by use of contrasting
material
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York Street Elevation



Notable Elements:

facade creates a link / transition

between two strongly developed ==
fenestrations. The "link" recedes
to the background allowing the
adjacent buildings to be ::
prominent
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68 High Street
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Notable Elements:

strong horizontal cornice ————————
formal buff colored brick
vertically proportioned openings—_|

varied base
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Notable Elements:

overall building height varies but
scale and proportion remain
similar to surrounding context.
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Planning and Urban Development Department
Planning Division

Subject: B3 Design Review — 101 York Street
Written by: Caillin Cameron, Urban Designer
Date of Review: Monday, September 21, 2015

0On Monday, September 21, a design review according to the City of Portland Design Manual
Standards was performed for the proposed development at 101 York Street. The preliminary
plans were reviewed by Caitlin Cameron, Urban Designer, Nell Donaldson, Planner, and Shukria
Wiar, Planner, Planning Division of the Department of Planning & Urhan Development with
additional coordination with Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager. The project
was reviewed against the B-3 Downtown Business Zone Standards and Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines (Appendix 1 of the Design Manual).

Design Review Criteria:
The project must meet all B-3 Design Standards found in the City of Portland Design Manual.

Findings of the Desigh Review:

The proposed design currently does not pass all of the standards of the B-3 Downtown Business
Zone Standards and Downtown Urban Design Guidelines (Appendix 1 of the Design Manual) —
please refer to comments below regarding Standards currently not met or where more
information is needed.

B-3 Downtown Urban Design Guidelines [Appendix 1)

I. Relationship to the Pedestrian Environment

A. Distinguish the lower 35 feet of building facades
1. Storefronts and building facades
- Relationship to Context — Not Met — the design of storefronts and the facades
of lower partions of buildings should relate to the architecture of the rest of the
buijlding and should demonstrate a unified overall building design.

e There is too much artificial variation in the facade design. The
length of the building should be broken up in a way that is authentic
and reflects the inherent building systems and function. The
architectural style should not alter so much - this is one building.

- Pedestrian character — Met —
- Materials and detailing

e Maierial choices need to be indicated on the elevation drawings

and in the project narrative.




= Storefront materials, details, and spacing should be consistent
throughout the ground floor of the project. A change in the
storefront design is logical at the point where the fagade becomes
recessed, but currently, too much variation is shown in the
storefront design across the length of the building.

s Change in material should emphasize use - retail storefront vs.
residential above. Use granite or stone to emphasize residential
entry points, not to artificially break up the storefront facades.

s Details such as cornices, belt lines, water tables, should be cohesive
throughout the building.

- Transparency — Met —
- Contemporary design ~ Not applicable — There is no surrounding retail context
2. Building entrances
- Campatibility with the building facade ~ Not Met — Compatibility is less of an
issue as emphasis and visibility — further design is requested. Use granite or
stone to emphasize residential entry points, not to artificially break up the
storefront facades.
- Prominence along the street — Not Met — The two residential building
entrances are not readily identifiable and do not have prominence on the
building’s street facades. This should be addressed through strategies such as
material choice, canopies or projections, detailing, and/or lighting.
- Access to the street — More information needed, Not Met— Street-level retail
entries are not indicated. For any off-street entrance, prominent access directly
from the street should be provided to the extent feasible.
- Accessibility — Met —
3. Blank Facades — Met -
4. Special Features — Mot applicable —

o

Pedestrian Activities District (PAD) — Not applicable —

€. Sidewalk Areas and Open Space — Met — The project appears to follow traditional
material and technical standards. More information is requested regarding the
pedestrian amenities in the widened sidewalk area. see Il. B,

D. Pedestrian Amenities — Met — Some seating walls and planters are indicated. More
information is requested regarding the pedestrian amenities in the widened sidewalk
area. see ll. B. Landscaping at residential entrances, plaza, and sidewalk furnishing zone
is appropriate. Landscaping and planters should not be placed against storefront.

E. Sidewalk Vendors and Sidewalk Cafes — More information needed —see II. B.

F. Urban Open Spaces —~ More information needed — see |I.B.

Il. Relationship to Existing Development

A.  Integrate with, respect and enhance — More information needed, Not Met — Proposed
development shall respect, enhance, and be integrated with the existing character of the
- general pattern of development in the Downtown, surround building environment and
streetscape. -
1. Street walls and building setbacks ~ Met — The proposed building setback on High
Street does follow the pattern of the block.
2. Open Space — Not applicable ~



3. Building form, scale and massing:

e Particular attention should be paid to the relationship of the new building to
the existing historic context on High and Danforth Streets. The form
adjacent to the single-family houses should be moderated.

e Additional views of the proposal in relation to the context on High and
Danforth Streets is requested.

e Refer to the Historic Preservation Board advisory review for further
guidance on how to achieve compatibility with neighboring historic
structures.

4. Building facade proportion and composition ~ Not Met — In the design of larger
buildings it is particularly important to examine opportunities to compose the
building both horizontally and vertically, respecting the character of buildings nearby
through a contextually sensitive design while creating an interesting and creative
individual building. . . . Further, buildings Downtown frequently have a horizontal
composition characterized by reqular window openings set within distinctive bay
spacing.

e There is too much artificial variation in the facade design. The length of the
building should be broken up in a way that is authentic and reflects the
inherent building systems and function. The architectural style should not
alter so much - this is one building.

» Consistent use of materials is desired as opposed to yellow and red brick on
one building.

e Bay spacing should be consistent — clear building systems, prevailing
patterns, and a hierarchy.

e Fenestration patterns should create a sense of rhythm and scale to the
building horizontally and vertically with consistent window spacing, types,
and sizes.

o Details such as cornices, belt lines, water tables, should be cohesive
throughout the building.

5. Pedestrian circulation and building entrances — More information needed —

e Although storefront is planned for most of the York Street facade, building
entrances are not indicated and cannot be evaluated for their frequency.

6. Parking garages and surface lots — More information needed, Not Met -

e Screening should be provided between the garage and the rear yards of the
adjacent properties and potentially screening the parking from Danforth
Street. Please provide a plan to accommodate that.

o A view of the proposal from Danforth Street is needed to evaluate how the
building and parking are integrated with the existing streetscape.

¢ The parking entrance from Danforth Street should be designed so as 1o not
disrupt the pedestrian environment.

7. Areas within downtown — Not applicable -

B. Standards for increasing setback beyond sireet build-to-line — More information
needed — In order for proposed exceptions to this pattern of predominant street wall to
be acceptable, the applicant must demonstrate to the Planning Board that the
introduction of additional setbacks at the street level satisfies the following:

1. Open space and amenity




N

Prevailing character and continuity

Support for existing open space

4. Quality and orientation

e Further information is needed regarding the open space created by the
setback on York Street in order to determine if it meets the criteria for
setback variation. For example, is there landscaping, building entries,
seating provided, public accass?

w

[ll. Roof-Top Appurtenances — More information needed — As of 9/21/15 information about
rooftop appurtenances has not been provided. In developing the mechanical plans for the
project, keep this standard in mind.

IV. Shadow Impact on Open Space — Not applicable — As of 9/21/15 no portion of the building is
in excess of 65 in height.

V. Wind Impacts — More information needed — As of 9/21/15 information about wind impacts
has not been provided.

VL. Setback from Existing Structures — Met — New development does not appear to impact the
structural integrity or general safety of neighboring structures.

YIl. Building Tops — Not applicable — As of 9/21/15 no portion of the building or structure
exceeds 150 in height.

VIIl. View Corridars, Visual Landmarks, and Gateways

A. View Corridors — Not applicable —

B. Visual Landmarks — Not applicable —

€. Gateways — Not Met —The site is identified as an existing significant Gateway High
Street and The Million Dollar Bridge to York Sireet . . . there are opportunities to enhance
these entrances by preserving view corridors and panoramic skyline views along or from
these corridors, reinforcing and enhancing the scale, character and placement of
buildings along these entrance routes . . . Proposals for development along Gateway
entrances to the Downtown are encouraged to examine and reinforce the unigue
character and opportunity of that gateway entrance in terms of the design and siting of
buildings, land uses, and streetscape improvements,

@ The building placement at the corner does meet the standard, However, the
architecture does not include special corner treatments or acknowledgement of
the “gateway” status of the corner. Staff recommends some kind of
architectural emphasis on the upper floors of the building carner at High Street
to provide a visual significance of “gateway.” For example, each side of the
corner should relate to each other because the building will be viewed obliquely
from most approaches. Other strategies might include lighting, material
change, details that emphasize the corner.

® Further guidance from the Planning Board is sought on how to meet the
standard.

» The unique and positive aspects and opportunities of this gateway include “this
entry to Downtown provides an opportunity to get a sense of the residential




and evolving commercial districts which surround and are so important to the
Downtown.”
e The 1983 Gateways to Portland study provides guidance:
o Create a newcomer’s first impression of the city;
o Provide a clear orientation and guiding symbol;
o Provide unique areas for residents and commuters to observe and
relate to their city, broadening an understanding of their city;
o Provide pleasure of experiencing an attractive and more livable urban
environment;
o Image and potential economic impact

IX. Signage/Awnings/Canopies — More information needed — As of 9/21/15 no information was

provided regarding potential signage, awnings, or canopies. In developing any signage plans,
keep the requirements of this standard in mind.
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP - ADVISORY REVIEW and COMMENT
NORTHEAST CORNER OF HIGH AND YORK STREETS

TO: - Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Deb Andrews, Historie Preservation Program Manager

DATE: September 30, 2015

RE: October 7, 2015 Workshop — Advisory Review and Comment on Proposed

New Construction Immediately Abutting Historic District

Address: 101 York Street (northeast Corner of High and York Streets)
Applicant: J. B. Brown & Sons

Design/Build Contragtor: Opechee Construction Corporation

Introduction

J. B. Brown and Sons will soon be
before the Planning Board for site
plan review of a proposal for new
consiruction at the northeast corner of
High and York Streets. As the subject
lot immediately abuts the boundary of
the West End Historic District, the
Planning Board must find that the
proposed development is “generally
compatible with the major character-
defining elements of the portion of the
district in the immediate vicinity of
the proposed development.” This site
plan review standard, commonly
referred to as the “100°-foot rule”,
was added to the site plan ordinance
in 2009 to enstire that new
consiruction in the immediate vicinity of a historic district respect any strong identifiable
buildinig patterns and/or visual characteristics exhibited in the abutting portion of the district.




Under this sitc plan standard (see full text in Attachment 1), historic preservation staff is
required to provide the Planning Board a written analysis of the proposed development’s
immediate context, identifying the major character-defining clements and any established
building patterns that characterize the context. In preparation for forwarding this analysis, it
has been staff’s practice to schedule an advisory review of the proposed project with the
Iistoric Preservation Board, especially in the case of major development projects. In this
case, the proposed development not only immediately abuts the boundary of the West End
Historie District, it also is located at a key gateway to the historic core of the downtown and to
the Old Port. The HP Board advisory reviews, typically conducted early on in the site plan
review process, have proven instructive in highlighting particular areas of concern and in
identifying possible design modifications to achieve greater compatibility with the abutting
historic context.

The Board will also be reviewing proposed site alterations to the property at 27 [ligh Street
which immediately abuts the project site. The 27 High Street property, which falls within the
historic district boundary, is also owned by J.B. Brown. (Notc that the building is shown
within the red boundary in the acrial view on the preceding page; it is included within the
boundary only to show the total site controlled by [, B. Brown. The building will not be
demolished as part of the development.)

Submitted Plans, Focus of Board’s Review

Enclosed for the Board’s review are excerpts from the preliminary plans prepared by Opechee
Construction. 'The design/build construction company is providing design services for the
project. As Board members will note, the elevations do not include a high level of detail at
this time. Also provided are two perspective views of the proposed project. Stafl has
requested that Opechee provide additional perspective views to assist in the Board’s review—
including a view from dircctly across High Street and views from other points on [High Street.
Staff has also asked that the High Strect clevation deawing of the proposed structure also
depict at least the abutting building at 27 High.

Given the preliminary nature of the plans and the fact that this project is not before the
Historic Preservation Board for formal review and approval, the Board’s focus should be on
general issues of compatibility: scale, massing, orientation to the street, materials. Also,
notwithstanding the fact that much of the building fronts on York Street, the Board should
[ocus its attention primarily on the [ligh Street portion of the building, which is in closest
proximity to the historic district boundary.

Proposed Development

The subject lot, located at the northeast corner of High and York Strects, is currently occupied
by surface parking, a one-story former gas station that houses El Rayo Taqueria and an office
building at the east end of the parcel. J. B, Brown & Sons propose to construct a 5-story,
mixed use development with frontage on both ITigh and York Streets. The building features a
17,500 sq. ft. footprint, frontage of approximately 305 feet on York Street and 88 feet of
frontage on High Street. Retail or restaurant usc is proposed for the first floor with 63
apartments on the upper floors. Also included in the development is a parking structure (one
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level of enclosed parking with surface parking above) at the rear portion of the lot. Vehicular
access to the project will be from both York Street and Danforth Street. The property is
located within the B-3 zone; the allowable building height in this portion of the B3 zone is 45
feet.

As proposed, the building appears to be subdivided into three distinet elements (or five,
depending on how you read the individual components) in an apparent attempt to break down
the overall length and massing of the 305 ft. long building and accommodate the alignment of
York Street, which curves in a northeasterly direction beyond High Street. The portion of the
building at the corner of High Street is shown clad in yellow brick. The High Strect fagade of
this building element features a fairly symmetrical composition (although the upland bay is
wider than the lower bay). The center section of the High Street fagade features a lower
cornice and is clad in a contrasting material, but appears to he [lush with the two end bays. As
the yellow brick building component turns the corner onte York Street, a section that reads as
a rear “cll” (also in yellow brick) is introduced and set back at an angle from the street. At
this point, the building pivots to follow the line of York Street. This *bridge” section is set olf
by a contrasting material with a grey finish. The balance of the York Street fagade is ¢lad in
red brick with granite rim details. This section projects beyond the face of the abutting

bridge section. As the perspeclive view from Youk Street illustrates, an attached single-story
parking structure with surface deck for additional parking extends behind the 5-story structure
facingYork Street.

Most of the ground floor level on York Street is retail and/or restaurant space, except for the
entrance to the parking garage at the easternmost end of the building. It is not clear whether
there is a formal entrance to the upper floors on the York Street frontage. On High Strect, the
ground floor retail treatment extends one bay up the street. Stepped planters are shown at the
base of the building from this point up High Street. From the elevations, there appears to be
no building entrance on High Strcet. (There is a building entrance on the north elevation,
which is accessed by a walkway off High Street.)

Fenestration and cornice treatments vary from one seclion of the building fagade to another.
Project Context
As noted in the introduction, the primary focus of the Board’s review is the High Street end of

the proposed development, where it abuts the boundary of the West End Historic District. As
such, the following description focuses on that portion of the development’s context.

As the detail from the West End Historic
District map shows , the district extends all
the way to York Street in the vicinity of
State Street. East of State Street, however,
the district stops short of York Street. “This
is due to the fact that many of the buildings
on or approaching York Street have been
significantly altered over time and have
lost much of their architectural integrity.
While the buildings directly across High
Street from the proposed development are




cerlainly part of the current context, it is possiblc that these will be redeveloped in the future.
The historic district begins at 27 High Street on the east side of the street and at 28-30 High
Street on the west. Most of the houses on this lower block of High Street are 2 %53 V4 story
residential structures. Many are oriented gable end-to-the-street and feature telatively narrow
footprints, There are a few buildings with larger footprints, however. Exterior materials
include both clapboard and brick. While some buildings have lost original architectural
features with the application of aluminum or vinyl siding, others arc in a very good state of
preservation and are architecturally noteworthy. In general, development in the area is
consistent with the smaller scalc residential fabric that characterizes much of the West End.

Preliminary Staff Comments and Questions for Consideration

As noted above, the portion of the historic district immediately abutting the proposed
development, including the residential structure at 27 High Street owned by JB Brown, is
characterized by relatively small scale residential development. That said, the subject parcel
is located at one of the city’s main gateways. Virtually all northbound Casco Bay Bridge
traffic, which experiences heavy commuter volumes, currently passes this site. It is at this
point that one either turns left to climb High Street toward the downtown cote or proceeds
straight on York Street towards the Old Port. The current underutilized nature of the property
fails to provide any “sense of arrival” as one enters these important and distinet areas of the
peninsula. Development of this site has the potential to provide a strong architectural
presence at this key corner as well as a sense of arrival. In anchoring this corner, however, the
new development will need to mediate two distinetly different contexts.

In staif’s view, this comer location can support a building of a larger scale and footprint than
the smaller residential structures immediately upland from the site on High Street. Indeed, it
could be argued that it would be a missed opportunity not to introduce a fairly substantial
structure to anchor this key gateway corner. That said, to provide a successful transition to the
smaller domestic-scale buildings immediate north of the property, it seems appropriate that
the building step down as it approaches the abulting 2 % story residential structure at 27 High.
Although the High Street fagadc as proposed shows a symmetrical ireatment with a
highlighted center section flanked by two more-or-less matching end bays, perhaps this design
approach should be reconsidered. Instead of featuring a symmetrical facade, perhaps more of
the mass and visual weight of the building could be shifted to the comer. From this point, the
building could step down one story to provide a transition to the smaller scale development on
High Street. The size of windows might be reduced slightly as well in the portion of the
building, There are likely alternative ways as well to mediate this change in scale.

As noted in the introduction to this report, the enclosed preliminary plans do not allow for a
detailed review of the proposed development as a number of details typically reviewed by the
Board have not yet been provided. As such, the Board will focus on more general issues of
scale, massing, general building composition/design, exterior materials and fenestration.

Site Alterations at 27 High Street
In conjunction with the proposed development, several site alterations are proposed for the

27 High Street property. These include the construction of a 6’6”opaque wood fence at the
side property linc separating the existing residential property [rom the proposed new



construction and the removal of an existing brick paver patio and raised plantets toward the
rear of the lot and replacement with a landscaped area and new patio.

The proposed site alterations are to be reviewed for conformance with the historic
preservation ordinance review standards, as the property falls within the West End Historic
District. (As the application was advertised as a workshop item, the Board is being asked
whether statf might sign off on the site alterations, with input from the Board at this meeting.)
With respect to the proposed fence, zoning requirements stipulate that fences not exceed 4 feet
in height within 25 feet of the [ront property line. The fence will need to step down as it
approaches the sidewalk.,

Attachments

1.

NG P

Applicable Site plan ordinance standard for developments within 100 feet of a historic district
boundary

Written project description

Photos of existing lot, abulting context

Site plan of existing conditions

Elevations

Perspective views

Proposed site plan and site details
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City of Portland Land Use

Code of Crdlnarces Chapter 14

Sec. 14-528 Rev. 6-1~2015
4, View corridors:

a. The massing, location and height of

development shall not substantially obstruct
public wviews corridors identified in the
Downtown Vision View Corridor Protection Plan,
as provided in the City of Portland Design
Manual, Appendix 1.

B Higstoric Resources:

a. Developments affecting designated landmarks or
within designated historic districts or
historic landscape districts: BAny proposed
development required to obtain a certificate
of appropriateness under article IX (historic
preservation) of the land use code shall be
exempt from the following design standards, as
described in the Design Manual:

(i) Section () of the Design Manual
{development in B-3 zone), except for (b)
{1} e.2. (increasing setback beyond
street build-te line), (b} (1)£f. (shadaow
impact on open space}, {(b)(l)h. (wind

impacts), and (b) (1)g. ({setbacks from
existing structures):

(ii) Section {(c) of the Design Manual
(development in B-5 and B-5b zones),

except for (c¢)a. (shared infrastructure)
and (c)d, (parking lot locatiocn);

(iii)Sectien (k) of the Design Manual (small
residential lot development in R-6 zone):

(iv) Section (e) of the Design Manual
(University of Southern Maine);

(v) Section (f) of the Design Manual
(development in B-7 zone), except for
(£ (L)a. (Cransportation demand
management) ;

(vi) Section (g) of the Design Manual

(development in Eastern Waterfront zone).

B Development adjacent to designated landmarks,

14-722



City of Portland
Cede of Ordinances
Sec. 14-526

Q

Land Use

Chapter 14

Rev. 6-1-2015

histeric districts or historic landscape
districts: when any part of a proposed
development is within one hundred (100) feet
of any designated landmark, historiec district
or historic landscape district, such
development shall be generally compatible wilth
the major character-defining elements of the
landmark or portien of the district in the

immediate vieinity of the proposed
development, Character-defining elements of
landmarks and historic digtricts are

identified in the historic resocurces inventory
and respective historic district designation
reports For the purposes of this provision,
“compatible” design shall be defined as design
which <respects the @established Dbuilding
patterns and wisual characteristics that exist
in a given setting and, at the same time, is a
distinct product of its own time. To aid the
planning board in its deliberations, historic
preservation staff shall provide a written
analysis of the proposed development’s
immediate context, identifying the major
character-defining elements and any
established building patterns that
characterize the context.

Preservation and/oxr Documentation of
Archaeological Rescurces. Where a state or
local archaecological resocurce 1s known to
exist or 1is discovered on the site, the
developer shall inform the City and State and
shall protect and/or document such resources.

(1} Protection shall include leaving
archaeological resources untouched
beneath a new development through
adaptation of foundation design or
architectural layout,

{ii) Where the applicant can demonstrate that
complete protection is nolt feasible, the
applicant shall excavate and document
archeological resources. Such measures
shall be conducted in consultation with
the City Historic Preservation Program
and Maine Historic Preservation

14-723



Drate:  08-14-2015

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
OR. CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

Pursuant to review under the City of Portland's Historic Presctvation Ordinance (Chapter 14, Article I of
the Portland City Code), application iz heteby made fot a Cettificate of Approptiateness for the following

work on the specified histordc propetty:

PROJECT ADDRESS:

27 High Street

CHART/BLOCK/LOT: 08-14-2015 (for staff use anly)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Descrbe below each major component of your project. Describe how the
proposed worle will impact existing architectural featutes and/or building materials. If1note space is needed,
continue on a scpatate page. Attach drawings, photogtaphs and/or specifications as necessary to fully
iltustrate your project—see following page for suggested attachments.

101 York Street, LLC (a subsidiary company of J.B. Brown & Sons) is propasing a

mixed-use development at the corner of York Street and High Street In the B-3

zone. The proposal is a 5-story building that will provide approximately 17,000

sq.ft. of flexible commercial on the first floor and 63 residential apartments on the

upper 4 floors. Also, the development will Include a 2-level parking structure with

211 total spaces in the back of the 5-story structure. As it relates to the Historic

District, 27 High Stregt Is under the common ownership with the project a lot line

adjustrment to property lines is proposed. In addition, the proposal is to raze and

exising brick paver patio and planters on 27 High Street to provide a landscape

buffer and a new brick patio area to be shared with the proposed project. Please

see the attached hardscape plans for a graphic representation of the propos'ed

improvements and the attached photo graphs for the previous and current

conditions. Also, please note that in reviewing aerial photos of 27 High Street, the

existing hardscape and planters was installed some time after 2008 when J.B.

Brown purchased 101 York Street. Previously to those improvements, the area

was deteriorated bituminous pavement, lawn, and weeds.

Page2ol8
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Tuweechuy by 20, 2006 42007 PM

PLANTING SCHEDULE - — -
[TREES
| Duantity {Latinh Name Commen Mame Scheduled Size
1 \icer saccharum 'Graen Mountaln Grean Mountain Sugsr Maple: 2-2.5" Lal.
4 Babuta nigra 'Heritage’ Heritags River Birch 225" C.
3 |Ginkgo blgtia Maidenhair Trea 228" Cal
10 |Zelkova servata 'Grozn Vase! Green Vase Zelkava (R) 2:2,5" Cal.
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Quantity |Latin Name Common Name Scheduled Siza
2 Ginkao biloba } Maidonhair Trea 2-25"Cal. |
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP
WILLISTON WEST CHURCH & PARISH HOUSE
32 THOMAS STREET
TO: Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
DATE: October 16, 2015
RE: October 21, 2015 Workshop — Preliminary Review of Proposed Site

Alterations and Building Addition (Connector)

Note: This workshop was originally scheduled for the 10/7/15 agenda, bui was
posiponed to the 10/21/15 agenda. The application has not been revised since
the original report. Lefters received since the mailing of the original report
are enclosed as Attachment 2.

Address: 32 Thomas Street
Applicant: Frank Monsour, 32 Thomas Street LLC
Consultants: Mathew Winch, Architect, Garrison Consulting

Cynthia Orcutt, Landscape Architect, Orcutt Consulting

Introduction

A workshop has been scheduled to consider plans for site alterations and a replacement
building addition at the Williston West Church complex at 32 Thomas Street. The complex is
comprised of the church itself, located at the corner of Thomas and Carroll Streets, and the
parish house positioned to the south of the church. At the street edge, the two buildings are
separated by a courtyard area. A small addition built sometime after the two historic
structures were constructed serves to connect the parish hall and church at the rear of this
courtyard.

The proposed site alterations and replacement connector structure are proposed in conjunction
with plans to convert the parish house to 5 residential units, while maintaining the previously-
approved office use on the first floor. The subdivision request that would allow the 5
residential units is scheduled to be reviewed by the Planning Board. There are no current
reuse plans for the sanctuary.



The applicant’s consultants have provided a very detailed written description of the project, as
well as existing and proposed site plans, photographs of existing conditions and images of
proposed plant and hardscape materials. As such, the following staff narrative is fairly brief.

Proposed Site Alterations

The project calls for the comprehensive redevelopment of the courtyard area, including
removal of an existing handicap ramp to the church; removal of an existing asphalt driveway
and parking space adjacent to the Parish Hall; and removal of existing overgrown vegetation.
The applicant proposes to regrade the courtyard to address existing drainage problems.

The new site plan calls for the introduction of four parking spaces next to the Parish House.
The four spaces are stacked and oriented parallel to Thomas Street. An entrance drive paved
and edged in Belgian block granite pavers will lead into the courtyard. The entrance drive is
centered on the three stained glass windows of the church narthex.

Separating the entrance drive from the parking spaces is a brick walkway. This walkway
leads back to a set of granite stairs and brick landing which provide access into the new
replacement connector between buildings. (The entrance to the residences will be from this
connector.) Note that an existing sct of granite steps leading to a door facing the courtyard
will be removed. The new stairs will be reoriented to lead to the new brick landing.

