
MEETING OF 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

PORTSMOUTH, NH 

Remote Meeting Via Zoom Conference Call 

To register in advance for this meeting, click on the link below or copy and paste this into your 

web browser: 

https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_5mxKHKH0SEOj6KXcoy9HPw 

You are required to register in advance to join the meeting over Zoom, a unique meeting ID and 

password will be provided once you register. Public comments can be emailed in advance to 

planning@cityofportsmouth.com. For technical assistance, please contact the Planning 

Department by email (planning@cityofportsmouth.com) or phone (603) 610-7296. 

Per NH RSA 91-A:2, III (b) the Chair has declared COVID-19 outbreak an emergency and has 

waived the requirement that a quorum be physically present at the meeting pursuant to the 

Governor’s Executive Order 2020-04, Section 8, as extended by Executive Order 2020-10, and 

Emergency Order #12, Section 3. Members will be participating remotely and will identify their 

location and any person present with them at that location. All votes will be by roll call. 

6:30 p.m. July 01, 2020 

AGENDA (revised on June 26, 2020) 

The Board’s action in these matters has been deemed to be quasi-judicial in nature. 

 If any person believes any member of the Board has a conflict of interest,  

that issue should be raised at this point or it will be deemed waived.  

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. June 03, 2020

2. June 10, 2020

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS

1. 55 Congress Street (LUHD-151)

2. 30 Maplewood Avenue (LUHD-152)

3. 17 South Street, Unit 5 (LUHD-153)

4. 56 Middle Street (LUHD-155)

5. 58 State Street (LUHD-156)

6. 28 Chestnut Street (LUHD-157)

7. 135 Congress Street, Unit 145 (LUHD-158)

8. 25 Maplewood Avenue (LUHD-115)

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS)
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A. Petition of John S. Guido Jr., owner, for property located at 35 Howard Street, #35,

wherein permission is requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (replace

(10) existing windows on the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said

property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 83-2 and lies within the General Residence B

(GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the June 03, 2020 meeting to the July,

2020 meeting.)

B. Petition of Jeffrey L. and Dolores P. Ives, owners, for property located at 44 Gardner

Street, wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure

(remove rear porch and replace with sunroom and expand kitchen bay) as per plans on file in the

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103, Lot 42 and lies within the

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the June 03,

2020 meeting to the July, 2020 meeting.)

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS)

1. Petition of Todd & Jan Peters, owners, for property located at 379 New Castle avenue,

wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (construct 2nd

story additions) and exterior renovations (rebuild existing chimneys) as per plans on file in the

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 207 as Lot 4 and lies within the

Single Residence B (SRB) and Historic Districts.

2. Petition of Donna P. Pantelakos Revocable Trust, G.T. & D.P. Pantelakos Trustees,

owners, for property located at 138 Maplewood Avenue, wherein permission is requested to

allow new construction to an existing structure (add 2nd story addition over existing garage) as

per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 124 as

Lot 6 and lies within the Character District 4-L1 (CD4-L1) and Historic Districts.

3. Petition of One Middle Street, LLC, owner, for property located at 150 Congress

Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the partial demolition of an existing structure

(20 feet on the Porter Street elevation) and new construction of an on-site trash enclosure as per

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 126 as Lot 11

and lies within the Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown Overlay and the Historic Districts.

4. (Work Session/Public Hearing) requested by 15 Middle Street Real Estate Holding Co,

LLC, owner, for property located at 15 Middle Street, wherein permission is requested to allow

new construction an existing structure (add several roof dormers) as per plans on file in the

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 126 as Lot 12 and lies within the

Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown Overlay, and the Historic Districts.

V. ADJOURNMENT
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6:30 p.m. June 03, 2020 

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Vincent Lombardi; Vice-Chairman Jon Wyckoff; 

Members Reagan Ruedig, Dan Rawling, Cyrus Beer and Martin 

Ryan; City Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternates Heinz 

Sauk-Schubert and Margot Doering 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: 

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. May 07, 2020

2. May 13, 2020

3. May 20, 2020

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to approve all three sets of minutes 

as presented. 

(Note: The Commission next addressed the Certificate of Approval Extension Request for 152 

Court Street). 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS

1. 133 Islington Street
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The request was to add three decks to the multi-family structure. Mr. Cracknell said construction 

drawings would be submitted to the Inspection Department and that the condominium 

association had approved the alterations. 

 

Chairman Lombardi asked about the window over the condensers. The owner Paul Jackson said 

it was an oversized air vent for the parking garage. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the request, and Ms. Ruedig seconded. The motion passed 

by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

(Note: the motion was made out of sequence). 

 

2. 14 Mechanic Street 

 

Mr. Cracknell stated that the project was approved the previous month with a stipulation that the 

owner address the front entryway design. He said a minor discrepancy was also found with the 

columns under the porch that were set back from the frieze instead of being flushed with the trim 

board above. He said there were a few other minor items that the applicant fixed by going back 

to what was originally approved, like the copper roof. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it was inappropriate to have dental moldings underneath the frieze of 

the simple Colonial entryway. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the column in the entry porch deck 

changed and made the deck look like it was chopped off. Mr. Rawling agreed with both 

comments and thought the details still needed refinement. Ms. Doering said the storm door 

looked very modern. City Council Representative Trace agreed and said she also had a problem 

with the front panel door’s horizontal pieces of glass. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the door was an 

off-the-shelf one that didn’t have the design that the Commission required, and he suggested that 

the door be divided up into four smaller lights. Ms. Ruedig said she was fine with the proposed 

door because the house was being totally renovated and would remain close to its original mass, 

form, and style. She pointed out that the door was new -- like the new windows, entry, and the 

addition itself -- and she thought it was appropriate. She agreed that the porch roof needed to 

extend over the column edge a bit. It was further discussed. Chairman Lombardi said the door 

looked strange. Vice-Chair Wyckoff suggested removing the column from the approval because 

it wasn’t clear whether it was a round or square one. 

 

The applicant’s representative Joseph De Serrano was present and said the columns were 

intended to be square and were the same proportion as the pilasters at the front entrance. As for 

the roof projecting past the column, he said they thought that bringing the eave lines in made 

more sense but that they could extend it back to where it was originally. Regarding the dental 

molding’s removal and the lights in the door, Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it wasn’t a deal breaker, 

and others agreed. Ms. Trace said she didn’t find the storm door too modern but found the front 

door odd. Chairman Lombardi agreed. It was further discussed. 

 

The sconces were discussed and it was decided that they would be placed on a panel affixed to 

the clapboards instead of on the pilasters. 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting, June 3, 2020    Page 3 
 

 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the administrative approval item, with the following 

stipulations: 

 

1. There shall be no dental molding on the front entryway. 

2. The front entryway lighting fixtures shall be mounted on blocks and incorporated into 

the clapboards. 

