
MEETING OF 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
 

1 JUNKINS AVENUE 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

Members of the public also have the option to join the meeting over Zoom  

(See below for more details)* 
 
6:30 p.m.                                                       September 01, 2021 
                                                                                                                            

AGENDA (revised on August 27, 2021) 
 

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 04, 2021 

2. August 11, 2021 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
1. 93 State Street  

2. 14 Mechanic Street 

3. 57 Salter Street, Unit 2 

4. 21 Blossom Street 

5. 564 Middle Street 

6. 126 State Street  

7. 135 Congress Street  

8. 60 Penhallow Street 
 
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
A. Petition of 64 Vaughan Mall, LLC, owner, for property located at 64 Vaughan Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (add a 3-story 

addition and create new entry points to the Worth Lot) and additional site improvements as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 126 as Lot 1 

and lies within the Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts.  
 
IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 
 
1. Petition of Kathryn Coyle, owner, for property located at 4 Rock Street, Unit 3, 

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

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

Map 138 as Lot 16 and lies within the Character District 4- L2 (CD4-L2) and Historic 

Districts. 
 

V. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
A. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by Gregory J. Morneault and 

Amanda B. Morneault, owners, for property located at 137 Northwest Street, wherein 
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permission is requested to allow the construction of a new structure (single family home) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 122 as Lot 2 

and lies within the General Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts.  
 
B. Work Session requested by Dagny Taggart, LLC, owner, for property located at 93 

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

(renovations of existing building) and new construction to an existing structure (construct 3-story 

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

Map 107 as Lot 74 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. 
 
C. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by One Raynes Ave, LLC, 31 

Raynes LLC, and 203 Maplewood Avenue, LLC, owners, for properties located at 1 Raynes 

Avenue, 31 Raynes Avenue, and 203 Maplewood Avenue, wherein permission is requested to 

allow the construction of a 4-5 story mixed-use building and a 5 story hotel) as per plans on file 

in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 123 Lot 14, Map 123 Lot 

13, and Map 123 Lot 12 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts.  
 
D. Work Session requested by Port Harbor Land, LLC, owner, for property located at 2 

Russell Street and 0 Deer Street (2 lots), wherein permission is requested to allow the 

construction of a new freestanding structure (3-5-story mixed-use building) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said properties are shown on Assessor Map 124 as Lot 12, Map 118 as 

Lot 28, and Map 125 as Lot 21 and lie within the Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown 

Overlay, and Historic Districts. 
 
VI. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 
 
1. Work Session requested by Malloy Revocable Trust of 2017, Timothy R. and Susan P. 

Malloy Trustees, owners, for property located at 52 Prospect Street, wherein permission is 

requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (construct 2-story rear addition) and 

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

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 141 and Lot 13 and lies within the General 

Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts. 
 
2. Work Session requested by Martingale, LLC, owner, for property located at 99 Bow 

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

(expand waterfront deck and docking structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is show on Assessor Map 106 as Lot 54 and lies within the Character District 5 

(CD5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. 
 
VII. ADJOURMENT 
 

*Members of the public also have the option to join this meeting over Zoom, a unique meeting ID 

and password will be provided once you register. To register, click on the link below or copy 

and paste this into your web browser: 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_E7OYRk3hQTyRjWdwGtY3Sg 
 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_E7OYRk3hQTyRjWdwGtY3Sg


MINUTES OF 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

 

1 JUNKINS AVENUE 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                        August 04, 2021 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Acting Chairman Jon Wyckoff; Acting Vice-Chair Margot 

Doering; City Council Representative Paige Trace; Members 

Reagan Ruedig, Martin Ryan, David Adams and Dan Brown, 

Alternates Karen Bouffard and Heinz Sauk-Schubert 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Karen Bouffard 

   

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

The Commission presented former Chairman Vincent Lombardi with a parting gift and thanked 

him for his years of service to the Commission and to the City. 
 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
1. July 07, 2021 

 

Ms. Ruedig recused herself from the following vote. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously to approve the July 7 minutes as amended. 

 

2. July 14, 2021 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously to approve the July 14 minutes as 

presented. 

 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
1. 14 Mechanic Street 

 

The applicant requested to postpone to the September 1 meeting. 

 

2. 110 Brewery Lane 

 

The request was to add a fabric awning over the outdoor seating. 

 

3. 45 Market Street 
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The request for the previously-approved project was to move two chimneys to the bottom of 

the third floor and rebuild them and to replace the asphalt shingles with cedar shingles. Mr. 