The parking spaces themselves will be paved in asphalt with the individual spaces delineated
by Belgian block pavers. A densely-planted yew hedge is proposed to be planted between the
parking spaces and the sidewalk to screen the cars. Granite posts are proposed to mark the
pedestrian entrance to the Parish House and the entrance to the vehicular drive within the
courtyard.

Note that the enclosed plans show a new curb cut and additional parking space on the south
side of the parish house. Staff understands that this parking space has been eliminated.

Landscaping around the church itself will also be reworked and simplified. Note that the
project description calls for the removal of the iron fencing along Carroll Street.

Replacement Connector

As noted above, the small building connector that adjoins the parish house and the chapel
portion of the church was constructed sometime after the two structures were built. Tt was
built originally as an open breezeway, but was enclosed sometime later. Architecturally, it is
not of the same caliber as the buildings it adjoins. Plans call for replacing this structure with a
fully glazed entry portico with a flat roof. A new glass guardrail is proposed at the edge of the
raised brick landing that accesses this entry portico. On the back side of the portico, away
from the street, another brick landing and stairs are proposed. These lead to a service area at
the rear.



Staff Comments

The threshold question raised by this application is the appropriateness of introducing four
parking spaces within the courtyard separating Williston West Church and its Parish House.
It is clear from early photographs of the church complex that this area was originally intended
as a simple landscaped area. Over time, however, the original design intent has been
compromised with the introduction of an asphalt driveway that widens to provide a parking
space, as well as the construction of a large wood ramp parallel to the sidewalk. This area
also functioned as a nursery school playground for many years. The result is a rather motley
site treatment that does not reinforce the significant architecture of the complex.

Review Standard #1 is instructive in the review of the proposed site alterations. It encourages
reuse schemes that require minimal alterations to the character-defining features of a structure,
object or site. Standard # 2 also instructs that the distinguishing qualities of a site not be
destroyed. In this case, however, the site in question has already been altered from its original
design intent. The question for consideration is whether an increase in parking within this
historic courtyard area can be accomplished in such a way that is compatible with the
character-defining features of this historic property. Setting aside the threshold question of
whether any parking is appropriate in this setting, it appears that every cffort has been made to
use screening, high quality, contextual hardscape materials and selective plantings to make the
new site treatment as compatible as possible.

Less detailed information has been provided about the proposed replacement building
connector. The Board is being asked to respond to the general design concept, with the
understanding that more detailed elevations, details and specifications will follow.

Applicable Review Standards

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

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

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

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



Attachments

Applicant submission, including project description, photographs, existing and
proposed site plans, elevations and details

. Public Comment



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP
WILLISTON WEST CHURCH & PARISH HOUSE
32 THOMAS STREET

TO: Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager

DATI: October 2, 2015

RE: October 7, 2615 Workshop — Preliminary Review of Proposed Site

Alterations and Building Addition (Connector)

Address: 32 Thomas Strest
Applicant: Frank Monsour, 32 Thomas Street LLC
Consultants: Mathew Winch, Architect, Garrison Consulting

Cyathia Orcutt, Landscape Architect, Orcuit Consulting

Intreduction

A workshop has been scheduled to consider plans for site alterations and a replacement
building addition at the Williston West Church complex at 32 Thomas Street. The complex is
comprised of the church itself, located at the corner of Thomas and Carroll Streets, and the
parish house positioned to the south of the church. At the street edge, the two buildings are
separated by a courtyard area. A small addition built sometime after the two historic
structures were constructed serves to connect the parish hall and church at the rear of this
courtyard.

The proposed site alterations and replacement connector structure are proposed in conjunction
with plans 1o convert the parish house to 5 residential units, while maintaining the previously-
approved office use on the first floor. 'The subdivision request that would allow the 5
residential units is scheduled to be reviewed by the Planning Board. There are no current
reuse plans for the sanctoary.

The applicant’s consultants have provided a very detailed written deseription of the project, as
well as existing and proposed site plans, photographs of existing conditions and images of
proposed plant and hardscape materials. As such, the following staff narrative is fairly brief.



Proposed Site Alterstions

The project calls for the comprehensive redevelopment of the courtyard area, including
removal of an cxisting handicap ramp to the church; removal of an existing asphalt driveway
and parking space adjacent to the Parish Hall; and removal of existing overgrown vegetation.
The applicant proposes to regrade the courtyard to address existing drainage problems.

The new site plan calls for the infroduction of four parking spaces next to the Parish House.
The four spaces are stacked and oricnted parallel to Thomas Street. An entrance drive paved
and edged in Relgian block granite pavers will lead into the courtyard. The entrance drive is
centered on the three stained glass windows ot the church narthex.

Separating the cntrance drive from the parking spaces is a brick walkway. This walkway
leads back to a set of granite stairs and brick landing which provide access into the new
replacement connector hetween buildings. (The entrance to the residences will be from this
connector,) Note that an existing sel of granite steps leading to a door facing the courtyard
will be removed. The new stairs will be reoriented to fead to the new brick landing,

The parking spacss themselves will be paved in asphalt with the individual spaces delineated
by Belgian block pavers. A densely-planted yew hedge is proposed to be planted hetween the
parking spaces and the sidewalk to screen the cars. Granite posts are proposed to mark the
pedestrian entrance to the Parish tlouse and the entrance to the vchicular drive within the
courtyard.

Note that the enclosed plans show a new curb cut and additional parking space on the south
side of the parish house. Staff understands that this parking space has been eliminated.

Landscaping around (ke church itself will also be reworked and simplified. Note that the
project description calls for the removal of the iron fencing along Carroll Street.

Replacement Connector

As noted above, the small building connector that adjoins the parish housc and the chapel
portion of the church was constructed sometime after the two structures were built. It was
built originally as an open breezeway, but was enclosed sometime later. Architecturally, it is
not of the same caliber as the buildings it adjoins. Plans call for replacing this structure with a
fully glazed entry portico with a flat roof. A new glass guardrail is proposed at the edge of the
raised brick landing that accesses this entry portico. On the back side of the portico, away
from the street, another brick landing and stairs are proposed. These lead to a service avea at
the rear,

Stall Comments

The threshold question raised by this application is the appropriateness of introducing four
parking spaces within the courtyard separating Williston West Church and its Parish House.
It is clear from early photographs of the church complex that this area was originally intended
as a simple landscaped arca. Over time, however, the original design intent has been
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compromised with the introduction of an asphalt driveway that widens to provide a parking
space, as well as the construction of a large wood ramp paraliel to the sidewalk., This area
also functioned as a nursery school playground for many years. The result is a rather motley
site treatment that does not reinforce the significant architecture of the complex.

Review Standard #] is instructive in the review of the proposed site alterations. It encourages
reuse schemes that require minimal alterations to the character-defining features of a structure,

object or site.

Standard # 2 also instructs that the distinguishing qualitics of a site not be

destroyed. In this case, however, the sife in question has already been aliered from its original
design intent. The question for constderation is whether an increase in parking within this
historic courtyard arca can be accomplished in such a way that is compatible with the
character-defining features of this historic property. Setting aside the threshold question of
whether any parking is appropriate in this sctting, it appears that every effort has been made to
use screening, high quality, contextual hardscape materials and selective plantings to make the
new site freatment as compatible as possible.

Less detailed information has been provided about the proposed replacement building
connector. The Board is being asked to respond to the general design concept, with the
understanding that more detailed clovations, details and specifications will follow,

Applicable Review Standards

()

(2)

9
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Attachments

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

The distinguishing original gualities or character of a structuve, object or site and ils
environmeni shall not be destroyved. The removal or alteration of any historic
maferial 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 rot destroy
significant cultural, hiviovical, architectural or archeological materials that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiaied 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 alterations to structures gnd objects shall be
wndertaten in such a monner that, if such additions or alterations were lo be
removed in the fisure, the essential form and integrity of the historic property
weonld be unimpaived.

1. Applicant submission, including project deseription, photographs, existing and
proposed site plans, elevations and details
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September 15, 2015

Portland Historic Preservation Board
389 Congress Sirest
Portland Maine, 04101

Re: Submission for Historic Preservation Review
32 Thomas St — Willisten West Church

Dear Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board,

On behalf of 32 Thomas Street LLC please accept and consider this submission for Historic
Preservation review and Certificate of Appropriateness plan review for the conversion of the
parish house at 32 Thomas Street fo 5 residential dwelling uniis and office use. The work
proposed meets the requirements of the conditional rezoning agreement for the property as well
as the underlying requirements for the R4 Zene, which in part are applicable to this submission.

This submissicn includes:

A completed applicaticn and fee.

A narrative of the proposed work and compliance with the requirements
Deed forthe property _

Existing site plan and existing conditions analysis

Preliminary utility plan and site plan

llfustrative landscape plan and detailed landscape plan.

Existing floor plan and proposed first floor plan for associated context
Exterior elevations and building sections,

OO0 D oGO

Along with this submittal, we are concurrently submitiing fo the Planning Board as required for
conditionally allowed residential sub-division in the R4.

We look Torward to the workshop review of this submission as we work fowards a final plan and

final hearing for our application.

Sincerely,

A\ .o

Matthew G Winch, Architect
Principal

A Mazine Licensed Architect 41 Edgewood Avenue Portland, ME 04103
(207) 450-0750
matthewwinch@zearthlink.net



Activities Requiting Approval in Histotic Districts

If your property is located within 2 historic disirict or is an individually desionated historie siructure, it is
necessary (o receive approval hefore proceeding with any exterior alteration, construction activity or site
improvement that will be wisible from a public way. Following is a st of activities requiring review.
Please check all those actvities that apply to vour proposed project.

Alterations and Repair

Window and door replacement, including storms/screens

Removal and/ or replacement of architectural detailing (for example porch spindles and

colummns, railings, windew moldings, and cornices)

Porch replacement or construction of new parches

Installation or replacement of siding

Masonry work, mcluding repointing, sandblastiag, chemical cleaning, painting whete the masonry has
never been painted, or conversely, removal of paint where the masonry histarically has heen painted

Installation ot replacement of cither roofing or gutters when they are a significant and integral fearure
of the structure

O O oo o

Alteration of zccessory structures such as garages

Additions and New Construction

New Consiruction

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

Tostallation of exterior access stairs or fire cscapes

Installadon of antennas and satellive receiving dishes

Installation of solar coilectors

OO00O0N0E &

Rooftop mechanicals

Signage and Exterior Utilitics

] Installation or alteranon of any exterior sign, swning, or related lighting
Ll Bxteror lighting where proposed 1n comjunction with commercial and insatutional sipnage ar awnings
(] Dxterdor utilities, including mechanical, plumbing, and clectrical, where placed on or near dearly

visible facades
Site Alicrations
5] Installation or modification of site featutes other than vegetation, including fencing, retaining walls,

drivewars, paving, and re-grading

Moving and Demolition

[+/] Moving of structuzes or ebjects on the same site or to anather site
[l Any demolition or reloeation of 2 landmark contributing and/er contributing structure within a
district

Note: Yourproject may also tequite 2 building permit. Please call Building Tnspections
(874-8703) to make this detcomination.



APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET

PROJECT DESCRIPTION _

The project site, 32 Thomas Street, sits at the corner of Thomas and Carrol Street on Portland’s Western Prom-
enade. The lot is approximately 18,000 SF in size and is comprised of two smaller parcels. The first parcel; 100°
(along Carrol Street) by 105° (along Thomas Street) contains the Williston West Church, completed in 1877 and
designed by Portland architect Francis H. Fassett. The second parcel; 100° wide (adjacent to the Church parcel)
by 75 (along Thomas Street) contains the Parish House, built in 1904 and designed by Portland architect fohn
Calvin Stevens. The two buildings were con nected at a later date by a breezeway, which is not an historic struc-

ture. Both buildings, the Church and Parish House, were admiited to the National Register of Historic Places in
1980. The survey plan is copied below: '
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Both buildings are large, solid structures, comprised of brick facades with heavy granite and limestone detail-
ing. Gothic details punctuate each building including tall stained glass windows, several round stained glass
windows, ornate brick dental edging just below the roof line, arched window and door openings, slanted pilas-
lers, copper gulters, steeply pitched slate roofs, a tall, ornate bell tower and solid granite water tabie bases at the
ground level.

This Applicant propeses a reuse of the Parish House for five residential units, one for a caretaker and four market
rate units, o supplement the currently allowed office space within the building, The interior of the Church will
remain unimproved for now.

The building exteriors are in good condition and remain almost unaltered from the time of original construc-
tion. Each building shows some signs of wear and weathering, but the overall composition of buildings remains
today much like it appeared in the early 1900s. Photographs of the elevations of each building are copied on the
next pages. These photographs were taken in September, 2015, illustrating current conditions.
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West facade facing parking lot - featuring significant stained glass windows

North facade facing Carrel Street - [eaturing Bell Tower



APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET

Williston West Parish House facades:

South facade facing residential neighbor

=5

West facade facing parking lot

0

R

North facade [acing Courlyard - featug entrance portico and illustrating current condition of brick afid1
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Fast facade of ‘Connector’ piece facing Thomas Street West facade of ‘Connector’ piece facing parking




APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @32 THOMAS STREET

EXISTING LANDSCAPE

The landscape surrounding Williston West Church and Parish House is overgrown. Although filled with many
lovely plants, small trees and flowers, these materials have been left to grow too large for the space. Architectural
details have been obliterated, light to stained glass windows is blocked and individual plants are now meshed
into one another. Aside from a very robust, and appropriately located row of Hosta and one lovely Hydrangea
shrub,/tree both along the northern side of the Church building, facing Carrol Street, existing plant material
should be removed.

Other site features that have been added over the years should also be removed, including an unsafe, dilapidated
fence along Carrol Street, an asphalt and wood ramp leading up to a side door of the Church in the Courtyard,
unsafe steps in the Courtyard, a leaking bulkhead in the Courtyard, deteriorating asphalt in the Courtyard and a

tired sign facing Thomas Street. Photographs illustrating some of these features are printed below:

Photo above: Overgrown planting by Church

Top left: Hosta edge and Hydrangea along Carrol Street
'lc»p right: Planting blocking light and views of stained glass at
Church.
Bottom left: Ramp to side door of Church

Bottom right: Overgrown planting by the Parish House




APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET
HISTORIC CONTEXT

A photograph taken in 1931 shows a Church and Parish House surrounded by a very simple and low landscape.
The stained glass windows were open to light and they were visible from the street. 'The sidewalks that lined both
Thomas and Carrol Streets were met by a simple grass lawn that sloped up towards the buildings. Plant materials
on these sloped banks were low, simple and were probably perennials that disappeared in the winter. This land-
scape allowed the architecture of these magnificent buildings to be seen by the public and allowed light to pen-
eirate through the stained glass into the interior of the building. The landscape of today is vastly different: it is
dense with greenery and competes with the intricacy of the archltecture The concept of the proposed Site Plan
is to remove the overgrown landscape of today and replace this with a much simpler landscape plan, reflecting

the site design from in the early 1900s. The comparison of the landscape of 1931 (top photo) and the I'mdscape-
of today (bottom photo) is illustrated by the photographs below:




APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET
EXISTING CONDITIONS

The drawing copied below illustrates the existing conditions and analysis of the current site at 32 Thomas Street.

As described above, most of the plant material is overgrown and should be removed, with the exception of the

Hosta and one Hydrangea along the Carrol Street edge. The locations of the bulkhead, steps, asphalt and wood

ramp to be removed in the Courtyard are illustrated. The atea to the west of the Connéctor between buildings is !
a mess of plants, abandoned mechanical equipment, piping and other refuse - all to be removed. The metal fire

escape to the south of the Parish House is to be removed. It should be noted that the granite steps at the corner

of Thomas and Carroll Streets have recently been re-pointed and the steps at the center door to the Church fac- -
ing Thomas Street are in very good condition. Both sets of steps will remain.

A compass diagram indicates the path of the sun during the year, which shows that there is a nice pocket of goad
sun exposure and protection from harsh winds in the courtyard.
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SITE PLAN

The proposed preliminary site plan development for 32 Thomas Street is shown on the following page.
A written project description follows on the next several pages.
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APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET
SITE DESIGN

The praposed preliminary site design for 32 Thomas Street has three major components: the Street edge, the
Courtyard and the Service area.

The Street Edge - The narrow edges along Thomas and Caxrol Streets will be restored to their earlier simplici-

ty. The broken and unsafe fencing along Carrol Street will be removed and the Hosta edge will be restored. All
other plant material, including invasive ivy, will be removed and replaced with grass. The one specimen Hydran-
gea will be saved and pruned to improve the structure. The edge along Thomas Street will be stripped of existing
plant material and regraded to slightly slope up towards the Church, as shown on the 1931 photograph. Grass
will be planted along the brick walkway. A double row of Stella deOro Daylily will edge the grass, backed by a
double row of Ostrich Fernalong the Church and Parish House walls. Both plants will die back during winter
months. '

Existing Hosta to remain Stella deOro Daylily Ostrich Fern

The Courtyard - Most everything currently in the existing Courtyard will be removed. The site will be regraded
to match street grade and drain properly. The proposed design includes one parking space for each market rate
unit, for a total of four parking spaces, and two pedestrian entrances: one to the Office space and one to the Res-
idential units. The Office entrance is from a brick sidewalk leading from Thomas Street to the existing canopy
into the Parish House. The Residential entrance will be through a new; transparent connector portico, placed be-
tween the Church and Parish House. Access will be from a set of granite stairs, leading to an upper, brick paved
landing at the portico level. Walls, piers and caps will be granite. Railings will be bronze with glass inserts. The
concept is to make this new addition clearly modern - sympathetic in form and scale to the historic buildings,
but not copying the historic details ot style.

The four parking spaces will be accessed from Thomas Street via a new curb cut that centers on the three mag-
nificent stained glass windows in the Church. This will increase visibility of these windows for the public and
insure maximum light penetration for the stained glass. Granite Belgium block pavers will line the access road
and granite piers will mark the opening from the street. A granite planter sits at the base of the windows, at the
end of the access road, to soften this view. This planter is to be filled with annuals each summer. A hrick walk
separates the parking stalls from the access road and leads occupants to the Residential entrance stairs. A low
perennial border lines the south facing edge of the Courtyard, filled with long-flowering Stella DeQOro Daylily
and Obedient plant. Icicle Veronica will be planted between the Daylily and Obedient plant to insure constant
white blooms throughout the summer months. Finally, a solid hedgerow of evergreen FHicks Yew will fill the
planting strip between the parking stalls and Thomas Street sidewall, blocking views of the automobile, yet still
allowing views from the street to the historic architecture. A photo mock-up of the view from Thomas Street,
copied on the next page, illustrates the Courtyard design concept of creating a full public view of the historic
windows while blocking views of parked cars.



Above: A photo simulation of the preposed design for the Courtyard, as seen from Thomas Street, Cars are
parked behind the hedge of Hicks Yew, separated from the Belgium Block paver entry drive by a brick sidewalk,

Photos to the lefi:
Evergreen Hicks Yew

Photos below:
Obedient Plan (left)
Icicle Veronica (right)



APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS- SITE DESIGN @ 32 THOMAS STREET

SITE DESIGN (CONTINUED)

. ik M ’ - - -- - 01'.‘1 . ._‘_ e £
Images taken in Portland’s Western Promenade showing examples of typical landscape materials proposed for the Courtyard, such as
low granite curbing, brick sidewalks, granite piers, Belgium block paving, and simple landscape plantings.

The Service Yard- The area to the west of the new Connector will be reserved for use by the Residents for their
service needs. Rolling garbage and recycling containers, two for each unit, will be stored in this location. The
avea will be paved in asphalt and properly drained to avoid oder accumulation. The area will be hidden from
view by two brick screen walls, one to the west and one to the east. The castern wall will have a planting area at
the base, which will be seen from the Residential Entrance. This planting arca will be at the same elevation as the
Entrance portico. A set of stairs will lead to the lower level - where the service area is housed. The service area
will be locked from public access by a gate. The Caretaker will roll garbage bins towards 'Thomas Street, using
the paved walkway that extends from the service area gate, behind the west side of the Parish House and down
the walkway to the south of the Parish House to the street side. This will happen on a weekly basis'on trash col-
lection days. The bins will sit in the widened p_aved.:area to the south of the Parish House, away from the public
brick sidewalk, until emptied and returned to the service yard. This widened area will also be used as a parking
space by the Caretaker on non-trash collection days.

Plantings to be installed on the south side of the Parish House include one specimen Royal Star Magnolia tree
and a hedgerow of Limelight Hydrangea. These white blooming plants will help soften the edge of the Parish
House that site adjacent to a residential home.

Royal Star Magnolia as a specimen tree Limelight Hydrangea hedgerow
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WARRANTY DEED
Maine Statutory Short Form

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS, that WILLISTON-WEST CHURCH,
a/kfa Williston-West United Chuarch of Christ, suceessor in interest to Williston
Church, a Maine non-profit corporation having a place of business at Portland, County
of Cumberland, and State of Maine, for consideration paid, grants to 32 THOMAS
STREET, LLC, a Maine limited liability with a place of business in Portland, County of
Cumberland and State of Maine, whose mailing address is 477 Congress Street, Suite
601, Portland, Maine 04101, with WARRANTY COVENANTS, the land, together with
any improvements thereon, located in the City of Portland, County of Cumberland and

State of Maine, and more particularly described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made
a part hereof.

N WITNESS WHEREQF, said WILLISTON-WEST CHURCH has caused this

instrument to be signed and sealed by Patrick Castin, its duly-authorized Chatrman of the
Board of Trustecs this [ﬁTHday of December, 2011,

WITNESS: WILLISTON-WEST CHURCH,

afk/a Wiaitston-West United Church of
Chyfst, suctessor in interest to Williston

“«.\Hﬁ7u§1 i
' 24 By: Patrick Costin
Its: Chairman of Board of Trustees

STATE OF MAINE

COUNTY OF CUMBERL.AND December £ 2011

Personally appeared before me the above-named Patrick Costin, Chairman of the
Board of Trustees, and acknowledged the foregoing to be his free act and deed in said
capacity and the free act and deed of said chuich.

Nﬁ%ﬂ"}" Publiv/Attorney at Law”

Printed Name




Vdows 62114 BR*29217 Fas 172

EXHIBIT A
TO
WARRANTY DEED

Two certain lots or parcels of land, together with any improvements thereon, situated in the City

of Portland, County of Cumbcrland and State of Maine and further described as follows:

PARCEL 1: A certain parcel of land located in said Portland bounded as follows,
Beginning at the corner made dy the intersection of the Westerly side of Thomas Street
unto the Southerly side of Carroll Street; thence Southerly by said Westerly side of
Thomas Street one hundred and five (105) feet to a point; thence Westerly on a line
parallel with said Southerly side of Carroll Street one hundred (100) feet to a point; thence
Northerly on a line parallel with said Westerly side of Thomas Street on¢ hundred and five
(105) feet to said Carroll Sueet; thence Easterly by said Carroll Street (0 the point begun
at. Being the same premises described in two certain agreements between Abby A, Steele
and John H. True. Being the premises described in a deed from Abby A. Steele to
Williston Church dated April 13, 1886 and recorded in the Cumberland County Registry
of Deeds in Book 525, Page 221.

PARCEL 2: Property located in said Portland, being the premises described in a deed
from Edward P. Chase to Williston Church dated September 9, 1897 and recorded i the
Cumberland County Registry of Deeds in Book 652, Page 460.

Also hereby conveying all of the Grantor's righ, title and interest in and to the fee underlying all
public or private rights-of-way, easements, streets and alleys over, contiguous, benefitting or
appurtenant to the premises.

The above deseribed property 1s conveyed subject to an Easement [rem Williston Church to
Central Maine Power and New England Telephone and Telegraph dated November 11, 1970
and recorded in said Registry of Deeds in Book 3157, Page 51.

By acceptance of this deed, Grantee agrees, for itself and its successors and assigns, that should
the Grantee, its successors ot assigns, at any time desire to demelish or alier the building on the
property conveyed herein as to resulf in material damage to or removal of the stained glass
windows, pipe organ and church bell, the Grantor shall have the right to remove and repossess
the alfected stained glass windows, pipe organ and church bell, without charge, but at its own
expense, for preservatien, recycling and/or re-use by Grantor, its successors and assigns, al
Grantor’s other location or elsewhere; provided, however, that Grantor, its successors or
assians, shatl at its own expense reasonably restore any portion of the property disturbed by
such removal activities.

Meaning and intending to describe the same property as described in a deed from Abby Steele

tp Williston Church, dated April 13, 1886 and recorded in said Registry of Deeds in Book 523,
Page 221and in a deed from Edward Chase to Williston Church, dated September 9, 1897 and

recorded in said Registry of Deeds in Book 652, Page 460.

2
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The above-described premises were surveyed by Northeast Civil Solutiens as shown on a
“Boundary Survey of 26 Thomas Sireet, Portland, Maine’ dated December 13, 2011, and the
Grantor conveys all right, title and interest in and to the metes and bounds description as
follows: v

A certain lot or parcel of land, together with any improvements thereon, located on the
southerly side of Carroll Street and on the westerly side of Thomas Street, in the City of
Pertland, County of Comberiand, State of Maine, being more particularly bounded and
described as follows:

BEGINNING at a #3 rebar w/cap stamped "NCS, INC PLS 1314" at the intersection of the
southerly right-of-way line of Carrol] Street and the wasterly right-of-way line of Thomas
Street. Said rebar being shown on a plan entitled "Boundary Survey of 26 Thomas Strect,
Portland, Maine" by Northeast Civil Selutions, dated December 13, 2011;

THENCE S 17°4620" W along the westerly right-of-way line of said Thomas Street 180.0(Y to
a #5 rebar w/cap stamped "NCS, INC PLS 1314". Said rebar being the northeasterly corner of
tand now or [ormerly of McKee Associates LLC as recorded in a deed recorded in the
Cumbertand County Registry of Deeds in Book 15262, Page 140;

THENCE N 72758'37" W along the northerly line of land now or formerly of said McKee
Associates LLC, 100.00' to a #5 rebar w/cap stamped "NCS, INCPLS 1314";

THENCE N 17°46'20" E along the easterly line of said McKee Associates LLC, land now or
formerly of Sidney Tripp as recorded in a deed recorded in said Registry of Deeds in Book
15671, Page 307 and land now or formerly of McLellan School Houses Condominiums 180.00
to a #3 rebar w/cap stamped "NCS, INC PLS 1314". Said rebar being on the southerly right-of-
way line of Carroll Street;

THENCE S 72°58'37" E along the southerly right-of-way line of said Carroll Sireet 100.00' fo
the POINT OF BEGININNG.

The above described parcel contains 17,998 square feet, more or less.