3. The roof of the porch shall extend over the column as previously approved. 

 

Mr. Beer seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

3. 140 Court Street 

 

Ms. Ruedig recused herself from the vote, and Alternate Doering took a voting seat. 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant wanted approval for Hardie board siding and that the size of the 

appurtenances was reduced in some locations and slightly taller in other locations. He said the 

sign board over the ground floor of the building facing Court Street made it heavier on the base 

and more consistent with what the building would be with the commercial storefront at the 

bottom. He said the balconies in the back had been removed from the design and a canopy had 

been added over the garage door entryway. He discussed other minor changes including 

adjustments to the egress stairs, louvers for the garage, and planters. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the siding’s exposure wasn’t specified. The applicant’s representative 

architect Carla Goodknight was present and said the exposure would be kept at seven inches. 

Mr. Rawling said he was fine with the changes, except for the large panels over the glazing on 

the Court Street elevation. He suggested that they be differentiated in color and material to break 

the façade up more into infill panels. Ms. Doering said she was disappointed that the balconies 

had been removed. Ms. Goodknight was it was a structural issue because the balconies projected 

out over the driveway and had a significant cost associated with it. She said they retained the 

outdoor space on top of the liner building so it seemed like a lot of decks and that the back decks 

weren’t very deep or useful and would have been too large of an investment. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he approved the changes and thought the spirit of the project was still present. Ms. 

Trace agreed and said it was time for the project to move on. Mr. Sauk-Schubert agreed that the 

elevation had changed dramatically because of the balconies being removed, and he asked if 

there was another way to bring some life back to that elevation. Ms. Goodknight explained how 

the removal of the balconies would help retain the integrity of the project’s design and detail. 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the changes were acceptable and that he was happy the extended 

cornice around the outside of the building was retained. As a solution to the removal of the 

balconies, he suggested having a different colored siding in the middle that would add some 

interest to the back of the building. Several Commissioners agreed. 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve the administrative approval item, and Vice-Chair Wyckoff seconded. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
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4. 142 Congress Street 

 

The petition was withdrawn by the applicant. 

 

III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL EXTENSION REQUESTS 

 

1. Petition of ED PAC, LLC, owner, for property located at 152 Court Street, wherein a 

1-year extension of the Certificate of Approval granted by the Historic District Commission on 

July 10, 2019 was requested, to allow new construction to an existing structure (rebuild original 

wall on previously demolished rear façade) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 37 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD 4) 

and Historic Districts. 
 

Ms. Ruedig and Mr. Beer recused themselves from the vote, and Alternates Ms. Doering and Mr. 

Sauk-Schubert took voting seats. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the extension request, and Mr. Ryan seconded. The 

motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. (Work Session/Public Hearing) requested by Maher Family Revocable Trust of 2018, 

John R. and Sky W. Co-Trustees, owners, for property located at 50 Austin Street, wherein 

permission was requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (add an enclosed 

porch on the rear of the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property 

is shown on Assessor Map 136, Lot 1 and lies within the General Residence C (GRC) and 

Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the June 03, 2020 

meeting.) 

 

Mr. Rawling recused himself from the petition, and Alternate Ms. Doering took a voting seat. 

There was no work session. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Skye Maher reviewed the petition, noting that the windows were the same but 

were non-ventilating and the mulled units would be as shown.  She also stated that the garden 

elevation panels would be a composite material; the column was a round PermaCast one; the 

detail above the windows would match the front portico’s detail; the garden elevation fiberglass 

doors would match the other two doors; the roof material would match; the decking would be 

AZEK; and the garden steps would be granite. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said everything was perfect and very complete and that the molding was 

appropriate. Mr. Ryan and Ms. Ruedig agreed.  
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SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, and 

Mr. Ryan seconded. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the project was appropriate for the architecture of the building and 

would increase surrounding property values. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

B. Petition of John S. Guido Jr., owner, for property located at 35 Howard Street, #35, 

wherein permission is requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (replace 

(10) existing windows on the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 83-2 and lies within the General Residence B 

(GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the June 

03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to postpone the petition to the July 

1, 2020 meeting. 

 

C.  Petition of Jeffrey L. and Dolores P. Ives, owners, for property located at 44 Gardner 

Street, wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure 

(remove rear porch and replace with sunroom and expand kitchen bay) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103, Lot 42 and lies within the 

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 

2020 meeting to the June 03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to postpone the petition to the July 

1, 2020 meeting. 

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A.  Work Session requested by 132 Middle Street LLC and 134 Middle Street, LLC, 

owners, for property located at 132-134 Middle Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (re-pointing brick, roof replacement, add ADA 

accessible entry, and front entrance renovations) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 127 as Lots 11 and 12 and lies within the Character 
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District 4- L1 (CD 4-L1) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 13, 2020 

meeting to the June 03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project manager Tim Upton representing the applicant/owner was present to review the 

petition. He said the roofing material was the biggest issue, pointing out that the right side of the 

roof had slate tiles and the left had asphalt shingles, and that the applicant wanted either a fish 

scale asphalt scale or a faux slate. He said faux slate was very expensive, so he found a carriage 

house shingle that looked like slate but had variation in color to give it a stone look. 

 

Ms. Ruedig asked whether any of the original material would be salvaged. Mr. Upton said it was 

only half the building and that it was in bad shape, so they wanted to replace the entire mansard 

roof with the carriage house shingle.  Ms. Ruedig said they had discussed replicating the 

polychrome or the two colors. She said the carriage house shingles looked good from a distance 

but didn’t know if a color could be chosen because the shingles had a random variation in them. 

She said she preferred the appearance of the faux slate composite because there was more control 

in replicating the different stripes and colors. She said it looked more normal than the asphalt 

even though it wasn’t a fish scale shape. Mr. Rawling agreed. He said the faux slate would be a 

better option than the polychrome, even if they had to lose the scalloped shingle look, and it was 

a higher quality product. He said it was difficult for the carriage house shingles to pull of an 

authentic slate look. Mr. Ryan said it was a choice between fake and really fake, but he also 

suggested that a metal shingle would go a long way in getting the shape.  

 

It was further discussed. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he could envision the carriage house style if 

another color could be chosen but that he could go either way. Mr. Sauk Schubert preferred the 

composite faux slate. Mr. Upton said he could use two different colors and that the polychrome 

had variation. He said he could also look for a custom color. Ms. Ruedig noted that the 

Commission previously discussed rebuilding and replicating the mansard corner edging from the 

right side of the roof and doing it on the left. Mr. Upton said the carriage house shingle would 

allow them to rebuild the boxes on the corners. Ms. Ruedig said she preferred to see the 

restoration of the corner board and the details with the scalloped shape shingles. She said the 

Boral shingles would look better but would be less prominent. Several Commissioners agreed. 