Adams asked if the fire-rated shingle would look like wood, and Mr. Cracknell agreed. 

 

4. 46 Maplewood Avenue 

 

The request was to place three large louvers on the back of the building to ventilate the 

underground parking and for code reasons. Mr. Cracknell said the applicant also needed 

permission for having extended the walkway an extra 16 feet. He said the final roof plan for 

the generator exhaust fan and flue was submitted. 

 

5. 379 New Castle Avenue  

 

Mr. Cracknell said a mix of window types on the building were previously approved and 

restored but the contractor ordered 6/1 windows instead of 6/6 ones.  Project architect Anne 

Whitney was present and said she thought the 6/1 windows were a better solution and that 

they would replace the bottom sash if necessary. She said they also needed permission for two 

chimney caps and a picket fence. 

 

6. 57 Salter Street 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant requested miscellaneous changes, some of which were 

already implemented. The project designer Brendan McNamara was present and said they 

wanted to expand the granite landing and change the roof of the bulkhead. He said the front 

door wasn’t high enough to get the refrigerator into the structure so they dismantled the front 

door and replaced it with a taller one. He said the applicant wanted to do a wood infill below 

the deck and have horizontal boarding and wanted a wood landing instead of a granite one due 

to issues of access and availability of granite. 

 

7. 93 State Street  

 

The request was for three gas lanterns, two on the State Street façade and one on the Chapel 

Street façade. Acting Vice-Chair Doering noted that it wasn’t indicated where on the façade 

the gas lanterns would be located. City Council Representative Trace said she wanted to know 

exactly where the lanterns would go because they were gas. It was agreed to postpone the 

request to the August 11 meeting so that the applicant could provide more detail. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone the request to the August 

11 meeting. 

 

8. 145 Maplewood Avenue 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the building went through a final inspection. He said the aluminum metal 

panels were thickened and widened in several locations, a door was relocated, vertical 

mullions were a lot thinner and some were omitted from the main entrance, a spandrel 

window was added, and glass spandrels increased in height. Acting Vice-Chair Doering 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting August 04, 2021        Page 3 
 

commented that the wood seemed to be weathering in an unexpected way and wondered if the 

applicant knew that the material would do that. The applicant’s representative Matt Worth of 

PROCON was present and said it was a natural material with engineering backing that had a 

fading process and would eventually silver up a bit. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to approve Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8. 

 
 
III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL EXTENSION REQUESTS 
 
A.  Request by Deer Street Associates, owner, for property located 161 Deer Street, “Lot 

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

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

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

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

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

(CD5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Attorney Kevin Baum was present on behalf of the applicant and said they were requesting a 

third extension due to several delays, including impacts from COVID. He said they previously 

indicated that COVID impacts limited financing for Lots 3 and 6, but only Lot 3 was impacted 

and the ultimate effect delayed the entire project. He noted that Deer Street Associates also had 

an ongoing dispute with the City relating to a parking agreement, which also delayed the project. 

He said Deer Street Associates was negotiating with a purchaser and wanted to move forward 

with the approvals, so he hoped the Commission could grant one more year’s extension. 

 

The Commission discussed whether the City had ever granted a third extension. Acting Vice-

Chair Doering said she had the same concern for the request as she did for the one for Lot 4 

because the surrounding neighborhood context had changed since the original plan was granted. 

Mr. Ryan asked how many times a world pandemic occurred during an extension request, noting 

that the Commission had put a lot of work into the project. He said there were no rules stating 

that a third, fourth, or fifth extension couldn’t be granted, and noted that nothing had really 

changed in the neighborhood except for more development. Ms. Ruedig agreed that the 

surrounding context hadn’t changed much, since the Commission had taken into consideration 

the building across the street that was now being constructed, and she agreed that the 

Commission had spent a lot of time on the project. She said the project was huge and the delays 

were understandable. 

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING IN FAVOR OF THE PETITION 

 

No one rose to speak. 

 

SPEAKING AGAINST THE PETITION 
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Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said Lot 5 was approved in July 2018, an extension 

was requested three months later and then again in October 2019, and now the applicant was 

asking for a third extension. She said the applicant stated that the development of Lots 3 and 6 

were delayed due to the City’s delay in executing the parking agreement, but it seemed that all 

the delays were caused by the applicant constantly needing extensions and wondered if the large 

project was a lot more than could be chewed. She said the project stated that nothing had 

changed in three years, and she agreed, noting that there still wasn’t a start date or a contractor’s 

name. She asked that the extension not be granted. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Attorney Baum said the request was made soon after the approval and Deer Street Associates 

was being proactive and transparent. He said the design was still appropriate, although the public 

might be frustrated with the timing, and that the building was designed knowing that the 

surrounding area would be developed. He said that the changes since 2018 were largely 

considered by the Commission when they reviewed and approved the project. 

