
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_3OhSTA45QPuzwmhW8DCChQ 

 

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) 610-7216. 

 

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 2020-16, 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.                                                       September 02, 2020 

                                                                                                                            

AGENDA 

 

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. August 05, 2020 

2. August 19, 2020 

 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 284 New Castle Avenue 

2. 65 Rogers Street 

 

III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL- EXTENSION REQUSTS 

 

1.  15 Mt. Vernon Street 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

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 
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mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com
mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com


AGENDA, Historic District Commission Meeting September 02, 2020  Page 2 
 

(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 continued at the August 19, 2020 meeting to the 

September 02, 2020 meeting.) 

 

B. Petition of Sarah J. Minor Revocable Trust 2011, Sarah J. Minor Trustee, owner, for 

property located at 458 Marcy Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replace all windows on existing home) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as lot 76 and lies within 

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

19, 2020 meeting to the September 02, 2020 meeting.) 

 

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Christopher D. Clement and Wendy L. Courteau-Clement, owners, for 

property located at 41 Market Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (upgrade façade limestone, install new windows, add two 

new windows on the south elevation (attic level), repair copper gutters, and install new lighting) 

and new construction to an existing structure (add new rear roof deck) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 106 as lot 29 and lies within the 

Character District 5 (CD5) and Historic Districts. 

 

VI. WORK SESIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
 
B. Work Session requested by COLACO, LLC, owner, for property located at 45 Market 

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

(upgrade façade wood materials, install new windows, repair the ground level entry, repair 

copper gutters and sign board) and new construction to an existing structure (add new rear roof 

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

106 as lot 28 and lies within the Character District 5 (CD5) and Historic Districts. (This item was 

continued from the August 05, 2020 meeting to the September 02, 2020 meeting.) 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 

 



MINUTES  

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_Qjk2OgAmSaWNrERgg4QBXQ 

 

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.                                                        August 05, 2020 

                                                                                                                                                           

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

Members Dan Rawling, Reagan Ruedig, and Martin Ryan; City 

Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternates Heinz Sauk-

Schubert and Margot Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: N/A 

  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Chairman Lombardi stated that Ms. Doering would vote on all petition and that Commissioner 

Cyrus Beer resigned from the Commission. He said the applicant for the 35 Howard Street 

petition requested to postpone again, after several prior postponement requests, and he suggested 

that the project be removed from the agenda. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to permanently remove the item from the agenda, and Ms. Ruedig 

seconded. 

 

Mr. Cracknell then learned that the applicant was making progress on the project and had 

requested that the petition be postponed to the August 19 meeting. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff withdrew his original motion and moved to postpone the petition to the 

August 19, 2020 meeting. Ms. Ruedig seconded. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 
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I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

A. July 1, 2020 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to approve the July 1, 2020 minutes as 

presented. 

 

B. July 8, 2020 

 

Ms. Ruedig recused herself from the vote. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (6-0) to approve the July 8, 2020 minutes as 

presented. 

 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

Note: The Commission addressed Item 2, 241 South Street, for a separate discussion and vote. 
 

1. 421 Pleasant Street 

 

The request was for a new 6-ft fence to replace the existing 7-ft fence. Mr. Cracknell noted that 

the current zoning allowed for only a 4-ft fence in the front of the home and that the applicant 

would have to request a variance from the Board of Adjustment (BOA). He said the new fence 

had a different design. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said there appeared to be added vertical elements. 

The applicant Jamie Martin was present and said they were panels. He said the fence belonged to 

his neighbor and that one of the panels was falling into his driveway. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said 

he preferred that the Pleasant Street side fence replicate the existing fence to have the paneled 

effect instead of a conventional 6-ft board fence with no character. He recommended placing a 

top and base on the proposed fence. Mr. Rawling and City Council Representative Trace agreed. 

It was further discussed. The applicant asked if the fence along the driveway would require the 

top and bottom pieces. Mr. Ryan said it would not and recommended that the fence be painted. 

Ms. Ruedig said the fence could be left natural. The Pleasant Street fence was discussed and 

decided that the fence should be painted or stained because it was a character-defining element 

of the neighborhood. Ms. Trace said a corner post and a solid end post at each end of the two 

fences would go a long way in keeping the new fence solid and in place. 

 

The Commission decided to approve the administrative item separately from the others. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the administrative item with the following stipulations: 

 

 1. Prior to installation, a variance shall be obtained from the Board of Adjustment. 

 2. The fence shall be redesigned to maintain the panelized appearance with a 1"x8" base 

rail and 1"x4" cap rail. A larger corner post shall be use and it shall be proud and taller 

than the cap rail. The fence facing pleasant street shall be painted or stained. An opaque 

or dark green color is preferred but not required. 
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Ms. Ruedig seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

2. 241 South Street  

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant wanted to replace the granite steps on the front of the house with 

more code-compliant ones that were wider on top. He said a 3-ft landing and two 12-inch steps 

were proposed that would require a stipulation that the applicant obtain City Council approval 

for a revocable license, seeing that both steps and part of the landing were on the City’s right-of-

way. The applicant Guy Spiers was present and said he was concerned about the landing’s safety 

aspect because it wasn’t very deep and wasn’t wide enough. 

 

City Council Representative Trace said the stone steps were a major historic feature of the house.   

Ms. Doering and Mr. Rawling agreed. Ms. Doering recommended that the applicant consult with 

a stone mason to see if the steps could be reset to improve their safety. Mr. Ryan disagreed and 

said a better set of steps could be found that still had historic character. He said the entrance 

feature currently hung off the building improperly and that the new set of stairs if done right 

would be safer, more practical, and would fit the architecture better. He asked the applicant to 

provide a more realistic rendering of how the new granite steps would look. Mr. Rawling asked 

about railings. The applicant said he planned to do a railing once the new steps were installed.  

 

Ms. Ruedig said she was torn because the stone steps were very old and had been there a while 

but didn’t fit the doorway, which made her wonder if they were salvaged from elsewhere and put 

on at a later time. She said they didn’t cover the full width of the doorway and was a safety 

concern. She asked whether salvage granite was available so that the applicant didn’t have to buy 

something that looked freshly cut and too bright. She also suggested redressing the bottom step 

because it didn’t look as old. She said the current stairway assembly looked coddled together in a 

weak way but thought that railings would help to define the look of the doorway. She said she 

hated to see any historic feature go, but the steps didn’t look quite right. The applicant noted that 

the second step was cracked. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed with Ms. Ruedig that the steps could 

be reset and moved to the left, and railings on both sides would give a feeling of safety. He said 

if the second step was cracked and broken, however, all bets were off as far as maintaining the 

original steps. Mr. Rawling said if the stairs were shifted to the left, they would fit the spaces 

between the columns and line up with the entrance. He said the second step seemed to be split 

where the top step sat on top of it, so resetting it could align it. It was further discussed. City 

Council Representative Trace thought the façade wasn’t original to the home and that the steps 

could be shifted back over to the left. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed. Chairman Lombardi said the 

Commission’s priority was preservation and that the original steps should be preserved. He said 

the door was more of a problem than the steps in terms of width. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to deny approval of the administrative item. He suggested that the 

current stairs be reset. City Council Representative Trace seconded. 

 

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

 

3. 36 Richards Avenue 
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The request was to install an air conditioning system that would be screened by cedar lattice. 

City Council Representative Trace noted that the new condensers were 3-1/2 feet high and 

longer to the front than they were deep and that the fence had a tombstone top on it, so she didn’t 

know if the screening would work. Mr. Cracknell said he thought the representation of the new 

AC system was just a model and that the Commission could make a stipulation. 

 

4. 10 Commercial Alley, Unit 2  

 

The request was for the Elephantine Bakery to temporarily use nearby parking spaces to expand 

outdoor dining due to the pandemic restrictions. Mr. Cracknell said the applicant needed access 

to the parking spaces via Commercial Alley and that they would install a permanent door as well. 