 

Mr. Upton said they wanted to restore the front doors and remove the existing storm doors. He 

said the stairs would be a cement mixture with a dye and sand for texture and would replicate the 

existing stairway’s tread and stair profile. The Commission agreed. 

 

Mr. Upton said Eversource would provide new electrical service to the building He said the 

existing service came in on the side of the building but that it wouldn’t give them the clearance 

that they needed, so the new electrical service would have to go up the front of the building.  

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said that was not acceptable and that it had to be underground. It was 

decided that Mr. Cracknell would have a meeting with meet the applicant and Eversource and 

perhaps Public Works to discuss it.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff summarized the Commission’s requests: 
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 the majority of the Commissioners were satisfied with the notched shingle if the applicant 

rebuilt the trim on the mansard roofs like it was on the right side; 

 the stairs would be replicated to match existing but would be a dyed concrete material; 

 the storms would be removed and the wooden doors would be restored; and 

 Mr. Cracknell would meet with the applicant and Eversource to resolve the electrical service. 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the Commission should also see a sample of the concrete steps for color and 

texture. Ms. Doering said the details of the shingling were still unclear and asked if the applicant 

could return with choices and perhaps consider the metal product. Mr. Cracknell said it would be 

easy to Photoshop and evaluate roof schemes. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to continue the work session to the July 1, 2020 meeting, and Ms. 

Ruedig seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

B. Work Session requested by St. John’s Church, owner, for property located at 105 

Chapel Street, wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing 

structure (construct new addition for ADA compliant entrance) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 106 as Lot 62 and lies within the 

Civic, Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. (This item was continued at the May 13, 2020 

meeting to the May 20, 2020 meeting.) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project architect Michael Campbell was present as well as the church representative Barry 

Heckler. Mr. Campbell reviewed the petition, noting that the Commission’s previous comments 

were considered. He reviewed the following: 

 There would be no changes to the Thaxter Hall doors; 

 The limestone keystones on the addition were removed and more detail was shown on the 

façade; 

 the details of the large cornice on Thaxter Hall and the small alcove between the two 

buildings were copied onto the addition, and the gutter was modified to be a copper one; and 

 the ramp was lowered and had a metal railing on top of it.  

 

Mr. Campbell said the railing could have more historic details. He said the church preferred to 

maintain the present design concept. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the refinements were very good, especially simplifying the arches and moldings. 

She asked that actual photos of the different moldings from the smaller building be shown at the 

next meeting to clarify them. Mr. Rawling said he was very pleased and thought the addition was 

nicely scaled, fit in comfortably with the main building, and added to the streetscape. Ms. 

Doering said the changes made to the keystones and arches made the addition more subordinate 

to the other two buildings. She said she had hoped there would be room to bring in some details 
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from the back to the front, but she respected that the church liked the chosen plan. She asked 

how the molding at the top dove into the wall of the old church. Mr. Campbell said he changed 

the cornice but not the detail and that it would meet the existing pilaster. Vice-Chair Wyckoff 

said he was very satisfied with the changes and especially liked the metal railing because it was 

more successful than the former masonry ‘cattle path’.  

 

Mr. Ryan said he still had the same concerns, namely that the design competed with the other 

two historic structures and that it crowded the entrance to the fellowship hall. He said it was 

awkward because it was a prominent entrance, and the way the cornice crowded over wasn’t 

subordinate. He suggested making the corner 90 degrees and pulling the wall back a bit instead 

of making two new walls at a slight angle, which would bring the structures together more 

artfully. He noted that it would be difficult to match the coursing and brick finishes, however, 

and hoped that the right type of brick could be found. He said a reveal between the new structure 

and the other two would also help with the cornices. It was further discussed. Mr. Campbell said 

it was difficult to match 200-year-old brick and that he’d try to match Thaxter Hall. Mr. Sauk-

Schubert suggested making the connector a right angle corner to create an inside corner less than 

90 degrees, which would gain more space between the vestibule entry and the exterior wall of 

the new connector and reduce the space between the accessible lift and the exterior wall. Mr. 

Campbell said it was a good idea, and it was further discussed.  

 

Chairman Lombardi said he agreed with all the comments and thought there were tremendous 

improvements. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant stated that he would return for a public hearing at the July 1, 2020 meeting 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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6:30 p.m.                                                        June 10, 2020 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Vincent Lombardi; Vice-Chairman Jon Wyckoff; 

Members Reagan Ruedig, Dan Rawling, Cyrus Beer and Martin 

Ryan; City Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternates Heinz 

Sauk-Schubert and Margot Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED:  
  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 678 Middle Street 

 

The request was to replace a 4-ft wooden picket fence with a 6-ft horizontal slat fence that would 

surround the sides of the house toward the rear of the property. 

 

2. 105 Chapel Street 

 

The request was for approval to install rooftop mechanical equipment. A guard rail would be 

placed along the edge so that maintenance workers could go on the roof. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve Administrative Approval Items 1 and 2, and Mr. Beer 

seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
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II. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL - EXTENSIONS 

 

1.  Request by Deer Street Associates, owner, for property located 161 Deer Street, “Lot 

5”, for a second one-year extension of a Certificate of Approval originally granted by the 

Historic District Commission on July 11, 2018. Wherein permission was requested to allow the 

demolition of an existing structure on the lot and allow the construction of a new free-standing 

structure (construct 5-story mixed use building) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 125 as Lot 17-3 and lies within the Character District 5 

(CD5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Attorney Tim Phoenix was present on behalf of the applicant and reviewed the petition. He 

stated that the previous extension granted by the Commission would expire in July, but there had 

been delays in construction due to economic and other reasons, so Lot 5 could not be worked on. 

He said the extension was needed so that the buildings on Lots 3 and 6 could be built, and then 

the applicant could begin work on Lot 5. 

 

Chairman Lombardi asked if any progress at all had been made. Attorney Phoenix there had been 

building and plan revisions for Lots 3 and 6 over time, but construction had not started due to the 

economic climate and the area being used for other construction projects. He said nothing had 

really changed since the Commission granted their 2018 approval. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAISNT THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Beer moved to approve the request for extension as stated, and Mr. Ryan seconded. 

 

The vote passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Peter and Morgan Caraviello, owners, for property located at 366 Islington 

Street, wherein permission was requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure 

(remove vinyl siding and replace with cedar, repair and replace trim, remove two heat pumps and 

replace with one, and re-roof and re-trim rear porch) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 145 as Lot 17 and lies within the 

Character District 4-L2 (CD4-L2) and Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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Project architect Anne Whitney was present on behalf of the applicant. She reviewed the petition, 

pointing out that her client decided not to replace the windows and that two heat pumps would be 

combined into one, with the piping rerouted within the wall system.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it was a great project but cautioned that there would be a lot of damage 

to the trim. Ms. Whitney said the main roof trim hadn’t been touched. She said the original 

corner boards were rounded and asked whether they could be switched for a five-quarter corner 

board. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it would be heavier and suggested that the applicant return for 

administrative approval for the corner board after the siding was taken off. Mr. Rawling 

suggested keeping the narrow dimension but also keeping the blockiness. Ms. Ruedig asked if 

there were still clapboards under the siding. Ms. Whitney said they hadn’t demolished much yet 

but would match any clapboards. She said she preferred to recreate the round corner board or 

match the dimension with a square one instead of having to come back for an administrative 

approval. Vice-Chair Wyckoff and Mr. Rawling agreed as long as Ms. Whitney could recreate 

the original or something similar.  