 

No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to grant the extension, and Ms. Ruedig seconded. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the project would conserve and enhance property values in the area and have 

compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties. Ms. Ruedig said the 

Commission had no idea what was going on with business transactions or the City but was just 

looking at their approved design. She said the building would be appropriate for the location 

when it was constructed. Acting Vice-Chair Doering asked whether the extension for Lot 4 in the 

past was denied, and Mr. Cracknell agreed but noted that most of the Commission members 

supported the project’s design. 

 

The motion passed by a vote of 5-2, with Acting Vice-Chair Doering and City Council 

Representative Trace voting in opposition. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering said Lot 4 wasn’t a matter of the design but was the context that had 

changed, and some buildings on the original plan were not happening. She agreed that the 

Commission was a design board but said she had reservations about that whole area and wanted 

the opportunity to look at the project again when the applicant was ready to begin instead of 

having various pieces coming at the Commission from all directions. 

 
 
IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
A. Petition of 64 Vaughan Mall, LLC, owner, for property located at 64 Vaughan Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (add a 3-story 

addition and create new entry points to the Worth Lot) and additional site improvements as per 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting August 04, 2021        Page 5 
 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 126 as Lot 1 

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

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant wasn’t present. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone the petition to the September 

1 meeting. 

 

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 
 

1. Petition of Dagny Taggart, LLC, owner, for property located at 60 Penhallow Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow the installation of artwork on the property site as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 27 

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

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Project designer Tracy Kozak was present to speak to the petition, along with the applicant Mark 

McNabb, landscape architect Robbie Woodburn, and artists Vivian Beer and Alexander Golob. 

Ms. Kozak reviewed the petition, noting that the intent of the art was to educate and inspire 

people by presenting themes of women’s issues and Portsmouth’s maritime history and to 

increase vibrancy downtown by showcasing public art in open spaces. 

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff asked what the fountain’s material was. Ms. Kozak said it was a granite 

base that would be filled with shallow water and some natural stones. She said the woven wall 

represented women’s crafts and work. She noted that they wanted to withdraw the water lilies in 

the alleyway leading out to Market Square. Acting Vice-Chair Doering asked if there were 

concerns for any damage that might happen to the edges of the granite, like skateboarding, and 

whether it would be protected. Ms. Kozak said none of the granite pieces had sharp edges and 

that property management would monitor it. Mr. Adams asked what held the 15-ft tall piece of 

steel. Ms. Beer said a substructure would be assembled on site that would go through an 

engineering approval. In response to further questions, she said it wouldn’t be seen from more 

than one side due to the utility and maintenance area and that it would be bolted to the concrete 

floor. City Council Representative Trace said she felt strongly about the building and its 

interaction with a historic part of town, and she had faith in the developer and their choices. 

 

Mr. Ryan asked about the meditation in blue piece. Mr. Golob said the courtyard was in the 

center of activity and the nook was a contemplative space, so they created something that 

responded to the circle form and created a sense of meditation. Mr. Ryan said it was so abstract 

that there might be some cynicism toward it. He said there was a lot of stuff going on visually 

and that the art seemed to be competing with itself for attention, but the signature building was 

also competing for attention. He said he had a problem with the abstraction, noting that everyone 
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in the public would see it and a lot would not appreciate it. Ms. Ruedig agreed that there was a 

lot of art proposed in that space, but the big new signature building would also be a focal point 

and she assumed the art would be a staged installation. She said it would be an exciting place 

downtown that would be very different and contemporary and would draw people in. 

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said the woven wall would be an invitation for kids 

to climb on and that it would accumulate dirt due to air pollution. She wondered how it would be 

maintained and whether it would discolor. She said she liked the meditation in blue piece but 

thought it would be less loud if it had some white on it. 

 

Sue Polidura of 245 Middle Street asked why Ruth Bader Ginsberg was showcased instead of 

women from New Hampshire, like the former mayor Ellen Foley. 

 

SPEAKING IN FAVOR OF THE PETITION 

 

Marie Brody of McNabb Properties said McNabb Properties were exceptionally maintained and 

noted that the granite walls adjacent to the Music Hall sustained no damage. She said the 

McNabb Properties website received several responses from around the world regarding the 

decision to highlight women’s activism and Portsmouth’s maritime history. 