 

5. 28 Dearborn Street  

 

Mr. Cracknell said the existing deck and stairs were in bad shape and needed to be fixed to meet 

code, and that the primary access to the second unit had to be replaced. He said the applicant 

proposed the same size of stairs and deck but would use composite decking and railing system, 

like AZEK. Ms. Ruedig said it had the look of balusters being attached to the outside. After some 

discussion, Mr. Cracknell said the stipulation could be that the balusters would go between the 

top and bottom rails as shown in the provided image. Mr. Rawling said it should be field painted, 

but Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it didn’t need to be in that location. City Council Representative 

Trace asked whether there would be 4x4 metal supports. Mr. Cracknell said they would be either 

4x4 or 6x6 but would be pressure-treated wood and not steel. 

 

6. 57 Salter Street 

 

The request was for a wooden fence. The applicant Terence Parker was present and described the 

fence. Mr. Rawling said it was a handsome and creative solution. 

 

7. 105 Chapel Street  

 

Note: The applicant wasn’t present, so the Commission addressed the other petitions and 

returned to it later on in the meeting. 

 

Mr. Cracknell noted that there was a stipulation placed on the prior month’s approval stating that 

the applicant submit detailed drawings for windows, doors, lighting, roofing, hardware, shingles, 

trim work, etc. and had done so. The project architect Michael Campbell was present on behalf 

of the applicant. Mr. Ryan asked if the windows were Pella simulated divided lights (SDL). Mr. 

Campbell said the SDL window was Pella’s top high-end historic window and that it was 

difficult to get a true divided light window that met the energy code. He said it would still look 

the same and would have a wood mullion on the inside and outside and a spacer bar between two 

panes of glass. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said that was acceptable and asked if it had a putty profile on 

the outside. Mr. Campbell said it would be a painted wood mullion on the outside with a profile 

matching the mullions of existing windows. Mr. Ryan asked what the material was on the 

addition’s back portion. Mr. Campbell said the doors and transoms were all the same Pella 

Reserve Series and the rest was wood trim and molding. In response to further questions, Mr. 
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Campbell said the light fixtures were included, the addition had simulated slate roofing to match 

the church’s simulated slate roof, and the molding on the addition was wood and not composite. 

 

8. 35 Mark Street   

 

Ms. Ruedig recused herself from the petition. 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the request was to install an egress door in the back of the garage and also put 

an AC condenser, which would need a variance from the BOA. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and unanimously passed to remove the administrative item from the 

group and vote on it separately due to Ms. Ruedig’s recusal. 

 

City Council Representative Trace said no one would see the condenser but the abutter might 

want it screened because it was so close to the property line. The applicant Jason Jenkins was 

present and said there was a fence and some tall trees that would screen it and that the noise and 

sight issues would not be a concern for the neighbors. Mr. Cracknell said the variance would 

require that the abutter be notified, and that any future removal of the fence would require HDC 

approval. He suggested stipulating that a variance would be required prior to installation. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the administrative item with the following stipulation: 

 

 1. Prior to installation the applicant shall receive a variance from the Board of   

 Adjustment. 

 

Mr. Ryan seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 6-0. 

 

9. 170 Mechanic Street  

 

Mr. Cracknell noted that the project was recently approved by the Commission. He said the 

applicant changed some windows from 3-lights to 2-lights, added two windows on the west side 

of the building, and replaced twelve windows with Andersen 400 Series ones to match the other 

Andersen windows. He said the applicant wanted to eliminate the proposed garage window on 

the west side because the abutter preferred that it not be installed. He said the two proposed 

skylights were now tubular lights. The Commission had no issues with the changes. 

  

Note:  At this point, the applicant for Item 7, 105 Chapel Street, was present, so the Commission 

addressed it before taking the final vote for administrative approval items. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve Administrative Items 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 9, with the following 

stipulations on Items 3 and 5: 

 

Item #3, 36 Richards Avenue- The proposed screening shall be simplified with a flat top (versus 

the tombstone shape proposed). 
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Item #5, 28 Dearborn Street- The balusters shall be located in-between the top and bottom rails 

as shown on the example image included in the application. 

 

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

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

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 July 01, 2020 meeting to the 

August, 2020 meeting.) 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to postpone the petition to the August 19, 2020 meeting. Ms. Ruedig 

seconded. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Mill Gate Condominium Association, owner, and Lassen Family 

Revocable Trust, Charles L. and Susan E. Trustees, applicants, for property located at 19 

South Street, Unit 1, wherein permission was requested to allow exterior renovations to an 

existing structure (on the rear elevation remove one window and one door and add two new 

windows and new patio door) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 102 as lot 53-1 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and 

Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project architect Anne Whitney representing the applicant was present and reviewed the petition. 

She noted that the owners wanted to open up the bump out and make it a primary living space, so 

two Marvin SDL fiberglass windows would be added to the home.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked about the arched trim. Ms. Whitney said she didn’t know its history 

but thought it didn’t look very old and might have been a porch at one time. She was it was very 

small and on the back of the building, so it couldn’t really be seen. Ms. Ruedig said it wasn’t a 

character-defining part of the house so there was no issue. She asked if clapboards would be used 

anywhere. Ms. Whitney said she wanted to wrap the sill around but should have extended the 

corner board down. She said she also considered centering the windows to maximize the view. 

She suggested stipulating that the corner board run down to the deck or the lower room. 

 

Mr. Rawling said the window exteriors were not wood and suggested stipulating that the jambs 

match the trim color, with the sash as an accent. Ms. Whitney said the frame could not be mixed 

and matched for that particular window. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the window on the shingled 

side was white and that there were no black storms above it, so he had no problem with white. 

Ms. Whitney said she could do them as white, and Mr. Rawling said it was acceptable. 
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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, with the 

following stipulations: 

 

1. The corner board shall extend down to the lower roof. 

2. White sashes shall be used to match the existing windows. 

 

Ms. Ruedig seconded. 

 

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

scale, arrangement, texture, detail, and material would complement the existing structure because 

the existing window would be duplicated. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 
 
2. Petition of Sarah J. Minor Revocable Trust 2011, Sarah J. Minor Trustee, owner, for 

property located at 458 Marcy Street, wherein permission was requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replace all windows on existing home) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as lot 76 and lies within 

the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Sarah Minor reviewed the petition. She said there were several window issues, 

including cracked windows and jambs, loose storm windows, and failing glazing compound. She 

said she wanted to replace all the windows in kind with Andersen Woodright Series SDL 2/2 

double hung windows with interior wood muntins, thermal glass, and half screens. She said the 

new windows would fit inside the existing frame and the trim would be matched. 

 

Mr. Rawling said the selected window manufacturer was one that he would not support because 

their replacement windows had no resemblance to the original windows and didn’t continue the 

historic appearance. Ms. Ruedig asked if the sash color would match the existing trim. Ms. 

Minor said the inserts would be black on the outside and the trim would be cream. Ms. Ruedig 

asked if the window frame and casing would be built out so that the sash would be smaller than 

the original or whether it would be the same dimension. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the windows 

were insert windows with a wood frame around the sides and top, so the sashes would have a 

little less light, but the existing vinyl ones took up ¾ of an inch, so it was a wash. He said 

removing the storms would gain the light back. He said Andersen windows were the only 

replacement windows that had an angled sash and he thought they were good ones. 
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In response to Ms. Ruedig’s questions, the applicant said the original windows were reset in 

1996 and that she was told that they could not be restored. Mr. Rawling said the Andersen 

windows would reduce the window size by several inches on each side, would not sit flush with 

the existing trim, and would not provide a jamb color to match the trim color. He said it was 

better to pursue other manufacturers to maintain the home’s historic appearance. Chairman 

Lombardi agreed. The applicant said she would explore other manufacturers. 

 

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 postpone the petition to the August 19, 2020 meeting, and Ms. 

