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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT  
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD  

CITY OF PORTLAND  
 

Public comments are taken at all meetings.  
  
On Wednesday, September 5, 2018, the Portland Historic Preservation Board will meet at 5:00 
p.m., Room 209, Portland City Hall to review the following items.  
 
1. WORKSHOP 
 

i. Preliminary Design Review of Proposed New Construction (2nd Workshop).  
Project is being reviewed under the provisions of the Munjoy Hill Neighborhood 
Conservation District.  Project includes demo of ‘preferably preserved building’ 
and Request for Alternative Design Review; 33-37 MONTREAL STREET; 33 
Montreal LLC., Applicant  

 
Dinner Break; Meeting Resumes at 7:30 p.m. 
 
WORKSHOP (continued) 
 

ii. Preliminary Review of Exterior Alterations and Addition under Consideration; 34 
WHARF STREET; Portland House, LLC., Applicant. 

 
2. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 
 
 

 















































































 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Belinda Ray <bsr@portlandmaine.gov> 
To: Karen Snyder <karsny@yahoo.com> 
Cc: Wayne Valzania <Wayne@redhookdesignalliance.com>; Carol Connor <balsamique@live.com>; Berry 
Manter <berrymanter@yahoo.com>; Mary Casale <dirtgirl1@aol.com>; Enoch Wenstrom 
<eenebw@gmail.com>; EJ Koch <ejkoch@gmail.com>; "jayneportland1@gmail.com" 
<jayneportland1@gmail.com>; Maggy W <mswnola@gmail.com>; Jean McManamy <ninimaine@aol.com>; Pa 
Ag <pagopian1@yahoo.com>; Pam Macomber <pam@ninestonesspa.com>; Peter Macomber 
<pbm@macomber.com>; Pamela Day <pday2304@gmail.com>; peter murray <pmurray@gwi.net>; martica 
douglas <tica1529@gmail.com>; Barbara Vestal <vestal@chesterandvestal.com> 
Sent: Monday, May 28, 2018 08:43:30 PM EDT 
Subject: Re: Urgent Request for 5/24 meeting - status check 
 
Yes, indeed. Sorry. I replied to one person who had emailed me separate from this link, although I meant 
to get the information to everyone. Here's what I sent that should have gone to all of you: 
 
------------ 
 
I heard back from Corporation Counsel on design standards and how enforceable they are. Here's the gist, 
quoting directly from her email: 
 
 
"...to answer your first question, namely whether an application can be denied if it meets dimensional standards 
but does not meet the design standards: yes, it can be rejected.  Meeting the design standards outlined in the 
design manual is its own requirement and applies to all residential development in the R-6 (see Section 14-
526(a)(9)(a)(vi)(d))....So long as a residential development in the R-6 is subject to site plan review, it must meet 
both the dimensional requirements and the design standards."  
 
"With respect to your second question, whether design standards are applicable to projects that are not subject 
to site plan review, I think the answer is, generally speaking, 'no.'  As noted above, land uses and development 
only come under the City's review when the Council has expressly required it. That is, we can only apply our 
development standards, including design standards, when a development is required to be approved by the 
City.  If something is not subject to site plan review (which is the context in which design standards are 
currently applied) then there is no basis or grounds for the City to require conformance with those 

standards.   Having said that, it is important to note that the proposed Munjoy Hill overlay expressly 
includes...dimensional standards that are based on the existing R-6 design standards.  Therefore, under 
the proposed language, the design standards in the Overlay would apply to all properties in the 
zone.  Indeed, they would apply even when a particular project might be so modest that it doesn't require 
site plan review (e.g. a building addition) but does require a building permit.  That's because, when 
reviewing building permits, the City does do a zoning review.  This expands the applicability of the design 
standards included in the Overlay and makes them applicable to projects that currently would fall outside 
the scope of the design standards." 
 

Good news, right? And even without the extra protection the overlay gives because of its language 
requiring adherence to dimensional standards based on R-6 design standards, most projects that would 
have any impact on surrounding lots or the neighborhood are subject to some level of site plan review, 
which means the design standards are just as enforceable--and just as important--as the dimensional 
standards.  
 