 

No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the application as presented, noting 

that the water lilies art was removed from the application. Mr. Ryan seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would promote the education, pleasure, and welfare of the District 

and would have compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties. She said it 

was something new and different but was in keeping with the approved building being 

constructed by using artistic flair. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 
 
2. Petition of Raikic Realty of Hanover, LLC, C/O John & Cynthia Kacoyanis, owners, 

for property located at 55 Hanover Street, Units 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D, wherein permission is 

requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (replace all windows in 4 units) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 118 and Lot 

23 and lies within the Character District 4-L2 (CD4-L2), Downtown Overlay and Historic 

Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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The applicant wasn’t present. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Adams moved to postpone the petition to the August 11 meeting, and City Council 

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

 
 
3. Petition of Stephen G. Bucklin, owner, for property located at 322 Islington Street, 

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

foundation for existing carriage house and construction of a 1-story addition to existing main 

house) and exterior renovations (new trim and siding on the east and north elevations) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 145 as Lot 3 

and lies within the Character District 4-L2 (CD 4-L2) and Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Project designer Brendan McNamara was present on behalf of the applicant to review the 

petition. He explained that the previous approval lapsed, and now there was a signed contract on 

the house and a new owner. He said there were no changes to the proposal or zoning. 

 

Mr. Adams asked for more details on the windows. Mr. McNamara said they were Green 

Mountain traditional wood windows with integral casing and sills. Ms. Ruedig asked where the 

egress window would be and was told that it would be on the second floor.  

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING IN FAVOR OF THE PETITION 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said she had always loved the garage and was glad 

that it was staying, and she thought Mr. McNamara did a great job in renovating the building. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAISNT THE PETITION 

 

No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

Ryan seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would conserve and enhance the surrounding property values, 

complement and enhance the architectural and historic character of the District as well as the 

relationship to the historic and architectural value of the existing structure. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
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4. Petition of Philip & Joy Rowlands, owners, for property located at 199 Middle Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow the demolition of the existing shed and the addition of a 

new shed on the property as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown 

on Assessor Map 127 as lot 6 and lies with the Mixed Research Office (MRO) and Historic 

Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant wasn’t present.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone the petition to the August 11 

meeting. 

 
 
5. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Petition of William & Barbara Southworth, owners, 

for property located at 39 Pickering Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the 

replacement of the existing shed with a larger shed on the property as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 102 as Lot 5 and lies within the 

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone the petition to the September 

1 meeting. 

 
 
6. Petition of Dagny Taggart, LLC, owner, for property located at 93 Pleasant Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (several 

maintenance repairs, new roofing, windows, and gutters) and the demolition of a 1-story rear 

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

Map 107 as Lot 74 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown Overlay, and 

Historic Districts.  

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Project designer Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicant to review the petition. She 

noted that the project was split into two parts and that the restoration of the existing building 

would be discussed. She said the changes included maintenance repairs, new gutters and 

synthetic slate roofing, and window changes. She showed a sample of the proposed window.  

 

Mr. Adams said he didn’t think the window was an appropriate replacement. City Council 

Representative Trace agreed. Ms. Kozak remarked that energy-code windows were important. In 

response to further questions from the Commission, Ms. Kozak said there wouldn’t be any egress 

windows because the building has a full sprinkler system, and the fan light would remain. 
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Ms. Kozak presented the asphalt sample. She noted that a window detail noted that the existing 

fanlight would be re-glazed, and the glass panes would be replaced as needed but in general 

would be repaired and not changed. She said the shutters needed to be repaired and missing 

shutters would be replaced, and the metal grills covering the basement windows would be 

removed. Acting Vice-Chair Doering asked if the rolled-down concealed interior screens were 

top to bottom. Ms. Kozak said they were on the bottom and were concealed on the sill and would 

roll up on the inside. Acting Chair Wyckoff asked about the porch columns. Ms. Kozak said 

there was a lot of rotted wood and that they would be repaired in kind. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the planned restoration work was wonderful and that she had no problem with 

the later additions being removed or the slate roof because it wouldn’t be very visible. She said 

she could not support the replacement of the windows because the existing historic windows 

were elegant and light, and even a new window that exactly matched the muntin profile would 

look a lot heavier and just wouldn’t be the same. She said she was very intrigued by the product 

but thought a nice storm window would be a better fit to preserve the building’s fabric. She noted 

that windows were a major part of the very focal building in the downtown and would be more 

inclined to consider the new windows if the location wasn’t so pristine or central. Ms. Kozak 

said it was noted in one of the work sessions that the windows in the back could potentially be 

replaced. Ms. Ruedig said she’d have to look at the back side. 