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

 
 
3. Petition of Jason Lander and Justus C. Burgweger Jr., owners, for property located at 

34 Highland Street, wherein permission was requested to allow exterior renovations to an 

existing structure (replacement of all windows on the side and rear of the structure and relocate 

historic windows to the front as needed) 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. 

 

Ms. Ruedig recused herself from the petition. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Jason Lander was present and reviewed the petition. He noted that some windows 

had been replaced and that he would replace a front window with a historic window from the 

side of the house. He said he would add or replace all the storms on all the historic windows as 

well. He noted that the Commission did a site visit in June. 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the applicant had done 50 percent of the project already and that the 

continuation of the project was on the back and side of the house. He said that using one of the 

second-floor windows to replace the existing replacement window that was already installed 

would give the entire front of the home original windows and that it was a good compromise. 

Mr. Rawling agreed and suggested using a dark-colored storm window and painting the flats 

white to maintain a more historic appearance. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

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

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION  

 

Mr. Ryan moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented and with the 

compromise as noted. Vice-Chair Wyckoff seconded. 
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Mr. Ryan said the applicant had been before the Commission several times, so it was the best of 

all worlds that a good compromise had been reached. He said the project would preserve the 

integrity of the District and retain the historic and architectural value of the existing structure. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 6-0. 
 
 
4. Petition of Portwalk Residential, LLC and Cathartes Private Investment, owners, for 

property located at 99 Hanover Street, wherein permission was requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replace current store-front façade with new doors and 

windows and related upgrades for new restaurant entryway) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 125 as lot 23 and lies within the Character 

District 5 (CD5) and Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Kevin Erikson was present. Mr. Ryan asked to see a comparison between what 

existed and what was proposed. He also noted that removing an entry to the building on the 

Hanover Street side would eliminate a pedestrian element. Mr. Erikson said they were focused 

on the corner entrance. He said the existing black exterior elements would remain but that they 

would use a metallic wood panel on the corner, add the copper logo, paint the brick a lighter 

color to match the rest of the façade scheme, and add copper paneling over the window. He said 

the existing brick, lighting, and concrete base would remain. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he was in support of the project and returning the building to its 

original feeling. He said the contemporary storefront would be fine since the building itself was 

only five years old. Mr. Rawling verified that the two doorways on the Portwalk Street side 

would be maintained in addition to the main corner entrance, and he said all the elements were 

compatible with the building’s style. Chairman Lombardi agreed. 

 

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 application as presented, 

and City Council Representative Trace seconded. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the integrity of the District would be preserved by returning the 

building almost to its original look. He said the special and defining character of the building 

would match the other new defining properties that surrounded it. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

Note: At this point, Mr. Heinz Salk-Schubert joined the meeting. 
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5. Petition of John Tiano, owner, for property located at 298 Middle Street, wherein 

permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (remove existing 

rear deck and replace with new larger rear deck) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 136 as lot 7 and lies within the Mixed Research Office 

(MRO) and Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant John Tiano was present and said he wanted to use TREX material to build a larger 

1220-s.f. deck that would replace the existing 12’x16’ one. He said it would not be visible from 

either Middle or Summer Streets. Mr. Rawlings said the deck wasn’t compatible with the home’s 

style but that it was fine because it was a contemporary statement that wasn’t really visible to the 

neighbors. Ms. Ruedig agreed and questioned the metal mesh railing because there wasn’t one 

like it anywhere else in the District, but she said she was willing to compromise because its 

visibility was so low. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the rail was acceptable as a contemporary one 

and that he preferred it over the usual imposing white balusters on a deck that large. City Council 

Representative Trace said she agreed with all the comments.  

 

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 application as presented, and Mr. 

Rawling seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would conserve and enhance the property’s value and surrounding 

property values and would be compatible with the innovative technologies of surrounding 

properties. She said the deck’s design was an acceptable use for the rear of the property.  

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by Christopher D. Clement and Wendy L. Courteau-

Clement, owners, for property located at 41 Market Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (upgrade façade limestone, install new 

windows, add two new windows on the south elevation (attic level), repair copper gutters, and 

install new lighting) and new construction to an existing structure (add new rear roof deck) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 106 as lot 29 

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

 

WORK SESSION 
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Project architect Shannon Arthur was present on behalf of the applicant. He reviewed the project 

and said they wanted to replace some windows that were in bad shape and also capture some 

attic space by adding a recessed deck. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said she liked the idea of carving out part of the roof for a roof deck. She said it 

wouldn’t be seen from the street and would be a good way to capture some space that almost no 

one else had on Market Street. She said replacing the windows would also make a huge 

difference and thought a 2/2 window was more appropriate and historically accurate. She hoped 

the applicant would do half-screens or a retractable roll screen. She said the changes would make 

the building shine, noting that it was a focal one downtown. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed that the 

2/2 windows were the most appropriate. He asked how many LED lights would be placed near 

the dentil work. Mr. Arthur said there would be a small LED up/down light that would be 14 

inches below the soffit and would highlight every other dentil. Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked about 

using small floodlights instead, but Mr. Arthur said that getting the lights into the dentil line and 

trim was better than mounting them to the brick or limestone. In response to further questions, 

Mr. Arthur said the boxes would be recessed into the trim instead of having a conduit and 4” 

boxes every few feet. He said only the surface-mounted light would be seen and the electric 

would be run behind and that it was possible to get an example of how it would look. Mr. Ryan 

asked that Mr. Arthur bring an elevation drawing showing the 2/2 windows at the next meeting. 

Mr. Salk-Schubert asked for a soffit section detail as well. 

 

Chairman Lombardi asked how the limestone would be repaired and replaced, and Mr. Arthur 

explained it. Mr. Ryan asked if the brick would be repointed. Mr. Arthur said they would touch 

up a few areas but didn’t think the whole thing had to be redone. Mr. Rawling said he was in 

support of everything. Ms. Doering said she hated to see the roofline changed because there was 

a beautiful rhythm to the row of rooflines 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION 

 

The applicant said he would return for a public hearing at the September 2, 2020 meeting. 

2. Work Session requested by COLACO, LLC, owner, for property located at 45 Market 

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

(upgrade façade wood materials, install new windows, repair the ground level entry, repair 

copper gutters and sign board) and new construction to an existing structure (add new rear roof 

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

106 as lot 28 and lies within the Character District 5 (CD5) and Historic Districts. 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project architect Shannon Arthur was present on behalf of the owners and reviewed the 

petition. He said the storefront would have one entrance and another door to allow access to the 

residential level on the second floor. He said the back side of the building’s roof would change 

due to the deck and that the windows would be replaced with Pella Reserve Series 6/1 windows. 
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Chairman Lombardi said the Commission received a letter from the rear abutter. Mr. Arthur said 

the owners knew the abutter and a courtyard would be affected by the renovations. Vice-Chair 

Wyckoff said he had no issues with the back renovation but hoped the applicant used a historic 

element for the storefront and not a Kawneer system. Mr. Arthur said he might do some cast iron 

and double-paned glass. Mr. Rawling said the storefront should lift the building up more, noting 

that the horizontal piece made it look heavy. Mr. Arthur said he added extra glass up to the 

canopy. Mr. Rawling said the glass wasn’t needed, just the verticals. Relating to window 

replacements, he said the jambs should match the trim colors and the sash should be the accent 

color. He said he had concerns about breaking the continuous roofline along the street at the rear 

and inserting the recessed deck into the roof because there was a lot of visibility to that block. He 

said the parapet wall gave him the greatest concern because it broke the continuous cornice line 

along the block, and he suggested keeping the roofline in place and letting it extend up a bit. Ms. 