The basis of bearing for the above described parcel is Magnetic 1980,
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From: Sid Tripp <stripp@maine.rr.com:=

To: Deb Andrews <dga@portlandmaine.gov>
Date: 10/15/2015 10:21 PM

Subject: Wiilliston-West

Hello Historic Preservation Board,

My name is Sid Tripp, I'm a neighbor directly in back of the Parrish House of the Williston-West complex.
A very large portion of the back of my property abuts the largest back portion of the Parrish House, as
well as a portion of the sanctuary. I'm reaching out to you about the possibility that my abutting vacant
property might come into play in the parking, or lack thereof, that seems to be a cog in the redevelopment
of the Williston-West complex.

While | know that the property in question is in it's final stages of approval, | do know that the parking
situation now, and most certainly later, is, and will always be a problem in the west end, and in particular,
for the Williston-West complex. Having attended several workshops, meetings in the complex and City
Hall round-robins, | know that the 4 meager parking spaces in the front of the complex are less than ideal
for the immediate neighborhood and various governing bodies. | also know that | have between 2500 -
3000 square feet of vacant property that abuts the two buildings, and would hold, out of sight, 6-8 cars,
and possibly more, if my property was configured in a confarming way to accommodate a larger lot.

Looking at the breezeway between the two buildings of the complex, and the 12 foot space between the
two, it's very possible that a driveway could be established, leading to hidden parking in the back. This
new parking would add more space to accommodate more off street parking. | would be willing to have a
conversation with your board & the Monsour team about the possibility of a parking lot lease agreement
with the complex. | don't care either way about the mixed use of their space, so there is no further
expectation of the use of the complex an my part.

Looking at the plans online, they have made an error on the extant of their property in the back,
particularly with the Parrish House. It sits closer to the property line (less than 2 feet) than the sanctuary,
which has a 4-5 feet set back. | bring this to your attention, because the plans show the two properties
aligned in the back, which is not the case in reality. The placement of trash cans, and a back path, would
be on my property, not theirs.

| would be happy to a further conversation with the board on this proposal. As an FYI, | have met with
several contractors over the past few months on quotes for a full size swimming pool for that back area.
My construction date would be next spring. | have had a conversation with Deb Andrews about HP's view
of this proposal. As | thought, with its relative seclusion, there wouldn't be any objection from her office. |
am considering my options in full, with this being another factor to consider for the use of this extant piece
of my property.

As you know, land, especially vacant land, is a premium in the west end ~ especially land that could be
used for adjacent parking.

| have indicated to Fred Lamontagne that | would be open to having a conversation with the Monsour
team about the possibility of a monthly lease agreement, at their earliest convenience.

Sid Tripp
39 Neal Street
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Qctober 7, 2015

Portland Historic Preservation Board
c/o Deb Andrews

Portland City Hall

389 Congress Street

Portland, Maine 04101

Re: 32 Thomas Street/former Williston Premises
Dear Chairman Benson and Members of the Board:

While I hope to attend, I am writing this letter to you since it is possible I may not be able
to be present for tonight’s hearing.

The current proposal for the former Williston parish house property involves 5 residential
units. I am supportive of that proposal. This is a significant move toward a residential re-
purposing of the property, which remains the original suggestion of those who questioned the
introduction of an office use into an historic residential neighborhood.

1 would also encourage the Board to direct its attention to having the applicant convert
what remains of the proposed office space in the parish hall to a sixth residential unit. A sixth
unit would further insure the economic re-purposing, and give the owner and residential unit
occupants a stake in the building maintenance and preservation. It could also lead to a review of
the use of the former sanctuary as an adjunct to the residential use, or as a situs for residential re-
purposing of that structure, and avoid a potentially bruising conflict concerning the re-use of the
former sanctuary as an event venue.

‘\'
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Celebrating Over 35 Years of Service
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MEMO

To: Mr. Scott Benson, Chairman, and Members of the Historic Preservation Board
through Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager
From: O, E. Delogu, a homeowner at 22 Carroll Street, Unit #8, Portland, ME 04102
Subject: Approval by Historic Preservation Board for five units of housing in the Parish House
portion of property located at 26-32 Thomas Street, Port. ME 04102, brought by 32
Thomas Street LLC, Mr. Frank Monsour, principal
Date: October 5, 2015

Introductory Note: I apologize to the Chairman and the Board for my absence from the
Board’s hearing of the above agenda item. October 7™ is my wife’s birthday—we have prior
commitments the evening of the hearing. [ would ask that this memo be read at the hearing and
made a part of the Board’s proceedings on this matter.

Substantive Comment: [ support, and fully endorse the expanded residential use of the Parish
House before you this evening. Indeed, it has been my view from the outset of Mr. Mansour’s
acquisition of the property and his dealings with the Planning Board and City Council, that
residential use was/is the most appropriate use of the Parish House.

In the housing market that existed in the neighborhood in early 2012 (and more so today) upscale
residential units (whether rental or condominium) were/are in great demand. These are long-
standing permitted uses in the R-4 zone; such housing is clearly consistent with existing
development/uses in the neighborhood; and (given this Board’s primary concern—historic
preservation) such housing will more fully than the contentious, but now permitted, office uses
provide the “necessary economic value” that will allow the restorative work Mr. Monsour has
laid out to be completed.

In fact, given these practical and economic realities, one wonders why Mr. Monsour has not
sought a sixth residential unit in, a full residential build out of, the Parish House. The space is
available—a variance of slight dimension is all that would be needed.

The developer originally advanced an “economic necessity” argument to justify the office uses
he sought. Those uses he said would facilitate the degree of preservation this Board, the
Planning Board, the City Council sought. You accepted his reasoning; so did the Law Court.
Now he is before you wanting to adjust not just the number of housing units, but some of the
historic preservation commitments express and implied in the Contract Zone.

Fair enough—times change. The economic benefits of office uses in the West End may well
have declined. The economic benefits of upscale housing in the West End were high in 2012 and
are higher today. The disagreements and rancor of litigation and the immediate past should not
obscure today’s economic realities. Increased residential reuse of the Parish House will provide
a more secure economic base for planned historic renovations than the limited office use sought
in 2012—the developer’s application tacitly acknowledges this. A full residential build out of
the Parish Hall would further strengthen this economic base.

Moreover, this Board (moreso than any other regulatory body in the city) knows that there is no
tradition of office uses in the West End. You know full well that the office needs of Majella
Technologies can be readily met in other appropriately zoned areas in Portland. Given these
realities and the economic realities (with respect to residential reuse of the Parish House)
outlined above I would urge this Board to recommend to the developer and to the Planning



Board and Council that a full residential buildout of the Parish House is both in line with the
developer’s proposal (it simply extends the developer’s own reasoning) and will more fully
achieve the historic preservation goals of the city than the present contract zone

Finally, the disposition of this matter along the lines suggested in this memo provides a win/win
situation for all concerned—the uncertainties and contentions in the neighborhood with respect
to now permitted office uses goes away; historic preservation goals are made more secure;
additional housing (a high priority in Portland) will be provided. In short, the Historic
Preservation Board would be a vehicle for conciliation and would be acting well within its
authority and area of expertise advancing the recommendation outlined in this memo.

Respectfully Submitted,

0. E. Dclogu



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

PUBLIC HEARING
PORTLAND COMPANY COMPLEX

58 FORE STREET

TO: Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board

FROM: Deborah Andrews, IHistoric Preservation Program Manager

DATE: October 15, 2015

RE: October 21, 2015 Public Hearing — Review and Comment on Additional
Information re: Condition of Building #1, Portland
Company Complex

Address: former Portland Company complex

58 Fore Street
Introduction

Representatives of CPB2 will be presenting the findings of a recent report prepared by Becker
Structural Engineers (BES) regarding the condition of Building #1 within the Portland Company
Complex. The report provides a more detailed level of structural analysis of the building than the
two reports provided to the Historic Preservation Board during their review of the building
complex for potential historic district designation. Both reports, which addressed most of the
buildings within the complex, were conducted at the same level of analysis, which was described
as a “30,000-foot view”. This level of analysis was considered sufficient for purposes of
evaluating the general feasibility of preserving/rehabilitating each of the 16 individual buildings
within the complex as part of the designation review process. The latest Becker report was
commissioned by CPB2 to support their position that Building #1 lacks sufficient integrity of
condition to warrant classification as a “contributing™ structure within the proposed Portland
Company historic district, a position expressed by CPB2 in letters and testimony to both the
Historic Preservation Board and the Planning Board.

Review of the latest Becker report by the Historic Preservation Board is at the direction of the
Planning Board. Board members will recall that the Planning Board was scheduled to hold a
public hearing and conduct final deliberations on the Portland Company Historic District
designation recommendation on September 8", The public hearing followed a July 28
informational workshop on the Historic Preservation Board’s designation recommendation. At the
start of the September 8 meeting, representatives of CPB2 requested that the public hearing be
postponed to provide more time for the development team to review and respond to material

ONPLAN'Y HISTORIC PRESERVATIONVHP Board Memosi20135 Memosi10-21-2015 Portland Co review and comment re
Building 1.doc -1-



provided in the staff report for the public hearing. The report included a series of responses to
specific questions raised by Planning Board members at the preliminary workshop, including
questions related to the significance and condition of Building # 1. (See Attachment 2, with
supporting material.) Mary Costigan, on behalf of her clients, also submitted a letter in advance of
the September 8 public hearing addressing the Planning Board’s requests for more information.
(See Attachment 3, with supporting material.)

During the course of discussion with the Planning Board on September 8, representatives of CPB2
requested an opportunity to provide a more detailed analysis of Building #1 for the Board’s
consideration. It was the consensus of the Planning Board members that any additional
information should first be presented to the Historic Preservation Board, as the HP Board had
made the initial determination as to Building #1°s classification and had spent considerable time
evaluating the condition of each building within the complex during its deliberations on the
proposed district designation. The public hearing was tabled to October 27", with the
understanding that any additional information would be presented during the intervening period to
the Historic Preservation Board and that the HP Board’s input on the supplemental information
would be taken into consideration by the Planning Board during its final deliberations.

Role of the Historic Preservation Board

Although the role of the Historic Preservation Board in this matter was not explicitly defined by
the Planning Board, staff understands that the Historic Preservation Board is being asked to review
and comment on the new information as it relates to their previous finding that Building #1 meets
the ordinance criteria of a “contributing” structure. The Board is not being asked to formally
amend its July 24 recommendation to the Planning Board, but to act in an advisory role.
Additional input from the Historic Preservation Board will be considered by the Planning Board as
it reviews the HP Board’s historic district designation recommendation for purposes of forwarding
its own recommendation to the City Council.

Questions for Consideration

The recent request to provide a more detailed level of analysis for one of the buildings within the
Portland Company complex raises the following threshold questions:

e What level of analysis is appropriate to establish “integrity of condition” as part of the
historic designation process outlined in Portland’s ordinance?

¢ How does one fairly evaluate the additional information regarding Building #1 when the
same level of information is not available for other buildings within the complex?

Moving on to the findings included in the new Becker report, the Board shall, as before, consider
whether Building #1 meets the historic preservation ordinance’s definition of a “noncontributing”
structure, which reads as follows:

ONPLAN HISTORIC PRESERVATION'HP Board Memosi2015 Memos\10-21-2015 Portland Co review and comment re
Building 1.doc -2-



Noncontributing: A classification applied to a site, structure, object, or portion
thereof within a historic district signifying that 1) it does not contribute generally to
the qualities that give the district...significance as embodied in the criteria for
designating a historic district; 2) was built within 50 years of the date of district
designation unless otherwise designated in the historic resources inventory; or 3)
where the location, design, selting, materials, workmanship and association have
been so altered or have so deteriorated that the overall integrity of the site, structure
or object has been irreirievably lost. A portion of an otherwise contributing or
landmark structure may be determined by the historic preservation board fo be
noncontributing if it meets one or more of the above conditions.

In order for the Board’s input to the Planning Board be as clear and informative as possible,
Board members are encouraged to fully describe the basis for their findings and to identify
the historic preservation ordinance criteria and definitions that guide the Board’s
determination. (Applicable provisions of the ordinance are cited in 9/8/15 Planning Board
report, Attachment 2.)

Attachments

1. October 13, 2015 report from Becker Structural Engineers

2. September 8, 2015 staff report for (postponed) Planning Board Public Hearing,
including selected attachments

3. August 26, 2105 letter from Mary Costigan for (postponed) September 8 public
hearing

4. Recent public comment

ONPLANV HISTORIC PRESERVATIONVHP Board Memos\2015 Memos'10-21-2015 Portland Co review and comment re
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October 13, 2015

Mr. Kevin Costello
Manager ‘
CPB2, LLC |
PO Box 7987 |
Portland, ME 04112 |
|
|

Dear Kevin,

Per your request, we are issuing this letter report to you as a summary of our evaluation of
Building 1 of The Portland Company Complex, located at 58 Fore Street in Portland, Maine. The
purpose of our evaluation is to assess the condition of the building’s structure in order to
determine the modifications and repairs required to meet current adopted codes and standards.
Our analysis of this structure has expanded from a high level conditions assessment of the 58
Fore Street Complex performed by Becker Structural Engineers (BSE) in 2014, to a more detailed
evaluation that will determine the scope of repair work needed to occupy Building 1.

The basis of our analysis as well as itemized descriptions of recommended madifications to the
building are included in the following sections of this report. In addition, we have attached
drawings S1-55, which document the recommendations of this report and can be used to
reference each of the repair items. After performing our evaluation, we have determined that
the repairs and alterations required to meet the current code are extensive,

BASIS OF EVALUATION:

Building 1 at 58 Fore Street was constructed circa 1918. It consists of an exterior masonry wall
shell supporting a combination of steel and timber roof structures, Members of BSE visited the
building on September 22, 2015 to perform observations and take field measurements of the
existing structural elements and systems. Our evaluation is based on these findings and the
City’s adopted codes, which include the International Building Code (IBC) 2009 edition and the
International Existing Building Code (IEBC) 2009 edition. As referenced by IBC, gravity and lateral
loads have been determined using the American Society of Civil Engineers, ASCE 7 Minimum
Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures, 2005 edition. The future occupancy of the
building is unknown at this time, but for the purposes of this evaluation, we have assumed that
this building will serve a public assembly occupancy.

ROOF FRAMING:

Building 1 cansists of a center, clerestory roof structure with lower “saddle-bag” roofs along
each side. The high roof consists of timber decking spanning to steel purlins. The purlins are
supported by clear-spanning steel trusses spaced approximately 20°-0” on center (o.c.), which
are in turn supported by steel columns. The lower roofs also consists of timher decking spanning

75 York Street, Portland, Maine 04101 m 207.879.1838 & beckerstructural.com




58 Fore Street — Building 1 Evaluation
Page 2 of 5

to steel beams. These beams are carried by steel girders that span to the main steel columns
and to the exterior brick walls.

Our recommendations for repairs and modifications to the roof structure are as follows:

e [tem R1: Approximately 30% of the existing timber decking is rotted and needs to be
replaced. The areas requiring repair are scattered throughout the lower and upper
roofs. Our opinion is that it will be more efficient and cost effective to replace all of the
decking rather than replace the individual areas of rot. We recommend using a 3”
neminal tongue and groove (T&G) timber decking as replacement.

o Item R2; Same of the elements in the roof trusses are overstressed for snow loads. We
recommend reinfarcing the chords and some of the web members with new steel rods
or angles. Further analysis is required to determine if the riveted connections at the
truss members are adequate. This detailed analysis was not performed for this report.

o [tem R3: The existing columns supporting the roof structure are overstressed. We
recommend reinforcing them with new steel tee-shapes and plates. In addition, the
column splice that occurs at the low roof is inadeguate, and we recommend reinforcing
it with new steel side plates.

e [tem R4: Our analysis showed the existing bottom chord bridging is inadequate to brace
the truss during uplift caused by wind loads. We recommend welding steel
reinforcement to the existing bridging and cross-bracing, as well as adding new bridge
lines near the ends of the trusses.

LATERAL FORCE RESISTING SYSTEM:

A lateral force resisting system collects wind and seismic loads from the exterior envelope of the
building and transfers them to the foundations and substructure, To transfer loads effectively,
there must be positive load paths from the envelope to the roof diaphragms (existing roof
decking), from the diaphragms to the lateral resisting elements {existing masonry walls), and
from the walls to the foundations. Our observations determined that many of these load paths
are inadequate or do not exist. Examples of this include inadequate fastening of the roof deck to
the exterior walls, as well as several openings and discontinuities in the walls that reduce overall
stiffness and capacity. Our opinion is that Building 1 does not have a functicning lateral force
resisting system, and thus a new system should be installed.

Our recommendations for the lateral force resisting system are as follows:

e [Item L1: To create an effective structural diaphragm for resisting wind and seismic loads,
we recommend sheathing over the all of the new timber decking with 1/2" thick
plywood.

e [tem L2: New steel channels and new beam nailers should be installed to allow the roof
diaphragm to be positively connected to its support structure.

s [tem L3: For lateral forces in the long direction of the building, we recommend installing
new steel rod cross-braces within four bays of the clerestory.

o |tem L4: To transfer forces from the cross braces identified in item L3, as well as the low
roof diaphragms, we recommend installing new columns, beams and braces along the
exterior walls and between the existing columns to create moment frames. Further
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analysis may allow for the existing crane rail beam to be used as part of the new
moment frames, eliminating some of the new structural steel.

e [tem L5: For lateral forces in the short direction of the building, we recommend
installing HSS cross-braced framas (or frames of a similar configuration). A total of six
new frames are proposed to control uplift forces due to wind and seismic loads, We
believe the six frames will best lessen the uplift demand on the mat foundations,
reducing their size and the overall pile quantity as much as possible.

FOUNDATIONS AND SUBSTRUCTURE:

Little is known about the foundations for Building 1 since most of them are not exposed to view.
Based on our past experience with sites along the Portland Waterfront, existing soils typically
consist of poorly compacted fill that is often unsatisfactory for support of structures. Historical
maps of the area indicate the site was originally underwater and was filled in order to construct
the facility. Building 1, however, appears to be well founded with little to no signs of settlement
or foundation distress. Therefore, we believe the building may be supportad by shallow rock or
deep foundation elements, such as pilings or piers, extending to more favorable soils or hedrock
below. Prior to proceeding with the design of structural modifications for the building, further
geotechnical observations and testing would be required to determine the existing soil
properties and the existing foundation characteristics.

Our recommendations for the foundations are as follows and are based on a pile-supported
foundation:

e [tem F1: The existing concrete slab is in fair to good condition but has several surface
deformations and poor levelness. We also found locations where voids beneath the slab
are present. To meet the needs of an assembly occupancy, we recommend replacing the
slab. Prior to placing the new slab, the existing soils will likely require re-compaction,
and new compacted structural fill may also be necessary.

e [tem F2: All new columns will require support from new concrete footings. We
recemmend supporting new footings using steel mini-piles driven to refusal. The
existing exterior wall will likely be undermined during the installation of the new
footings. Therefore, the scope of foundation work will need to include temporary
shoring of the existing exterior walls to install the new footings.

® [tem F3: To control uplifts at the braces and moment frames, new mat foundations and
strip footings will be required. All new foundations will likely need support from mini-
piles. Mini-piles will need to be connected to the mat foundations with uplift anchors.
Lastly, the existing columns will need temporary shoring to allow for the existing footing
to be remaved prior to construction of the new mats.

EXTERIOR WALLS AND FACADE:

The exterior structure of Building 1 consists primarily of multi-wythe, solid brick walls. The
building has several large openings for windows, both at the main level and the clerestory. Brick
above the openings is typically supported by steel plates attached to steel beam lintels. The
brick at the clerastory, however, is supported directly by the roof structure. There are several
steel hangers from the high roof structure to the low roof beams that support the brick. The
eccentric load from the hangers has caused the high roof beams to twist into the building.

'
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Along the south elevation, several vertical cracks are present in each of the brick piers between
the windows. The steel lintels above the windows are anchored into the piers at each end. As
thermal expansion and contraction has occurred over time, our opinion is the lintel anchorage is
restraining movement and causing the cracks. Further evidence of this is shown by the north
elevation, where the larger cracks are not present. This elevation is mostly concealed from
exposure to the sun, which would suggest why the cracks have not developed.

Our recommendations for the exterior of the building are as follows:

e |tem E1: The cracked piers at the south wall are beyond repair and need to be rebuilt.
During the rebuild, we recommend providing vertical control joints in the center of each
of the brick piers to control future cracking.

e |tem E2: The hanging structure that supports the clerestory facade is not performing
adequately, as shown by the twisting beams. We recommend installing new HSS purlins,
removing the hanger connections from the existing beams and connecting them to the
new HSS beams. The HSS members have resistance to torsion and will not twist.

e |tem E3: The steel plates at all of the lintels are heavily corroded and require
replacement. We recommend temporarily shoring the facade, removing the plates,
removing any rust or corrosion on the lintel, and welding new galvanized plates to the
lintels. New flashing details will be required to protect the lintels from future corrosion.

e ltem E4: The lintels in the north and south walls create a hinge in the exterior wall,
significantly reducing its ability to resist out-of-plane wind loads. To eliminate the hinge,
we recommend cannecting each of the brick piers to the new columns with clip angle
connections.

e ltem E5: The exterior brick below the main windows is in poor condition due to rising
damp and splash-back from the rain that falls from the upper roofs. Partial
reconstruction and repair of this brick will be required..

e |tem E6: The steel framed windows and windows sashes throughout the building are in
poor condition and should be replaced. In addition, the cast-stone sills beneath the
windows are showing signs of heavy corrosion and should also be replaced.

o ltem E7: As mentioned in item R1, the roof decking requires replacement at the low
roofs. Our observations determined that the brick walls at the clerestory partially bear
on the existing deck. These walls are in poor shape, with the brick below the window
sills bowing out in most locations. Given the conditicn of the walls and the wall damage
that may occur during the roof deck replacement, we recommend that the clerestory
walls be rebuilt.

CONCLUSION AND CLOSING:

QOur evaluation of Building 1 has shown that the structure does not meet current code
requirements for resisting gravity and lateral forces, including snow, wind and seismic loads. As
a result, a significant amount of structural modifications to the foundaticns and framing will be
required. Repair or replacement is recommended for approximately 50% of the existing
foundations, 100% of the roof deck, 70% of the roof framing and 40% of the masonry. In
addition to these repairs, we believe a significant amount of new structural systems are required
to upgrade the building, including braced frames, moment frames, mat foundations and mini-

E‘



58 Fore Street — Building 1 Evaluation
Page 5 of 5

piles. Our review addresses structural concerns only, and it should be understoad that there will
be mechanical, electrical, plumbing and life-safety upgrades required as well.

We trust that this information addresses your concerns at this time and will be helpful in
planning for the future use of Building 1 at 58 Fore Street This letter report should be
understood in the context it is provided. It is based upon our site observations and preliminary
analysis of existing conditions. It has been prepared to provide an overview of the building’s
structural condition, and to identify the scope and nature of structural issues, which may impact
future use. As there have been some assumptions made regarding the existing framing and
proposed scope of future work, it is important to review, whenever possible, the building for
conformance with the assumptions made. We would be happy te discuss this further, so please
contact us if you have any questions,

Sincerely,
BECKER STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS, Inc.

CARA-2 (Jdrs

Christopher G, Williams, P.E., S.E.
Project Engineer
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President
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PLANNING BOARD REPORT

PORT

Recommendation of Hi

LAND, MAINE

storic Preservation Board to

Designate Portland Company Historic District
58 Fore Street

Submitted to: Portland Planning Board
Public Hearing Date: September 8, 2015

Prepared by: Deborah Andrews, HP Program Manager
Date; September 4, 2015

I. INTRODUCTION

The Planning Board will hold a public hearing and final deliberations on a recommendation by the
Historic Preservation Board to designate a portion of the property at 58 Fore Street as a local historic

district subject to the provisions of Article IX (Hi

storic Preservation) of the Land Use Code. The

Planning Board’s role in this matter is to determine whether the nominated Portland Company
Historic District meets applicable designation criteria in Division 3 of the historic preservation
ordinance, specifically the criteria identified in Sec. 14-610 (a) and (b). The Planning Board is also
charged with considering the effect of such designation on other aspects of the Comprehensive Plan.
Based on its determination, the Planning Board will forward its recommendation regarding designation
of the Portland Company Historic District to the City Council, which has the final authority as regards
local designation of nominated historic properties.

The proposed designation applies to an area occupying approximately 4.3 acres of the 9.93 acre

58 Fore Street parcel and includes 8 identified contributing structures, the footprint of several structures
classified as noncontributing due to physical condition or date ol construction and common areas
associated with the historic Portland company complex.

A workshop on the proposed designation was held on July 28, 2015. Much of the material provided in
the July 28 workshop memo is included in the public hearing report. New material included in this

report includes:

e Responses (0 questions raised during the preliminary workshop--see Section IX of the report,
page 14. Additional attachments related to these responses are enclosed as

ATTACHMENTS 10, 11, 12 and 13.

e An evaluation of the effect of the proposed designation on other aspects of the
Comprchensive Plan, prepared by Senior Planner Christine Grimando—sec Section X of the

report, page 19
e  Motions for the Board’s consideration



IT. HISTORIC PRESERVATON BOARD RECOMMENDATION

On June 24, 2015, the Historic Preservation Board voted 7-0 to recommend to the Planning Board and City
Council that the Portland Company complex at 58 Fore Street be designated a local historic district as delineated
below and as further defined/described in the attached Portland Company Historic District Designation Report—
sce ATTACHMENT 2. The Historic Preservation Board’s recommendation was based on findings that the
proposed district meets the designation criteria in Division 3 (Categories and Criteria for Designation) ol the
historic preservation ordinance (Article IX of the Land Use Code).