 

Mr. Adams said he was inside the building and found that it had six of its original sashes. He 

said it was a unique molding profile of that time because it was two different molding shapes 

delicately put together. He said what fooled people from the street view was that the replacement 

sashes seemed to have been done at a particular time and matched, in terms of the scale of the 

elements. He said it didn’t make sense to have two different kinds of sashes in the building, back 

and front, and that it seemed like there were enough sashes on the building to encourage 

someone to make a replacement, but that the sashes were from the early Federal period and were 

unique to the period. Mr. Ryan asked if the new window would be used in the addition. Ms. 

Kozak said probably not. He noted that the addition tied into the north elevation but that he had 

to agree that doing anything to the existing building’s windows would be a travesty. City Council 

Representative Trace said the roof was an improvement but she couldn’t support the new 

windows because the building was front and center in the District and was one of the major ones 

left. Ms. Kozak explained that there was a new glass called vacuum glass that was 1/8” thick and 

thought it might be appropriate to replace the existing glass. Ms. Ruedig asked Ms. Kozak to 

bring a sample of it.  

 

Mr. McNabb asked that the windows be pulled from the application and said he would restore 

the existing windows and do an interior storm window to meet code.  

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Sue Polidura of 245 Middle Street said she did some research and believed that there was a well 

in that area that went back to the original 1696 era. She asked that the Commission preserve 

anything that might be found relating to the well. 
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No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to grant the Certificate of Approval, with the following stipulation: 

- That the window replacement shall be removed from the application and the windows 

shall be restored in place. 

 

Mr. Ryan seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would preserve the integrity and special character of the District and 

would be consistent with the special and defining character of surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

At this time, the three applicants who were not present for the 64 Vaughan, 199 Middle Street, 

and 55 Hanover Street petitions were still not present. 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to postpone the 64 Vaughan Street petition to the September 1 meeting, 

seconded by City Council Representative Trace. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering moved to postpone the 199 Middle Street and 55 Hanover Street 

petitions to the August 11 meeting, seconded by Mr. Ryan. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0.  

 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:49 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
 

 



MINUTES 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

 

1 JUNKINS AVENUE 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                        August 11, 2021 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Acting Chairman Jon Wyckoff; Acting Vice-Chair Margot 

Doering; Members Reagan Ruedig, Martin Ryan, David Adams 

and Dan Brown, Alternate Karen Bouffard. 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: City Council Representative Paige Trace, Alternate Heinz Sauk-

Schubert 

   

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Nick Cracknell attended the meeting remotely. Alternate Karen Bouffard took a voting seat 

for all petitions. 

 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

All administrative approval items were reviewed and voted on separately. 

 

1. 37 Whidden Street  

 

The request was to remove rotten wood around the rear deck and cold storage area on the back 

of the house and replace it with a composite material. 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to approve the item, and Mr. Brown seconded. The motion passed by 

unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

2. 202 Court Street 

 

The request was for approval for changes made to the previously-approved design for 

demolition on the back portions of the old firehouse structure. Mr. Cracknell said the 

applicant removed the roof from the single-story garage but the walls caved in. He said the 

tower element near the garage was in bad shape and the applicant wanted to replace it. Matt 

Silva was present on behalf of the applicant and said there were technicalities once the 

demolition was started and more of the building might need to be reconstructed. He said the 

building fell down by itself and that they would work with the structural engineers after 

getting approval from the Building Inspector. He said they had to re-sheath the building to 

meet code, but the removed material would be milled and re-used. In response to the 

Commission’s questions, Mr. Silva said all the framing for the walls on the first floor would 
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remain and would be reframed, and the sheathing would have to be removed; they would 

continue to use some of the post-and-beam material and the outside would be conventionally 

framed; the foundation would be concrete; and the siding on another wall would continue all 

the way down and go to the frost-protected level to follow code and would need a new 

foundation. Mr. Cracknell suggested putting a brick shelf on it to match the other foundation. 

 

Mr. Adams moved to approve the item, with the following stipulation: 

- The brick shelf shall be on the existing firehouse elevation of the tower and shall cover 

any exposed foundation on that side. 