Ruedig said the solution for the storefront was a good one and was inspired by the original 

historic storefront and agreed that bringing up the verticals was a good idea. She asked whether 

6/6 windows were considered. Mr. Arthur said that looking through the grills wouldn’t be 

feasible and that historic photos showed 6/1 windows. Ms. Ruedig said he could get away with it 

but it would be a different look on the outside. She said she was glad the building was finally 

getting some attention, seeing that it was the only wood building on the street. Mr. Ryan said that 

bringing new life to the building was terrific. He said he liked to see activity of a roof, noting 

that there were roof decks and terraces in other historic cities like Paris and New York, which 

had successful commercial activity that made property valuable and allowed people to maximize 

the use of the buildings. He said the deck was a natural part of growth and that he had no 

problem with it. Ms. Ruedig suggested sticking with wood for the storefront instead of the cast 

iron on either side. Ms. Doering asked whether the existing vinyl siding and trim would be 

replaced with vinyl or wood. Mr. Arthur said it would be wood. Ms. Doering said she wasn’t 

happy with the roof deck and the change to the roofline and noted that the McIntyre Building 

renovation would likely have residential buildings with views of the roofline. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and unanimously approved (7-0) to continue the work session to the 

September 2, 2020 meeting. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 



MINUTES 

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_eDASb9rITkayf9ZnS_ov1A 

 

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) 610-7216. 

 

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 2020-16, 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.                                                        August 19, 2020  

                                                                                                                                                       

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

Members Dan Rawling, Reagan Ruedig, Martin Ryan; City 

Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternates Heinz Sauk-

Schubert and Margot Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: N/A 

  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Ms. Doering was the voting alternate for the evening. 

 

Chairman Lombardi stated that there were two petitions that were requested to be postponed, 458 

Marcy Street and the work session for 132-134 Middle Street. 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to postpone Petitions II.B, 458 Marcy Street, and III.A, 132-134 Middle Street 

to the September 2, 2020 meeting. City Council Representative Trace seconded. The motion 

passed unanimously, 7-0. 
 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 

Note: Items 2 through 5 were addressed first as a group. 
 

1. 135 Congress Street  

https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_eDASb9rITkayf9ZnS_ov1A
mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com
mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com
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Mr. Cracknell said there were five changes to the project: 1) leave the historic windows in place 

and restore them on the inside due to costs; 2) remove the transom windows on the side wall of 

the stairwell; 3) change the stairwell roof from metal to PVC; 4) add a post to support the canopy 

over the walkway; and 5) modify the standing seam roof of the addition to a tinted glass similar 

to the glass on the walls of the addition.  

 

The project designer Andy Sidford was present and said the PVC standing seam roof would not 

be seen from the street. He said the original intent was to have a solid roof with glazing above 

and below it, but the supplier couldn’t do it, so it would be done as one glazing system. He said 

the canopy was pulled away for waterproofing details so that it sat a few inches from the glass 

pane, so it was a freestanding roof now. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked if soft lighting would be placed behind the windows, and Mr. Sidford 

agreed. Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked how the standing seam would go into the tinted glass relating 

to insulation capabilities and meeting code. Mr. Sidford said they had to treat it as one glazing 

system, so they lost some insulation but would provide sufficient insulation in that section and 

make it look like a solid roof. Mr. Ryan said it was an improvement over the solid metal roof and 

also thought the vinyl wouldn’t be seen from the pedestrian level. Ms. Ruedig asked what the 

texture and look of the PVC roof would be, noting that it might be visible from far away or 

abutting buildings. Mr. Sidford said it was a flat white membrane that was much less reflective 

than the metal roof and wouldn’t have a shiny texture. Chairman Lombardi asked if the roof 

glass was the only tinted glass. Mr. Sidford said no, that all of it had sheeting coefficients. He 

said the roof glass would look solid from below but would look like solid glazing from above.   

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve the project item as presented, and Ms. Ruedig seconded. The motion 

passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

2. 290 Pleasant Street  

 

The request was to replace the skirting on the church’s mansard roof with a rubber membrane 

with a wide aluminum drip edge and repair the rotten wood on the edge, and to repair the rotten 

wood on the entryway. Ms. Ruedig noted that the application said the front entryway would be 

replaced with PVC stock, and she asked that it be replaced in kind with wood. The other 

Commissioners agreed and said it would be stipulated in the motion. 

 

3. 56 Middle Street  

 

The request was to turn the rear addition’s stairs to the left to create a better entry into the garage, 

and to extend the State Street fence two panels further to the edge of the driveway. 

 

4. 76 Congress Street  

 

The request was to place a guard rail around the mechanicals on the roof to meet code. Mr. 

Cracknell said it wouldn’t be seen from anywhere except the Porter Street alleyway. 

 

5. 70 Congress Street  
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The request was to remove the chimney on the abutting building and rebuild it by using 

restoration bricks, new flashing, and a cap. Mr. Ryan said it looked like the height would have to 

be increased if the chimney was an active one because it didn’t meet code. Mr. Cracknell said he 

wasn’t sure if it would be an active fireplace and that he would check with the applicant. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve Items 2, 3, 4, and 5, with a stipulation on Item 2 that the 

rotten wood repair on the entryway be replaced in kind with the same materials, dimensions, and 

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

 

II. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

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

wherein permission was 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 August 05, 2020 meeting to the 

August 19, 2020 meeting.) 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant John Guido was present and said he submitted photos of all the windows and the 

Green Mountain brochure for the window replacements. He said a few surrounding homes had 

Green Mountain windows and that he wanted to replace all his windows with Green Mountain 

ones. He said he would not change the 6/6 design and that the back windows would remain 2/2. 

 

Ms. Ruedig asked the applicant if he had considered restoring the windows. Mr. Guido said he 

talked to his architect neighbor who gave him the name of a place, but he wanted to put in Green 

Mountain windows. He also noted that a lot of the window pulleys didn’t work, and if he 

restored the windows he would have to keep the storms. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said Green 

Mountain made a quality product and that the new windows would be symmetrical with the other 

side of the house and more energy efficient. It was further discussed. Mr. Guido said the 

windows were original and that he house was built in 1910. Vice-Chair Wyckoff thought the 

house was built around the 1850s and suggested doing a site walk to look at the windows and see 

if they were original. Mr. Cracknell recalled that some of the windows were previously replaced 

on the rear and offered to give the applicant a list of restoration window contractors. Ms. Ruedig 

suggested that the façade windows be restored but thought the rear 2/2 windows could be 

replaced. Mr. Ryan agreed but said the Commission needed more information on the street side 

windows. Ms. Doering said further research should be done on the windows on the other side of 

the house to see if they were replaced so that matching windows could be installed. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff, Mr. Cracknell, and Mr. Sauk-Schubert said they would do a site walk to 

examine the windows. Mr. Cracknell said he would work with the applicant on the restoration 

issue. Chairman Lombardi noted that the Staff Memo said the house was built in 1888.  

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 
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No one was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to continue the application to the September 2, 2020 meeting, and Vice-Chair 

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

 

B. Petition of Sarah J. Minor Revocable Trust 2011, Sarah J. Minor Trustee, owner, for 

property located at 458 Marcy Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replace all windows on existing home) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as lot 76 and lies within 

the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was continued at the August 

05, 2020 meeting to the August 19, 2020 meeting.) 

 

DECISION OF THE COMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously to postpone the meeting to the September 2, 

2020 meeting. 

 

III. WORK SESIONS (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 

District 4- L1 (CD 4-L1) and Historic Districts. (This item was continued at the July 08, 2020 

meeting to the August, 2020 meeting.) 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously to postpone the meeting to the September 2, 

2020 meeting. 

 

B. Work Session requested by Kevin Shitan Zeng Revocable Trust of 2017, Kevin Shitan 

Zeng Trustee, owner, for property located at 377 Maplewood Avenue, wherein permission is 

requested to allow the partial demolition of an existing structure and renovations to an existing 

structure (new windows, siding, and roof) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 141 as Lot 22 and lies within the General Residence A 

(GRA) and Historic Districts. (This item was continued at the July 08, 2020 meeting to the 

August, 2020 meeting.) 