Building Classifications

Function Classificakion
Erecting Shop Contributing
Mzchine Shop Contributing
Bzchine Shop Contributing
Faundry Noncontributing
Feundry Addition MNancantributing
lacksmith, Tznk shop Cunliibraling
CarShep Noncantributing
Paink Shop

Pattorn Storchouse Moncontributing
Paltern Storchouse Contributing
Drafting RsomyStorehouse  Nontontributing
Boller House Nonconteibuting
Brass Foundry Comtribuling
Vauft Contributing
Dfice Building Noncontributing 3

Portland Company Building Classifications
[ ] contributing Building

l:l Noncontributing Building

Propozed Historic District

E Property Ling

Ny,

IIl. ROLE OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD IN THE DESIGNATION
PROCESS

As prescribed in Portland’s historic preservation ordinance, the Historic Preservation Board’s role in the
designation of landmarks and historic districts is to review the merits of the nomination and, based on
findings as to whether or not the nominated resource meets the ordinance’s designation criteria, forward
a recommendation regarding designation to the Planning Board and Council for their consideration. The
ordinance requires that the Historic Preservation Board’s recommendation be accompanied by a report
which includes the following information (see Sec. 14-617):
s [xplanation of the significance or lack of significance of the nominated district as it relates to
the ordinance’s criteria for designation
e [Lxplanation of the integrity or lack of integrity (as defined in the ordinance) of the nominated
historic district.



e Any proposed design guidelines for review of alterations or construction in the proposed
historic district

¢ Explanation of the relationship of the nominated district to the ongoing cffort by the Historic
Preservation Board to identify and nominate potential areas, sites and structures that meet the
criteria for designation.

e A map showing the boundaries of the nominated district.

e A list of every sile, structure and object in the nominated historic district indicating their
degree of cultural, historic, architectural or archaeclogical significance by classification as of
a landmark or contributing significance.

The formal Portland Company Historic District Designation Report, including map and building
classifications, is enclosed as ATTACHMENT 2. The report reflects the findings of the Historic
Preservation Board and is informed by documentation and analysis provided in two consultant reports
commissioned by the Portland Planning Department for the City’s evaluation of a potential Portland
Company historic district. These include The Portland Company: Historic Significance and Integrity,
prepared by Sutherland Conservation & Consulting (ATTACHMENT 4) and Portland Company
Complex General Building Condition Report, prepared by Resurgence Iingineering and Preservation
Inc. (ATTACHMENT 5).

1IV. ROLE OF THE PLANNING BOARD

In the case of a recommendation for historic district designation, the Historic Preservation Board
forwards its recommendation to the Planning Board for its review and recommendation to the City
Council. (Recommendations for individual landmark designations are forwarded directly to the City
Council.) Like the Historic Preservation Board, the Planning Board must determine whether the district
as defined and delineated in the Designation Report meets the minimum criteria for designation set forth
in Division 3, Sec. 14-610 (a) and (b) AND Sec. 14-611 of the historic preservation ordinance. These
criteria address the sigrificance, historic and archifectural integrity, as well as physical integrity of the
nominated historic district. The Planning Board shall also consider the effect of the proposed
designation on other aspects of the comprehensive plan.

V. BACKGROUND — DOCUMENTATION AND ASSESSMENTS COMMISSIONED BY
THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT

In preparation for the IHistoric Preservation Board’s consideration of the proposed designation, the
Planning Department commissioned two detailed reports to provide the level of documentation and
assessment needed to fairly cvaluate the nominated resource and its eligibility for local historic district
designation. Mindful of the fact that the Maine Historic Preservation Commission identified the
Portland Company as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as early as 1976 but
that the detailed documentation required for nomination had never been prepared, the Planning
Department contracted with Sutherland Conservation & Consulting to document the history of the
company (which remained in continuous operation on Fore Street from 1847to 1982) and to assess its
place in the history of Portland and its significance in the history of manufacturing and transportation at
the local, state and national levels. The Sutherland report provides a detailed description of the
development history of the complex itself as the company evolved to accommodate changes and
expansion in production over time. The report also provides a description and assessment of the
individual extant historic structures within the complex, describing their respective role in the Portland
Company’s operations and their level of historic and architectural integrity. Finally, the Sutherland



report provides an analysis of the visual character of the overall building complex. See
ATTACHMENT 4 for a copy of the Sutherland report.

The Planning Department also commissioned a building condition report on the individual structures
within the complex. A condition report was important in this instance given the fact that the historic
structures within the Portland Company complex appear not to have received any significant level of
maintenance, repair or rehabilitation in recent decades and given that the historic preservation ordinance
requires that a nominated district not only meet the ordinance’s designation criteria related to
significance, but also a separate criterion related to the integrity of the resource. In order to designate a
landmark or historic district, the nominated resource must be found to have sufficient integrity of
location, design, condition, materials and workmanship to make it worthy of preservation (see Sec. 14-
611). The Sutherland report provided adequate information to assess the question of several other
relevant aspects of integrity, but it did not address the question of condition.

Although the owners of the property had retained Becker Structural Engineers to provide a condition
assessment for their own planning purposes and had provided a copy of the report to the City (see
ATTACIIMENT 6), Planning and Historic Preservation stall determined that an independent condition
assessment would be important to the Board’s deliberations. Resurgence Engineering & Preservation, a
structural engineering lirm with expertise and experience in historic rehabilitation, was hired by the City
to conduct the assecssment. It should be noted that the Resurgence report, like the Becker report, was
necessarily limited in scope and taken from a “30,000-foot view”. Given the number of buildings to be
assessed, the limited budget for the report and the fact that no specific use had yet been identified for
any of the buildings which would inform a full assessment of applicable building code, life safety and
other requirements, the review was limited to the current condition of the building envelope and
structural systems. (The limited parameters of the assessments were acknowledged in both reports.)
Additionally, neither consulting firm was asked to explore or recommend specific solutions to address
identified building envelope and structural deficiencics.

Although the two condition reports include a fairly detailed written narrative for each building that
describes the building envelope and structural system and include observations and identification ol
issues, both reports also summarize their findings in a rating system for ease of reference—with 1
representing very poor condition and 5 representing a good structural condition. Although the
Resurgence report, which came after the Becker report, used the same rating system for ease of
comparison, Resurgence provided an alternative rating system as well. As stated in the Resurgence
report, “REP believes there is a more accurate and further defined way to classify the buildings in terms
of condition.”

In addition to the condition index, both reports provide a “relative structural renovation cost index”. As
stated in the Becker report, the cost index was prepared “in an effort to quantify what a renovation might
cost”. An inverse rating system was used here—with 1 representing a relatively low renovation cost and
5 representing a relatively high renovation cost. It should be noted that the historic preservation
ordinance does not include rehabilitation cost as a factor in the evaluation of nominated historic
resources.

A copy of Resurgence Enginecring’s Poriland Comparny Complex General Building Condition Report is
enclosed as ATTACHMENT 5. An excerpted chart from the Resurgence Report (ATTACIIMENT 7)
provides a building-by-building comparison of Resurgence Engineering’s findings as regards condition
and relative rehab cost with those of Becker Structural Engineers.




VI. SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY HP BOARD REVIEW SESSIONS

As noted in the introduction, the Historic Preservation Board held four preliminary workshops on the
proposed historic district designation, as well as two site walks.

Workshop and Site Visit to Review History and Significance of Complex

The first workshop, held on September 24, 2014, followed the completion of the Sutherland report.
Sutherland’s Scott Hanson made a detailed, illustrated presentation on the history of the Portland
Company itsell, explaining that it was built in conjunction with construction of the Atlantic & St.
Lawrence Railroad and was the first complex in the country built specifically for the manufacture of
railroad equipment where the foundry and all of the necessary related shops were located on a single
site. He reviewed the extraordinary range of machines, engines and products related to the fields of
railroad and marine transportation, industry, manufacturing, and architecture that were produced over
the company’s 135-year history, as well as the distribution of its products to industries and
municipalities throughout the country. Mr. Ianson also described the pivotal role the Portland Company
played in the city of Portland’s development and economy (it was the single largest business in the City
in the mid-19™ century), as well as that of the state of Maine.

Mr. Hanson also discussed the Portland Company’s “period of significance”, noting that National
Register listing requires the identification of a period of significance. (Portland’s ordinance does not
specifically require the identification of a period of significance.) The Maine Ilistoric Preservation
Commission had determined a period of significance extending from the company’s founding in 1847 to
its closing in 1982, Within that period, however, Sutherland found that there are more specific (and
more limited) periods of significance for key aspects of the Portland Company’s production. Mr,
Hanson indicated that as of the end of World War II. most of the Portland Company’s marine and
transportation-related work--the type of engines, machinery and products the company had been
founded to produce--had ended and it had diversified its operations to produce a wide range of
architectural, industrial and other products. The last building constructed for the express purpose of
serving the company’s marine and transportation-related work was the Erecting Building, built in 1918.

In his presentation, Mr. Hanson described the specific role each of the extant buildings played in the
overall manutacturing process and the sequence in which products moved throughout the complex

from the initial drawing and pattern-making stage onto the foundry and machine shops and finally, onto
assembly in the Erecting Building or Car Shop. Mr. Hanson explained that while some of the Portland
Company’s original buildings were lost due to fires or were replaced or expanded over time to respond
to changing production needs, the historic buildings that remain on the site today collectively encompass
the complete historic manufacturing process of the Portland Company. In this respect alone, the
Portland Company complex as it exists today is highly significant and underscores Sutherland’s finding
that the Portland Company property derives ils significance as a complex of related, interdependent
structures. Collectively, the buildings provide a substantially complete record of the type of industry
that was located at this site and of the specific functions or steps involved in its fabrication process. The
number and size of extant buildings on the site also convey the company’s scope and scale of operations
during the 19" and 20™ centuries.

Mr. Hanson also reviewed Sutherland’s findings regarding the historic integrity of each of the extant
buildings on the Portland Company property. As Mr. Hanson explained, historic integrity, as defined by
the National Register.” is based on the retention of sufficient essential physical features from the historic
period, including location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and/or association, to




convey the significance of a property.” Sutherland found that all of the buildings retained sufficient
historic integrity to convey the significance of the property. Most of the buildings were found to retain a
high degree of historic integrity.

Finally, Mr. Hanson reviewed the visual character of the Portland Company site and described how the
complex’s visual character contributed to the overall significance of the historic property. Contributing
elements to the complex’s visual character are the primary entrance drive into the site from Fore Street,
which has been the entrance since 1847, as well as the entrance yard which serves the function of
entranceway to the lincar manufacturing paths of circulation. The entrance yard is also the point from
which one can best appreciate the linear alignment of the manufacturing complex. The historic
functional organization and placement of the Portland Company buildings in linear proximity to cach
other is also a major visual characteristic of the site and is unique to Portland in the way that the
industrial buildings form private streets or alleys. The overhead pedestrian bridges spanning these
private streets were also found to be unique in Portland and contribute to the visual character of the site.
As summarized in the Sutherland written report, “to a large degree, the architectural significance of the
Portland Company exists in the relationship of the buildings to each other within the complex. The
proximity and orientation of the buildings to each other permitted related manufacturing processes to
take place in a way that allowed for the efficient progress of stages in the production of the company’s
products.”

Except for a follow-up site walk of the complex in December led by Mr. Hanson, the Historic
Preservation Board’s consideration of potential historic district designation of the Portland Company
was lemporarily suspended until April of 2015. Board review was suspended at the request of the
Planning Director in order to allow the property owners’ pending rezoning request for the property to
proceed through review by the Planning Board and Council to conclusion and provide for a sequential
review process. Rezoning was felt to be a threshold issue for any potential redevelopment of the site
and that consideration of potential historic district designation would appropriately follow.

Formal District Nomination

On February 23, 2015, Board members John Turk and Ted Oldham submitted a formal letter to the
Planning Department nominating the Portland Company complex as a local historic district, consistent
with the requirements for nomination and designation set forth in the preservation ordinance. While the
previous workshops had been conducted in anticipation of/preparation for the formal designation review
process, the nomination letter set the formal process into motion. The letter of nomination was filed as
the Planning Board was concluding its review of the rezoning request and the matter was being sent to
the City Council for final action.

Workshops and Site visit to Review Building Condition

On April 1,2015, Al Hodson, principal of Resurgence Engineering, presented his analysis and findings
regarding building condition in a detailed workshop session. Like Mr. Hanson, Mr. Hodson provided a
building-by-building analysis, describing each building’s original structural system and building
envelope as well as any modifications which had afTected the structural system over time. He reviewed
his general observations of condition and highlighted specific areas of concern. Tle also presented the
ratings he had assigned to cach building based on his analysis and explained that he had adopted the
same rating system used in the Becker report for ease of reference and comparison, while noting that
perhaps a more nuanced rating system would provide a more accurate summary of the condition and
potential of the buildings. An alternative building condition index was offered for consideration.



Mr. Iodson explained that while all of the buildings had suffered some level of deterioration due 1o
years of deferred maintenance, three buildings stood out as presenting the greatest structural and
building envelope challenges. Of the buildings his firm cvaluated, three buildings were found to be in
the most compromised condition. These were Building #7 (Car Shop), Building #10 (Paint Shop), and
Building #11 (Pattern Storehouse). (Resurgence Engineering’s report is enclosed as ATTACHMENT
3. See pg. 2 of Executive Summary,; pgs. 23-28 for written condition analysis of each building; pg. 1 of
Appendix 4 for assigned condition and cost rating.

Mr. Hodson also identified Building #4 as having unique condition issues with an exterior brick
masonry wall system that is integrated with built-up iron or steel structural columns, which columns are
exposed to weather and in an advanced state of disrepair. The columns at the building exterior would
require replacement as part of any rehabilitation program. Detailing for replacement would need to
consider both improved performance as well as preservation of historic integrity, including degree of
replacement of original material. Like the roof structures at Buildings #1, #2, and #3, Mr. Hodson noted
that the roof structure at Building #4 will need to be evaluated for snow load capacity, the decking above
the beams will need to be replaced at deteriorated arcas and all of the roof sheathing may need
replacement. Recognizing these issues, Mr. Hodson’s report also noted that the large and consistently
framed building has fewer variations in its framing than many other structures on the Portland Company
site and this repetition in detailing along with open access to structural members may serve to simplify
necessary structural repairs. (See pg. I of Executive Summary, pgs. 19-22 for written condition analysis
of Building #4, pg. 1 of Appendix A for assigned condition and cost rating, and pg. 6 of Appendix A for
an explanation of the basis for cost opinion conclusions for Building #4.)

In preparation for the April 1 workshop, Board members were provided copies of the Resurgence
Engineering report as well as the Becker Structural Engineers report, which had been produced for the
currcnt property owner. During the workshop session, Mr. [Todson made frequent reference (o the
findings of the Becker report as well as his own. Based on Resurgence’s written report and Mr.
Hodson’s presentation, it appeared that the findings of the two reports were quite similar as regards most
buildings. (A comparison chart of the summary rankings for building condition and relative cost (o
address condition was provided in Mr. Hodson’s report (Appendix A, pg. 1) and is enclosed with this
report as a separate attachment — ATTACHMENT 7.

On May 20, a second site walk was conducted of the Portland Company complex, this walk focusing on
the issue of condition. Both Mr. [Todson and Paul Becker of Becker Structural Engineers provided
commentary, summarizing their findings relative to each building. Given the constraints of a site visit in
terms of providing opportunity for Board discussion or public comment, a follow-up workshop session
was scheduled for May 27" in City Hall. At the May 27 workshop, Board members shared their
observations from the site visit. Staff also provided information about the requirements of the federal
and state historic tax credit program and summarized discussions held with staft of the Maine IHistoric
Preservation Commission (MHPC) regarding potential access Lo tax credits.

Consideration of NP8 Certification and Availability of Tax Credits

As the availability of historic tax credits can be a significant factor in the feasibility of an historic
rehabilitation project, staff and the HP Board had identified early on in the review process that it would
be important to learn more about what might affect the property owners’ eligibility for the tax credits.
Staff explained that distinctions between Portland’s local designation criteria and National Register
designation criteria (especially as regards the issue of building condition) made the question of whether
current or future owners of the property would be able to take advantage of tax credits lairly
complicated. Eligibility for tax credits might be particularly challenging if several buildings were



determined under Portland’s designation criteria to be noncontributing by virtue of condition. MIIPC
staff had indicated, however, that if a strong case could be made that the local Portland Company
Historic District was clearly based on and supported by its local designation criteria, it might be
approved as a “Certified Local Historic District” and thereby make the project eligible for federal and
state tax credits. A clear and rational basis would have to be demonstrated for the boundaries of the
local district and the assigned classifications of individual buildings (landmark, contributing, and
noncontributing). :

Final Workshop — Preliminary Board Deliberations

On Junc 10", the Historic Preservation Board held a final workshop to synthesize the information
provided in the various consultant reports, staff reports, site visits and preliminary workshop sessions.
While cach of the previous workshops had focused on a specific aspect of the Board’s overall
deliberations, the June 10 session was the first opportunity for Board members to consider the various
applicable designation criteria in the aggregate and begin to assign a net “preservation value” for each
structure within the complex. The Board also took up the question of appropriate, defensible district
boundaries. Chair Benson organized the discussion, focusing on the specific designation criteria (Sec.
14-610 and 61 1) that must be met in the ordinance and the questions that must be addressed in the

designation report that accompanies the Board’s recommendation to the Planning Board and City
Council (Sec. 14-617).

Following discussion of the significance and integrity of the complex as a whole, the Board spent
considerable time discussing the integrily (historic/architectural as well as condition) of each building
and assigned a preliminary classification to each. In taking up each building, Chair Benson summarized
the salient findings for each structure included in each of the consultants® reports.

The assignment of a classification is required by the ordinance as part of the designation process. A list
of every building, object or site within a nominated historic district must be included in the designation
report and assigned a classification of “landmark”, “contributing” or “noncontributing” indicating its
degree of significance and that a list of structures.

The ordinance’s definitions for these terms are instructive in assigning a classification:

Landmark: A property, site, structure or object designated by the Council as having a high
degree of historical, cultural and/or architectural significance.

Contributing: A classification applied to a site, structure or object within a historic district
signifying that it contributes generally to the qualities that give the historic district cultural,
historic, architectural or archacological significance as embodied in the criteria for designating
an historic district, but without being itself a landmark.

Noncontributing: A classification applied to a site, structure, object, or portion thereof within a
historic district signifying that 1) il does not contribute generally fo the qualities that give the
district...significance as embodied in the criteria for designating a historic district; 20 was built
within 30 years of the date of district designation unless otherwise designated in the historic
resources inventory, or 3) where the location, design, setting, materials, workmanship and
association have been so altered or have so deteriorated that the overall integrity of the site,
stricture or object has been ivretrievably lost. A portion of an otherwise contributing or
landmark structure may be determined by the historic preservation board to be noncontributing
if it meels one or more of the above conditions.




The Board’s June 10 preliminary deliberations informed its formal findings and vote on June 24, a
summary of which follows.

VIL HP BOARD PUBLIC HEARING — BOARD FINDINGS AND FORMAL
RECOMMENDATION

A public hearing on the nomination was held on June 24, 2015. At the start of the hearing, attorney
Mary Costigan, representing the property owner, distributed a letter requesting a reclassification of
scveral buildings identified as contributing structures during the Board’s preliminary deliberations.
These included Buildings 1, 4, 14, and 16. Arguments for reclassifying the-buildings were included in
her letter. (See ATTACHMENT 9). Ms. Costigan also proposed that the district boundaries be reduced.
Finally, Ms. Costigan asked that the Board include in its recommendation to the Planning Board
language (likely in the form of an ordinance amendment) making clear that the height allowances
established by zoning supersede the historic preservation regulations as they would apply to height for
new construction.

Following a review of the Ms, Costigan’s letter and a public hearing, the Board conducted its formal
deliberations. Tollowing are the Board’s formal findings:

CRITERIJA FOR DESIGNATION

Sec. 14-610 (a) Minimum Criteria for Designation (Note: nominated districts must satisfy a minimum of
one of the following criteria)

L. Its value as a sienificant example of the cultural, historic. architectural. archeological or related
aspect of the heritage of the City of Portland, State of Maine. New England region, or the United
States.

Finding: the Portland Company complex exhibits local, state and national significance, as
described in detail in the Sutherland report, The Portland Company: Historic Significance
and Integrity. The Board identified the following major areas of significance:

National signilicance

o Research suggests that the Portland Company was the first complex in the country
built specifically for the manufacture of railroad equipment with all necessary shops
and foundry on a single site.

o Rare surviving example of a pre-civil War foundry, machine shop and car shop
complex, and apparently the only surviving plant in the nation where locomotives
were built for the US Government as part of the war effort.

Significance to the State of Maine

o Contributed significantly to the development of Maine’s railroads and maritime
industries through manufacture of locomotives, railroad cars, marine engines and
boilers.

o Played a significant role in the development of Maine’s paper-making, textile and
canning industries.

o The state’s largest 19™ century foundry/machine shop



Local significance

o Founding was directly ticd to the establishment of the Atlantic & St. Lawrence
Railroad. Company was founded to manufacture railroad locomotives for the
railroad.

o Company’s founding was directly associated with the creation of Commercial
Street and filling of Broad and Clay Coves, as well as the organization of rail service
throughout the City

o Only intact 19™ and early 20" century industrial complex remaining in the city.
o Largest 19" century employer in the city.

2. Its location as a site of significant historic or prehistoric activity which may have taken place
within or which involved the use of any existing structure on the property.

Finding: The Portland Company complex was the site of significant industrial activities of
local, state and national importance, as detailed in #1 above, which took place within extant
structures on the property.

3. Its identification with a person or persons who sienificantly contributed to the cultural, historic,
architectural, archaeological or relaled aspect of the development of the City of Portland, State of
Maine. New England region. or the United States.

Finding: The Portland Company was founded by John Poor, director of the Atlantic and St.
Lawrence Railroad and the person most responsible for Portland’s successful bid over Boston
to become Montreal’s winter port via rail. Other stockholders in the company included noted
industrialist, developer and civic leader J.B. Brown and U.S. Secretary of the Treasury
William Pitt Fessenden. William Chapman, electrical engineer in charge of the company’s
research department, did important work in the research that led to the development of
microwave technology as well as experimentation and invention related to the usc of
electricity in manufacturing. Chapman’s inventions were used in mills and factories
throughout the state.

4, Its exemplification of a significant architectural tvpe. stvle or design distinguished by innovation,
rarity, uniquencss or overall quality of desien. detail, materials or craftsmanship.

Finding: The building complex as a whole, and the individual structures included in it
express the evolution of construction techniques developed for industrial building types as
was required to enclose increasingly complex and large scale manutacturing processes.
Located within the complex are substantially unaltered examples of several distinctive
industrial building types constructed between 1847 and 1920. The Portland Company
buildings from the 1840°s and 50°s arc the only industrial buildings of that period remaining
in the city today.

5. Its identification of the work of an architect. designer. engineer or builder whose individual work
is siegnificant in the history or development of the City of Portland. the State of Maine, the New
England Region or the United States.
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Finding: Although noted Portland architect Frederick Tompson was responsible for the
design of the projecting shed dormers that were added to the roof of Building # 2 (Machine
Shop), this designation criterion is not applicable for the Portland Company.

6. Its representation of a sienificant cultural, historic, architectural or related theme expressed
through distinctive areas, site, structures or objects that may or may not be contiguous.

Finding: The Portland Company complex is representative of Portland’s role as a major
center of rail and maritime transportation for Maine and northern New England as described
in detail in the Sutherland report.

Sec. 14-610 (b) In the case of a nominated historic district. the historic preservation board shall also
determine whether a substantial number of the properties. site. structures or objects have a hieh desree
ol cultural, historic. architectural or archaeological significance and integrity. many of which ma
qualify as landmarks. and which may also have within its boundaries other propertics site, structures or
objects, which while not of such cultural.....significance to qualify as landmarks. nevertheless contribute
to the overall visual characteristics of the significant properties, sites structures or objects located within
it.

Finding: The Board found that the Portland Company complex meets this requirement.
Given the high degree of significance of the district as a whole and the interrelated role each
building plays within the district, the Board discussed the possibility of designating it as
“landmark district™, however this designation type is not included in the preservation
ordinance. Also discussed was the possibility of classifying each building as a landmark.
Ultimately, the Board determined that the individual buildings are appropriately
characterized as “contributing™ structures to the overall complex, which is highly significant.

Sec. 14-611. Integrity of landmarks and historic districts.

Any area structure or object that meets the criteria in Section 14-610 must also have sufficient integrity
of location, design, condition, materials and worksmanship to make it worthy of preservation or
restoration. (Note that this integrity standard applies to the district as a whole; the question of integrity
also applies in the assignment of a classification or “preservation value " to each individual building or
structure within the nominated district boundary.)

Finding: As described in the Sutherland report, the complex as a whole retains a high degree
of historic and architectural integrity within its identified period of significance. (A period
of significance for the buildings within the complex was identified as extending from1847
when the first building was constructed to 1920 when the last building associated with the
Portland Company’s core transportation and/or marine-related business had been completed.
Note that the company s period of significance extends much longer, as it remained a leader
in its field until the end of WW 11, and continued to operate until 1982. It should be noted
that Portland’s ordinance does not require a determination of period of significance, but the
Board discussed the question as part of its effort to determine the relative significance of the
more recent extant structures on site: the office building, built in 1950, and the large metal
building, built in 1968.

As regards the question of infegrity of condition, the Board found that although a number of
the 16 extant structures have become so deteriorated due to deferred maintenance as to make
their rehabilitation infeasible (see assigned classifications of individual structures below), the
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complex as a whole retains sufficient integrity of condition to make it worthy of preservation
and rchabilitation. This finding was based on assessments provided in two separate
condition reports prepared by Resurgence Engineering & Consulting and Becker Structural
Engineers.

DESIGN GUIDELINES

In the report which is required to accompany the Historic Preservation Board’s recommendation
regarding designation, the Board may recommend specific design guidelines for the review of alterations
or new construction within the proposed district—See Sec. 14-617-(¢). Following discussion, the Board
elected not to recommend specific design guidelines for the Portland Company district, but to include in
the designation report a description of the complex’s major visual characteristics that contribute to the
district’s significance and should be recognized in evaluating future proposals for alterations and infill
construction within the district. (See pages 8-10 of Designation Report, ATTACHMEN' 2.) The visual
character of the site is also described in the Sutherland report (see pg. 4). Major visual characteristics
include the presence of a major entrance off Fore Street at the west end of the complex; the open
entrance yard; the linear alignment and east-west orientation of the buildings; the separation of
connected buildings by private strects and alleys; the presence of overhead pedestrian bridges; the
predominance of brick and granite building exteriors; and large scale windows typical ol industrial
structures.

DISTRICT BOUNDARY DELINEATION and ASSIGNED BUILDING CLASSIFICATIONS

Taking into consideration the documented significance of the Portland Company complex as a whole,
the assessment of the complex’s extant historic structures in terms of their significance and current
condition, and in consideration of the identified visual character of the Portland Company complex,
which was determined by the Board to contribute significantly to one’s understanding of and
appreciation of the historic resource, the Board determined that the district boundary and building
classifications as delincated on ATTACHMENT 1 should be recommended to the Planning Board and
Council.

