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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD

CITY OF PORTLAND

Public comments are taken at all meetings.

On Wednesday, February 7, 2018, the Portland Historic Preservation Board will meet at 5:00 
in Room 209 of City Hall to review the following items. (Public comments are taken at all 
meetings): 

1. PUBLIC HEARING

i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Storefront Alterations (front & rear elevations) 
and Roof Deck Construction; 582-584 CONGRESS (Rear Elevations, 143-145 FREE 
STREET); Corner Freak LLC., Applicant

2. WORKSHOP

i. Discussion regarding Window Replacement Options and Replacement Guidelines

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes at 7:15

WORKSHOP, continued

ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Campground Development; FORT SCAMMELL, 
HOUSE ISLAND; Fortland, LLC., Applicant.

iii. Review of Proposed Restoration of Perimeter Fencing and Granite Piers; LINCOLN 
PARK; City of Portland, Applicant.

3. CONSENT AGENDA



CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD AGENDA 
February 12, 2018 at 5:00 p.m. (Previously 2-7-18 Meeting that was Cancelled) 

Room 209, City Hall, 389 Congress Street 
 

Public comment is taken at all meetings 
 
 
1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 
2. COMMUNICATIONS AND REPORTS 
3. REPORT OF DECISIONS:  Due to the weather, the 1-17-18 meeting was cancelled. 

        Due to the weather, the 2-7-18 meeting was cancelled. 
 
4. PUBLIC HEARING 

i. Certificate of Appropriateness for Storefront Alterations (front & rear elevations) and Roof Deck 
Construction; 582-584 Congress Street (Rear Elevations are 143-145 Free Street); Corner Freak 
LLC., Applicant. 

 
5. WORKSHOP 
 i. Discussion Regarding Window Replacement Options and Replacement Guidelines 

 
 

Break for Dinner; Meeting Resumes at 7:15 P.M. 
 
 
6. WORKSHOP, continued 

ii. Preliminary Review of Proposed Campground Development; Fort Scammell, House Island; 
Fortland, LLC., Applicant. 

 
iii. Review of Proposed Restoration of Perimeter Fencing and Granite Piers; Lincoln Park;  

City of Portland, Applicant. 
 
7. CONSENT AGENDA 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
CITY OF PORTLAND, MAINE 

 
WORKSHOP 

FORT SCAMMELL, HOUSE ISLAND 
 
 
TO:  Chair Benson and Members of the Historic Preservation Board  
 
FROM:  Deborah Andrews, Historic Preservation Program Manager 
 
DATE:   February 1, 2018 
 

   RE:  February 7, 2018 - Preliminary Review of Proposed Adaptive Re-use and 
Associated Alterations and New Construction (3rd Workshop) 

  
Address:   Fort Scammell 
    House Island 
 
Property Owner:  Neptune Properties LLC 
    Represented by Stefan Scarks 

  
   Applicant:   Fortland, LLC 

    Stefan Scarks and Travis Bullard, principals 
 
Introduction 
 
Stefan Scarks and Travis Bullard of Fortland LLC are returning to the Board for a third workshop 
on their proposal to develop a 21-site campground at Fort Scammell on House Island.  The 
Board’s last workshop was held on October 18th and followed a site visit earlier in the month to 
familiarize Board members with existing conditions, key viewsheds, locations of proposed 
structures, etc.  The site visit, which included a tour around the island by boat, also provided an 
opportunity for Board to assess the visibility and impact of the proposed development.  Based 
on the site visit and the preliminary plans provided by the applicant, Board members identified a 
number of aspects of the proposal that warranted reconsideration, modification or further 
design development. 
 
Since the October workshop, the applicants have revisited several key aspects of their proposal.  
They have also been in contact with applicable State agencies regarding compliance with 
necessary permits.  These include the Maine DEP, IF&W, DHHS and MHPC.  Some of the 
required permits have already been secured, as noted in the enclosed memo from the 
applicants.   
 
In preparation for Wednesday’s workshop, Mr. Scarks and Mr. Bullard have provided a detailed 
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narrative describing the changes they have made since the last review session and the rationale 
for the changes—see ATTACHMENT 2.  Also enclosed are an existing aerial view,  
 
existing and proposed site plans, computer-generated views from the water showing proposed 
structures, cross sections showing height of proposed structures in relation to existing berms, as 
well as elevations and wall sections of proposed yurts, tents and accessory structures.  Other 
presentational material will be provided at Wednesday’s workshop. 
 