------------ 
 
Let me know if you have further questions. And thanks for the nudge, Karen. I had meant to send this 
information to the larger group.  
 
Best, 
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Google Groups

Ouch!

Linda Tyler <ltyler8@gmail.com> Sep 4, 2018 2:49 PM
Posted in group: Planning and Urban Development

Aren't the proposed developments of 33 and 37 Montreal, along with 57 Saint Lawrence Street, in direct opposition to the
decisions made during Munjoy Hill’s meetings with the city council?  
 
I’m amazed by this proposition, and I’m sorry to add to the bombardment of messages you must be getting but my utter
frustration about this compels me.  
 
This proposed projects truly seem to be outside of the parameters of the decisions made by you earlier; I will appreciate
hearing of the city’s justification for them. 
 
I happen to live across from 57 Saint  Lawrence; one of its owners is a friend of mine. Reasonable redevelopment of that
property is not arguable; the property is in bad shape. However, as it now exists in scale, it grants living spaces to young
families and students who help to complete the diversity and vitality we neighbors—citizens—here have so long expressed
as a feature we intend to continue to enjoy,  
 
Now that I think of it, this thinking makes me more and more determined to stay in my humble little asbestos-shingled home
(constantly a feature I would like to replace with clapboard IF)—emphasis on home—on the Hill—assuming I would still be
able to get out of my driveway with the increased traffic this proposal would demand. Thank you for your attention.  
 
Linda P. Tyler  
52 Saint Lawrence Street  
Portland, ME 04101  
207-233-6109  
 
 

https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/topic/planning/CPkg-iLQ3lw
https://groups.google.com/a/portlandmaine.gov/d/forum/planning
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

WORKSHOP 
34 WHARF STREET 

TO: Chair Sheridan and Members of the Historic Preservation Board 
FROM:  Rob Wiener, Preservation Compliance Coordinator 
DATE: August 30, 2018 
RE: September 5, 2018     WORKSHOP – Preliminary Review of 

Ground Floor Alterations and Rooftop Addition 

Address:  34 Wharf Street 
Applicant:  Patrick Roche and Joseph Powers, Portland House, LLC 

Note: The following memo was prepared for the July 25, 2018 Historic Preservation Board 
agenda, but the workshop was postponed by agreement of the applicants and the property 
owner.  Since then the applicants put the property under contract with the property owner, 
clearing the way for a preliminary consideration of their proposal. 

Introduction 

Patrick Roche and Joseph Powers have requested a workshop to review preliminary concepts 
for alterations to the ground floor façade of 34 Wharf Street, as well as a rooftop addition.  The 
two applicants have formed Portland House, LLC to convert the ground floor of 10 Dana Street 
and all of 34 Wharf Street into a co-working space combined with a café – called Omne House.  
They seek the Board’s feedback on their preliminary proposal, which calls for enlarging the first 
floor windows facing Wharf Street and facing the alley (a.k.a. an extension of Plum Street) next 
to 34 Wharf Street.   Mr. Roche and Mr. Powers would also like to know the feasibility of adding a 
rooftop addition and a deck to the low, flat-roofed building. 

Both 10 Dana Street (circa 1879) and the much lower, connected warehouse at 34 Wharf Street 
are contributing buildings in the Waterfront Historic District.   The July 25 workshop will focus 
exclusively on the latter property – the purchase of which is currently being negotiated by the 
partner applicants.  (Later reviews will consider possible lighting and signage changes at 10 Dana 
Street, but no exterior alterations are currently under review for that building.) 

As the attached project summary indicates, design development is in the early stages of concept 
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sketches; Mr. Roche and Mr. Powers have not engaged an architect yet, but have submitted 
drawings of existing conditions and proposed alterations to explore  
the feasibility of moving forward with the purchase and development of the property.  Staff has 
added additional photos of existing conditions at the properties. 
 