 

WORK SESSION 
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Project architect Dan Barton was present. He said the house was built in 1941 and was an 

anomaly in the neighborhood. He discussed the outbuilding that had a small ranch in the front 

and a small gable in the back and said everything was beyond repair. He said originally they 

wanted to maintain the back structure but later decided that it made more sense to rebuild it. He 

said they designed a carriage house style that would relate to a future renovation of the front 

house and that he would go before the Board of Adjustment (BOA) for variances before 

formalizing the process with the Commission. He said the proposed structure would be a turn-of-

the-century carriage house design with a double swing door, a small shed roof, 2/2 windows, a 

loft door, an ell with a recess containing the main entry and clad in wood shingles with trim. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he looked at the existing structure and agreed that the floor and roof 

were completely rotted. He thought the applicant had responded well to the Commission’s 

comments at the previous work session about the original ranch style home design and that he 

created a good design. He noted that the main house was built after the structure, which used to 

be a sail-making company. Ms. Doering said the mass of the building would not be secondary to 

the primary building any longer because it looked taller and bigger, and she was concerned about 

the relationship between the primary building and the accessory dwelling unit, which she thought 

looked like a full house. Mr. Ryan agreed and said he felt like a piece of history would be lost. 

He said the applicant went from an ell-shaped utilitarian building to a very standard housing unit. 

He said some nice things were kept, like the double doors and the barn door, but there was a lot 

of roof. He said the structure looked bland and lacked the existing structure’s character. He asked 

if there was a second floor. The applicant said a second floor wasn’t intended and that the 

amount of roof shown matched existing. He said the pitch changed because it was related to the 

front, which had a full building wall on top of an elevated foundation and had more vertical 

stature. He said they intended to have the back low to the ground and would frame the side wall 

like an outbuilding. He said the gable would face the street like any small carriage house, noting 

that it was 20 feet wide and not a very large building but might look bigger in the drawings.  

 

Mr. Rawling suggested keeping the gable end facing the street but bringing the roof pitch down 

on the side pieces, which would break the scale of the building down a lot. He said there wasn’t a 

lot of inspirational detail on the existing buildings and thought that playing with the massing 

would improve the project. Ms. Ruedig agreed. She said the diagrams made the project look like 

a suburban development but that the introspective set behind the building gave a better 

understanding of what it would look like. She said taking the pitch of the roof down would make 

it look more like a secondary building rather than a standalone house. She thought the details 

could be developed more to make the structure look less generic. She said the large loft door was 

too tall, skinny, and large, and she suggested that the applicant find better examples to get the 

correct proportions for it. She said shingling the building would differentiate it as a lesser 

structure. She asked that the existing building be documented and photographed for the 

Athenaeum before it was demolished. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed that dropping the pitch on the 

roof to a 6 or 7 would still be appropriate for that type of building and would reduce the overall 

massing of the roof. He said the door above the main doors could also be a double door, wider 

and not so tall, which would help the proportions of the little rectangle.  

 

There was no public comment. 
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DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to continue the work session to the October 7, 2020 meeting, and Ms. 

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

 

C. 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. 

(This item was postponed at the July 08, 2020 meeting to the August, 2020 meeting.) 

 

Note: Vice-Chair Wyckoff was Acting Chair for the beginning of the work session. 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project architect Michael Keane was present to review the petition. He said they opted for 

the setback floor and said the only change was to the Pleasant Street side of the building, where 

they proposed to realign the entrance and pediment to the far north to the center of the building 

so that it was historically located where the three townhouses were. He said an entrance would 

be eliminated by sliding it further to the south, and he reviewed all the other entrances and 

egresses. He said they had lot coverage and setback issues that would be reviewed with the BOA 

before returning to the Commission for a public hearing. 

 

Chairman Lombardi resumed his seat as Chair at this point. He asked if there was a sidelight in 

the entry door between the buildings, and Mr. Keane agreed. Ms. Doering asked if the two 

renderings of the two entrances on Pleasant Street were intended to look different. Mr. Keane 

said they would be the same but the one to the left was existing and raised up 4-5 steps from 

Pleasant Street, and the one to the right was at street level. He said the intent was to leave the one 

on the left and either relocate the one on the right or build it to match the one to the left. Ms. 

Doering said it didn’t work for her. Ms. Ruedig said it was difficult to see the intended design 

from the renderings, and she asked for more details that showed the difference. She said 

restoring the original entryway was fine but that it should be made clear that it was either an 

entrance echoing the original entrance, or a restoration. She thought it was appropriate to have a 

residential entrance in that area, which would add another active door on the streetfront.  

 

Mr. Rawling said he supported Mr. Keane’s approach and thought there should be a replica door 

surround for the new entrance because it would restore the pattern and rhythm of the original 

structure. He said the left side of the building had its floor levels at a higher level than the right 

side, where they were lowered and had the entrance, and he thought it was the right approach. He 

said he supported the flat roof on the back building because it was the least complicated one and 

could solve related problems. He felt that the elevations needed more work but thought the 

Commission could work within the massing and general approach if they gave it their support in 

this phase. City Council Representative Trace noted that there was a third store entrance at the 

tail end of the Pleasant Street building that would strengthen the rhythm. She said she approved 
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the project as it was. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the Commission would need details on the 

entryways, molding, trim, pilasters, and so on. 

 

Ms. Ruedig asked if there was still a plan to work with the abutting owners to remove all the 

vinyl and restore some of the façade’s wood siding. Mr. Keane said the owners had indicated that 

they would do so. Ms. Ruedig asked if the doorway into the Times Building was the final design. 

Mr. Keane said it was just a concept at that point. Ms. Ruedig suggested emulating the original 

historic door. She said the multi-paned door with the vertical sidelight didn’t match the beautiful 

glass windows and she suggested making a doorway that would blend in better. 

  

Mr. Ryan said the drawings were so small that he couldn’t even see the doors. He asked if the 

Commission was approving changes to a previously-approved design. Mr. Keane said there was 

a previously-approved design for the current owner that had a door to the far right. He said that 

plan also had a recessed entry into the commercial place where the recessed door was shown in 

the center. He said they were going back to the original townhouse rhythm and moving a door to 

the alleyway and that there were only two in the townhouse area. Chairman Lombardi asked 

when there would be more detailed drawings. Mr. Keane said they needed relief from the BOA 

before detailing the project to a public hearing level.  

 

Mr. Sauk-Schubert said he had problems with the Pleasant Street elevation area of the interface 

between the Flores building and the residential townhouses to the southeast. He said the trim 

didn’t terminate where it should. Mr. Keane said the two windows on the upper floors were set 

back from the entrance, so the roof terminated into the gable end of Pleasant Street. Vice-Chair 

Wyckoff said it was important that the storefront be terminated there as well. He said if there was 

a canopy over the roof, it shouldn’t be a continuation of the sign area above the storefronts. He 

said the way it was drawn was confusing. It was further discussed. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant said he would return for a work session/public hearing in the future. 

 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by Vincent A. Marchese Jr. Revocable Trust and James 

Marchese, owners, for property located at 232 South Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (replace siding, trim, windows, roof and 

granite steps) and new construction to an existing structure (construct new rear addition) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 111 as Lot 2 

and lies within the Single Residence B (SRB) and Historic Districts. 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project architect Dan Barton was present. He said the original 1780 structure had gone 

through several renovations and was presently clad in vinyl. He said none of the windows or 
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shutters were original. He said there was a detailed railing at the side front porch and two ells on 

the back of the building that had a larger gable and a smaller one. He said the intent was to 

restore the exterior by removing the vinyl, windows, and trim that wasn’t original, and installing 

cedar clapboards, adding new trim and new clad windows, and extending the middle gable to the 

rear of the property. He said the house would be renovated into two new residential units. He 

reviewed the elevations in detail and said they would restore the character of the original house 

by stripping off all the layers that had been put onto the house over the years.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said that stripping the house down was probably the only way to bring the 

house up to the 21st century. He said his only issue was the spiral staircase on the back and 

wondered how visible it was. Ms. Ruedig said it was a good renovation because all the original 

materials would be brought back, and stripping off all the siding and bringing the building 

exterior back would be a huge improvement. She said she had no problem with the extension of 

the rear massing because it was in line with the footprint and the main gable. She said the 

staircase would be set far back and didn’t think it was a problem because it was on a new 

addition. She asked the applicant to look into restoring some of the early windows and maybe 

some of the 2/2 windows as well. Chairman Lombardi said it was a great project and that he had 

no problem with the spiral staircase, especially if it wasn’t visible from the street. Mr. Rawling 

said there was enough space to screen the stairway with landscaping. Mr. Cracknell noted that 

the Portsmouth Advocate Survey stated that the building was built in 1870 and not 1780. Mr. 