Agsiened Classiflications lor Individual Structures within the Proposed District Boundaries

Building 1 Erecting Shop 1918 Contributing
Building 2 Machine Shop c. 1847 Contributing (a)
Building 3 Machine Shop c. 1847 Contributing
Building 4 Foundry 1895 Contributing (b)

Building 5
Building 6A, 6B

Foundry Addition c. 1980°s Noncontributing (c)
Blacksmith & Tank Shop 1883, 1896-1904 Contributing

Building 7 Car Shop 1873, 1904 Noncontributing (d)
Building 10 Paint Shop c. 1873 Noncontributing (¢)
Building 11 Pattern Storehouse 1885 Noncontributing (f)
Building 12 Pattern Storehouse 1895 Contributing
Building 14 Drafting Rm/Storehouse  1858-64 Noncontributing (g
Building 15 Boiler House 1848-64 Noncontributing (h)
Building 16 Brass Foundry 1864-71 Contributing
Building 24 Vault c. 1905 Contributing
Building 30 Office Building 1950 Noncontributing (i)
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Notes:

(a) Cantilevered roof addition noncontributing due to structural instability
(b)  Noncontributing due to condition, potential requirement lor significant reconstruction
(c) Constructed in 1968, outside the period of significance

(d)  Noncontributing due to severely deteriorated condition
(e) Noncontributing ** ** *7*

(h Noncontributing
(2) Noncontributing
(h)  Noncontributing
(i) Constructed in 1956, outside the period of significance

[ S A Y
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Note that a classification of noncontributing allows a building to be demolished as of right. Any proposed
replacement new construction would, however, be subject to review and approval under the historic
preservation ordinance’s new construction standards.

Although several of the buildings included within the recommended district boundary were determined
by the Board to be noncontributing due to condition or date of construction, Board members expressed
the view that the boundary should include the footprint of most of these noncontributing buildings.

In coming to this conclusion, the Board noted that the placement, alignment and relationship of the
extant structures is key to conveying the Portland Company’s history and significance and is an
important character-defining clement of the complex. They also noted that whatever is built in close
proximity to the remaining historic structures has the potential to either reinforce or undermine the
remaining buildings and one’s appreciation of this historic complex. Acknowledging that
noncontributing buildings may be demolished as of right under the provisions of Portland’s historic
preservation ordinance and that new construction within the district is likely, including the footprints of
most of the historic extant structures within the district boundary will ensure that whatever new
construction is introduced within the historic core of the complex will be reviewed for general
compatibility with the abutting or adjacent contributing structures. They also noted that district
designation would not preclude future adjustments or alterations to buildings or site features within the
district boundaries.

In response to the property owner’s request to classily additional buildings as noncontributing (i.e.
Buildings 1 and 16), Board members found these buildings to be important contributing structures to the
overall complex, as documented in the preservation consultant’s report, and that their condition did not
warrant their removal. Board members also expressed the view that allowing the removal of additional
historic structures from the property would materially affect one’s ability to understand and appreciate
the history, significance and scale of operations of the former Portland Company complex.

REQUESTED ORDINANCE AMENDMENT

As noted above, Ms. Costigan requested that the Board include as part of its recommendation to the
Planning Board an ordinance amendment providing that the height allowances established by the
underlying zoning for this property supersede the [1P Board’s authority as regards review of building
height. As the [listoric Preservation Board had not been involved in discussions regarding building
heights for this property and had not been briefed on details of the final rezoning, including allowable
building heights, the Board did not think it was appropriate to include such an amendment as part of its
recommendation. They also noted that review of building height for compatibility with a development’s
surrounding context is an integral part of the Historic Preservation Board’s review process for new
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construction. While it is rare that the Board has required heights lower than that allowed by zoning,
maintaining the authority to impose this requircment may be important in some instances. The Board
also pointed out that they made an exception to this rule for the Congress Street Historic District given
the wide range of building heights exhibited within the district and the fact that recently adopted
building heights for the B3 zone had been based on a careful analysis of Congress Street’s existing
building stock.

VIIL FINAL HP BOARD VOTE ON PROPOSED DISTRICT DESIGNATION

Based on the above findings, the Board voted 7-0 to recommend to the Planning Board and City Council
that the former Portland Company complex be designated as a local historic district as delineated in the
map enclosed as ATTACHMENT 1.

Note: Following the Historic Preservation Board™s formal vote on June 24, staff prepared a draft
designation report for the Board’s review and comment. The draft designation report was reviewed on
July 15. Following an opportunity for public comment, the Board confirmed the content of the report
with minor clarilications and amendments.

New Information

1X. RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED AT PLANNING BOARD’s 7/28 WORKSHOP

At the Planning Board’s July 28 workshop a number of questions were raised about various aspects of the
Historic Preservation Board’s deliberations and recommendation. Following are responses to specific questions
raised by members of the Planning Board as well as clarification on aspects of the Historic Preservation Board’s
deliberations and findings that appeared to warrant further explanation.

What was the Historic Preservation Board’s process for assigning a classification to each building? [sita
balancing act between consideration of significance and condition?

The Board’s review process began with an analysis of the Portland Company complex as a whole, rather than
a focus on individual buildings. This was the appropriate approach given the fact that the Portland Company
property is comprised of buildings that are historically and functionally related to cach other. Only alter the
significance and integrity of the overall complex was evaluated was it appropriate to move on to a detailed
evaluation of the individual buildings within it. The building-by-building evaluation focused primarily on the
question of condition because the significance of virtually every extant building within the complex was made
clear in the report prepared by Sutherland Conservation & Consulting.  The Sutherland report explained that
each building within the complex played a specific, necessary and interdependent function in the overall
manufacturing process and that much of the property’s significance is due to the fact that, collectively, the
existing buildings encompass the complete historic manufacturing process ol the Portland Company.

The Board’s first task was to consider whether the complex of buildings meets the ordinance’s mininm
criferia for designation, which are outlined in Sec. 14-610 (a) and (b) of the ordinance.

Sec. 14-610 (a) lists six potential areas of significance, at least one of which must be clearly met by the
nominated resource. In the case of the Portland Company complex, all six of the criteria were found to be
met. For two of the criteria, the Portland Company complex was found to be significant at the local, state and
national level. (A more detailed description of the Board’s findings as regards significance is included in the
9/2/15 PUBLIC HEARING report.)
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Next, the Board had to determine whether the complex (proposed district) meets the criterion in Sec, 14-610
(b), which states: “/n the case of a nominated historic district, the historic preservation board shall also

determine whether a substantial number of the properiies, siles, struciures or objects have a hich degree of

cultural, historie, architectural or archeological significance and integrity, many of which may qualify as

landmarks, and which may also have within its boundaries other properties, sites, structures or objects which,
while not of such cultural, historic, architectural or archeological significance to qualify as landmarks,
nevertheless contribute to the overall visual characteristics of the significant properties, sites, structures or
objects located within it.”

Here, the Board determined that all of the extant buildings within the Portland Company complex, with the
exception of the 1936 office building (Building #30) and the large 1968 metal building addition to the
foundry (Building #5), exhibit a high degree of historic significance as they all played an important, distinct
and interdependent role in the overall manufacturing process of the Portland Company. Since the office
building did not represent the core function of the historic complex and was added much later in its history, it
was found not to be significant. Building #35 was found not to be significant because it was built late in the
company’s history, when the nature of company’s product line began to change.

Note that this review criterion also requires demonstration of “integrity”™. “Integrity” as defined under this
ordinance criterion applies only to a structure’s cultural, historic or architectural integrity. Historic integrity is
distinct from structural integrity or integrity of condition. “Historic integrity”, as explained in the Sutherland
report, “is based on the retention of sufficient essential physical features from the historic period, including
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship and/or association to convey the significance of the
property. The Sutherland report includes an entire section on the integrity of the individual buildings within
the complex and on the integrity of the complex as a whole--sce SECTION I1, beginning on page 21. Here,
the Board found that the remaining historic structures within the complex exhibited a high level of historic
and architectural integrity, as they remain in relatively unaltered condition [rom the time of their
construction.

Following consideration of these two threshold criteria, the ordinance requires that the Board then address the
nominated resource’s infegrity of condition:

Sec. {4-611. Integrity of landmarks and historic districts
Any area, structure or object that meets the criteria in section 14-610 must also have sufficient integrity of

location, design, condition, materials and workmanship to make it worthy of preservation or restoration.

Under this criterion, the Board considers the infegrity of condition of the overall complex, taking into
consideration the condition of the individual buildings within the complex. Notwithstanding the poor
condition of a number of individual buildings, as documented in two reports available for the Board’s
reference, the Board found that the complex, or proposed district as a whole, had “sufficient integrity of
location, design, condition, materials and workmanship to make it worthy of preservation or restoration.”

The assignment of a classification for each building within a proposed district is a requirement of the historic
preservation ordinance and must be provided as part of the historic district designation report that
accompanies the Historic Preservation Board’s recommendation. (See Sec. 14-617 (f).) 1t should be noted
that the ordinance does not provide specific criteria which must be met to prove that a building is
“noncontributing™: the only guidance provided for this determination is the ordinance definition included in
Sec. 14-602 Definitions, which states:
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Nencontributing: A classification applied io a sile, structure, object, or portion thereof, within a
historic district signifying that 1} it does not contribute generally to the qualities thar give the historic
district cultural, historic, architeciural or archaeological significance as embodied in the criteria for
designating a historic district; 2) was built within 50 years of the date of district designation unless
otherwise designated in the Historic Resources Inventory, or 3) where the location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship and association have been so altered or have so deteriorated that the overall
integrity of the site, structure or object has been irretrievably lost. A portion of an otherwise
contributing or landmark structure may be determined by the historic preservalion board to be non-
contributing if it meets one or more of the above conditions.

In reviewing the results of the condition reports, the question for the Board was not whether a building was in
poor condition, but whether it had “so deteriorated that the overall integrity of the...structure...had been
irretrievably lost.”” The two condition reports, one prepared for the CPB2 for initial planning purposes and
cost/benefit analysis (which is not a relevant consideration in the designation review process) and the other
for the City for the purposes of designation deliberations, were by their nature preliminary asscssments of the
overall condition of the buildings. Neither consultant was asked to develop specific proposals for addressing
identified structural or building envelope deficiencies. Without knowing what use was proposed for a given
building, it would be impossible to develop specific recommendations or (o reasonably determine the
feasibility of its adaptive reuse.

Given the preliminary nature of the condition reports, it is [air to say that the Historic Preservation Board
demaonstrated a willingness to accept the findings of the reports where the two reports were clear, definitive
and in strong agreement. Accordingly, Buildings #7, #10, #11 and #15 were identified early on in Board’s
discussions as noncontributing due to condition. Later, based on additional information from CPB2, the
Board reclassilied Building #14 as well, [rom contributing as noncontributing

Classilication of the foundry (Building #4) proved to be the most difficult.  In the Resurgence report,
Building #4 was not one of the buildings identified as being in significantly deteriorated condition. (See pg.
32 of Resurgence report, Recommendations and Conclusion - ATTACHMENT 5. Both the Resurgence and

the Becker reports, however, noted that Building #4 exhibits unique condition issues with an exterior brick
masonry wall system that is integrated with iron structural columns. The columns are exposed to weather and
in an advanced state of disrepair. They noted that in order to correct the structural deficiencies, it might be
necessary to dismantle the exterior masonry walls (or portions thereof). The roof structure was also identified
as inadequate for snow loads and might need replacement or substantial reinforcement.  In response to the
findings in the two reports, CPB2 representatives questioned whether this degree of potential intervention
(partial or complete reconstruction) could reasonably be defined as preservation or rehabilitation.

At the final workshop, several members of the Board argued that it was premature to classily the foundry as
noncontributing without a more detailed structural analysis or exploration of options. They suggested that
Building #4 be classified as contributing, but that the classification be annotated to indicate the Board’s
willingness to reconsider its classification upon more detailed structural analysis. CPB2 argued that the
ordinance does not provide for annotated or qualified classifications. Ultimately, the Board voted to classify
Building #4 as noncontributing due to condition. This was a particularly dilficult decision, as the foundry
represents to a large extent the “heart™ or center of the Portland Company’s operations. The foundry is also a
key component of the complex’s core manufacturing row, which is comprised of four connecled structures
through which most of the company’s product line moved from raw material stage to [inal assembly. Also
making the decision difficult was the Board’s recognition that the removal of the large foundry building
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would inevitably impact one’s ability to appreciate the scale and magnitude of the Portland Company’s
operations and the significance of the company to Portland’s economy from the mid-19™ to the mid-20"
century.

How were the district boundaries determined? Why does the proposed boundary include the footprint, or partial

footprint, of buildings that have been determined to be noncontributing due to condition?

As noted above, the Portland Company property derives its significance as a complex. This complex is
defined not only by the buildings within it, but also by the alignment and spatial relationship of the buildings
and by its contributing site features such as the entrance drive, the alleyways, the entrance yard and the
elevated bridges. Collectively, these elements communicate how this industrial complex [unctioned.

Although several buildings within the complex have been determined (o be noncontributing due to their
physical condition and it is very likely that new development will be introduced in their place, the question ol
how future development relates to the remaining historic resources--in terms of placement, orientation,
massing, etc.--is an important consideration. It is appropriate to include the footprints (or portion thereof, in
the case of Building 4) of these noncontributing structures within the district boundary because of their close
proximity to what will likely become the only remaining historic structures on site and so that the
architectural characteristics that distinguish this historic complex are taken into consideration in future
development. Similarly, it is appropriate to include within the district boundary the entrance drive and
entrance yard, as these are elements have been part of the complex since the company’s inception. While it is
likely that the position, size and/or function of these key site elements will change with any future
redevelopment scheme (the Historic Preservation Board has acknowledged this possibility) including them
within the district boundary provides an opportunity to preserve the primary visual characteristics of the
Portland Company complex by maintaining such attributes as the spatial relationship between the buildings
and building rows as well as a general sense of the footprint, scale and sequential nature of the averall
complex.

Sce page 4. Historie Significance and Visual Character of the Portland Company Site ol Sutherland report
(ATTACHMENT 4) for a description of the contribution each element makes in conveying the significance of
this property.

Is Building 1 (Erectling Building) signilicant and does its condition warrant classification as a noncontributing
building?

With respect to the question of the Erecting Building’s significance, please see attached memo from
preservation consultant Scott Hanson, the principal author of the Sutherland report. (ATTACHMENT 10)

With respect to the Erecting Building’s condition and feasibility of rchabilitation, please see altached letter
from structural engineering consultant Al Hodson, who prepared the building condition report for the City.
(ATTACHMENT 11)

It should also be noted that, apart from the Erecling Building’s individual merits, it is a key component of the
Portland Company’s core manufacturing/assembly row, which is currently made up of four buildings. With
the potential removal of Building #4 due to condition, preservation of Building 1 becomes especially
important if the overall scale and magnitude of the Portland Company’s operations and its major presence on
the Portland waterfront for almost 150 years is to be conveyed. The Executive Summary in the Sutherland
report (see pg. 4) includes the following: “The removal of any of the historic buildings existing in the
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complex will diminish the ability of the complex to demonstrate the historic manufacturing process of the
Portland Company.”

What is the condition of Building 16 (brass foundry) and how will the removal of Building 15 affect Building 167

Please see allached memo from Al Hodson of Resurgence Engineering & Preservation. (ATTACHMENT 11)

Why is the district’s eligibility for National Park Service certification (and thus eligibility for historic tax credits)
a relevant consideration in the City’s local district designation process?

Any conversation about eligibility for Federal or State historic tax credits is only to highlight the opportunity
as a possible path to pursue for a future rehabilitation project. Tax credits have proven to be a powerful
financial incentive and have been employed in approximately 110 historic rehabilitation projects in Portland
alone. It behooves the City of Portland to determine whether the proposed historic district 1s likely to mect
the requirements for National Park Service certification, because NPS certification will be required in order (o
access the historic tax credits.

Reference to the possibility of NPS certification and tax credit eligibility is also relevant to the discussion
because Portland’s designation criteria are patterned directly after the criteria used by the Maine Historic
Preservation Commission and the National Park Service. (The only ditference is that Portland’s ordinance
takes into consideration the physical condition of nominated resources while the National Park Service does
not.) If the National Park Service determines that the Portland Company Historic District as proposed by the
City of Portland does not include sufficient historic resources to adequately convey the history and
significance of the Portland Company complex, it will not certily the district. Portland must be able to make
a strong and defensible argument [or the removal ol historically significant buildings and site elements if the
district is fo be certified.

See letter [rom the Maine Historic Preservation Commission - ATTACHMENT 12.

Should the height allowances established in the underlying zoning should govern height within the proposed

district or should the HP review standards as they apply to height supersede the zoning regulations?

The Historic Preservation Board did not include as part of its recommendation a proposed ordinance
amendment that would pertain to the regulation of building height for new construction within the Portland
Company Ilistoric District. As the Historic Preservation Board was not involved in discussions
regarding allowable building heights for this property and has not been briefed on details of the final
rezoning, the Board did not think it was appropriate to include such an amendment as part of its
recommendation. Board members noted that review of building height for compatibility with a
proposed development’s surrounding context is a standard and integral part of the Historic
Preservation Board’s review process for new construction. While it ig rare that the Board has
required a height lower than that allowed by zoning, maintaining the authority to impose this
requirement may be important in the review of some projects, particularly in very sensitive contexts.
While an exception to this rule was made for the Congress Street IHistoric District, it was based on
the fact that Congress Street exhibits a very wide range of building heights. Additionally, the
allowable building heights in the B3 zone had been based on a careful, and recent, analysis of
Congress Street’s existing building stock. In the Board’s view, waiving otherwise applicable review
standards should be carefully considered.
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Responses to information and attachments included in Ms. Costigan’s letter of August 26, 2015:

Note that the district boundary map proposed by CPB2 as provided in Ms. Costigan’s letter of August 26
(ATTACIHMENT 13) includes two separate boundaries: one around several buildings on the east side of the
entrance yard and another around Building # 12. According to cite NR Bulletin 16A, pg. 57, as cited by staff
of the Maine Historic Preservation Commission, this is not consistent with standard requirements for
delineating boundaries of historic districts. Historic districts typically comprise a single contiguous area.

Also, on page 2 of Ms. Costigan’s letter, she states “as we know, these credits are reviewed annually and
should not be considered as planning tools and may in fact not be available at the time of development or any
other rehabilitation project™. Maine Historic Preservation Commission staff has confirmed that there is no
sunset provision for the Federal tax credits and the State tax credits were recently extended to 2023. An
annual report on state historic ta credit activity is required, but no reauthorization review is required.

X ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED DESIGNATION’S CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN

Senior Planner Christine Grimando has evaluated the proposed historic district designation consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan. Following are Ms. Grimando’s findings:

The Comprehensive Plan is widely supportive of preservation of Portland’s historic resources. Volume 1,
State Goal I, To preserve the State’s historic and archeological resources, endorses preserving and
enhancing distinclive areas, sites, structures and objects that have historic, cultural, architectural and
archeological significance. It includes an overview of preservation efforts in the city, recommendations
for furthering preservation, and reference to the adoption, as part of the 1990 Comprehensive Plan, of the
Historic Preservation Ordinance, and the Historic Resources Design Manual, both still being utilized

today.

There are several, but not extensive, references to the Portland Company site/58 Fore Street, as well as
more general policy for the Eastern Waterfront as a whole, within elements of the Comprehensive Plan.
Below are pertinent components for preservation as it concerns 58 Fore Street.

® Volume 1 gives an overview of the years of waterfront planning elforts of the City, and addresses
redevelopment of the Waterfront Last specifically, which encompasses and extends beyond the Portland
Company complex. It outlines four redevelopment principles for development in this arca: 1) Character
and Impact of Development; 2) Mixed-use as a component of an active, vibrant urban area; 3)
maintaining Marilime Resources; and 4) Economically Responsible Development that benefits the city
and the region. Character and Impact of Development calls for a variety of related outcomes, including
compatibility with surrounding neighborhoods and maritime uses, historic preservation and adaptive
reuse, compatible architecture, protection of view corridors, as well as integrated street and trail networks.

° Volume |, State Goal 1 references the Historic Resources Design Manual, which identifies 58
Fore Street as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places on the basis of the 1976 Portland
Historic Resources Inventory.

° A Masterplan for Redevelopment of the Eastern Waterfront (Masterplan) consists of three
documents: 1) A Masterplan for Redevelopment of the Eastern Waterfront, 2) Eastern Waterfront
Building Height Study (Ilcight Study), and 3) Design Guidelines for the Eastern Waterfront (Design
Guidelines) - the latter are two freestanding documents that were both adopted by reference into the
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Masterplan. The Height Study does not mention preservation of historic structures, and is focused on
height recommendations for new construction, without explicit consideration of how new construction
would interact with the existing urban fabric.

The Masterplan reiterates and expands upon the four redevelopment principles for the Eastern Waterfront
of Volume 1, encouraging historic preservation and active reuse of historic structures as a component of
the Character and Impact of Development principle (page 12). The document also encourages
aggregation of surface parking for better use of valuable land, including more intensive reuse of historic
buildings, replacement ol non-historic structures, and open space enhancement (page 6). This also is a
recommendation that applies to the entirety of the Eastern Waterfront. In regard to specific
recommendations for the Portland Company complex (page 8}, the Masterplan notes its polential for
adaptive reuse, and that it is a property that has been deemed eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. It goes on to note that parking enhancements and better site access will better
integrate the property with the rest of the Eastern Waterfront, which in turn is expected to spur adaptive
reuse and restoration of historic structures. Finally, adaptive reuse and sensitive rehabilitation of existing
historic structures is a primary development consideration.

The Design Guidelines note the historic character of the area by making strong recommendations [or new
construction that respects the historic character of the waterfront, while representing the best elements of
contemporary design (page 4). In regard to historic structures the guidelines state: Historically and
architecturally significant structures and sites should be inventoried and protected firom demolition and
carefully rehabilitated in a way that is consistent with their original architectural intent. The challenge
and opportunily is to adaplively reuse significant structures while retaining their historic character. New
additions to historically significant buildings should be designed for compatibility with the original
structure in size, composition and material and should result in the minintum necessary loss of original
architectural material (page 7).

An historic district on the site of the Portland Company complex is consistent with Comprehensive Plan
policy. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the importance of historic preservation and rehabilitation for
the city as a whole, the unique characteristics of the Eastern Waterfront, and the significant legacy of the
Portland Company complex. It also anticipates new construction, and the need for sensitive, compatible
archilecture beside and (in some cases) in place of the existing building stock. While recognizing the
value of preservation and adaptive reuse, its support is framed broadly enough to allow for the Historic
Preservation Board, and ultimately the Planning Board and City Council, to make final, informed
determinations about the appropriate parameters of a district boundary and its specific contents.

XL MOTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

Upon the recommendation of the Historic Preservation Board and on the basis of the Portland Company
Historic District Designation Report, documentation and analysis provided in reports prepared by
Sutherland Conservation & Consulting and Resurgence Engineering & Preservation, and information
included in the staff report for the September 8, 2015 public hearing,

1) The Planning Board finds that the proposed Portland Company Historic District:

a) meets the historic preservation ordinance’s minimum criteria for designation as set forth in See.
14-610 (a), specifically Criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, based on the Board’s findings that all of the
summary statements as to significance of the Portland Company complex included in the 9/8/15
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2)

public hearing report are well-founded and based on detailed research and documentation.
Accordingly, the Board confirms and references the report’s statements of significance as the
basis for its finding; and

b) meets the eriterion in Sec. 14-61{} (b), based on the Board’s finding that a substantial number of
the structures and sites within the proposed district have a high degree of historic and/or
architectural significance and integrity, many of which qualify as landmarks, and that the
proposed district also has within its boundaries other sites and structures which contribute to
the overall visual characteristics of the significant structures located within it. Pursuant to this
finding, the Board supports the building classifications included in the Designation Report.; and

¢) meets the integrity criterion set forth in Seec. 14-611, based on the Board’s finding that the
district and identificd contributing structures therein have sufficient integrity of location,
design, condition, materials and workmanship to make them worthy of preservation or
restoration.

The Planning Board also finds that designation of the Portland Company Historic District is
consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, including the Masterplan for Redevelopment
of the Eastern Waterfront, based on the analysis provided in the 9/8/15 public hearing report.

On the basis of the above findings, the Planning Board recommends that the City Council designate the
former Portland Company complex as a local historie distriet (as delineated in ATTACHMENT 2 of the
9/8/15 public hearing report) subject to the provisions of Article 1X of the Land Use Code.

Attachments

1. Proposed Historic District Map with Boundaries and Individual Building Classifications

2. Portland Company Historic District Designation Report

3. Excerpts from Portland’s historic preservation ordinance (Article IX of the Land Use Code).

4. The Portland Comparny: Ilistoric Significance and Integrity, prepared for City of Portland by
Sutherland Conservation & Consulting

5. Portland Company Complex General Building Condition Report, prepared for City of Portland
by Resurgence Enginecring and Preservation Inc.

6. Bvaluation of Existing Buildings at the Portland Company Property, prepared [or CPB2 by
Becker Structural Engineers

7. Appendix A: Comparative Condition/Cost Analysis {excerpted from Resurgence report)

8. March 31, 2014 Letter trom Maine Historic Preservation Commission regarding eligibility of
Portland Company Complex for Listing in the National Register of Historic Places

9. Letters from interested parties

New Attachments
10. 9/2/15 Memo from Scott Hanson, Sutherland Conservation & Consulting, regarding Building 1
11. 9/4/15 Letter from Al Hodson, Resurgence Engineering, re: condition of Buildings 1 and 16
12. 9/4/15 Letter from Maine Historic Preservation Commission
13. 8/26/15 letter from Mary Costigan on behalt of CPB2
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city of Portland, Maine
Code of Orxdinances

Sec. 14-60%9 e I' - s - AWMH“E‘JT

{8) To annvally report to the council witch 7®
following matters:

T Survey work in progress or completed;
2, The mmber Gf_pfojettg reviewed (By type);’
3, How many éeftificaté& of each' type weére. igsued.

(0rd. Wo. 235-90, 2-26-90; Ord. No. 165-0DB/09, 3-16-09)
DIVISION 3. CATECORIES AND CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION
Sec. 14-610, Minimum oriteria for designatiom.