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, with 

the following stipulation: 

 

1. The corner boards shall match the original dimensions and profile. Any changes will 

require Administrative Approval. 

 

Mr. Rawling seconded. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the project would preserve the integrity of the District, conserve and 

enhance property values, and would be consistent with the special and defining character of 

surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 
 
2. Petition of GBK Portsmouth, LLC, owner, for property located 134 South Street, 

wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (add roof 

deck) and renovations to an existing structure (update lower façade, entrances, decks, and 

exterior lighting) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on 

Assessor Map 101 as Lot 64 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic 

Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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Project architect Brandon Holben was present on behalf of the client, and the client Ben Kelly 

was also present. Mr. Holben stated that there were only a few changes from what was reviewed 

at the previous work session. He said they added a Marvin door product for the rooftop elements 

and decided on a metal railing for the rear decks. He reviewed the petition in detail. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it was a good project, noting that the Commission had looked at it a 

number of times. Mr. Rawling said he supported the project but was disappointed that there 

wasn’t more detail on the front balcony. He said painting the brick at the base would tie the 

building together more. Ms. Ruedig suggested leaving the brick alone, noting that it was tricky to 

paint brick and hard to undo once it was painted, and that it couldn’t really be seen. She asked 

what type of storm windows would be used. Mr. Kelly said they would get an appropriate black 

storm window. Mr. Rawling suggested reducing the amount of black so that it wouldn’t present a 

heavy outline. Chairman Lombardi said he thought it would be better to leave the brick alone in 

case anything went wrong. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the building presently looked appealing with 

a single color and white band and cautioned against using a huge pallet of color. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Gary Lowe of 105 South Street said the design would fit in nicely with his house. He asked if 

there was a precedent in the District for a rooftop recreational deck. Mr. Rawling said a few 

buildings in the District had rooftop decks. Mr. Lowe said the deck would look right into his 

bedroom. He said he also didn’t see where the sewer pipe was relocated and that the chimney 

outputting carbon monoxide for twelve units was at eye level and seemed toxic. He said he had 

been told years before that he couldn’t put anything on his roof that would be seen from the 

street, like solar panels. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said times had changed and that Mr. Lowe could go 

before the Commission to ask approval for solar panels. He also said that the Commission did 

not set precedents because every decision made was related to the building’s context. 

 

After verifying that the tenants were currently prohibited from going on top of the roof, Ms. 

Doering said Mr. Lowe’s point about a possible change of use in on the building’s roof might be 

pertinent. Mr. Kelly said there would be rules for the tenants relating to noise once the roof deck 

was open and that he hadn’t spoken to the Building Inspector about the chimney height. 

 

No one else was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, with 

the following stipulation: 

 

1. Half-screens shall remain. 

 

 Ms. Ruedig seconded. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and be 

consistent with the special and defining character of surrounding properties. He also noted that 
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Mr. Lowe brought up problems that had nothing to do with the Commission’s design review, and 

he urged Mr. Lowe to check with other land boards or individuals responsible for those issues. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
 
 
 
3. Petition of KWA, LLC, owner, for property located at 165 Court Street, wherein 

permission was requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (renovate store-front with 

new glazing and new canopy system) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 27 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) 

and Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Project architect Brandon Holben was present on behalf of the applicant and reviewed the 

petition, noting that there were a few changes from the previous work session. He discussed the 

storefront gazing pattern and the canopy and said they decided on a black anodized storefront 

frame to retain the metallic look. He said they would paint the upper level windows and expand 

the bracket size at the corner to make it more substantial. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the design was very attractive and thought the applicant did a great job with all 

the little tweaks and changes. Chairman Lombardi said the canopy looked better but noted that 

one of the doors looked strange without a step. Mr. Holben said there wasn’t a lot of space on the 

sidewalk due to the power pole. Ms. Ruedig said she had used the doorway before when the 

building was a salon and that it was fine. 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, and Mr. 

Ryan seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and would relate to the 

historic and architectural value of the existing structure. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 
 
4. Petition of Bow Street Theatre trust, owner, for property located at 125 Bow Street, 

wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (replace 

roof and add insulated cladding on walls) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is show on Assessor Map 105 as Lot 1F and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), 

Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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Project architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicant. She reviewed the petition, 

noting that a few minor changes were made from the previous work session based on the 

Commission’s feedback, which included: 

 A two-color system on the roof would be a regal blue flat metal panel instead of the slate 

blue color that was previously proposed. She said her client thought the color was a 

closer match and looked like the sky reflected on the glass; 

 The trim banding on the side of the building was cleaned up to better align; and 

  more glass was added above the rear doors up to the top.  

 

She referred to the previous discussion with the Commission regarding adding illumination to 

the roof and said it couldn’t be done due to budget constraints, but that the roof was designed so 

that it could have decorative lighting added in the future. She said the siding panel would be 

medium gray with some texture to it. She said the trim material was better than AZEK or wood 

because it was dimensionally stable and wouldn’t rot or peel.  

 

Mr. Beer said he supported the project and thought it was a great compromise that would allow a 

fire suppression system. Mr. Ryan asked if the steel would remain exposed. Ms. Kozak explained 

how they would wrap the top beam supporting the roof on the Bow Street façade but that the 

columns below it would stay exposed steel to complete the thermal envelope. Vice-Chair 

Wyckoff said he fully supported the project, especially if the roof solved the thermal problems. 

Mr. Sauk-Schubert said he was also in full support. Mr. Rawling said he was very pleased with 

the roof’s color and texture and supported the project. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the modernism wouldn’t be able to be recreated again and wished that there was 

more preservation of the building’s design. He noted that there was high-efficiency glazing that 

dealt with thermal issues. He said losing the original design would be a real loss and that the 

building would be almost completely wrapped and mummified in insulation and metal. He said 

the Commission would not be okay with wrapping a brick building in town and that there should 

be more effort to restore the building. City Council Representative Trace agreed and said she 

would reluctantly approve the project but that something would be gone forever. She said that 

just because it was modern architecture didn’t make it less important than 18th Century 

architecture and that it was the only example of a glass atrium in Portsmouth, noting that there 

was something mesmerizing about seeing the light come through the glass at night. She said the 

building was representative of a generation of architecture that Portsmouth didn’t have a lot of.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the beauty of the 1980s design was its angularity, the basic shape, and 

the dramatic roof, and he felt that the shape was still maintained. Ms. Ruedig said that, as an 

advocate for preserving good architecture from the recent past, she was sad to see the atrium go, 

but she pointed out that the Commission saw a lot of things that had been altered for practical 

reasons or restored. She said she hoped there was money available in the future to restore the 

building back to its original design. Chairman Lombardi said he would miss the glowing atrium 

but that he understood the issue. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 
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Katelyn Kwoka, Treasurer for the Bow Street Theater, said a lot of work had gone into the 

project from a design and financial perspective. She said they would all miss the glass atrium but 

that the roof continued to leak year after year. She noted that they had spent $20,000 dollars in 

the past year to fix the leak but it had only worked for a short time. 