Scope of Board’s Purview 
 
Given Fort Scammell’s “Landmark” status under Portland’s historic preservation ordinance, the 
Historic Preservation Board’s scope of review is broader than it is when reviewing proposals for 
properties classified as “contributing structures.” The Board’s review jurisdiction extends not 
only to those alterations and additions that are “readily visible from a public way” (in this case, 
from the water, mainland or surrounding islands), but to any alteration or addition. Landmark 
designation does not mean that alterations or additions are not allowed, but rather that the 
significance of the subject structure warrants a more comprehensive review regardless of 
visibility from a public way.  The effect of this provision is that the structures and features 
proposed within the fort’s parade ground are subject to review.  
 
Summary of October 18 Workshop 
 
On October 18, following a presentation by the applicant, questions from Board members 
and public comment, the Board offered a number of comments, concerns and 
observations regarding the applicant’s preliminary proposal.  (For reference purposes, 
excerpts from the 10/18 submission are enclosed as ATTACHMENT 6.) Board input is 
summarized below.   
 
General position of the Board as regards the proposed use:  Notwithstanding the Board’s 
concerns regarding specific aspects of the development (described below), there was 
broad agreement among Board members that the proposed adaptive reuse of the fort as a 
campground was an appropriate and positive reuse scheme, especially given the reversible 
nature of many of the proposed alterations. 
 
Regarding the tents proposed for the wilderness areas, Board members appeared to be 
comfortable with the proposed siting of the tents and with their level of visibility.  Board 
members noted that the military aesthetic of the tents was compatible with the historic 
fort complex. 
 
 
 
 
Areas of concern: 



C:\Users\jmy\Downloads\2-7-18 Fort Scammel 3rd workshop.doc - 3 - 

• Scale and character of the community building within the parade ground.  Concern 
was expressed about the scale (especially height) of the community building as 
proposed.  Board members noted that the choice to include an observation deck 
was driving a solution that was too tall.  Several Board members questioned the 
need for an observation deck on this structure, noting that there were other 
viewing opportunities within the fort complex.  Board members also noted that, as 
a landmark structure, the view from within the parade ground mattered as well and 
that the community building should be in scale with the fort’s parade ground space.  
 
Regarding the architectural design of the community building, members expressed 
the view that it should have more of a utilitarian aesthetic, rather than read as a 
signature structure.  This would allow the fort structure itself to predominate.  It 
was suggested that the design of the community building be patterned on that of 
the utility/operations shed or the military aesthetic of the tents. 
 

• Solar panels within the parade ground.  Concerns were raised about the visual 
impact of the solar panels if they were placed on the embankment within the 
parade ground.  Perhaps consideration should be given to installing them on the 
roof of the community building.  This would also consolidate elements within the 
parade ground.  
 

• Visibility and character of yurt structures.  A number of questions were raised 
about the height of the yurts relative to the height of the berms around them.  
Questions were raised about the height of the platforms themselves and whether 
this dimension had been factored into the overall height calculations for the yurts.  
To ensure minimal projection and reduce visibility of the yurts, Board members 
recommended that every effort be made to lower their height.   While Board 
members acknowledged the applicant’s desire to provide views from within the 
yurt, they cautioned that an appropriate balance would need to be struck between 
“seeing and being seen”.  The choice of material/color for the yurts was also 
discussed at length, as this will be a significant factor in achieving compatibility 
within the existing context. 
 

• Yurt structures proposed for channel-side bastions.  This aspect of the applicant’s 
proposal raised the most significant concerns.  Board members noted the visual 
prominence of the fort’s bastions, particularly the south and southwest bastions 
facing the shipping channel.   Based on their prominence and relative significance 
within the fort complex, most Board members argued that the yurts proposed for 
these two bastions (sites 4 and 5) should be eliminated.  Preserving these bastions 
in their current condition would also provide an opportunity to more effectively 
interpret the history of Fort Scammell, which was identified as an important goal at 
the Board’s first review session. 
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• Lighting, railings, barriers.  Board members noted that these elements warranted 

careful consideration, as they would affect both the experience of the fort and 
views of it from the public way.  It was acknowledged that it might not be possible 
to finalize all of these details at this time.  To ensure that they are given careful 
consideration, any decision on the project should be subject to the condition that 
these details be reviewed by the Board or staff as they are developed. 
 

• Dock.  Following questions about the design and extent of the proposed dock, 
several Board members encouraged that the size of the float system be reduced so 
as not to overwhelm the scale of the historic Engineer’s Wharf. 