(a) The historic preservation. board " shall limit ity
consideration to the fellowxng coriteria in making 3 determination on
a proposed nomination of @n area; site, structure or object- for
'ﬁesignation by ordinance ag a landmark or district:

(1) Its wvalue as a significant example of the cultural,
historie, architectural, archeological or related’ aspect -
of the heritage of the City of Poxrtland, State of Maln
New’ England regicn, or-the United Stateg;

-{2) . Its .location a8 a site of a significant historic or
prehistoric event- or activity which .may have taken place
within or which involved the use of any existing structure
on the property;

(3) 1Its ddentification - with a person ‘or ‘persons’ who
significantly contiributed to the cultural, historie,
architectural, drcheoclogical or related dspect of the
development of the City of Pertland, State of Maine, New

Englan& region, or the United States;

(4) 1Its eﬁemu11[1caLlon.<3f a significant architectural type,
style or design distinguished Dby dinnovation, - rarity,
unigqueness or overall quality of design, dELall, materials
or craftesmanship; ;

(5) Its identification as.the work of an architect, designex,
engineer -or builder whose individual work.is 51gn1flcant
in the histery or development of the -City of Portland, the
State, of Maine, the New 'BEngland xregion, or ithe United
States; or ' =

(6) 1Itd representation of a significant cultural, historig,

Supplemeni 2008-1
14-504



city of Portiand, Maine . . - Land Use
Code of Ordinaices i - . Chapter 12~
Sec. 14-510 : i Rev. 4-16-09
architectural, archeological o related theme expressed
through distinctive areas, sites, structures or objeciks
that may or may'nqt be contiguous. ' ‘
o () In the case of a ﬂompnated higtoric dlstrlctf the h1stor1ﬁ
pregervation board shall’ also determine whether a substantial number
of the propertiés, sites, structures or abjects have a hlgh degreea
of cultqral, historie, azchitectural or arbheoWOQiCal significance
and integrity, many of which may qualify as landmarks, and which may
a1so have w1th1n its boundariss other properties, sgites, stractures
or objects whlch, while 1okt of such- culbural hlgté:wc'
architectural dr archeclogical significance to gualify as 1anumarks,
nevertheless ContllbuLe to the overall wvisual characferwstlcs of the
significant propexties, sites, structures or ObjECES located within
it- o ' b

v

(¢) 1In the case of a nomimated historic 1andacape dlSLIlCE,_

the historic preservation board shall also consider its gignificance
"as & geologic, natural ox man-made landscape feslure associdted with

the development, heritage or culture of the City of Portland, State
©of Maine, New England region, or the United States.

' (d) The planning. board and council shall apply the criteria ok
subsections (a), (b) and (c) but shall also consider the effect of

-such designation on other aspects of the comprehensive plan of the
caityy

{ord. Wo. 235-20, 2-26-90)

Sec. 14-611. Integrity of landmarks and historic distridtS.

Any area, structure or object that meets tHe critefia in

. megtion 14-610 must alsc have sufficient integrity of location,
. design, condition, materials .and workmanshlp Eo make it worthy of

preservation or restoration,
(Ord. No. 235-90, 2-26-30)

Sec. 14-612. Degignation of historic landébape-diétrictﬂ;

An hisgtoric 1andscape dlSLllLf lmay be nominated and congidersad
for designation unly 1f the entire area of the district is owned by
a unit of federal, state or lodal govermment, or amy combination of
such ownership. - - ’ R ‘

(ord. No. 235-80, 2-26-90; Orxd. No. 220-93, § 2, 5-17-93)

Seg, 14-613. Reserved.-

DIVISION 4. NOMINATION, CONSIDERATION AND DESIGNATION

Supplement 2009-1
12-805



:C;-_:'Lty of portland, Maine
Code of ordinances
Sec, 14-614

Land Use
Chapter 14
Rawv, 4-16-08

Jee, 14<-614. Procedurs.

The provision of this division shall govern the nomination,
consideration and designation of -landmarks and districtsi
(Oxd. No. 235-90, 2-26-30) -

Sec. 14-615. Initiation of nomination.

(a), Nomination of an area, site, structure ‘or object for
~ considexation of designation as a landmark, historic disfrict ox
histori¢ landscape district shall be submitted to the department, on
a form provided by the department, by the following: -

(1) Any two (2) members of the historic preservation béérd on
their own initiative, by written notice to the department ;
or

(2) By written petition of any owder, in the case of a
landmark; ox

{3) By wxitten petition of one (1) or more ownerz of affected

' ° -property in the c¢ase of a district; provided two (2)

memlzers of the historic preservation boald -must sponsor

the: pe.L iticn. :

(b) 2 nomination =hall he completed and filed with tche

department with all required signatures and any feeg
therefore for. the nomination to be pending.

(c) Upon nomination, the department shall notify the owner or
gwners ol Lhe nomination and shall tvansmlL the nomination to the
historic preservation board for its consideration at dts next
scheduled meeting,; which in no event shall be held later than_thllty

(30) davs f0110w1ng nomination,

(d) At any bime after a complete nomindtion is filed for an
historic district, the owner of a structure who seeks a permit for

demolition way apply to the historic pre servation board for a

determination that the structure to be demolished is nonecontributing

and eligible for a demelition permit. -The determination of tha
historic preservation board that the structure iy eligible
permit shgll be conclusive.

{ord. No. 235-90, 2-26-90; Ord. No. 165-08/09,.3-16-09)

for a

SaE. 1£-616. Notification of nomination and public hearing.

; = Supplsament 2003-1
2 Ja- 6{.}_6:
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Civy of Portland, Maine # Land Use

Code of Drd_inancps i | 7 ) Chapter 14

Seq. 14-516 i - Rew, 4-16-09

‘ ‘ . (a) A public hearing on the homination .shall be held by the

| ! ) " historic preservation hpard within thirty (30) days following the

: " first scheduled meeting referred to'in section 14-815(cj, but in no

event later than sixty (60) . days’ follow1ng receipt of the completed

nomination form by the department. Notice of the nomination and of

the public hearing shall Be in accordance with the procedures for
public hearings before the planm;ng board for site. plan approval

' : {b) The hearing shall be cOnductEd iﬁd accordance with
: procedures adopted by the historic preservation board. The historic
preservation board shall consider all testimony or evidence relating
to the designation criteria in division 3 Erom any person who makes
written submissions or . appears at the public hearing. Historic
preservation board members mway also present testimony or @ make
‘ submissions. The owner-of a nominated landmark oy of property within
a nominated district shall be allowed reascnable opportunity to
} A pvesent testimony or mvldeuce concerning the a_PliCabilitY'{gf the
‘ : d651gnatlon criteria in divisdion 3.
. (Ord. No. 235-90, 2-26-90)
| : .

Sec. 14~617! Recommendation by historic preservation hoard.

Wikhin Ehirty‘ (30)' days .folleowing the close of the public

,  hearing, the historic preservation board shall ' make recommendation

' to the council in the case of a 1andmafk or to the planning board

in. the cagse of .a distriet, upon the evidence as to whether the

. nominated landmark or dlSLrlCt me¢ts the ecriteria for designation in
division 3. Such recommendation shall be approved by at least four

| (4) members of +the historic preservation board and ghall be

accompanied by a report to the council or planning board containing
the following _niovmatlon

. () - Exp1andﬂioﬂ of the’ significance or lack of significance Df

. . the nominated .landmark or district as it relates to THe
criteria foxr designation.

(b) Explenation of the integrity or lack

of integrity of a
_ nonlipatbed landmark or historic ginbrict. - - -

- (2) Propossed desion guidelines for review of alterarion or
. * constructioen. The sgpecific des1gn_ guidelines may provide
cexplanation by text and/or schematic exambles of wvisual
compatibility feor purposes of divigion 7.
{d) Rﬂ1ati0PBhip‘UF the nominated landmark ot district. to ths

N ongulng effort by the committes to 1dent1£y and nominate

Supplement 2009-1
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ity of Portland, IDia.ine
_ Gode of Ordinances-l
Sec. 1z-s02

Land Use
Chapter 14
” A R=vw, 4-36-0%

department evidencing a dete€rmination that specific plans for-
Ay alteration of a ghructure or new constructlon on a SlLe do net
: require approval under this article.

Contributing: A Cl&SSlfld&t’Dn applied to a site, structure or
object within a historic district- 51gn1fy1ng that it conbribukes |
generally to the gualities that givé the historie district cultural,
historid¢, architectural or archeplogical sgignificance as embodied in

the crﬁteria for des*gnaLlng an historic district, but witheut being
itgelf ‘a landmark. .

Council; The c}tyhcquncil; -

Demolition: BAny act or process that'partially or totally
destroys a structure or objech. -

Depariment: The department of planning and urban development.

Déesign guld&llﬂﬂS' Any design standard specified for
.alteration er.new constructien which iz uniguée to a particular
landmark, historie d;st;lat or hidtoric landscape district.

. Design manual: The historic resources dESigﬂ.manhal described

3 in section 14-675,
Diétrict: an historic disprict or historic landscape district.

Historic district: Bn area degignated as an “historic dlst pFEE™
by the council.

'HisLorid landscape digtrict: An area designated as ad -
“higtorid landscaps district” by the council. '

Landmark: A property, site, structure or object designated as a
“landmaxrk” by the council as having a high degfee of historical
eultural and/or architectuial swgnificanoe

; Major develqgﬁﬁnt: Ax dafinéd in arbicle V of this chapter.

Minor development: BAs defined im article V of this chapter,

-New comstruction: The adding to a structure by an addition;
the erection or placément of any new structure on a lot or property;
or the demprehensive redesign/renovation of an exastlng struwture

) ' Supplement 2009—1
' T 14-597



" gite or to another site.

City of Portland, Maine L'and Use

Code of COrdinances _ Chapter 14
. Sec. 12-d02 Rev. 4-16-09

Noncentributing: A hlasslflcatlon dapplied to a site, structure
objeckt, or portion thereof, W1Lh}n_a higtoric district signifying
Ehat 1)} it odes not cont?lbute generally to the gualities that glve
the historic district cultural, historic, archlLecLural or
archaeological significance as embodied in the . Cflterla for
dealgnatlng & historic district; 2) was built within 50 years of the
daké of district des ignation unless oLherw1se designated in thes
historie resources inventory; or 3) whera the location, design,

“setting, materials, workmanship and association have been so, altered

or havae so deteriorated that the overall integxrity of the site,
gtyructure or object has been irretrievably lost, A.n@ruzon of an
otherwise contributing or landmark structure may be determined hy
the historic preservation board to be non- CODtIlbutlﬂg if it meets
one or more of the above conditions,

Ohject: Anyth ng constructed, Labrlcated or cxeatpd, the use

of which does not require permanent or gemi-permanent

Tacatlon on or
in the ground. -

Open .space: Any park and ‘any other area outgide of a building
‘open to the-public. L - g
@fdinazy”.méintaﬁagge; Aots of maintenance or répair

which do
not include a change in the design, matarial

or outer appparaHCc of

a structure, including without limitation repainting, replacement of -

or

materials or windows of Ethe same z2gale, texture and color, and

landscaping Duher than w1th1n an historic landscape district.

@WDEFT Th@::perapn. or persSons holding record tiile te the
building, site or: properky; provilided, however, the last prev1oug tax
roll in the records of the gity asssgsor’'s office may be relied upon

as showing record OWHEIShlp in the absence OF SubsLantlaW

evidence
to the contrary.

Property: Land and 1mmravpmcnfs identified as a separate lot-

- fox purposes of subd1v131cn' site plan, o zoning yregulatiomn.

Ay

Relocation: Ar@' removal dor -relecation of a structure

Restoration: Any act which returns & structure or a [eature orf
el quucnure o & prior state of historic SLGnlleaHCO

@

Sign: As dafined in section 14-47.

Site: The lceapion.df an evernt, aclelty, st IUCLHIE or object,

. . Supplement 2009-1 )
14-588



Attachment 57

APPENDIX A

RELATIVE STRUCTURAL, CCONDITION AND
RELATIVE REHABILITATION COSTS
RESURGENCE ENGINEERING AND
BECKER STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS
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APPENDIX A
EXPLANATION OF BECKER AND
RESURGENCE RATING SYSTEMS

Becker Structural Enagineers’ (BSE) Rating System

The relative struetural conditions raling system used in the Becker Structura! Engineers Report is shown below:

Very poariunsafe/demolition likely

Very poorisalvageable with significant structural reworl and investmentiquestionable
economic viability/consider demolition

3 = Poor/requires substantial structural work to elements and systems:

4 = Falrfrequires nominal structural work to elements

5 = Good condltion/minorstructural work required

1
2

Becker's relative rehabilitation cost raling system is based upon structural complexity and size of building, using
a'scale of 1 to 5 - 1 being relatively low costs and 5 being relatively high costs. BSE gives no specific defiritions of
1he relative costs, simply a numerical grading system. Such an approach appearsto be reasonable, given the
preliminary nalure of assessment that both firms were instructed to provide.

Resurgence Engineering and Presenvation’s (REP) Rating System

For ease of comparison, REP used the same relative structural conditions rating system as BSE in the summary
chart. However, REP believes there is a more accurate and further defined way lo classify the buildings in terms of
condition. See chart on following page for REP's proposed rating sysiem as regards condition.

REP has used the same relative rehabilitation cost rating system as BSE. The BSE report provided no specific
definition of cost for each rating category.

Appendix A - March 26, 2015 : : Page 2 of 6



RESURGENCE ENGINEERING RELATIVE STRUCTURAL CONDITION SCALE OF EXISTING BUILDINGS IN POOR CONDITION

BSE ;
condition NUI:JIEBF‘ER- DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION, PRE AND POST MITIGATION LOCALMMAINE BUILDING EXAMPLES
# PRE AND POST MITIGATION
PRE: [mmedjate widespread public safety threat and
slteloccupant safety threat if not barricaded and structurally
VP .g[f:r(:redli_eyacuale ne;ri.:y buuiitiiongs,_- dstreeis, jtgel\fralkrs {EI?CK
off parking spaces. Poltential for widespread debris fleid in _ . . ;
{nfa) (:zga%‘;‘;’l;l':;l event of collapse; Building canriot e re-oceupied following Eidjngs il cxlsive i daiage
triggering event.
POST. Condemn and demolish building.
PRE: Immediate widespraad public safety threat and
site/occupant safety threat if not bamricaded and siructurally
shored; evacuale nearby bulldings, slraets, sidewalks, block
VP2 off parking spaces, Potential for widespread d.ebris fieldin
(very poor bilt event gf collapse; Building cannot be're-occupied following
salvageable, Urggepm evert. —
1 el . PRE: Norway Opera House, 2007-09
retiablitate L POST, _Bu_JIding a;sgssed, barricaded, stmcmra_l_ly shored; POST: Norway Opera House, 2010+
approx B'SE' nparby buildings de_emed safefor retum; streets, andfor
o #4'%0 ) sidewalks and parking spots remain blocked off. Eullding
' itself cannot be oocupied after siabilization, Unsafe for
rescue personnel to enter if trespassers are Inside. Shored
and secured structurs relatively expensive, butfeasibls; to
rehabllitate:
PRE: Immediale siteloccupant safely threat and focalized _
public safely thieat If not if not barricaded and structurally FRE; Bulldings with widespread loose
VP3 shored; Block off streets, sidewalks, and parking spaces. facade componenis.
{very pocr but Potential for localized debris field in event of collapss; iie. Masonic Temple
salvagaable; Building can be occupied following the trigering event. Lacalized structural failurss i.e. Portland
1 moderately Company Complex Building 4
experisive o POST: Building assessed, barricaded, structurally shored;
rehab, ie. BSE nearby buildings deemed safe for return; slreets, andfor POST: Stabilized structures, removing
cost#3 o 4) sidewslks and parking spots can remain blecked off or loose comparents or inslalling covered
reupenedd following mitigation. Bullding ilself can be sidewalk and blocked off parking spaces.
ocoupied.
PRE!  Likelysitelocoupant safety threat and localized public
safefy hreat if not if not barricaded and structurally shorad; - ;
b1 Black cff sireets, sidewalks, and parking spaces. Potential szpoig:i"%z::;aeg:l?;fﬂ:iiiz
(s por bt for localized debris ﬁe!q in ev_en@‘of element failure; Building & nioandins biklin th; vedn easiI;
5 salvageabls, can be occupled following the triggening svent. and quickly fie removed;
luss capers ivo POST: Building sssessed, bamicaded, structurally shored; i
e, | e s e s | ST St s oy
sidewalks and parking spots an remain blocked off or tistall s blbckad o carkin =
reopened following mitigation, Building itself can bg resume: Slaew Oukad o Py pRoes.
occupancy:
FRE: Possible silefoccupent safety threat and [ocalized oublic
safety lhreal if not if not barricaded and structurally shored;
3 5 o riggering svent causing distress; possible change of use | PRE: Porifand Gompany Building
' makes economics questionable. Complex  Bullding #1

POST: Rehabilitation Feasibility Study considering
economics for specific bulldings and structures.
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Most of REP's condition and cost ratings aligh with those of BSE. Using our own rating system, however, REP's
conclusions are slightly different, especially in regards to the potential for rehabilitating buildings in distress (i.e.
Buildings with a “1" to "2° condition ranking). We would not have necessarily characterized these buildings as
unsalvageable, as Becker suggests, Qur justification for this would be to consider the cost benefits that could be
realized using historic preservation tax credit Incentives, along with the added flexibility afforded historic structures
under the IEBC. Tax credit incentives could offset the costs of more clistom-designed engineering and building
envelope rehabllitation solutions, They would alse offsét the cost of higher-quality, longer lasting building materials
necessary for the marine climate,

CQur primary departures from BSE exist in Building 1, Building 4, Building 7, Building 10, and Building 11. We
downgraded the relative struclural condition of Building 7 and Building 11, while we upgraded the relative structural
condition of Building 1. We lowered the relative rehabilitation costs of Building 1, Building 4, and Building 10. The
paragraphs that follow explain the reason for our departure at each building.

For Building 1 we believe that the more recant construction date (1918), combined with the repefitive nature of the
building elements, can allov: for a slightly less expensive rehabilitation than indicated in the BSE report.

Building 4 could yield a relalively less expensive rehabilitation if a customized approach to reframing the edge
columns and rebuilding the masonry could be achieved economically. Such an approach would have to be
understood and approved in advance by the Natlonal Park Service if tax credlts were desired on this building project.
If historic preservation tax credits can be used on this project using a different approach lo reframing the edge
columns and rebuilding the masonry, while strengthening the existing structure, we disagree that this buikling is a
likely candidate for demolition,

In our opinion, the condltion of Building 7 is slightly worse than considered in the BSE reporl, because of the poor
condition of the loadbearing mascnry at the north elevation. We concur wilh the relative rehabilitation costs for the
building.

We depart from the BSE cost condition assessment of Building 10, only In the sense that it may make the most
economic sense to demolish the existing structura.

The compromised norih wall at Building 11 necessitates downgrading its condition from 2.5 to 2.0 in comparison to the
BSE report. We recommend that the building remain unoccupied until the north wall is stabilized. Demolition of this
structure may be warranted pending further understanding of the roof framing and first floor framing conditions.

As stated in the BSE reporl, Immediate safety concerns need to be addressed, whether as isolated repairs
(Building 6A/6B common wall and (russ) or comprehensive measures (vacancy of Building 11).
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Basis for Cost Opinion Conclusions for Each Building

Building 1 - Erecting Building, ¢.1918
Relative rehabilitation costs for this structure and building envelope are based primarily upon the fact that the
structure is repetitive in construction technique, offset by the likely reconstruction of the front masenry (west) wall
The staging and access cost required to. perform clerestory rehabilitation from interior and exterior will be an
increasing cost factor in building rehabilitation. A significant amount of steel-framed window glazing would require
repair or replacement. Since this is the most recent building in the study, existing steel materials may be of higher
quality and some understanding of snow loading requirements was incorporated into the design.

Buiilding 2 - Machine Shop, c,1847
This building, the most structuraily complicated and tallest within the buildIngs studied, would hkely cost the most to
rehabilitats, but could prasent the greatest riskireward. The structure itself will likely take the mostiime to
thoroughly assess from a structural and building envelope standpoint, glven the number of changes that occurred
over the years and the addition of the third floor. The large wooden windows on the first and second floors would be
very labor intensive fo rehabilitate, given the large number of individual panes. Third floor windows might not
be as expensive o rehabilitate or replace, because they may have been 2.2 light sash, Which were commonin the
early 20" century. A well thought-out temporary shoring plan s necessary to tie the canlilevered third-floor framing
further back into the existing building. Third floor cladding, though high up, could be replaced relatively simply. Al
approximately 45 feet high and three stories, this building will be subjected to the greatest wind and seismic forces
of all the buildings sludied.

Building 3 - Machine Shop, ¢.1847
Building 3 is the second most structurally complicated building within the complex, but is not as relatively expensive
to rehabilitate as Building 2. The additional floor support structure is less complicated than Building 2, lacking the
canfilever framing existing at that neighboring building. The second floor also provides interior access to the much
smaller clerestory, facilitating any structural work required there. The smaller overall footprint and lower percentage
of glazing helps contaif rehabilitation costs.

Building 4 - Foundry, ¢.1895
The Foundry rehabilitation work likely involves wholesale rethinking of the structure and btuldlng envelope along the
exterior walls, Struciural upgrades and replacement of an existing structural system that was improper for its
marine, cold-weather climate may actually simplify the rehabilitation by permitting a complete column removal and
replacement with contemporary steel columns, not exposed to the exlerior elements. However, this more
significant structural change may require the longest lead time to confirm whether the structure and building
envalope madifications would be eligible to receive historic tax credits,

Building &B - Tank Shop, ¢.1896-1504
Tank Shop rehabilitation is simplified because of its relatively short height, simple gable roof, and relatively small
windows. Added longitudinal roof bracing can support the intermediate roof purlins between trusses and stiffert the
roof against wind and seismic forces. The low roof height will likely keep the building from experiencing significant
wind [oad increases due fo height. Each ons of the trusses wil require further inspection, nondestructive testing
andior invasive inspection to confirm that end bearing conditions are structurally sound.
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Building 7 — Car Shop, c. 1873, 1504
Although the Car Shop is a single-story struclure, rehabilitation becomes complicated and more costly due fo the
overall poor condition and insufficient depth of the roof framing and because of the poor condition of the existing
exterior masenry. The existing reof framing has such a low slope ihat It likely has permanent deflection “set”,
which will complicate efforts fo strengthen the framing by slstering. Significant roof leaks in the structure have
likely rotted sheathing and possibly framing, In more areas than are visible due to penetrating sunlight. The
windows are not large or great in area relative fo the total facade area, which would diminish the rehabilitation
costs somewhat. However, the existing loadbearing masonry would likely require complete rebuilding because it
is In such poor condition.

Building 10 - Paint Shop, ¢. 1873
Originally isolated by the remaining structures for-safety purposes, the paint shop stands alone as the most
significantly altered structure in the worst overall condition. Building rehabilitation is hard to justify, given the
small size and poor condition. Rebuilding the structure to resemble the original during the site's period of
significance, in conformance with contemporary codes, would be a more straightforward option, despite the likely
required foundation upgrades.

Building 11 - Pallern Storehouse, c. 1885
The Pattern Storehouse carries with it the greatest uncertainty about renabilitation costs, It is the only building
sludied that has a wood-framed first floor situated over an earthen crawil space, and it is the only structure that
had the majority of its roof framing concealed by ceilings. The low-slope reof, pitching partially toward Building
12, creates drift conditions and roof runoff that are detrimental to both buildings;

Building 14 - Drafting Room and Storehouse, ¢, 1858-64
Tucked in between buttresses of the Fore Street retaining wall, Building 14, like the Boiler House and Brass
Foundry to the immediate north, contains relafively limited floor space in a structure that is practically unique.
The existing imber frame purlln and rafter system needs fo be carefully assessed near the peak, as that area is
vulnerable to condensation and leakage due to snow buildup and insufficient insulation.

Building 15/16 — Boiler House and Brass Foundry ¢.1858, 1864
We did not enter Building 15, but the visible condition of the second floor framing means the structure would
lIkely need to be rebuilt. Building 16, the Brass Foundry, requires several of the same stiuctural assessments
and likely upgrades that Building 14 requires, as well as the rehabilitation of the small south fagade.
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ESUTHERLAND

CONSERVATION & COMSULTING

"To: Deb Andrews From: §cott Hanson
Historic Preservation Program Manager Sutherland Conservation & Consulting
City of Poriland

September 2, 2015

RE: Portland Company Building 1(Erecting Shop)

Dear Deb:

You have requested thal I provide specific information regarding to the role of Building 1(Erecting Shop) at the
Portland Company throughout the productive life of the company, and its relative significance within the com-
plex. Tunderstand that this question is pursuant to questions raised at the July 28 Planning Board Workshop rel-
ative Lo the historic and architectural significance of the building. The following is from our August 2014 report
commissioned by the City of Portland:

Building 1: Erecting Shop (Construction Date: 1918)

The Erecting Shop was built fo replace an earlier wooden erecting shop, built between 1871 and 1880 on the same
site. The Foundry, Machine Shop, and Erecting Shop were closely related in the production process, and were aligned
so the steps of the work could flow from the Foundry, through the Machine Shop, and into the Erecting Shop, where
a locomotive or other Intge piece of machinery could be assenibled above railroad tracks that led from the building
to the Grand Trunk rail yard. The brick wall construction relates it to earlier buildings on the site, but its steel truss
roofing system, electric overhead traveling craue, clerestory, and large steel framed windows provided maximum
utility with a large open floor space and considerable natural light for the assembly process. The building retains a
very high degree of integrity to the time of its construction with some alterations to the south and east elevations.
These involve increasing the size of the bay doors on the south elevation, likely during the period of significance; and
infilling two windows on the east elevation with modern siding material. The remainder of original windows are
intact, with some limited areas of deterioration to the Jrames.

As stated in our report, “The buildings of the Portland Company complex embedy the distinctive characteris-
tics of a Lype, period, or method of construction, specifically several types of industrial buildings built between
1847 and 1920.” and “The buildings of the complex retain a high degree of architectural inlegrity to the petiod of
Portland Company production..” The uses of Building 1 are detailed in the report, stating that the building was,
“constructed as the Erecting Shop to replace an earlier one-story wood building from the 1870s that was used for
the same purpose. By 1949 Building 1 was used as a machine shop”

'The report only briefly addresses late 19th/Early 20th century diversification at the Portland Company, alter

the period of lecomotive constiuction was over. In the interest of keeping our report on the long and complex
history of the site to a readable length, the emphasis of the report was on the development of the buildings, not
on their subsequent uses. Like most fabrication shops, the Portland Company was in a state of flux and constant
change thorughout its lifetime. The many areas of significance documented in the Sutherland report make plain
this wide range of products produced by the company. To imply that it has one significant purpose during a short
period is to misunderstand the very nature of the Portland Company’s ever-changing business. This report’s
emphasis on the pre-1920 period in no way suggests that the significance of the complex ends at that point in
history. As is repeatedly stated in the report, the period of significance continues well into the 20th century. This
later period was not detailed in the report to the degree the earlier period was because there were few changes to
the physical plant after the construction of Building 1 in 1918. 1918 represents the end of the significant historic
development of the complex, not the end of its significant historic functions.