 

No one else was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Beer moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, and City 

Council Representative Trace seconded. 

 

Mr. Beer said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and enhance property 

values. 

 

The motion passed by a vote of 6-1, with Mr. Ryan voting in opposition. 
 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

A. Work Session requested by Jason Lander and Justus C. Burgweger Jr., owners, for 

property located at 34 Highland Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replace windows) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 135 as Lot 10 and lies within the General 

Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts.   

WORK SESSION 

 

The applicant and owner Jason Lander was present and stated that it made sense to replace and 

repair broken windows before the painting job to make the building more esthetically pleasing. 

He said the chosen windows were Andersen ones that would mimic the existing windows. He 

apologized for misunderstanding the process for approval from the Commission, explaining that 

he thought he could file for the window permit based on a previous work session with the 

Commission several years before, but that Home Depot applied for a permit in March and was 

denied, so the renovations were delayed. He said Mr. Cracknell had recommended replacing the 

window in the front of the building right away. He said he found out that the preferred window 

replacement was a Green Mountain one, and he asked if he could replace the window on the 

front of the building with a Green Mountain simulated divided light (SDL) wood window and 

get rid of the aluminum storm windows altogether. 

 

Mr. Beer said the Commission’s guidelines encouraged retaining existing historic windows and 

that documented evidence had to be provided. Mr. Cracknell said the windows were removed 

without a permit and that it was a case of misunderstanding on the applicant’s part as to what the 

Commission had said before. Chairman Lombardi asked if the original windows could be 

retrieved, and Mr. Lander said they could not. He said the side and back windows were okay to 

replace but that he hadn’t known that the contractor would not have approval to move forward. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he only saw the window on the front behind the porch and asked what 

other windows were removed and thrown away. Mr. Lander said they were Andersen 100 Series 
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windows. Vice-Chair Wyckoff noted that those were the least expensive window series. Mr. 

Lander said some windows were replaced and the other new windows were in the basement. He 

said he didn’t have enough windows for the front and had just done the two windows above the 

porch. He said he had enough windows to do the sides and the rear of the building and that he 

would preserve the windows on the rounded bays and the attic window. Vice-Chair Wyckoff 

said it was an unfortunate situation but that he was willing to support the project. Mr. Rawling 

said he would not support Andersen windows as a replacement window in a historic building and 

that the front of the building required restoration windows. In response to Mr. Ryan’s questions, 

Mr. Lander said the windows being replaced were full windows and not sash replacement kits. 

Mr. Ryan said he had to see the house and the windows to judge them better. 

 

Mr. Cracknell clarified that Mr. Lander had only put in one replacement window on the front 

façade and not two windows over the porch, that he considered doing a different replacement 

window in the space where he already put a Green Mountain SDL window, and would use the 

Andersen series on the sides and rear of the building. Mr. Cracknell asked whether Home Depot 

would agree to take back the windows that the Commission didn’t want installed. Mr. Lander 

said he wasn’t sure. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said Home Depot wouldn’t take the windows back 

because they were manufactured to fit each opening. He explained why the house shouldn’t even 

be in the District and said the Commission shouldn’t judge the applicant for making a mistake. 

He noted that the front of the house would have the original windows, so the ‘back-of-the-house’ 

standards for the back and sides of the house could be used. 

 

It was decided that Mr. Ryan and Vice-Chair Wyckoff would meet with Mr. Lander at his home 

to look at the house and all the windows before the next work session. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

Rick ODonnell, sales consultant with Home Depot, said the Andersen 100 Series window was a 

much better window than the 200 Series one and maybe the 400 Series, and said it was odd that 

the house fell into the District because the house across the street had vinyl siding and windows. 

He said Mr. Jason was trying to do the right thing for the home’s age and that Home Depot was 

working with Mr. Jason and the project manager to help him do so. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote to continue the work session to the July 

1, 2020 meeting. 
 
B. Work Session requested by K.C. Realty Trust and Keith and Kathleen Malinowski 

Trustees, owners, for property located at 84 Pleasant Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (renovate wood structure fronting Pleasant 

Street and allow the partial demolition and replacement of the Church Street masonry addition) 

as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as 

Lot 77 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. 
 

WORK SESSION 
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Project Architect Michael Keane was present on behalf of the applicant. He said the adjacent 

property on 84 Pleasant Street was under agreement and would be merged into the State Street 

property as one large project, so they wanted to be true to the previously-approved application 

from two years ago. He reviewed the petition and said there were some differences from the 

previous work sessions, including that the back side of the Church Street elevation would have a 

vehicle access door to underground parking and that some previously-approved doors would be 

changed to windows and mechanical louvers. He said a major change was the addition of a 

fourth living level to allow a living unit on the roof. He said the 10-ft setback from the Church 

Street side would lower the building elevation and step the building down better. He said there 

was an alternative roofline for the addition, namely a mansard roof that would meet code but 

would add volume to the building and introduce other challenges. He reviewed the automated 

parking system and said the mechanical equipment wouldn’t be seen from the street. 

 

Mr. Rawling encouraged the applicant to retain the pediment doorway that was over the former 

restaurant entrance to bring back more of the building’s historic appearance and give more 

emphasis to the retail unit. He said it could be done by continuing the flat entablature on the side. 