Ryan said he was surprised that the spiral staircase was a second means of egress. Mr. Barton 

said it complied with a one-family or two-family home. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

Kristina Logan and Michael Graf of 220 South Street said they were disappointed by the spiral 

staircase and by the Commission’s approval of it. Mr. Graf said there was a public right-of-way 

from New Castle Avenue to Little Harbor School that got regular use, so the stairway would be 

highly visible. He said the house would become a two-family structure but there was no place for 

outdoor equipment storage. He said the applicant was showing vertical boarding under the porch 

on the south area but not on the east and north sides. He asked if there was a better opportunity in 

the public hearing to comment, seeing that it had been difficult to phone in for the work session.  

 

Chairman Lombardi said public comment was taken at every work session and public hearing, 

and he encouraged Mr. Graf to speak to the new owners and architect directly. Mr. Cracknell 

said the comments were on the record and that he would contact Mr. Barton in the morning to let 

him know. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he objected to the statement that the Commission approved 

of the staircase, pointing out that he had said that the staircase was an issue. City Council 

Representative Trace said she had trouble seeing a spiral staircase attached to that house because 

there wasn’t anything like it in the south end and thought there could be another solution. 

 

Mr. Graf asked what the Commission’s position was on PVC for exterior trim. At that point, Mr. 

Ryan said the applicant was no longer present and that it wasn’t fair to him. He said all 

objections should be voiced when the applicant was present so that he was aware of them. 

 

No one else was present to speak, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public comment. 
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DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant would return for a public hearing at the October 7, 2020 meeting. 

 

Chairman Lombardi stated that it was Mr. Rawlings last meeting. Everyone wished Mr. Rawling 

well and said he would be missed. 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:47 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
 



                            Page 1 of 20 

Historic District Commission 
 

Staff Report – September 2nd & 9th, 2020 
 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 

1. 284 New Castle Ave. (siding) - Recommended for Approval 

2. 65 Rogers Street (HVAC)  - Recommended for Approval 
    

Extension Request: 
1. 15 Mt. Vernon St. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – OLD BUSINESS: 

A. 35 Howard Street (LU-20-130)(windows) 

B. 458 Marcy Street (LU-20-137)(windows)   
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 

1. 41 Market St. (LUHD-173)(façade improvements) 
 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 

 

A. 45 Market St. (LUHD-172)(façade improvements) 

 

 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 
 

 

Administrative Approvals: Pending 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 

1. 232 South St. (LUHD-169)( siding, trim, steps and windows) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 
A. 132-134 Middle St.(LUHD-141) (façade & roof) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – NEW BUSINESS: 
1. 57 Salter St. (LUHD-180) (windows and porches) 

2. 50 New Castle Ave. (LUHD-185) (addition) 

3. 553-559 Islington St. (LUHD-186) (rear addition) 
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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. 

• The applicant will likely need additional time to review and consult with the list of window 

restoration consultants we provided.  Thus, this item will likely be continued to the October 

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 
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35 HOWARD STREET  ((LLUU--2200--3322))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##AA  ((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 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 
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.  
4. 

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

Project Address:    458 MARCY STREET (LU-20-137) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #B 
Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: GRB 
• Land Use:  Single Family 
• Land Are: 2,860 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1895 
• Building Style:  Stick Style 
• Historical Significance: NA 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Marcy Street 
• Unique Features:  NA 
• Neighborhood Association: South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace all 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  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 Marcy 

Street. It is surrounded with many wood 2 -2.5 story structures with shallow or no front yards and 

small side with larger rear garden areas along the waterfront. 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

• Replace all the windows in the structure.  Note that the Applicant has assessed the windows 

and determined that they are all replacement windows that are in poor condition.  As such, it 

would be helpful for any commissioners to view the street-facing windows in advance of the 

meeting to confirm.  The applicant has also researched and consulted with alternative 

window manufacturers and will present this information and the associated tradeoffs. 
   

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 

 

  
Aerial Map 
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445588  MMAARRCCYY  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUU--2200--113377))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##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) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– Replace All 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 
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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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:  41 MARKET ST. (LUHD-173) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #1 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD5 
• Land Use:  Commercial  
• Land Area:  1,650 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1780/1880 
• Building Style: High Victorian 
• Number of Stories: 4.0 
• Historical Significance: Contributing 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Market Street 
• Unique Features:  Contributing 
•  Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To renovate the attic and upper floors. 

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 Market Street and Commercial Alley. It is 

surrounded with other wood- and brick-clad, multi-story contributing buildings.  Buildings along 

Market Street have no front yard setback and no side yards and shallow rear yards connected 

with alleyways to Penhallow Street. 

 

J.   HDC & Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

• This application proposed to add a new vertical copper gutter and downspout system, a new 

recessed roof deck on the rear elevation, and repairs to the limestone banding and sills as well as 

replacing the upper level windows and relocating the HVAC condensers to the roof on the rear 

elevation. The windows will be changed to 2/2 (with a half-screen) as requested by the 

Commission and the applicant will show how the puck lighting will look on the building.  A soffit 

section will also be added. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  MMaassoonnrryy  &&  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077)),,  PPoorrcchheess,,  

SSttooooppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((66)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

K.   Proposed Design, Street View and Aerial View: 

              
 Street View Image of Existing Conditions & 3D Massing Model 

 

 

  
 Aerial View 
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41 MARKET STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--117733))  ––  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) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Façade Improvements, Rear Deck and HVAC Condensers – 

-  

  

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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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 (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
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E
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:  45 MARKET STREET (LUHD-172) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #B 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD5 
• Land Use:  Mixed-Use  
• Land Area:  1,445 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1800 
• Building Style:  Federal 
• Number of Stories: 4.5 
• Historical Significance: Contributing 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Market Street 
• Unique Features:  NA 
•  Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To fully renovate the façade and upper floors of the 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: 

 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 Market Street and is surrounded with many 

other brick and wood-sided, multi-story contributing structures.  All the buildings have little no 

front yard setback, shallow rear yards and off-street parking is limited.   

J.   Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

• The HDC has not previously reviewed this application.  

K. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

• Replace the vinyl and wood façade components, install new windows and update the 

storefront.  Copper rain gutters will be added as well as new signs, lighting and a recessed roof 

deck on the rear elevation. 

• The HDC requested the applicant explore a wooden storefront system or of cast iron.  

Additional information was requested on the parapet as the rear roof deck may be too 

prominent a break in the relatively continuous cornice line of the Market Street buildings. 

• The applicant should also communicate with the abutter who has questioned the access and 

easement rights potentially needed for the project. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  PPoorrcchheess,,  SSttooooppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  

((0066)),,&&  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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45 MARKET STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--117722))  ––  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 
– Façade Improvements and Renovation of the Upper Floors – 

-  

  

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 Address:    232 SOUTH STREET (LUHD-169) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION/ PUBLIC HEARING #1 
Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: SRB 
• Land Use:  Two- Family 
• Land Area:  7,890 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1870 
• Building Style:  Vernacular 
• Historical Significance: Contributing 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from South Street 
• Unique Features:  NA 
• Neighborhood Association: South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace siding, trim, windows and steps. 

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: 

• Renovate the structure with new siding, trim and roof as well as new windows, granite 

steps and a 340 SF addition to the rear of the structure. 

• The HDC requested alternative designs for the spiral staircase and updated elevations 

showing the skirting under the decks on both sides. 
 