 

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

 

3. 40 Howard Street  

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant wanted to respond to a neighbor’s complaint, who had asked 

the Commission to review the work done on the applicant’s trellises, fence and patio behind 

the house. The applicant Kenneth Sullivan was present and said he made a few changes to the 

previously-approved project by shortening the long stone wall for balance to match on each 

side of the stairs and eliminating a flower box from the wall. He said he added a wooden 

trellis at the driveway without permission in preparation for the Portsmouth Pocket Garden 

Tour and put climbing vines there, which caused the neighbor to complain. He said he had to 

add some bracketing and a horizontal board at the bottom of the bracket, and the long rails in 

the pergola were part of the construction. He said the lattice helped hold up the flower boxes. 

 

Acting-Chair Wyckoff asked if the flower boxes were attached and was told that they were 

not. He asked if there was a reason to have the horizontal board after the flower boxes were 

removed. Mr. Sullivan said he hoped to put them up again for the next pocket garden tour.  

Mr. Ryan said the applicant blatantly disregarded the approval process to make a beautiful 

thing, and he asked if he wanted to keep it that way. Mr. Sullivan said he would. Mr. 

Cracknell noted that the neighbor who complained wasn’t present at the meeting. 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve the changes that had been made, seconded by Ms. Ruedig. The 

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

 

4. 111 Maplewood Avenue 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the request was for a retroactive approval for two mechanical stacks on the 

roof. The applicant’s representative Ben Careno was present and said the stacks were exhaust 

vents and the dermatologist in the building was testing skin cells, so the towers needed to be 

tall due to the chemicals being exhausted through them and also due to the intake units around 

them. The Commission said a screen would only draw further attention to the stacks. 

 

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

passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
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At this point in the meeting, Acting Chair Wyckoff said there were two postponements and a 

request to end a work session. 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to postpone Work Sessions for 137 Northwest Street and 279 March Street      

to the September 1 meeting, and Acting Vice-Chair Doering seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to end the work session for 449 Court Street, and Acting Vice-Chair 

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

 

II. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. (Work Session/Public Hearing) Requested by Lucky Thirteen Properties, LLC, 

owner, for property located at 361 Islington Street, wherein permission is requested to allow 

new construction to an existing structure (construct 1-story side addition) and renovations to 

an existing structure (replace windows and doors) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 144 as Lot 23 and lies within the 

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

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Architect Rob Harbeson was present on behalf of the applicant and noted that it was a work 

session only. He reviewed the petition, saying that they proposed to re-use the old Getty station 

for a restaurant. He said the pavement under the canopy would be replaced with a concrete patio 

and sidewalk, with new landscaping that would include planters and a fence for outdoor dining. 

He said they might have some wood screens with graphics to screen the neighboring building. 

He said the footprint would remain the same and the back three sides of the building that were 

solid walls would remain and the two overhead doors would be replaced with glass doors; the 

storefront would also be replaced and the majority of the perimeter would be planters, with one 

metal access gate. He said the existing building was a concrete block that was painted, so they 

proposed a stucco system, and the canopy would be painted with possibly a mural beneath it. 

 

Ms. Ruedig asked how smooth the texture would be. Ms. Harbeson said it had three different 

textures, and the finest one was a sand texture. Ms. Ruedig said the example given of the bank 

down the street with the same texture didn’t quite fit into the District. Mr. Harbeson said there 

were no thermal breaks in that building and asked if a cementious panel would be better. Ms. 

Ruedig said she wanted to see a sample of the smooth finish of that product, but otherwise she 

was supportive of the proposal, noting that enlivening the building was a good adaptive re-use of 

the property and that the tall fencing was a positive thing as well. 

 

Mr. Adams said the bank of coolers would require compressors, which were noisy and needed 

ventilation. Mr. Harbeson said they would be enclosed and there would also be an exhaust 

system. Mr. Adams asked if the point of the overhead doors and the glass was to redo the entry 

so that it looked like of a motif of the glass panels. Mr. Harbeson agreed. Mr. Adams said a finer 

finish for the stucco would be good and encouraged the applicant to think about a system of 

scored lines that helped unify the pieces and parts of the building. In response to further 

questions, Mr. Harbeson said the canopy would remain and would be a highlighting feature, and 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting August 11, 2021  Page 4 
 

there was some banding at the cornice itself. He said they were working on a lighting plan that 

would have uplighting and would allow no light spillage outside. Mr. Ryan said the way the 

lighting was depicted would be important to the public. He suggested mixing up the planters a 

bit. Acting Vice-Chair Doering said the planters weren’t very high and wouldn’t give a lot of 

protection from the street, so she was pleased to hear about the addition of the screens but they 

were on the ends and not the street. She suggested that the applicant look at the screen walls 

going up around town. She asked if the stucco system was painted. Mr. Harbeson said the color 

was imbedded in the stucco. Ms. Doering said the area above the doors and the storefront system 

was a great opportunity for different color, texture and materials to give a top to the building on 

which there would be a canopy. She said she agreed with the lighting comments. Acting-Chair 

Wyckoff said the design of the finish was very conservative. 