He said he supported the flat roof scheme because the other option created so many 

complications that the flat roof seemed appropriate and fit into the neighborhood context. He 

said he wasn’t sure what could be done to enhance the bays but felt that being able to step into 

the bay and look up and down the street would enhance the experience. He said there were three 

pedimented entrances to the building originally and thought it would be better to start fresh with 

those three pedimented entrances in their original locations, allow for the extra glazing in the 

retail unit, and play down the entrance to the residential units. Mr. Keane said he could shift the 

right-hand pediment over into the recess between the two buildings, which was something 

previously discussed relating to the State Street project, and Mr. Rawling said that would be fine. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the present design was acceptable. She said it would simplify things if the 

applicant didn’t want to deal with rearranging the walls and glazing at the front entrance of the 

former restaurant and rework the entire façade, especially since the two buildings would be 

joined. She asked that historic photos be found to ensure that the façade restoration was done 

right. She said she could support putting the residential entrance in that recess, which was 

common with storefronts. She agreed that the recessed flat roof fourth-story was preferable and 

that the massing worked better. Mr. Ryan agreed and said the Pleasant Street elevation was fine 

the way it was, noting that what the Commission approved earlier worked well with the rest of 

the building. He said the parking strategy was genius and the massing in the back was fine. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he agreed with all the comments, especially the Church Street side 

keeping the flat roof with the setback fourth story. He recommended that the Pleasant Street side 

be left alone and not overly designed. Chairman Lombardi said that keeping the design simple 

was the way to go. He suggested that the window in the alley be a single pane window instead of 

a double pane one pressed up against the side of the 84 Pleasant Street building. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 
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It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote to continue the work session to the July 

3, 2020 meeting. 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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Historic District Commission 
 

Staff Report – July 1st & 8th, 2020 
 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS / OLD BUSINESS: 
 

Administrative Approvals: 
1.   55 Congress Street (LUHD-151) - TBD   

2.    30 Maplewood Ave. (LUHD-152) - Recommend Approval   

3.    17 South St. (LUHD-153)   - TBD   

4.    56 Middle St. (LUHD-155)  - TBD 

5.    58 State St. (LUHD-156)  - Recommend Approval   

6.    28 Chestnut St. (LUHD-157)  - Recommend Approval   

7.    135 Congress St. (LUHD-158) - Recommend Approval  

8.    25 Maplewood Ave (LUHD-115) - TBD  

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – OLD BUSINESS: 

A. 35 Howard St. #35 (LU-20-32)(windows)  

B. 44 Gardner St. (LU-20-27)(Sunroom & Bay Window)  

 

 PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 

1. 379 New Castle Ave.(LU-20-56)(2nd Story Addition) 

2. 138 Maplewood Ave.(LU-20-71)(2nd Floor Addition) 

3. 150 Congress St. (LU-20-65)(Trash Enclosure) 

4. 15 Middle St. (LU-20-97)(Siding, Windows & Dormers) 
 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS / OLD BUSINESS: 
 

 

Administrative Approvals: 
1. 28 Dearborn Street (LUHD-144)  – Recommend Approval    

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 

5. 241 South St. (LU-20-96)(Garage & Porch) 

6. 73 Northwest St. (LU-20-103)(Siding) 

7. 105 Chapel St. (LU-20-111) (Connector Building) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 
A. 299 Vaughan St. (LUHD-98) (5 Story Hotel) 

B. 132-134 Middle St. (LHDC-105) (Roof and Stairs) 

C. 34 Highland St. (LUHD-142) (Window Replacement)  

D. 84 Pleasant St. (LUHD-141) (Storefront & Rear Addition) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – NEW BUSINESS: 
1. 377 Maplewood Ave. (LUHD-145) (Reno Rear Building) 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  35 HOWARD STREET (LU-20-32) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #A 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Two- Family  
 Land Area:  3,500 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1858 
 Building Style: Colonial 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Howard Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace 10 existing windows  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

 Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Howard Street in the South End and is 

surrounded with many other wood and brick, 2-3 story contributing structures with no front yard 

setbacks on narrow lots. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has not previously reviewed this application.   

K.   Application Scope of Work, Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 To replace 5 front facing windows, 5 side facing windows and 3 rear facing windows with Green 

Mountain concealed balance replacement window or sash and balance with vinyl track 

replacement window.  Windows will be replaced exactly as they are. 9 are currently 6/6 and will 

remain that way.  3 are 2/2 and will remain that way and 1 is 6/4 and will remain that way. 

According to the applicant, the windows are approximately 110 years old and in fair to poor 

condition.  Consistent with the Design Guidelines the applicant was directed to also explore 

window restoration as a preferred alternative. 

 Note that the condo association will need to approve of the proposed changes so the applicant is 

working on obtaining that approval.  As a result the Applicant has request to postpone this 

application to the July meeting. 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  

&&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

                                    
 Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image  

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
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MINOR PROJECT 
– Replace 10 Windows – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4.  
4. 

 Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  44 GARDNER STREET (LU-20-27) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #B 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single Family  
 Land Area:  6.267 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1895 
 Building Style: Queen Anne 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Gardner St. and Walton Alley 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a kitchen bay and porch and sunroom addition  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

 Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Gardner Street in the South End and is 

surrounded with many other wood, 2-2.5 story contributing structures with no front yard setbacks 

on narrow lots. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application and supported the design as presented.  The 

Applicant received a variance from the BOA on April 21st for the coverage requirement. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed sunroom and porch is designed to match the existing historic style and appearance. 

 The second floor window appears to be a different dimension and grill pattern than the other 2/1 

double-hung windows on the structure. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

       
 Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image  

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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44 GARDNER STREET  ((LLUU--2200--2277))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##BB  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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S
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Remove Rear Porch & Replace with Sunroom & Expand Kitchen Bay – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    379 NEW CASTLE AVE. (LU-20-56) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #1 
Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: SRB 
 Land Use:  Single Family 
 Land Are: 8,712 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: NA 
 Building Style:  NA 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from New Castle Ave. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Little Harbor Neighborhood 

B.   Proposed Work:  To construct a 2nd story addition and rebuild chimneys. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

 Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing structure is located behind a recently constructed garage along New Castle 

Ave.  It is surrounded with many wood 2 -2.5 story structures with moderate front yards and 

small side or rear garden areas along the waterfront. 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to make extensive renovations to the structure including the following: 

 Remove 1 Story additions at north side, repair or replace foundations, rebuild as 1 and 2 Story 

with 2nd floor deck, as shown on plans. 

 Remove 1 1/2 story structure on west side, repair or replace foundation, rebuild as 2-story 

including a 12 sf addition as shown on plans. 

 Remove and rebuild the east porch with a 6’ exist & proposed setback where 10’ is required. 

 Add a second floor to the existing south side Angled Bay. 

 Exterior Renovations include; new windows and doors, new siding and trim, replace stone 

chimneys with brick chimneys and new roof. 

 Interior Renovations include; new kitchen, 3 new bathrooms, new heating and electrical 

systems and general upgrade of interior finishes. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  RRooooffiinngg  ((0044)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  

MMaassoonnrryy  &&  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

  
Zoning Map 
 
 
 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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337799  NNEEWW  CCAASSTTLLEE  AAVVEE..  ((LLUU--2200--5566))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##11  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Construct a 2nd Story Addition and Rebuild Chimneys – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    138 MAPLEWOOD AVE. (LU-20-71) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #2 

 
A. Property Information - General: 

 Zoning District:  CD4-L1 
 Land Use:  Multi-Family     
 Land Area:  8,233 +/- SF  
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1800 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories: 1 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  Partial view from Maplewood Ave. 
 Unique Features: Garage constructed in 1997  
 Neighborhood Association:  North End 

 
B.   Proposed Work:  Add a second floor to the existing garage for a new dwelling unit. 
 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal   Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity    “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects only): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 This single-story accessory structure is located along the North Mill Pond and is surrounded on the 

northern side of Maplewood Ave. by a wide variety of contributing structures that are primarily 

large multi- family wood houses situated on small lots with shallow setbacks from the street edge.  