Subject Property – 34 Wharf Street 
 
Although the original appearance of this modest warehouse addition to the former Chase 
Leavitt Block (10 Dana Street , built by Francis Fassett in 1879 for James P. Baxter,) is unknown 
and there is no 1924 photo of it, the simple character is evident today.  The building was 
rehabilitated in 2001, when the (then) Historic Preservation Committee approved the ramp and 
other improvements for the restaurant, but the clear simplicity of the warehouse architecture 
was retained. 
 
Another review by the Historic Preservation Board in 2005 approved extension of the awning 
down the entire ramp, and new shutters, fencing, and lighting.  Another result in 2005 was the 
required removal of banners, a sign, conduit and lighting that had been added without approval 
to the façade in the years since 2001 – thereby restoring much of the historic simplicity of the 
building faces. 
 
Although original hanging hardware is extant on the building, there are currently no shutters.  
Lighting on the front consists of four downlights that wash the walls, with discreetly managed 
conduit.  Two spotlights to the right of the unused front entrance may have been for a former 
sign, but there is no bracket.  Signage is limited to small wall signs at the corner and a glass-
fronted menu display box.   
 
Windows have been replaced with appropriate, black, multi-light windows, except for one on the 
Wharf Street face that has one light instead of six.  To the right of the restaurant, a stone patio 
and gate at the former extension of Plum Street appear to accommodate outdoor dining. 
 
Proposed Alterations  
 
As the project summary indicates, the applicants would like to enlarge window openings on the 
first floor to add light to the interior and with the reopening of the front entrance, foster a more 
active connection to Wharf Street.  The sketches show the front and west side with wider 
windows and some kind of canopy, but we have no details yet on the windows or whether the 
canopy might be a fabric awning or a projecting, constructed hood.  The existing awning over 
the ramp would be removed.  In front of the property on Wharf Street the applicants would like 
to create outdoor seating, but the Wharf Street cobbles extend all the way to the building, unlike 
the north side of the street where outdoor dining is situated on brick instead of cobbles. 
 
On the roof the sketches show a glass walled addition that includes clerestory windows, 
surrounded by a railing and deck.  Mechanicals are shown in one sketch – presumably set back 
from Wharf Street in the back corner, but no roof plan exists yet.  How interior access to the 
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roof is gained is unclear; one of the views shows an exterior stair on the rear. 
 
 
No exterior changes are shown for 10 Dana Street at this time, though drawings indicate that 
new signage and lighting will be proposed if the project goes forward. 
 
Staff Comments and Questions for Consideration 
 
Among the challenges presented by the Omne House proposal is how to change and intensify 
the use of the building and animate the ground floor façade, while respecting its origins (and 
enduring character) as a simple warehouse on a utilitarian alley.  Consideration of the proposal 
will focus partly on Standard 1 for Review of Alterations – what compatible uses and alterations 
can be made to the structure, that “require minimal alteration to the character-defining features 
of the structure?”   
 
Many of the buildings facing Wharf Street have been altered dramatically to accommodate 
modern uses, and in some instances significant original architectural character and integrity have 
been lost.  A careful approach to these alterations seems appropriate, given the relatively 
unspoiled façade of the subject property. 
 
Following are questions for consideration: 
 

• Given that the spare facades of the building appear to be probably largely consistent with 
or at least similar to original features, to what extent can window openings be changed, 
and what type of larger windows and opening treatments might be appropriate – if any?  
Should the small arched openings be altered, and if so, is there an approach to simple, 
utilitarian windows that would fit? Should any new windows be clearly identifiable as 
modern?  Whether or not the existing arched window openings are original, staff would 
argue that they have acquired significance as features of the property. 
 

• Can the modestly scaled warehouse support a modern rooftop addition, visually?  Would 
a scaled back, lower addition be easier to envision as compatible? 
 

• Can mechanicals be discreetly hidden on the roof? 
 

• Many other details will have to be considered if these plans move forward, including roof 
access, signage, lighting, finish on the doors, and wall finish and railing details for the 
rooftop addition.  
 

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 
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property for its originally intended purpose. 
 

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

 
(9) Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall 

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

 
Attachments: 
 

1. Applicants’ project description 
2. Staff photos of existing conditions 
3. Applicants’ sketches and perspective drawings 
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