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 

 

  
Aerial Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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223322  SSOOUUTTHH  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--116699))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##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) 

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Replace Siding, Trim and Stairs and add a New Rear 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 
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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 Evaluation Form:  132-134 MIDDLE STREET (LUHD-105) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #A 

 
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 the applicant either explore reusing existing 

slate shingles from the rear addition for the front façade or using the faux slate shingles.  The 

asphalt shingles were not supported by a majority of the Commission given the location, 

prominence and focal status of the building.  The Applicant was asked to also clarify the 

techniques proposed for restoration or replacement of the brownstone quoins and stairs. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

• The applicant is currently working on undertaking an assessment of the brownstone and the 

feasibility of reusing any fish-scaled slate located on the rear section of the building.  Additionally, 

the applicant is evaluating alternative roofing products such as the faux slate proposed earlier in 

the review process.  Given the complexity of the project, a continuance of this application is likely. 
   

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  ##AA  ((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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R
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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 

 

S
IT

E
 D
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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:    57 SALTER STREET (LUHD-180) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #1 
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
• Zoning District: WB 
• Land Use:   Single Family 
• Land Area:  10,700 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1800 
• Building Style:  Federal 
• Historical Significance: C 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Salter Street & Riverfront 
• Unique Features:  Outbuilding 
• Neighborhood Association:  South End  

B.   Proposed Work:  To add new porch, replace windows and remove skylights. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment  Planning Board   City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

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

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 significant alternations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

• This contributing structure is located along the end of Salter Street along the Piscataqua River.  It is 

surrounded with 2-2.5 story wood-sided historic structures with shallow to no front yard setbacks.   

 

J. Background & Suggested Action: 

The applicant proposed to: 

• Add a new side entry porch and recessed porches on the rear elevation. 

• Resize and replace the windows. 

• Remove the skylights. 
  

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  RRooooffiinngg  ((0044)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0066)),,  

WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088)),,  aanndd  SSiittee  EElleemmeennttss  aanndd  SSttrreeeettssccaappeess  ((0099))  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

      
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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5577  SSAALLTTEERR  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--118800))  ––  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 
– PORCH, WINDOWS AND SKYLIGHTS ONLY – 

 

  

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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R
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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 

 

S
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E
 D
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N
 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. Comp of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    50 NEW CASTLE AVE. (LUHD-185) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #2  
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
• Zoning District: SRB 
• Land Use:   Single-Family 
• Land Area:  9,583 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1895 
• Building Style:  Greek Revival 
• Historical Significance: C 
• Public View of Proposed Work: View from New Castle Ave. & Humphrey Ct. 
• Unique Features:  NA 
• Neighborhood Association: South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  Construct a rear addition with deck and replace siding, windows & roof. 

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 the intersection of New Caste Ave. and Humphrey’s Court.  It is 

surrounded with many 2 to 2.5 story wood-sided structures with shallow front yard setbacks 

narrow side yards and deeper rear yards.   

 

J. Background & Suggested Action: 
The applicant is proposing to: 
• Construct a rear addition with a deck and patio; and 
• Renovate the existing structure with new siding, windows and roofing. 

 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))aanndd  SSmmaallll  

SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Street View & Aerial Image 

 

  
Elevation 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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5500  NNEEWW  CCAASSTTLLEE  AAVVEE..  ((LLUUHHDD--118855))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##BB  ((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 
– Rear Addition with Deck and Patio – 

 

  

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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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    553-559 ISLINGTON ST. (LUHD-186) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #3 

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
• Zoning District: CD4-L2 
• Land Use:   Multi-Family 
• Land Area:  8,712 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1860 
• Building Style:  Greek Revival 
• Historical Significance: Contributing 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Islington and Cass Streets 
• Unique Features:  NA 
• Neighborhood Association:  Islington Creek 

B.   Proposed Work:  To install a new 2 ½ story rear addition. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment  Planning Board   City Council 
 

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 alternations, additions or expansions) 

 
 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

• The building is located Islington Street and is surrounded with many contributing structures as 

well as more recent commercial intrusions into the district.   The neighborhood is 

predominantly 2 – 2 ½ story wood-sided structures on narrow lots with little to no setback 

from the sidewalk. 
 

 
J. Background, Comments & Suggested Action: 

• The applicant proposes to construct a 2 ½ story rear addition to support five residential units 

within the building. 

• The project is also undergoing site plan review by the Technical Advisory Committee and the 

Planning Board, 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  aanndd  

AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))..  
. 

 

K. Aerial Images and Maps: 

  
Aerial and Streetview Image 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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555533--555599  IISSLLIINNGGTTOONN  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD  118866))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##33  ((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 
- 2 ½ Story Rear 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 Number and 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 / 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 / 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 Screening/ Enclosures (i.e. sheds, dumpsters…)    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 

  































































































Example Marvin 
Windows



Example Marvin Windows



Example Marvin Windows



Example Marvin Windows





I have done the research on different window manufacturers that the 
commission suggested. I have chosen the Marvin ELEVATE for my window 
replacements as an alternate to the Andersen last presented.  My neighbors 
who also fall within the HD on 28 South St and on 38 South St ( upper level) 
both have Marvin insert replacements. I have included photos of the two 
properties with the Marvin inserts.  In addition, is the Information/spec sheet for 
the Marvin Elevate.  They are double hung wood interior inserts with Ultrex 
( fiberglass exterior) SDL, 7/8's muntins, black half screen and jamb liners will 
match the sash.  

















 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 



 

Example Marvin Window 

 



 

Example Marvin Window 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Example Marvin Windows 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Example Marvin Windows 

 

 





0 2 4 8

7-17–2020

Market Street & Commercial Alley View of Exterior

41-43 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH
City Assessing Information

City Tax Map

Project Scope: 
Exterior facade work to upgrade the 
limestone materials, install new windows 
(replace in kind) and add two new 
windows on south elevation (at attic 
level.)  Repair copper gutters, add in LED 
lighting at eave / dentil work, add new 
recess roof deck (not visible from street) 
and clean Market Street brick facade. 
  
Interior work: finish out attic level for 
bedroom area associated with upper 
floor unit.

Note: 
All anticipated work is 
within the limits of the 
building envelope or 
details on the site. 

No new additions to be 
added.

HDC Application Package

1

41-4345

41-43

45
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7-17–2020

41-43 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

Market Street & Commercial Alley View of Exterior

Exterior View at Rear (Above Salt Cellar)

1

2
3

4
5

7

7

7

7

7

8

7

9

Work Scope: 
1. Add new vertical copper gutter / disengage from 

westerly buildings 
2. New recessed deck part of attic work (not visible 

from Market Street) 
3. New LED 2700K lighting at Dentil work at Eave 
4. Fix Limestone Band material (Entire Run) 
5. Fix Limestone Sill materials (All that are suspect) 
6. Clean Brick Facade 
7. Replace all upper level windows with Pella windows 

(Replace in Kind in existing masonry opening) 
8. 2 New Pella Windows at attic level (match existing) 
9. Relocate new HVAC condensers to roof @ rear of 

building

8

West

South

East

HDC Application Package

2
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7-17–2020

41-43 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Package

1

3

4 5

67
77

8

Remove old 
unit and add 
4 smaller 
units on roof

9

New condenser units on black 
aluminum grating and fence element

3

Work Scope: 
1. Add new vertical copper gutter / disengage from westerly 

buildings 
2. New recessed deck part of attic work (not visible from 

Market Street) 
3. New LED 2700K lighting at Dentil work at Eave 
4. Fix Limestone Band material (Entire Run) 
5. Fix Limestone Sill materials (All that are suspect) 
6. Clean Brick Facade 
7. Replace all upper level windows with Pella windows 

(Replace in Kind in existing masonry opening) 
8. 2 New Pella Windows at attic level (match existing) 
9. Relocate new HVAC condensers to roof @ rear of building
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7-17–2020