Many other structures in the neighborhood are newer buildings that have been developed after 

the site was cleared during Urban Renewal. 

 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application in May and suggested that arched doors be 

considered on the garage as well as expressed some concerns over the massing of the structure 

with a large dormer located on the north side of the building. 

K. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 Given the proximity to the property line the applicant should ensure that the fire separation 

requirements are meet with respect to all openings and the proposed siding. 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  

AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L. Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Zoning Map: 

   
Proposed Building Design and 3D Massing Model Images 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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113388  MMAAPPLLEEWWOOOODD  AAVVEE..  ((LLUU--2200--7711))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##22  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Add Second Floor to Existing Garage – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 D
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N
 &
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A
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R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  150 CONGRESS STREET (LU-20-65) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #3 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:  Commercial  
 Land Area:  9,583 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1920 
 Building Style: NA 
 Number of Stories: 2.0 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Porter Street 
 Unique Features:  Non-Contributing Addition 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To partially demolish an addition for a new trash enclosure. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This non-contributing addition is located along Porter Street and is surrounded with other wood- 

and brick-clad contributing buildings.  Buildings along Porter Street have no front yard setback and 

are associated with service-related functions of the buildings on both sides. 

 

J.   HDC & Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 This project has been reviewed by the HDC as part of the 15 Middle Street renovation plans for the 

former Salvation Army building at 15 Middle Street. 

 The application include a partial demolition of the CMU-block building along the street frontage in 

order to support a proposed dumpster enclosure that will service both 150 Congress and 15 Middle 

Street. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  MMaassoonnrryy  &&  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077))  aanndd  SSiittee  

EElleemmeennttss  aanndd  SSttrreeeettssccaappeess  ((0099))..  
 

K.   Proposed Design, Street View and Aerial View: 

                   
 Street View Image of Existing Conditions & 3D Massing Model 

 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NC 
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150 CONGRESS STREET  ((LLUU--2200--6655))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##33  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Partial Demolition and New Dumpster Enclosure – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 &
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LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
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 D
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S
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N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  15 MIDDLE STREET (LU-20-97) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #4 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Inn  
 Land Area:  6,100 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1860 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Middle and Porter Street 
 Unique Features:  Former Church 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To install non-combustible siding, window and dormers. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Porter and Middle Streets and is surrounded 

with many other brick and wood-sided, 2.5-3 story contributing structures.  Most buildings have 

little to no front yard setback and off-street parking is limited.   

 

J.   Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application in May and suggested that the dormers be 

added back into the design even if the floor area of the attic remains uninhabitable until such 

time as Site Plan Approval is granted by the Planning Board.  

K. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Install non-combustible siding for fire separation. 

 Shorten CMU building to provide dumpster storage. 

 A detail has been added for the dormers. 

 A stipulation should be included in the decision to confirm that HDC approval does not 

constitute approval for any change of use in the attic level. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  

EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSttuuccccoo  &&  MMaassoonnrryy  ((0077))  &&  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

            
Aerial and Street View Image 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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15 MIDDLE STREET  ((LLUU--2200--9977))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##44  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Install Siding, Railing and Dormers – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    241 SOUTH STREET (LU-20-96) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #5 
Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single- Family 
 Land Area:  12,903 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1790 
 Building Style:  Georgian 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from South Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace porch with garage, living space and new porch. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

 

 
I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The building is located along South Street.  It is surrounded with many contributing 2.5 

story structures with shallow setbacks and small side yards and larger rear yards. 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 In support of the suggestion of the HDC the applicant is proposing a solid wood garage 

door with vertical panels and a transom lite above the door. 

 It appears that the siding is now proposed to be wood to match the house (versus hardi-

plank). 

 All man-doors are proposed to be fiberglass (perhaps field-painted). 

 Anderson 100 Series windows are proposed for the addition. 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  

EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  &&  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Proposed Elevation and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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224411  SSOOUUTTHH  SSTTRREEEETT  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##55  ((LLUU--2200--9966))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Repair Siding and Trim and add a New Garage and Porch – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
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TE
R
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LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    73 NORTHWEST STREET (LU-20-103) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #6 
Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:  Single-Family 
 Land Area:  1.74 A +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1850 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Northwest Street 
 Unique Features:  Abuts Rt. 1 Bypass & Jackson House 
 Neighborhood Association: Christian Shore 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace wood siding with composite siding. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

 

 

 
I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The building is located along Northwest Street.  It is surrounded with many 1.5 to 2.5 

wood –frame and sided structures with shallow setbacks and large side or rear garden 

areas. 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The Application is proposing to: 

 The applicant proposes to replace the wood siding with composite siding. 

 A stipulation should be included that requires the smooth side to be exposed to the 

weather. 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  MMaaiinntteennaannccee  ((0033))  aanndd  

EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map 
 
 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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7733  NNOORRTTHHWWEESSTT  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUU--2200--110033))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##66  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Replace Wood Siding with Cement-Fiber Siding – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
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 D

E
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N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    105 CHAPEL STREET (LU-20-111) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #7  

 
A. Property Information - General: 
    Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: Civic 
 Land Use:  Civic  
 Land Area:  18,900 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1807 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories:  2+ 
 Historical Significance: F 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Chapel Street 
 Unique Features:  Connector to Saint John’s (a focal building) 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a connector building for ADA compliance. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

 Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished / Constructed: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The church and rectory are located along Chapel and Bow Streets and are surrounded with many 

contributing and focal structures.   The neighborhood is predominantly multi-story, wood and brick 

structures with small lots and shallow setbacks from the sidewalk.  The church owns a large parking 

lot previously occupied by tightly-spaced buildings. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has previously reviewed this application at the June meeting and requested addition 

details as to how the buildings will be connected or terminated and whether a 90 degree 

orientation would prove easier for constructability. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant proposes to construct a single-story addition or connector building between the 

rectory and church.  The purpose of the connector is to provide covered pedestrian access to the 

buildings that is also ADA compliant. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  MMaassoonnrryy  aanndd  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

    
Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
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110055  CCHHAAPPEELL  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUU--2200--111111))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##77  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
- Construct a Connector Building for ADA Compliance - 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
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N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks/ Stairs / Steps    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  299 VAUGHAN STREET (LUHD-98) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #A 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:  Commercial  
 Land Area:  78.843 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1920/1970 
 Building Style: Industrial 
 Number of Stories: 2.0 
 Historical Significance: Non-Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Market and Green Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  North End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a new 5-Story Hotel 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This non-contributing structure is located along Green Street and is surrounded with many other 

brick or metal-clad buildings between 1-5 stories in height.  Much of the North End was cleared 

during Urban Renewal period in the 1960s but the buildings on this site were outside the limit of 

clearing.  It also appears that the proposed building location is not within historically-filled 

tidelands.  The abutting 233 Vaughan Street building and the AC Hotel were recently completed 

and the AC Hotel project includes a community space requirement for public access to and 

along the waterfront on the North Mill Pond.   