 

There was no public comment.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved continue the work session to the September 1 meeting, and Acting Vice-

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

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. Petition of Raikic Realty of Hanover, LLC, C/O John & Cynthia Kacoyanis, owners, 

for property located at 55 Hanover Street, Units 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D, wherein permission is 

requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (replace all windows in 4 units) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 118 and Lot 

23 and lies within the Character District 4-L2 (CD4-L2), Downtown Overlay and Historic 

Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

Dan Wallis was present on behalf of the applicant. He noted that Unit 6A was not part of the 

application. He reviewed the petition, noting that the 25 residential windows had taken a beating 

and were difficult to clean, so they would be replaced the Andersen windows that would match 

the Andersen windows at The Juicery and on the ground floor. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering noted that full screens were indicated and said that half screens were 

normally required. In response to further questions from the Commission, Mr. Wallis said he 

would remove the storms and screens and leave the frames up to repaint them. He said the 

frames would be removed when the building was painted and a bar would remain after the storm 

windows were removed but wouldn’t be noticeable. Ms. Ruedig said the wood sash windows 

weren’t historic because of the aluminum runners on each side. Mr. Cracknell asked the 

applicant if he was sure that the windows in the Juicery and ground floor were vinyl clad. Mr. 

Wallis said they were the Andersen Series 400 with a Fibrex cladding and where white. Acting 

Chair Wyckoff thought they were made with Fibrex and the inside was wood applique, and that 

the desert tan color would go better with the trim. He said it made no sense to have brand new 
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windows and have the storm framework be ripped out at a later time because there was a chance 

that the windows would be damaged. 

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

There was no one present to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the application as presented, with the 

following stipulation: 

- The windows shall have half screens. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering seconded. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and be consistent with the 

special and defining characters of the surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

B. Petition of Philip & Joy Rowlands, owners, for property located at 199 Middle Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow the demolition of the existing shed and the addition of a 

new shed on the property as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown 

on Assessor Map 127 as lot 6 and lies with the Mixed Research Office (MRO) and Historic 

Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Philip Rowlands reviewed the petition. He said there was substantial decay in the 

in the shed and that all four corner posts were compromised at the base and the floor had 

collapsed at the rear. He said the shed was only two feet away from the neighboring property and 

could collapse in the neighbor’s yard. He said he wanted to demolish the shed and put the new 

shed further back in the northeast corner of the yard, where it would be in full compliance. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said she wished a photo of the shed had been included so the Commission could see 

if it was historic and whether or not it should be demolished. The applicant said the shed wasn’t 

historic and was too far gone. Ms. Ruedig said she had no problem with the new location but 

wondered about its orientation being skewed and diagonal instead of lining up with the other 

buildings. The applicant said he didn’t want to damage the large sycamore tree. In response to 

further questions, he said the foundation would be crushed stone and the shed would be painted 

to match the house. He said the shutters were vinyl but would be removed. 

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 
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SPEAKING TO FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the application as presented, with 

the following stipulation: 

- The vinyl shutters shall be removed from the shed. 

 

The motion was seconded.  

 

Ms. Ruedig said the project would conserve and enhance property values by removing the old 

shed and building a new one and have compatibility of design with surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
A. Work Session requested by 238 Deer Street, LLC, owner, for property located at 238 

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

and the construction of a new 3-4 story mixed-use building as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 125 as Lot 3 and lies within the Character 

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

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Architect Jeremiah Johnson was present on behalf of the applicant, along with the McHenry 