At the end of the workshop, Board members were asked what additional information 
and/or illustrations would be needed for final review and approval.  Several Board members 
suggested that a rendering be provided that shows the yurts and tents in a bright color to 
better assess their height relative to surrounding berms.  Board members noted that they 
understood and accepted that fact that the yurts and other structures would be visible; it 
was the degree of visibility that was what they were trying to determine.   
Board members also requested that additional information about or renderings of the 
solar panel arrays and any other known utilities, equipment or structures be provided as 
well.   Chair Benson also suggested that a site management plan that addresses issues such 
as cutting practices and vegetation clearing would be helpful so that all involved have a 
common understanding of how this issue would be addressed. 
 
Applicant’s Latest Submission 
 
Mr. Scarks and Mr. Bullard have taken into consideration the comments and concerns of 
the Board (a written summary of which was provided to the applicant following the 
workshop) and made a number of substantive modifications to the proposal as presented 
in October.  As well, a number of additional renderings and computer-generated views 
have been provided with this submission. As the applicant has provided a detailed written 
description of the changes (see ATTACHMENT 2), there is no need to repeat the 
information here. 
 
Staff Comments 
 
Staff met with Mr. Bullard and Mr. Scarks several weeks ago to go over the Board’s 
comments about the previous proposal and review a number of the plan changes they  
 
were considering.  The meeting was an opportunity to discuss in detail some of the 
competing interests/concerns presented by the project, the nature of the parade ground’s 
geometry as it affects the siting of the new community building, etc..  At that meeting, the 
applicants presented preliminary sketches of the redesigned community building as it is 
now being proposed.  In staff’s view, the new approach is more successful as it is 
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considerably lower than the previous design, does not attempt to emulate a historic 
structure—even a barn-type structure—that one would never have seen in this setting, and 
nestles more effectively into the site.  It is clear about being a new intervention, but is fairly 
recessive in design, scale, massing, materials and finishes. 
 
During the meeting the applicants also discussed their revised thinking as regards the siting 
of tents and yurts, including the possibility of replacing the yurt originally proposed for the 
west bastion (Site #5) with a seasonal tent.  (The applicants propose to retain the yurt 
proposed for Site #4, which the Board has also identified for possible elimination based on 
the area’s prominence as viewed from the ship channel.)  They also discussed eliminating 
altogether the three smaller yurts originally proposed for Site #6, based on a number of 
considerations.  This area would be left unaltered for interpretation purposes.  These three 
yurt structures would be replaced by three tents located near the entrance to the Sally 
Port entry.  These would be reserved for employees. 
 
With regard to the revised scheme for tent and yurt installations, staff noted that 
ultimately, the concerns previously expressed by the Board regarding relative visibility and 
visual impact of the installations would need to be satisfied.  (No renderings were available 
at the meeting, so it was not possible to comment as to whether the revised approach 
would better address the Board’s concerns.)   
 
With respect to the new proposal’s inclusion of three tent sites near the Sally Port 
entrance, there is no question these will be clearly visible.  The Board will need to 
determine whether their visibility and prominence as one enters the Sally Port is 
problematic.  In reviewing the other tent sites, the Board had expressed the view that these 
read as clearly temporary structures when in place, were consistent in character with the 
military nature of the historic fort complex and would be removed in the off season.  Does 
this finding apply to these tents as well? 
 
Note that the applicant has provided more detailed information about the position and 
height of a sample yurt (Site #7) in relation to the surrounding berms.  The applicant will 
need to confirm whether this relationship is the same at each yurt location.  Also, it is not 
clear from the submission whether the yurt platforms have been lowered in this revised 
proposal, as several Board members had suggested. 
 
Regarding the solar panel installation, the applicant’s narrative describes why they have 
elected to keep the panel array in the same location as shown in October.  The applicants 
explained in considerable detail the factors and physical constraints that led to this 
decision when they met with staff.  It is likely that their presentation on Wednesday will 
cover this issue as well. 
As Board members will recall, the color of the canvas proposed for the yurts and tents was 
discussed at some length at the conclusion of the October 18 workshop.  This week, during 
a staff trip to House Island with a representative of the owner of the northern half of the 
island, staff made note of the color of the vegetation.  Based on the range of coloration 
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from winter to summer, staff is of the opinion that a sage, olive green or dark tan canvas 
would be most effective in limiting the visual contrast at all times of year between the 
existing landscape and the added structures.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Aerial photo of House Island, with Fort Scammell in foreground 
2. 1/26/18 memo from applicants describing revisions 
3. 3 aerial views showing existing conditions, existing site plan & proposed site plan  
4. Computer-generated photos showing proposed structures as viewed from various 

vantage points 
5. Cross sections and elevations (H 01-H 07) 
6. Excerpts from 10/18 proposal 
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