Like all industrial concerns in the US., the Portland Company struggled through the Depression. Unlike many
companies, it survived that difficult period and was returned to full preduclion during World War II. Following
the war, the company continued its long-time function in providing machinery and equipment for production of
consumer products. Following changes in the market, the company began making machinery for the new ther-
mo-plastics industry while continuing to make machinery for paper and textile mills. This type of shift in pro-
duction is typical of historic industrial facilities and does not constitute a distuption in historic significance as
long as the essential stages of production remain the same. At the Portland Company, the essential stages of pro-
duction described in our report continued until the end of the period of significance. From steam locomotives in
1847 to nuclear reactor containment shells in the 1970s, the production process remained essentially unchanged.
Building 1 provided the second largest clear floor space of all the buildings (only the foundry was larger). The
large modern steel framed windows made it the best day-lit space in the _comp[ex After the period of use in the
erection of massive equipment for paper mills and hydroelectric powet plants largely ended, the space was used
for an expansion of the neighboring machine shop. As the newest building in the compley, it remained essential
to the functioning of the company until the end of the period of significance.

A series of photographs taken at the Portland Company by photographer Leyland Whipple (below) includes a
number of images of Building 1 it 1949-50. These photos clearly document that the building was an important
functional part of the operations of the Portland Coempany more than thirty years after it was built. This photo
album can be found at: hitps://www.flickr.com/photos/mvfotog/sels/72157604779520888/ (accessed September
2,2015).

1. Portland Company Building 1 from Gate, c. 1950. :
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2. Employee Charlie Pratt at work in Building 1, 3. Employee Happy Pettis at work in Building 1,
c. 1950, c. 1950.

i P. b S
4. Employee Frank Riley at worl in Building 1, 5. Employee Ritchie Murra
c. 1950. c. 1950,

y at Woﬂc_ in Building 1,

' ‘6. Employee Vie Hammon at
work in Building 1, ¢. 1950.

7. Employee Win Strout at
work in Building 1, ¢, 1950.

E@SUTHERLAND

LR |y LRI NG




RESURGENCE

ENGINEERING AND PRESERVATIOHN, ING.

132 BRENTWOOD STREET
PORTLAND, MAINE O4103
V/F{(207) 773-4880
WWW, RESURGEMCEENGINEERIMNG.COM

September 4, 2015

City of Pertland Planning Department
Attn: Deb Andrews
Via email to: dga@portlandmaine.gov

RE; Poriland Company Complesx, 58 Fore Sireet, Portland, Maine
Dear Deb,

As | understand, during the Planning Board mesting of July 28, lhe Board raised questions about the overall condition of
Building 1 and Building 16 of the Portland Company Complex, The following discusslon provides more background on
the building assessment that we performed, and further describes the work required {o rehabilitate these two structures.
Following are the summary statements regarding the condition of the two buildings included in my March 26, 2015
report. (More detailed analyses were also included in the report.).

Building 1 - Erecting Building, c.1918

Relative rehabilitation costs for this structure and building envelope are based primarily upen the fact that the
structure is repetitive in construction technique, offset by the likely reconstruction of the front masonsy (west) wall.
The staging and access cost required to perferm clerestory rehabilitation from interior and exterior will be an
increasing cost factor in building rehabilitation. A significant amount of steelramed window glazing would require
repair or replacement. Since this is the youngest building in the study, existing steel materials may be of higher
quality and some understanding of snow loading requirements was incorporated into tha design,

Building 15/16 - Boiler House and Brass Foundry ¢,1858, 1864

We did not enter Building 15, but the visible condition of the second floor framing means the structure would likely
need fo be rebuilt. Building 16, the Brass Foundry, requires several of the same structural assessments and likely
upgrades that Building 14 requires, as well as the rehabilitation of the small south fagads,

Additional Comiments:

Building 1 - Erecting Building, c. 1918

Qur historic construction research, described in our report, reveals that Building 1 was constructed in an era that did, in
fact, consider the effects of snow loading on buildings, althcugh that snow loading did not consider drift loading adjacent
to lower and upper roof intersections. We understand that change of cccupancy and conformance with contemporary
code requirements dictates full evaluation and strengthening of the roof. Roof strengthening is commonina
redevelopment project that involves changing a building’s occupancy from industrial or storage occupancy lo business
or assembly occupancy,

When rehabilitating Building 1, it is possible (nat original roof decking, which is rotted in many areas, could be recycled
and replaced with metal decking or plywood that would create a much stronger roof system. Original roof decking could
be cleaned and re-integrated as a finish ceiling surface between new or supplemental roof framing, maintaining the
archilectural feature of the open structure while providing necessary structural strength to resist snow, wind, and
seismic forces.



City of Portland Planning Depariment, aftn.: Deb Andrews
re: The Partland Company Complex, Building T {Erecting House} and Building 16 (Brass Foundry)
Page 2or 3

Exposed steet lintels are often replaced in century-cld buildings undergoing rehabilitation. Contamporary coating
systems and galvanizing can provide far better long-term corrosion protection than welding and rehabilitating existing
corroding lintels, and preserve the originel appearance of the original constriiction. Replacing the lintel systems can
also present opportunities to improve lateral force stability.

It is commonplace 1o replace missing mortar and repoint brick during building redevelepment projects. Change of
building ovmership often spurs masonry rehabilitation regardless of whether a building structure is rehabilitated or if the
building is redeveloped.

Tha piiaster cracks at the south-facing elevation of Building 1 can be rebuilt and sfrengthenad as part of the overall
rehabilitation of that front-facing fagade. Gther lecations in Building 1, toward Building 2 could be modified to provide
masonry expansion joinis to mitigate future thermal expansion concerns by providing movement joints in the long walls.
Returning the front-facng fagade lo its appearance during the time of historic significance can also provide opportunities
to strengther: lhe end wall by installing supplemental steel bracing or reinforced shoterete shear wall elements.

YWhile the Structural Oulcomes for Renovation/Restoration described In (he BSE leller are correct, we wish to point out
Lhat the anlicipated outcomes for Building 1 are ollen part of a building structural rehabilitation, In fact, Buildings 2 and
3 present far greater stiuctural challenges than the relalively consistent challenges presenled by Building 1. We also
reiterate that the more recent construction date (1918), combined with the repetitive nalure of the building elements can
allow for a sfightly less expensive rehabilitation than indicated in the BSE epert for Building 1. All repairs and
moditcations anticipated for the siructural rehabilitation of Building 1 will employ standard means and methods norma
to stes! frame corstruction and masonry rehabilitation, and from a technical standpoint can be accomplished In a
manner that will mainiain the integrity of the historic structurs,

Building 16 - Brass Foundry, c.1864

We considerac Building 15/16 as a jeinad struciure, separated by the chimney and a buttress wall. We did not access
Bulding 15 for safety reasons, nor do we argue its potential removal. However, Building 15 is in much helter condition,
refafively speaking, than Building 15.

Building 18 can, in fact, survive the removal of Buiiding 15, if the buttress wall betwean Building 15 and Building 15is
preserved. If necessary for a future design program for the site, Building 16's roof could either be strengthened or
bridged (eliminating snow loads) to accommodate construction adjacent to or above Building 16. Several contemporary
multi-story structures on Munjoy Hifl are being constructed to bridge them over the slope descending toward
Washinglon Averiye.

Potential complexity of the Building 16 alley fagade rehabiltation is clearly offset by the small size of the building and by
the simple matenials used in its construction. The entire alley-facing fagads comprises a very small percentage of the
overall fagade erea encompassed by Bulldings 2 and 3, lef alone the project as a whole.

RESURGENCE

ENGINEERING AND PRESERVATION, [NC.



City of Portland Planning Department, ain.: Deb Andraws _
re: The Porfland Comparty Complex, Buitding 1 (Erecting House) and Suiiding 16 (Brass Foundry)
Page 30f3

Conclusion:

In conglusion, Building 1, The Erecling Shop, and Building 16, the Brass Foundry, are in poor condition (Building 1) and
in very poor Condition (Bullding 16), but both buildings are salvageable. Appendix A of our original repor, dated March
20186, 2015, further describes these conclusions and degrees to which a structure in poor or very poor condition can be
rehabilitated. If you have any further questions, please feel free refer to the original report and to contact me.

sincerely,

Alfred H, Hodson Ill, P.E,

AHH/ah

RESURGENCE

ENGINEERING AND PRESERVATION, INC.



GOVERNOR

MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

EARLE &, SHETTLEWORTH, JR,
DIRECTOR

4 September 2015
Deborah Andrews
Historic Praservation Program Manager
Planning & Urban Development Department
389 Congress Street
Pertland, Maine 04101

Re: Portland Company, 58 Fore Street

Dear Deb:

In a letter received on September 2, 2015, the Maine Historic Preservation Commission
(Commission) was asked to comment as to whether the local historic district at the Portland Company
complex, as proposed by the Portland Historic Preservation Board, would be eligible for certification by
the National Park Service based on applicable criteria as expressed in Portland’s Historic Preservation
Ordinance. Technical Preservation Services is the branch of the National Park Service that certifies local
historic districts under local historic ordinance.

In 1976 the Commission determined that the entire Portland Company comiplex was eligible for
listing in the Natlonal Register of Historic Places. We revisited this finding in 2014 and at that time
confirmed the earlier assessment. In a March 31, 2014 |etter to Deborah Andrews wa stated that the
property meets National Register Criterion A, in the areas of Industry, Engineering and Transportation,
and Criterion € as a historic district. For both Criteria the period of significance began in 1345/6 and
ended in 1982, the year the foundry closed. The only non-contributing bullding in the complex would be
Building 5, which was built after the foundry closed.

As you know, a certified district must substantially meet the National Register criteria {see 36
{FR 67.9}. Although a historic district designated under a local statute musi meet the National Register
criteria as definad in 36 CFR 60, the criteria for local designation in Portland includes zdditional
parameters that are not components of the Nationzal Register criteria. “Condition” is not one of the
aspects of integrity evaluated under the National Register, nor is there a clause linking integrity to

PHONE; (207) 267-2132

FAX: (2072872335



worthiness of preservation or restoration. For this reason, the Commission does not feel that we have
an adequate understanding of how the Technical Preservation Services branch of the National Park
Service would apply and evaluate these two factors with respect to the Portland Company Complex, nor

can we spaculate on how that evaluation might be altered if any of the existing historic buildings wers
demolished.

Please do not hesitate to contact the Cemmission if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Christi A, Mitchell
National Register Coordinator
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BERNSTEI N SH UR 100 Middle Street

PO Box 9729
COUNSELORS AT LAW Portfand, ME 04104-5022

Mary E. Costigan
207 228-7147 direct
meostigan@bernsteinshur.com

August 26, 2015

Portland Planning Board
City of Portland

389 Congress Street
Portland, Maine 04101

Re: Proposed Designation of Portland Com pany Iistoric District
Dear Planning Board Members:

This letter and the attached materials are intended to address the Board’s requests for more
information from the July 28® workshop. To temind the Board of CPB2’s position on the
Historic Preservation Board’s recommended historic district on their property at 58 Fore
Street: 1) Buildings 1 and 16 should be categorized as non-contributing; 2) the boundaries
of the District should be limited to our proposed boundary set forth in the attached: and 3)
the following language should be added to the Portland Company Historic District: “the
height allowances established by zoning shall be honored in reviewing proposals for new
construction within the district.”

Building 1

Struetural Integrity: We have attached a letter from Becker Structural Engincers that
includes an executive summary of the structural condition of Building [, providing further
detail on their original findings. In the letter, Becker concludes that Building 1 is rated “very
poor/salvageable with significant structural rework and investment/questionable economic
viability/consider demolition.” Further, Becker states, “Our justification of this rating is that
all major structural systems are affected in a renovation,” Becker’s full review of Buildin gl
can be found on pages 5-10 of the March 28, 2014 Structural Report which has been
submitted to the Board,

Historic Significance: As we have stated previously, the current Building | was built at the
end of the period of significance, in 1918, As you can see in the attached timeline, the vast
majority of the historically-significant activities of the Portland Company took place
between 1847 and 1918. In reviewing the Sutherland Report for further information, it is
notable that the Report does not discuss any activities of significance that took place on the
site after 1918. Appendix H of the Sutherland Report references a Building Inventory by
Tremont Preservation Services, but includes only the significant activities that occurred
prior to 1918, In the full text of the Tremont [nventory, the history of the site beyond 1918
states as follows: “During the Depression years, man ufacturing plummeted and the Portland

Wember
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Company suffered bankruptcy.” The company stock was purchased by Phineas Sprague’s
grandfather, who owned it with his cousin through 1956, diversifying the operations to
include the manufacturing of snow plows, washing machines, etc. The property changed
hands a few more times and produced things such as a machine to form Styrofoam
containers, as well as components for the nuclear industry. These are the activities that
occurred in the current Building 1 — not the historically significant activities such as the
extensive locomotive production mentioned in the Sutherland Report. Those significant
activities took place in the original building I, which was constructed in 1880, was made of
wood and had a smaller footprint. Additional photographs of the original building 1 are
attached.

Building 2 fagade: In addition, to the lack of structural integrity and lack of historic
significance of Building 1, the removal of Building 1 will allow for the revealing and
restoration of the fagade of Building 2 (an original Portland Company Building built by
John Poore in 1847) and the original rail yard. The attached artist renderings show CPB2s
conceptual ideas of how Building 2 can be showcased and the otiginal yard used as a public
plaza.

Historic Tax Credits: Although the Ilistoric Preservation Board, City staff and Maine
Preservation are focused on historic tax credits as a reason for refaining Building 1, as we
know, these credits are reviewed annually and should not be considered as planning tools
and may in fact not be available at the time of development or any other rehabilitation
project. Furthermore, availability of potential historic tax credits is not a element of
Portland’s city ordinances or its comprehensive plan.

Building 16: We have attached photographs and the summary of the structural condition of
Building 16 which was rated a 1.5 by Becker Structural Engineers: Very
poor/unsafe/demolition likely.

We therefore propose that Building 1 be classified as Non-Contributing based upon the date
of construction, the fact that it is not the original erecting shop for the Portland Company,
and because of its poor structural integrity and that Building 16 be classified as non-
contributing based on its structural condition,

Proposed Historic Distriet

Should the Planning Board recommend a historic district on the Portland Company
property, we have attached a depiction of the proposed boundaries, It includes the
significant historic core of the complex: buildings 2, 3, 6A, 6B, 12, 24, 14, 15, and 16, as
well as a portion of Building 1, to be preserved as open space.

Building Heioht

We request that language be added to the Portland Company district as follows: “the height
allowances established by zoning shall be honored in reviewing proposals for new
construction within the district” consistent with language in the Congress Street historic
district. We have attached the B-6 Building Height Overlay for your reference. As you can
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see, the majority of the proposed historic district has 4 maximum building height of 35 feet
and about 25% of the proposed district has a maximum building height of 45 feet,

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Mary E. Qostigan
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BECKER

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS

August 25, 2015

CPB2 Management LLC
P. 0. Box 7519

Portland, Maine 04112
Attn:

Kevin Costello

The Portland Company
58 Fore Street
Portland, Maine

Dear Kevin:

Per your request we have prepared an executive summary regarding the structural condition and
likely remedial work associated with Building 1 of the above noted Portland Company complex.
Qur opinions are based on visual observations made in December 2013 thru February 2014. The
intent of our visual review was to provide CPB2 with a general understanding of the structural
condition of the existing buildings on the property. We evaluated the structural condition of
Building 1 and identified the following:

Findings

The steel frame high roof structure is likely not rated for snow loadings and the low bay
roofs are likely not designed for snow drifting due te the high-low roof condition. Both
canditions will likely cause overstresses in framing and decks and will need to be
reinforced to meet current code requirements.

Wood plank roof decking was rotted in several locations, particularly at eaves due to
leaking roofs. In general, the roof appears to have leaks throughout. Wood decking is not
effective as diaphragm to transfer lateral loads.

Masanry piers along south elevation had large vertical cracks, likely a result of thermal
stresses in the brick and discontinuity of steel lintels. Steel lintel framing over large
windows cause disruption of brick piers and cause structural instability of piers with a
hinge type condition. Cracks allow water infiltration which causes further structural
damage.

The lintel flanges are exposed over windows at the exterjor side and rust jacking is causing
expansion, rotation and masonry damage.

Concrete window sills are spalled and cracked with exposed reinforcing in many locations,
Many brick masonry joints have missing mortar, particularly at eave drip line below
window sills. Moss was noted to be growing in masonry joints at and above the pavement
line. Masonry also has wide spread areas of distress including loose and missing mortar,
cracks and spalls.

Upper roof appears to be an out of date tar and chip roof which will need replacement.

, Partland, Maine 04101 @ 2078791838 m hackerstructura .com
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s No definable lateral load resisting system in either principal direction.
o Limited frame actien in high bay of transverse direction. Offset column splices at
low/high roof transition and crane girder create a stiffness discontinuity.
o No method to transfer clerestory loads to lower level in longitudinal direction.
o End wall and side walls have large openings with unreinforced masonry bearing
walls known to have poor performance in seismic events.
o Wood roof diaphragms are likely inadequate to transfer diaphragm shears to
exterior walls.
Based on our ohservations, the anticipated Structural Qutcomes for Renovation/Restoration
include:
e Replacement of roof decking with metal deck along with new roofing and insulation and
re-establishment of diapghragm connections to existing walls.
& Reinforcement of roof framing to meet show loading requirements.
e Introduce lateral load resisting system with wall shotcrete or steel frame.
e Repair exterior masonry and rebuild certain areas as required. Extensive rebuilding will be
necessary to address cracked masonry pier conditions. Clean masonry.

Structural Condition Rating

Based on the level of structural work required to all major structural elements, we rate the
structural condition of Building 1 as “very poor/salvageable with significant structural rework and
investment/questionable economic viahility/consider demalition”. Qur justification of this rating is
that all major structural systems are affected in a renovation. Exterior masonry piers have major
vertical cracks. Steel lintels create a hinge condition in exterior masonry piers and therefore their
stahility is questionable. The end bay has large masonry openings that are not original to
construction and seismic performance of the system is very guestionable.

Structural Renovation Costs
Rehabilitation of open one story space would have high unit costs considering necessary
investment in structure verse net usable space.

In closing, our review indicates that most of the structural systems of Building 1 are in very poor
condition. Further, based on the current conditions and the level of alteration needed to
repurpose the building, the existing structure will need most elements and systems improved to

comparisen to the useable area of the building. We suggest you reference gur original report
dated March 28, 2014 for more details on existing conditions and code requirements.

We trust this information meets your needs at this time. If you have any questions, please feel free
to contact me.

Sincerely,
BECKER STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS, Inc.

Padl B. Becker, P. E.
President
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Photo 1-2: Wood deck condition at eave.
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Photo 1-4: Vertical brick masonry crack at southwest pilaster.
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Photo 1-5: Column discuntiﬁuiti; at low-high roof condition.

Page 10 of 60
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RESURGENCE ENGINEERING RELATIVE STRUCTURAL CONDITION SCALE OF EXISTING BUILDINGS IN POOR CONDITION

BSE
condition NURI"VII—:I;ER DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION, PRE AND POST MITIGATION | LOCAL/MAINE BUILDING EXAMPLES
# PRE AND POST MITIGATION
PRE: Immediate widespread public safety threat and
sitefoccupant safety threat if not barricaded and structurally
shored; evacuate nearby buildings, streets, sidewalks, block
(n/a) VP1 ‘ off parking spaces. Potential for widespread debris field in Biiiidiis il asdianani firs daiiiae
{:iﬁapggbl';? event of collapse; Building cannct be re-oecupied following 8 g
triggering event,
POST: Cendemn and demalish building,
PRE: Immediate widespread public safety threat and
sitefoccupant safety threat if not barricaded and structurally
shored; evacuate nearby buildings, streets, sidewalks, block
VP2 off parking spaces. Potential for widespread debris field in
(very poor but event of collapse; Building cannot be re-occupied following
saivageab[e triggering event.
1 s t(; PRE: Norway Opera House, 2007-09
ehgbil‘tate s POST: Building assessed, barricaded, structurally shored; POST: Norway Opera House, 2010+
ra rojx BSE nearby buildings deemed safe for return; streets, andfor
Cgft #4t 0#5) sidewalks and parking spots remain blocked off. Building
itself cannct be occupied after stabilization. Unsafe for
rescue personnel to enter if trespassers are inside. Shored
and secured structure relatively expensive, but feasible, to
rehabilifate.
PRE: [mmediatesitefoccupant safefy threat and localized
public safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally PRE: Buildings with widespread loose
VPR3 shored; Block off streets, sidewalks, and parking spaces. fagade components.
{very poor but Paotential for localized debris field in event of collapse; i.e. Masonic Temple
salvageable, Building can be occupied following the triggering event. Localized structural failures i.e. Poriland
1 moderately Company Complex Building 4
expensive to POST: Building assessed, barricaded, structurally shored;
rehab, i.e. BSE nearby buildings deemed safe for return; streets, andfor POST: Stabilized structures, remaoving
oost #3 fo 4) sidewalks and parking spots can remain blocked off or loose components or installing covered
regpened following mitigation. Building itself can be sidewalk and blocked off parking spaces.
occupied.
PRE,  Likelysiteloccupant safety threat and localized public
safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally shored; i ;
Block off strests, sidewalks, and parking spaces. Potential PRE: Buildings with a few loose fagade
P1 ” : 5 Al components that can easily be removed
for localized debris field in svent of element failure; Building ; ; ; ;
(very poor but - i e or snow and ice buildup that can easily
can be ocoupied following the triggering event. )
5 salvageable, and quickly be removed,
: less expensive = m . . S
bk 15, POST: Bu||d|ng a_ssessed, barricaded, structL:rally sl".ored,f POST: Stabilized structures, removing
nearby buildings deemed safe for return; streets, andfor . ;
BSE cost#2) ; : : loose cempanents or installing covered
; sidewalks and parking spots can remain blocked off or Sl A Fiasket o cancne Sianas
recpened following mitigation. Building itself can be resume Sl
) oooUpancy. I _
PRE: Possiblesiteloccupant safety threat and |ocalized public
safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally shered;
3 P2 No triggering event causing distress; possible change of use | PRE: Portland Company Building
makes economics questionable. Complex  Building #1
POST: Rehabilitation Feasibility Study considering
economics for specific buildings and structures.

Appendix A — March 26, 2015
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History of the Portland Company and Historic Significance of Products Created

Source: Summarized directly from Sutherland Preservation Consultants and Tremont Preservation
Services Reports submitted to the Portland Historic Preservation Board,

The Portland Company: Mid-19th Century Manufacturing: The Portland Company was the only
company in the U.S. founded for the sole purpose of manufacturing locomotives.

Locomotives: 1848 -c.1900

The Portland Company’s first locomotive, the Augusta, was completed in 1848 for the Portland, Saco,
& Portsmouth Railroad. Over the next 60 years, 630 more steam locomotives (and hundreds of
freight and passenger cars) were constructed. The Portland Company also built locomotives for the
U.S. Government during the Civil War.

Fire Engines: c.1860 - 1870s

The Portland Company manufactured the first of its horse drawn steam fire engines, the
“Greyhound,” in 1860. The Portland Company subsequently produced at least seven steam engines
for the Portland Fire Department. Several more steam fire engines were built during the 1860’s and
into the 1870s.

The Portland Company built over 350 steam engines and hoilers for marine, as well
as, industrial uses. They outfitted towboats, fishing vessels, yachts, dredges, freighters, fireboats, and
ferries.

The Portland Company: Late 19th/Early 20th Century Diversification: Portland’s economy—and
the Portland Company’s portfolio—diversified as industrialization progressed. The Portland
Company began manufacturing elevators, cast iron elements, and paper industry equipment, and for
WWI, they produced brass shell casings. They even distributed automobiles and trucks.

Elevators: Early 20th century

The Portland Company manufactured passenger and freight elevators, at first hydraulically powered
and later electrically. The Portland Company also produced the elevators for the Portland City Hall.

CastIren: Late 1800s

The Portland Company cast storefronts, man-hole covers, parts for lighthouses (lanterns, lamp decks,
spiral stairways, doors and sashes, walkways, railings, vents, spindles and markers, upper sections of
light tower), lamp posts, ornate gates, and industrial boilers. They also operated a bronze and brass
foundry.

Paper Indusiry: Late 1800s - 1900s

The Portland Company manufactured equipment used in the paper industry including pulp digesters,
boilers, tanks, steam accumulators, chippers and debarkers, vomit stacks, turbines, penstocks, water-
conirel gates, and gate-hoisting equipment.



The advent of electricity meant convenience and new challenges, like the heavy static charge that can
be produced during the manufacturing process, causing problems in paper and textile mills. The
remedy came in the form of an electric neutralizing machine, patented by clectrical engineer, William
Chapman, in 1908. The Chapman Corporation operated as a subsidiary of the Portland Company in
Building 6 at the waterfront mill yard.

Automobile Sales: ¢1907 -c1914

The Portland Company served as Maine’s exclusive distributor of the high-end Knox
automobiles, trucks, firetrucks, and three-wheeled tractors which were manufactured in Springfield,

Massachusetts, In 1910, they added the Brush, Cole, and Thomas automohile line to appeal to middle
and lower income buyers.

Brass Howitzer 11 ings for the War: 1917 -1918

The onset of WWI prompted the need for further diversification and brought a brief respite to the
regional decline in manufacturing. Tens of thousands of brass shell casings were produced by the
Portland Company, packed in pairs, and shipped to another factory to be filled before being sent ta
the US Army between 1917 and 1918. Women replaced men, who were overseas serving in the
military, in this, and other factories

NOTE: The following section appearéd in the Tremont Preservation Services historical
survey of the Portland Company report, but was omitted from the Sutherland Consulting
Appendix H, which cited the full Tremont Preservation Services Report

Depression Era through 1950s: Snow Plows, Washing Machines, Canning Industry Equipment,
Stainless Steel ¢1920s - 1950s

During the Depression years, manufacturing plummeted and the Portland Company suffered
bankruptcy. William “Widgery” Thomas (grandfather to most recent owner, Phineas Sprague Jr.) and
his cousin, Charles Payson, purchased the Portland Company's stock and maintained ownership
through 1956, They continued to diversify operations, manufacturing snow plows, washing
machines, rotary welders, steam retorts (pressure cookers) for the canning industry, cast bean pots
for Burnham & Morrill Company (B & M Baked Beans), marker buoys, and a wood match-making
machine for Diamond Match Company.