41-43 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

Roof Deck and Product Outline

4

Limestone Note:

Gutters

Pella Reserve Series (Black)

• Remove lose areas of limestone 
• Source crushed limestone and create mortar mix with cement or 

lime to build up to original shape 
• After dried, shape to match profile 
• Color match with recommended polymer modified render solution 
• Clear protective sealant for barrier against elements

Existing Roof Proposed Roof Work 
(Recessed Deck)

LED @ Eaves

Condenser Units

• Remove existing gutters 
and replace in kind (size 
and style) 

• Add new gutter material 
as needed for proper 
water flow 

• Add necessary fasteners 
(matching style)

• New HVAC condensers with 
small footprint 

• Coordinate new piping and 
conduits for least intrusive 
look

• New low throw directional lighting 
(GFCI / Wet Listed) Between corbels 
and only reflects up to overhang 

• AQ Lighting Cast Bronze

42”

• Wood Decking 
• Zinc coated 

metal siding
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8-14–2020

1

41-43 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

Commercial Alley: Existing Commercial Alley: Proposed

2 over 2 @ 
double hungs

Market Street: Existing Market Street: Proposed

2 over 2 @ 
double hungs

HDC Application Addendum

A: Eave / Overhang Size
Note: 
Lighting @ dentil molding has been 
removed from project scope

Notes: 
Intend to utilize half screens at 
double hung windows 

Re-pointing of brick as needed 
and in conjunction with 
limestone work 

New recessed deck shown at 
roof at Market Street elevation

2/2

2/2

2/2

2/2

2/2

New 
Recessed 
Deck

New 
Windows 
@ Attic
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8-5–2020

1888 Photo

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

1

41-4345

2/2

2/2

6/6

6/6 or 
6/3

6/6 or 
6/3

6/6

Slightly Recessed & 
Straight Entrance Area 
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

2

1980’s Photo 1982 Photo

1/1

1/1 6/6

6/1

6/1

6/1
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

3

West Side of Market Street: 

East Side of Market Street: 

2/2 8/1 1/1 2/2 & 1/1 2/2 1/1 1/1 & 2/2

6/6 & 2/1 1/1 & 6/6 & 4/4 6/6 6/6 6/1 1/1 1/1

2/2
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

4

Storefront Design (Plan)

Storefront Design (Elevation)

Original (assumed) Current

Original (assumed) Current

• Possible center door 
• Large Sheet Glass 
• Lower Panel (16” to 18” high)

• Offset door 
• “Funnel” entrance 
• Lower Panel (3’ high)

Proposed

Proposed
• Revert back to older entrance 

design with slight offset to 
allow for second door 

• Full glass panels with Lower 
panels 16” to 18” high 

• Additional door (for residential 
and basement access)



0 2 4 8

8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

5

Existing Market Street 
View of Exterior Possible Color Scheme #3
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7-17–2020
Market Street View of Exterior

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH
City Assessing Information

Project Scope: 
Exterior facade work to replace the vinyl and 
wood materials (replace in kind for sizing,) 
install new windows (replace in kind) and 
update the ground level entry way for the 
commercial and residential aspects in the 
building. Repair copper gutters and sign 
board, add new recess roof deck (not visible 
from street.) 

Interior work: Renovate the entire existing 
building for commercial at ground level and 
residential at upper levels.

HDC Application Package

1

41-43

45

Note: 
All anticipated work is within 
the limits of the building 
envelope or details on the site. 

Rear deck / egress stairs to be 
added but within footprint of 
existing building
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7-17–2020

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Package

Existing 
East Elevation 
(Opposite Market St)

2

A: New attic space roof 
deck associated with 
floor four and attic, 
egress stairs 

B: New deck with 
integral egress stairs 

C: New deck (over 
ground level one-story 
addition) with egress 
stairs from above 

D: Emergency ladder 
down to grade for all 
upper units 

E: Clean up gutter 
piping at left building 
during this work 

F: New pyramid 
skylight for ground 
level commerical space

A:

B:

C:

Proposed 
East Elevation 
(Opposite Market St)

G:

E

* New Pella windows & doors, black (6 / 1 proposed style) 
* Added windows and doors based on floor plan concepts 
* Project scope occurs within fooprint of existing building 

F:

New recessed 
deck with raised 
parapet 

Added

New

New New

Added Added

New

Replace

Replace

G: Integral 
railings: 1 1/2” 
handrail with 
1.25” square 
balusters (not 
shown to help 
with clarity)

D:

G:

G:
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7-17–2020

Roof Deck and Product Outline

3

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

41-43 45

Gutters
• Remove existing gutters and replace in 

kind (size and style) 
• Add new gutter material as needed for 

proper water flow 
• Add necessary fasteners (matching style)

3

Condenser Units
• New HVAC condensers with small 

footprint 
• Coordinate new piping and conduits for 

least intrusive look

Existing Context

Proposed Context

Pella Reserve Series (Black)

Siding / Trim
• Replace existing vinyl siding and trim with 

matching style / To-the-weather with 
James Hardie or similar material 

• Color of trim to be = White / Cream @ Front 
• Color of body to be = Pastel Color @ Front 
• Color of trim to be = White @ Rear 
• Color of body to be = White @ Rear 

• Roofing material = Remains asphalt
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7-17–2020

Existing Market Street 
View of Exterior

HDC Application Package

4

Possible Color Scheme #1 Possible Color Scheme #2

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH
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8-14–2020

1

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

Market Street: Existing (shows 41-43-45) Market Street: Proposed (shows 41-43-45)

45 Market Storefront: Existing 45 Market Storefront: Proposed

• Mimics earliest plan 
layout from records 

• Wood Storefront 
System (Mahogany) & 
Double Pane Glass 

• 2 Doors 
• 1 Commercial 
• 1 Residential

• New Cedar Clapboards 
@ 4” to the weather 

• New Cedar trim to 
match existing widths

6/1

6/1

6/1

6/1

2/2

2/2

Note: 
Intend to utilize half screens 
at double hung windows

45 41-43 45 41-43

Overhang for 
reference

Commercial Residential

Window 
Display #1

Window 
Display 
#2

Commercial
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8-14–2020

2

45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

41-43 45

Existing Context

Proposed Context

• Existing eave line remains 
in place 

• New railing and baluster 
system helps create 
barrier @ attic deck area
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8-5–2020

1888 Photo

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

1

41-4345

2/2

2/2

6/6

6/6 or 
6/3

6/6 or 
6/3

6/6

Slightly Recessed & 
Straight Entrance Area 
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

2

1980’s Photo 1982 Photo

1/1

1/1 6/6

6/1

6/1

6/1
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

3

West Side of Market Street: 

East Side of Market Street: 

2/2 8/1 1/1 2/2 & 1/1 2/2 1/1 1/1 & 2/2

6/6 & 2/1 1/1 & 6/6 & 4/4 6/6 6/6 6/1 1/1 1/1

2/2
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

4

Storefront Design (Plan)

Storefront Design (Elevation)

Original (assumed) Current

Original (assumed) Current

• Possible center door 
• Large Sheet Glass 
• Lower Panel (16” to 18” high)

• Offset door 
• “Funnel” entrance 
• Lower Panel (3’ high)

Proposed

Proposed
• Revert back to older entrance 

design with slight offset to 
allow for second door 

• Full glass panels with Lower 
panels 16” to 18” high 

• Additional door (for residential 
and basement access)
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8-5–2020

41-43-45 Market Street 
Portsmouth NH

HDC Application Addendum

5

Existing Market Street 
View of Exterior Possible Color Scheme #3


	Agenda
	Draft Minutes- August 05, 2020
	Draft Minutes- August 19, 2020
	Staff Report
	35 Howard Street
	458 Marcy Street
	41-43 Market Street
	45 Market Street

	Administrative Approvals
	284 New Castle Avenue
	65 Rogers Street

	35 Howard Street
	458 Marcy Street
	41-43 Market Street
	45 Market Street