 

J.   HDC & Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 This application has requested to be withdrawn from review so other than accepting the request, 

no further action is required at this time. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

K.   Proposed Design, Street View and Aerial View: 

            
 Proposed Design and Street View Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NC 
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299 VAUGHAN STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--9988))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##AA  ((MMAAJJOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MAJOR PROJECT 
– ADD A NEW 5-STORY HOTEL – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 

REQUEST TO WITHDRAW 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  132-134 MIDDLE STREET (LUHD-105) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #B 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L1 
 Land Use:  Mixed-Use  
 Land Area:  11.060 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1865 
 Building Style: Mansard 
 Number of Stories: 3.0 
 Historical Significance: Focal 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Middle Street & Haymarket Square 
 Unique Features:  The Parrot House is a Focal building 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To repoint brick, replace the roof & made entryway improvements  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This focal historic structure is located along historic Haymarket Square and is surrounded with many 

other contributing and focal brick or wood-sided historic buildings between 2.5-3 stories in height.  

Note that he structure is located on two separate lots. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has reviewed this application and requested additional information on shingle material, 

plans for electrical service connections and details on the stair and cheek-wall replacement. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed improvements involve removal and replacement of contributing, character-defining 

and non-contributing materials. 

 The front entryway is proposed to be poured-in-place and dyed concrete material.  I would 

continue to suggest that a pre-cast concrete material be explored in order to provide a more 

uniform, authentic and durable product. 

 Similarly, the suggested roof shingles should be carefully examined prior to final selection. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  MMaaiinntteennaannccee  ((0033)),,  RRooooffiinngg  

((0044)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  MMaassoonnrryy  aanndd  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

           
 Street View Image of Existing Conditions & 3-D Massing Model 

  
 Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

F 
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132-134 MIDDLE STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--110055))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##BB  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Replace Roof & Trim, Repoint Brick and Replace Front Entryway – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  34 HIGHLAND ST. (LUHD-142) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #C 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:  4-Unit Multi-Family  
 Land Area:  5,230 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1890 
 Number of Stories:  2.5 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  Full view of Highland Street 
 Unique Features:  Building Bifurcated by Historic district 
 Neighborhood Association:  Lincoln/ Broad Street 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace side and rear windows & restore front windows. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This structure is located along Highland Street at the edge of the Historic District.  It is 

surrounded with many other wood sided, 2.5 story contributing structures.   The front yards are 

shallow with wider side and rear yards. 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is seeking to replace all the existing historic windows in the structure with an 

Anderson 100 Series window. 

 Due to a misunderstanding of the prior feedback from the HDC the applicant’s sub-contractor 

has already replaced many windows on the right side and rear of the structure.  The sub-

contractor proceeded with the window replacement despite not having obtained a building 

permit for the work.  As a response, the city directed the owner to cease work on the project 

and obtain HDC approval for the existing and remaining replacement windows.  Also note that 

a single window was replaced on the front facade and the owner is seeking to either repair the 

removed window or replace it with a matching true-divided lite wood window from the right-

hand side of the house.  Based on the recent site visit the applicant is now considering the 

same approach for the front two basement windows.  

 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

K.   Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 
Zoning Map 
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INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Replace Windows on Side and Rear of Building  – 

-  

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

B
U
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D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
IT
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 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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      HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    84 PLEASANT ST. (LUHD-141) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #D  
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:   Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  4,016 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1880 (front building) 
 Building Style:  Victorian 
 Historical Significance: Contributing (front building) 
 Public View of Proposed Work: Primary view from Church Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  Renovate 84 Pleasant St. and replace the rear addition. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner(s) 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished / Constructed: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive  Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The building is located along Church and Pleasant Streets.  It is surrounded with 2.5-5 story 

wood- and brick-sided structures with no front yard setbacks and little to no open space.  Note 

that the proposed buildings will be fully integrated into the recently-approved building for 278 

State Street (the so-called Times Building). 

J. Background & Suggested Action: 
 The application is proposing to renovate the façade of the historic building along Pleasant 

Street and remove and replace the non-contributing CMU block addition on the rear with a 4 
story addition that is recessed from the front roof line.  If feasible, the ground-floor along Church 
Street provides access to the underground parking area via a car elevator and subsurface turn-
table system.   

 Please note that this application includes four individual properties on State and Pleasant Street 
and the portion being removed along Church Street is likely a non-contributing addition to the 
Pleasant Street building. 

 Revised Elevation and site plans will be made available at the July 1st meeting. 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  &&  

SSttoorreeffrroonnttss  ((1122))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

  
Zoning Map 
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8844  PPLLEEAASSAANNTT  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--114411))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##DD  ((MMAAJJOORR  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MAJOR PROJECT 
– Renovate Façade and Add a Four-Story Addition – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
 1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

 2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    377 MAPLEWOOD AVE. (LUHD-145) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #1  
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:   Single-Family 
 Land Area:  5,227 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1941 
 Building Style:  Cape 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work: View from Maplewood Ave. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Christian Shore 

B.   Proposed Work:  Work include partial demolition and renovation to secondary building. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 

Condo Association Abutting Property Owner 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished / Constructed: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive  Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 
I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The building is located along Maplewood Ave.  It is surrounded with 2 to 2.5 story wood- and 

masonry-sided structures with shallow front yard setbacks narrow side yards.   

 

J. Background & Suggested Action: 
 The application is proposing to allow the partial demolition of an existing secondary structure 

and to renovate the existing structure with new windows, siding and roof.   
 Please note that a detailed site plan has been requested in order to determine zoning 

compliance. 

  

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  RRooooffiinngg  ((0044)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))  

aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Street View & 3D Massing Model Image 

  
Zoning Map 
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337777  MMAAPPLLEEWWOOOODD  AAVVEE..  ((LLUUHHDD--114455))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##11  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Partially Demolish and Renovate a Secondary Building – 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 
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  PROJECT REVIEW ELEMENT APPLICANT’S COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

X
T 8 Scale (i.e. height, volume, coverage…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

 Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
 1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

 2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY 
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

City of Portsmouth, NH makes no claims and no warranties,
expressed or implied, concerning the validity or accuracy of
the GIS data presented on this map.

Geometry updated 4/1/2019
Data updated 7/17/2019
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