Mid-20th Century through Present: Nuclear Industry Components, Plastic Bottle Extruding
Machines: 20th Century.

In 1956, Thomas and Payson sold the Portland Company to United Industrial Syndicate of New York.
UIS sold the business back to descendants of William Thomas, the Sprague family, in 1978. The
Spragues operated Portland Engineering on the property and manufactured, among other products,
components for the nuclear industry through 1981.
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The Portland Cormnpany Page 56 of 60
58 Fore Street
Portland, Maine

Building Number: Blacksmith Shop (Building 16)

Location Pian

Description, Condition and Assessment:

L

Wood rafter framed roof, back wall and side walls are stone retaining wall for
embankment, brick masonry front wall {(Photo 16-1).

Fore Street stone retaining wall at is dry stacked. It was apparent that water travels
through the wall,

Morth stone walls may be buttressing Fore Sireet retaining wall.

Brick masonry had numerous apen joints, missing bricks, bulging and moss growth near
drip line. ' s
East side stane wall butts brick masonry front wall to the south; condition is poorly bonded
with an open joint.

Roof rafters appeared to be in good condition, but daylight was visible through roof
around chimney penetration.

Roof eave has been redecked with OSB at eave; roof is coverad with shrink wrap.

Entry did not meet code due to door height.

Wood windows have broken panes and missing sashes.

No eave board, huilding generally not weather tight.

It is believed that groundwater penetrates this building through the retaining wall,

Anticipated Structural Quicomes for Restoration:

*

Repair exterior masonry including extensive repointing and rebuilding to creating
contiguous wall conditions.

Replace windows.
Create accessible entrance and incorporate 2 means of egress.
Roof relnforcing to support snow load of properly insulated roof.

Structural Condition Rating 15

Structural Renovation Cost Rating 3.0




The Portland Company
58 Fore Street
Portland, Maine

Page 57 of 60

Rating Justification:

Building currently is not weather tight and extensive work will be necessary address this condition.
Entry conditions will need to be brought up to current code for fire and egress compliance. Roof
likely not framed to address drifted snow from adjacent high roof/street and will require
reinforcement.

Photo 16-1: Exterior view of blacksmith shop/Building 16.



PHOTO | Building 16: View from southeast from | | PHOTO | Building 15: View from southeast from
| alleyway. Note masonry wall return cracks alleyway. Building did not appear to be safe
#16.1 ’ | #16.2 ;

- on east elevation (arrow). ? to enter, and we did not enter first floor.
R 57 jpg R 56.jpg |

PHOTO i Building 16: Enlarged opening in south i PHOTO Bmldmg 15/16: Remnants of bailer house
' elevation wall. Entire south wall requires | . chimney stack between Buildings 15 and
- H1 63 repointing, repair, and anchoring info east | #1 6'4 | 16,
af93jpy wall | P Z3jpg
N |

.. i * y % ul | L Y

| Building 16: North wall doubles as Fore ! Building 16 south wall (detail): Masonry has

| PH OTO | Street retaining wall. Sloped roof rafters | PHOTO ?ssmple details and small cornice at the top.

#1665 | | o6 oncbnall. st check ! #H16.6  Window header at left has been replaced with
P 245jpg ‘ condmon of top plate above this wa[l ! A28 35pg ,brick soldier course and steel lintel.

Appendix A - Portland Company Comp:’ex Repoﬂ March 77, ZO?J Bun’dmgs 15/16 - Page?ﬁ 1



| . : _ L .
. PHOTQ  Building 16 roof framing, south wall: Roof PHOTO !Noﬂh and east walls; Barrels beneath

| previously had skylights or vents on south | multiple active roof leaks.
#1 67 side of roof. Mote center line of bearing at #1 6_'8
A 2936 pg A29370ng

" braced column. Framing likely undersized. |

PHOTO l Catch basin grate, east of Building 16:
| Grate covered by leaves and debris, and
:‘[f ;Ig Sogg basin itself appears to be clogged.

| repair is required to create weatherproof '
#16.10 | and structurally sound transition from brick
to stone wall. '

£3042.jpg

i
! PHOTOQ | Building 15 southeast wall corner: Masonry
|

Appendix A - Portland Company Complex Report - March 11, 2015 - Buildings 15/16 — Page16-2
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APPENDIX A
EXPLANATION OF BECKER AND
RESURGENCE RATING SYSTEMS

Becker Structural Engineers’ (BSE) Rating System

The relative structural conditions rating system used in the Becker Structural Engineers Report is shown below:

1 = Very poorfunsafefdemoalition likely

2 = Very poor/salvageable with significant structural rework and investment/questionable
economic viability/consider demolition

3 = Pooar/requires substantial structural work to elements and systems

4 = Fairfrequires nominal structural work to elements

5 = Good condition/minor structural work required

Becker's relative rehabilitation cost rating system is based upon structural complexity and size of building, using
a scale of 110 5 -- 1 being relatively low costs and 5 being relatively high costs. BSE gives no specific definitions of
the relative costs, simply a numerical grading system. Such an approach appears to be reasonable, given the
preliminary nature of assessment that both firms were instructed to provide.

Resurgence Engineering and Preservation’s (REP) Rating System

For ease of comparison, REP used the same relative structural conditions rating system as BSE in the summary
chart. However, REP believes there is a more accurate and further defined way to classify the buildings in terms of
condition. See chart on following page for REP'S proposed rating System as regards condition.

REP has used the same relative rehabilitation cost rating system as BSE. The BSE report provided no specific
definition of cost for each rating category.
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RESURGENCE ENGINEERING RELATIVE STRUCTURAL CONDITION SCALE OF EXiSTING BUILDINGS IN POOR CONDITION

makes economics guestionable.
POST: Rehabilitation Feasibility Study considering
gconomics for specific buildings and structures.

BSE
condition NURI:fIIEgER DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION, PRE AND POST MITIGATION | LOCALMAINE BUILDING EXAMPLES
i PRE AND POST MITIGATION
PRE; Immediate widespread public safety threat and
sitefoccupant safety threat if not barricaded and structurally
VP shored; evacuate nearby buildings, sfrests, sidewalks, block
() iy ok it off parking spaces. Potential for widespread debris field in Buildings with extensive fics: damage
saﬁageaém event of collapse; Building cannot be re-occupied following '
friggering event.
s | POST. Condemn and demolish building.
PRE: Immediate widespread public safefy threat and
sitefoccupant safety threat if not barricaded and structurally
shored; evacuate nearby buildings, streets, sidewalks, block
VE2 off parking spaces. Potential for widespread debris field in
tikiy poot bt event of collapse; Building cannot be re-occupied following
salvageabl triggering event,
1 Svetialie té PRE: Morway Opera House, 2007-09
rehgbilitate o POST: Building assessed, barricaded, structurally shored; POST; Norway Opera House, 2010+
A0DIOX BISEI nearby buildings deemed safe for retum; streets, andfor
CE; # 4' Ito 45) sidewalks and parking spots remain blocked off. Building
ilself cannot be occupied after stabilization. Unsafe for
rescue personnel to enter if trespassers are inside. Shored
and secured structure relatively expensive, but feasible, to
rehabilitate.
PRE: [Immediate site/occupant safety threat and [ocalized
public safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally PRE: Buildings with widespread loose
VP3 shored; Block off streets, sidewalks, and parking spaces. fagade components.
(very poor but Potential for localized debris field in event of collapse; i.e. Masonic Temple
salvageable, Building can be occupied following the triggering event, Localized structural failures i.e. Porfland
1 moderately Company Complex Building 4
expensive to POST: Building assessed, barricaded, structurally shored;
rehab, i.e. BSE nearhy buildings deemed safe for retum; streets, andfor POST; Stabilized struciures, removing
cost#3 to 4) sidewalks and parking spots can remain blocked off or loose components o installing covered
reopened following mitigation. Building itseif can be sidewalk and blocked off parking spaces.
occupied.
PRE:  Likelysiteloccupant safety threat and localized public
safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally shored; PRE: Biildias il aiewlsess facae
P4 Block off strests, sidewalks, and parking spaces. Potential o .Gnents l?]at — e:’:lsi[ ba rem?}ve q
G o B for localized debris field in event of element fallure; Building | o'TPrer 8 %0 o s ol
) salvageable, can be occupied following the triggering event. and quickly be removed,
letzi:ﬁgznf:e POST; Bui!d‘ing a;sessed, barricaded, structurally shored; POST: Stabllized structires, ramoving
BSE cost #2) ngarby buildings de.emEd safe for et Steets, kil loose components or installing covered
sidewalks and parking spots can remain blocked off or ; :
- 20 o sidewalk and blocked off parking spaces.
reopened following mitigation. Building itself can be resume
occupancy.
PRE: Possibfesiteloccuoant safety threat and localized public
safety threat if not if not barricaded and structurally shored;
3 ) No triggering event causing distress; possible change of use | PRE: Porland Company Building

Complex  Building #1
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4.10 BuLDING 15/ 16 — BOILER HOUSE/BRASS FOUNDRY, 1858,1864
Structure and Building Envelope Description:

Small (unknown area), two-story structure with conventional lumber framing (15) and unreinforced
multi-wythe brick masonry bearing wall (16) along the south (alley) elevation. Building 16 also has
an infill wooden partition below a steel beam that previously created a large door opening. Refer to
photos #16.1 and #16.2.

Brick vaults reportedly extend from Building #15 beneath the Fore Street sidewalk. We did not
observe these vaults.

Rubble dry-stacked retaining walls exist at north, west and east elevations. At Building 16, it
appears that water penetrates the wall or has in the past.

Back wall (north wall) is large stone masonry retaining wall supporting hillside at Fore Street.
Mono-pitch wood-framed reof slopes down toward the south (alley-facing) wall.

Two-wythe brick masonry front wall features a mixture of granite (likely original) brick, and steel or
iron headers on the window and door openings.

The remnants of the Boiler House chimney base remain between Building 15 and Building 16.

A large standpipe at east end of building.

Observations and Evaluation;

The wooden and brick masonry walls of both buildings are in poor condition.
The chimney base bricks should be checked and stabilized in place.
Timber and lumber roof framing at Building 16 is undersized for contemporary snow loads.

Adaptive Reuse Potential:

The building’s current use is as a blacksmith’s forge, a use not dissimilar to its original purpose as
a brass foundry. It may be necessary to rebuild most of the Building 15 framing. In that case,
Building 15 would likely need to conform to contemporary code requirements for new structures.
From a preservation standpoint, the blacksmith occupancy is likely to be considered as the best
and highest use of the structure.

Open access to framing in Building 16 permits relatively simple structural strengthening techniques.
We assume that much of the Building 15 structure will need to be rebuilt.

As discussed in the Building 14 section, this structure provides opportunities for unique
occupancies if properly secured and lighted.

Recommended Building Envelope and Structural Rehabilitation Scope:

Strip existing roofing, repair damaged sheathing, and add a structural diaphragm, consisting either
of plywood sheathing or metal decking above the interior exposed roof decking.

Insulate roof, and resurface with proper edge flashing and counterflashing.

Strengthen or rebuild existing roof structure as required, particularly near potential drift areas.

Strengthen existing roof structure as required to provide wind uplift resistance and to transfer
lateral loads through roof.

Repair or replace existing doors and windows with thermally efficient units that meet National Park
Service Standards.

Repair/replace existing steel lintels with properly galvanized, painted or prepared/painted steel.
Rebuild the south elevation and Building 15 timber or lumber structures as required.

Rehabilitate brick masonry front wall of Building 16, to match period of historic significance.
Improve site drainage and grading around the alley and hillside.

Portland Company Complex: March 26, 2015 - Page 31
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Deb Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager

City of Portland Planning Division

389 Congress Street

Portland, ME 04101 September 25, 2015

Dear Deb,

| will not be able to attend the Planning Board’s meeting in October and so would be
happy if you were to share my reflections with the members of the Historic Preservation
and the Planning Boards.

When | was Executive Director of the Maine Historical Society (1985-1995), one of
my favorite collections to peruse was the Portland Company. The abundance of skeiches,
plans and specifications all pointed to the vibrancy of this Portland enterprise. The
watercolor presentation drawings transcended industrial history to art. But by the late 20th
century, what was left of Portland’s industrial past? Very little. How could this extraordinary
story of Portland’s manufacturing past best be told?

Portland has the opportunity to do this now, not just for the few researchers who
could consult this archive but also for the many, many residents and visitors who will be
drawn to the reborn Portland Company site. As a resident of nearby Waterville Street, |
have been concerned about the safety of the site as buildings have deteriorated and the
property has been underutilized. | fully support the concept of a mixed-use and look
forward to the integration of contemporary design into the historical context. | also support
the compromise approach that the current nomination proposes; saving all the buildings just
isn’t feasible. Nor is it the way Portland should step into its future.

At the same time, Portland’s history doesn'’t stop at the end of the 19th century, in
spite of what the tourist literature tells visitors. Preserving building #1 should be considered
not just “contributing,” but essential. The design of building #1 with its large windows and
uninterrupted workspace leaves no doubt that the Company was vibrant well into the 20th
century. Without it, the story that the preserved buildings tell is truncated to a 19th century
history, denying the breadth of the site’s architectural and historical significance.

Preserving and adapting building #1 will certainly be an expensive proposition. But
there is no other building that explains the whole continuum. Without it, | fear that the
Portland Company’s redevelopment will resemble a theme park of 19th century
picturesqueness. Building #1 challenges us to move into a gutsier, brawnier version of our
community’s history. [t is the building that offers the most intriguing opportunity for the new
vision of a Portland Company.

My thanks and appreciation fo you and to the members of the Historic Preservation
Board for your efforts to create an historic district at the Portland Company.

Sincerely,

Eliaabeth

Elizabeth Miller

46 Waterville Street #3

Portland, ME 04101
elizabethmiller1953@hotmail.com
207-878-8604



To: City of Portland Planning Board
From: Paula Guillemette Agopian
Re: 58 Fore Street aka (The Portland Co.)

| was present for the Planning Board meeting on 9/8/15 when the item regarding The Portland Co. was
tabled to October since CPB2 requested more time to revisit building #1. Let me say that building #4
(The Foundry) should be revisited by the Planning Board as well!

Compromises and concessions have been made by the HP Board and the Planning Dept’s HP Office. If |
had my way about it | would have placed an “Historic Shroud” over the entire complex except the metal
building in the rear and the new office building at the entrance.

| have attended presentations and workshops since October, when the Sutherland Report was unveiled.
| have witnessed the HP Board struggle with angst on the issues presented them. | felt a sincere sense
of concern for preservation while maintaining pragmatism and sensitivity related to the costs of
rehabilitation and preservation.

Building #1 was the last building built within the period of significance (1918) and represents it's era as
much as building 2 (1847). It was an intragal part of the operation. While not as architecturally
appealing as building #2 we need to bear in mind “this is not a beauty contest” (Ted Olden). In the
Resurgence Report done by Al Hodson it reveals that the costs to rehabilitate and retrofit this building
are feasible. Another level could be constructed doubling the rentable space $55.

Building #4 The Foundry, performed the most important function in the production process. It was the
heart that pumped the life blood. Yes, it had a failed system from day one, yet it still stands today and
the Resurgence Report states it could be remedied with reinforcement and supports.

In real estate the rule of thumb is, if it's attached it is part of the structure. #1 is attached to #2, #2 to
#3 and #4. They are all one structure!

| encourage you to have the fortitude and courage to listen to the Chair of the HP Board and accept the
proposal as presented with one exception, building #4 (The Foundry) be put on hold and reconsider it to
be included. Remember historic preservation’s purpose is to re-enforce and not to undermine!

Sincerely,

_Paula Guillemette Agopian

cc. Mayor Brennan, Portland City Council, Historic Preservation Board, Deb Andrews, Landmarks



HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE

WORKSHOP

392 SPRING STREET
TO: Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board
FROM: Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator
DATE: October 15, 2015
RE: October 21, 2015 Workshop
Application for: Certificate of Appropriateness for site alterations and entry porch redesign
Address: 392 Spring Street
Property Owners: Nancy and Dix Druce

Landscape Designer: Ted Carter, Inspired Landscapes

Project Architect: Brian Baudette

Introduction

Property owners Nancy and Dix Druce have requested a preliminary review for site alterations
and replacement of the entry porch at 392 Spring Strect, Landscape designer Ted Carter and
architect Brian Baudette have submitted plans that would move the granite stairs and brick
walk that enter the yard from Spring Street further to the west. The proposal would also
change the orientation of the entrance porch to face a new, more formally organized landscape
design.

Built in 1896 in the Colonial Revival Style, The Thomas Talbot House is a contributing
property in the Western Promenade Historic District. The front entrance faces west across a
lawn, toward the Western Cemetery. A house has existed on the neighboring corner ot at
Vaughan Street since 1897, so there is no access or visibility from Vaughan Street or the
cemetery. Since before 1924, a simple, hooded entrance porch has featured stairs that face
Spring Street; the walk and stairs down to the sidewalk are next to the side of the house.

Mr. Carter and Mr. Baudette have submitted concept plans and renderings for the landscape
and porch changes, with a detailed scope of work and photos of existing conditions. They

ONPLAN'Y HISTORIC PRESERV ATION'HP Board Memos\2015 Memos\10-21-15 Spring 392, site and entry porch
alterations.doc -1-



hope for clear Board feedback regarding the direction of their approach. As always, it will be
helptul for Board members to visit the site to fully grasp the impact of the proposed changes.

Subject Property and Context

The main block of 392 Spring Street is a 2 % story brick cube that is fairly simple. Hipped
dormers penetrate each face of the hipped roof, and there is an original, hip-roofed hood on
brackets over the main entrance. The current entrance porch has been rebuilt, though the
fagade and house entrance appear to be original. The “front” door is off-center, and is flanked
by sidelights, with another window the same size as the sidelights further to the right. There is
a fairly simple balustrade of square components except for a radiused top rail, and as a whole
the existing porch appears to be roughly similar to the porch that existed in 1924, though it is
obviously more recent. A black pipe rail still follows the stairs down along the side of the
house and out to the street.

Five granite steps with cheek walls mount the bank that runs along the Spring Street sidewalk,
and a concrete walk leads to the wood stairs of the porch. The steep bank at the sidewalk edge
increases slightly in height towards the west, and a dense, overgrown hedge obscures the first
floor of the house from the sidewalk. Along the yard edge, the hedge is closer to the top of the
bank, but trees behind it reinforce the dense, tall screen.

Proposed Site Alterations

Mr. Carter’s scope of work provides a complete summary of the proposed alterations. Most
significant are the moving of the stairs entering the yard 24 further west, away from the house,
and the orientation of the front porch to the west instead of to the street. The resulting longer
approach through the yard on a brick walk would provide a grander entrance directly facing the
west fagade.

The landscape designer proposes to raise the grade of the front and back landscaping, and the
addition of fill will necessitate an administrative authorization from the Planning Office. The
granite stairs from Spring Street are proposed to be longer and more gradual and include two
more rises than the existing stairs. Recessed lights are proposed for the risers.

Proposed changes to plantings will reveal more of the Spring Street face of the house, while
maintaining some privacy screening for the yard along the sidewalk, except for a wide opening
for the entry walk. Further back the side yard is proposed to step down to the back yard with a
stone retaining wall. Mr. Carter proposes copper down lighting for some of the trees to light
the front walk.

The proposed entry porch is the same size as the existing porch, and in the same location. Mr.
Baudette is proposing a formal rail system with turned balusters, substantial rails, and large,
paneled posts. Because the door is off-center, the porch is centered on the fagade and the hood,
but not the entrance. Mr. Baudette’s renderings do not provide details on the skirt, but staff has
discussed with him a change from the existing diagonal lattice to either a framed square lattice
or framed, spaced vertical boards.

ONPLAN HISTORIC PRESERVATIONVHP Board Memos'2015 Memosi10-21-15 Spring 392, site and entry porch
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Much less visible and significant changes are proposed for the rear porch and the back entrance
on the garage side of the property. The landscaping of the lower back yard will also be much
less visible.

Staff Comments

This application proposes significant alterations to the site and entrance at 392 Spring Street,
potentially altering what may be the original approach to the front door. The existing,
longstanding configuration is understated in a way that complements the simplicity of the
house. Though the opening for the entrance walk is currently narrow, the entrance and porch
are directly in line with it and visible from the street. Mr. Carter’s application states the
existing porch looks and feels much like a back entrance; this impression is aggravated by the
overgrown hedge. Note the contrast between the September, 2015 photos and the 1924 photo.

The proposed new approach is less direct, and depending on the future treatment of the front
plantings the entrance may not be much more visible from the strect. The brick walk will lead
visitors and residents through the formally landscaped yard to face squarely the front fagade
and its more substantial porch. Plantings certainly can be altered to suit the desired balance of
privacy and welcoming visibility, though the yard will also be slightly higher, according to the
application.

Though we have no definitive proof that the 1924 appecarance of the property was consistent
with the original appearance, Board members may want to discuss whether the proposed
alterations are appropriate to the apparent character and intent of the original design. The style
of the new porch with its classical balustrade, and the formal approach by brick walk and stone
steps do not seem radically incompatible with the stylc of house. Yet they may be introducing
ornamentation and formality in ways that prompt consideration of Review Standard (3):

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

Staff also notes that the proposed symmetrical approach to the porch is somewhat jarred by the
off-center front door. This possibly original door location feature is not highlighted by the
current entrance walk and stairs.

In regards to the proposed materials, the applicants seem to intend the brick walks and granite
to be compatible with existing materials on site. Board members may want to request more
details on the proposed lighting of the yard from existing trees.

Applicable Review Standards

(1) Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for the property
which requires minimal alteration to the character-defining features of the structure,
object or site and its environment or to use a property for its originally intended
purpose.
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(2) The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, object or site and its
environment shall not be destroyed. The removal or alteration of any historic material
or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when possible.

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

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

Attachments

i Project description, site photos, renderings, and site plan submitted by
landscape designer

2 1924 Tax photo
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Date:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS

Putsuant to review under the City of Portland's Histotic Presetvation 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;
( F i
.f y \Jf,);f ﬁg’ _’)'/JL r',,{,e?r ﬁr”f,g{ ﬂﬂu@ ¢

CHART/BLOCK/LOT: (for staff use only)

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

The enclosed project will include the following:

1) Moving the granite steps that come off the sidewalk on Spring approx. 24 feet to the
West.

2) Installation of new brick sidewalk leading to newly installed steps and continuing
Southerly to connect to a newly installed entrance,

3) The walkways and terrace area are to be comprised of an Old Port or Water Struck Brick
that is sympathetic to the historic nature of the present dwelling and neighborhood.

4) At one location in the front entry walk and surrounding the rear garden terrace we are
proposing cobble stone dots approx. 4” x 4” as ¢ coping surround

5) All steps indicated in the plan will be Swenson New Hampshire granite with the
exception of the newly contructed front entry steps and back deck steps.

6) A small stone retaining wall approx. 28 inches in height and 40 feet in length to be
installed to delineate the front landscape from the rear landscape. This wall is also
important as it cleanly delineates the grade change from the front and back yard

7} we are proposing a grade change of approx. 17 inches higher in both the front and back
landscape. The present grades are extremely low and are not compatible in relationship
to the house and proposed landscape

8) elimination of the present wooden entry porch with the addition of a new porch coming
directly off the front entrance. Presently the existing porch looks and feels much like a
back entrance and is not sympathetic to majesty of this historic home. All rail details
will be done in classical colonial revival detail that is present in other homes on the West
End.

9) Alteration and expansion of the back deck as shown on attached landscape plan

10) Elimination of existing plantings which cover a good deal of the house from the road

11) installation new plantings that reveal the house from the road and enhance the
architecture of the home.

12) Installation new service entrance walk off the back driveway leading to the rear
entrance of the home

13} installation evergreen screening around perimeter of the property for privacy purposes

Page 2 of &



Portland, M-aine_

Yes. Li-fe’sgood here.

Jeff Levine, AICP, Director
Planning & Urban Development Department

Electronic Signature and Fee Payment Confirmation

Notice: Your electronic signature is considered a legal sianature per state law.

By digitally signing the attached document(s), you are signifying your understanding this is a legal document
and your electronic signature is considered a legal signature per Maine state law. You are also signifying your
intent on paying your fees by the opportunities below.

I, the undersigned, intend and acknowledge that no Site Plan or Historic Preservation Applications can be

reviewed until payment of appropriate application fees are paid in full to the Inspections Office, City of
Portland Maine by method noted below:

Within 24-48 hours, once my complete application and corresponding paperwork has been
electronically delivered, I intend to call the Inspections Office at 207-874-8703 and speak
to an administrative representative and provide a credit/debit card over the phone.

j' Within 24-48 hours, once my application and corresponding paperwork has been electronically
delivered, T intend to call the Inspections Office at 207-874-8703 and speak to an
administrative representative and provide a credit/debit card over the phone.

I intend to deliver a payment method through the U.S. Postal Service mail once my application
paperwork has been electronically deliyered.

Towls f Coder 1S

Date:

/40&:/; /’%_‘gﬁr/{// »‘.}/{,/;;-

digital copies & fmon: ,4/2//<S Date:

NOTE: All electronic paperwork must be delivered to buildinginspections@portlandmaine. gov or

by physical means i.e. a thumb drive or CD to the Inspections Office, City Hall, 3* Floor,
Room 315.

389 Congress Street * Portland Maine 04101-3509 * Phone: (207) 874-8703 * Fax: (207) §74-8716
http: //wwrw.portiandmaine.gov/planning/buildinsp.asp * E-Mail: buildinginspecti cns@portlandmaine.gov




































Thuja plicata 'Evergreen Giant'
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_____ Amelanchier canadensis
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Viburnum 'Summer Snowflake'




Tsuga Canadensis Canadian Hemlock
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Tree Lights

» /
/- cCTLIC

* Heavy-gauge extra-
long copper shroud
for maximum light
contral

* Shroud can be
rotated 360"

* Fast-mount solid
bronze canopy base

* Pre-wired with 35
ft. #16-2 No-Ox
marine grade wire

+ 10.25" tall x 2.25" STEP LIGHTING RECESSED IN

wide

+ Uses NIR-16 lamp RISERS OF STEPS FOR NIGHT ILLUMINATION

(not included)

DOWN LIGHTING IN TREES
-OR WALKWAY ILLUMINTATION
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