Architect team.  He said the scope remained the same, with 21 micro-units on upper floors with 

ground-floor retail use. He said there were two options proposed. Option 1 carried the strong 

cornice line that connected the front and rear mass of the building; the second and third floors 

were clad in composite; there was a deeper overhang on the penthouse; and the proposed 

material was the terra cotta-style metal panel. He said some of the similarities were that the front 

entry was recessed to provide cover to the retail unit and the first floor would have a different 

appearance with a heavy band above it. He said the penthouse was recessed back but the 

footprint was the same for both options. He said the parapet was extended up past the cornice 

line in both options. He said Option 1 had the same material as the lower floors and Option 2 was 

an extension of the proposed masonry and had the Deer Street elevation divided into thirds, with 

the middle third being extruded up above. He said it would have the same material as the ground 

floor of the building, had balconettes instead of a simplified window pattern, had a change in the 

muntin patterns, and had 2/2 windows. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering said she found that the finished materials in Option 1 were flat and 

boring and gave it a boxy look, and she wanted to see a simple design with bolder choices in the 

simplicity. She said she liked the interest that the projecting element in Option 2 provided but the 

mix of materials when combined with the feature and the balconettes made the small building a 

very fussy small building. She said she was somewhere in-between the two options.  Ms. Ruedig 
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said she appreciated the simplicity and agreed that Option 1 went too far in a simple direction. 

She said somewhere in-between would find a better result. She said she liked the look of Option 

2 because it broke up the long horizontal box and was complimentary to the building being 

constructed next to it, which was a successful design and had in-and-out bays. She said it would 

be appropriate to have those two buildings together in that row. She said she’d like to see the 

vertical delineation in the façade and would be fine if a few balconettes were eliminated. She 

said simple but higher quality materials would make a better building. Ms. Bouffard said the 

three bays were more appealing and thought more simplified elements, upgrading the materials, 

and eliminating some of the balconettes would be more appealing as well. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he preferred Option 2 because it was more substantial architecture that fit in with 

some of the masonry buildings in the area. He said he didn’t like the strip mall entrance at the 

base in Option 1. He said he didn’t have a problem with the balconettes and thought the brick 

was a good quality way to go. He said he was bothered by the front entrance because of the very 

thin vertical windows that didn’t look like they went with anything else in the rest of the 

building. He suggested carrying down some of the window patterns to the base and trying to get 

some of that pattern into a lower window and into a storefront so that there was a conversation 

going on between the two. Mr. Brown said he liked Option 2 for the same reasons and thought 

the balconettes seemed unnecessary. He said he liked the division into threes and the top two 

floors but was having a problem with how the bottom floor tied into the commercial part of the 

building. He also liked the varying cornices and rooftops. Mr. Adams said he liked the 3-part 

building because it reminded him of the 19th-century row buildings. He suggested being playful 

with the front façade of the center part. He said he agreed with the commentary but had not heard 

a good direction for the windows on the commercial section of the building and didn’t think 

running them all the way to the ground was a great way to go. He said there had to be 

recognizable doors and something that flowed with the pattern showing that each unit was an 

individual one. Acting Chair Wyckoff said he was in total agreement with the comments about 

Option 2 and the three bays and also had a problem with the first floor. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION  

 

The applicant said he would return for a work session/public hearing at a later date. 

 

B. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by Gregory J. Morneault and 

Amanda B. Morneault, owners, for property located at 137 Northwest Street, wherein 

permission is requested to allow the construction of a new structure (single family home) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 122 as Lot 2 

and lies within the General Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The work session was postponed to the September 1 meeting. 
 
 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting August 11, 2021  Page 8 
 

C. Work Session requested by Dagny Taggart, LLC, owner, for property located at 93 

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

(renovations of existing building) and new construction to an existing structure (construct 3-story 

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

Map 107 as Lot 74 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicant, along with Mark McNabb. She 

reviewed the petition and said the massing, size, or positioning hadn’t changed. She said the 

Court Street elevation had shutters, noting that the earlier scheme of two masses with a steeper 

roof was a great opportunity for solar panels, but now they had the dormer roof and the low roof 

so it would be great to use the shutters to control solar heating. She said they wanted a sun shade 

on the hip roofed brick building, with the porches would have a contrasting material like a 

composite board or clapboard.  

 

Acting Chair Wyckoff said he’d like the pediment to look like it was supported by something. 

Mr. Adams said the side door should have a bit more scale and perhaps pilasters, and he thought 

something needed to be done to the garage door next to it to provide more balance and intent. 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering said the center building bothered her because it had one long 

continuous façade that didn’t reference the traditional style and contributed to the feeling of it 

being very large. Ms. Kozak said it was a five-bay rhythm and they could make the spacing a bit 

tighter as well as do something different in the center. Acting Vice-Chair Doering said changing 

the rhythm so that it looked like two separate residences might work. She said the section to the 

right seemed too commercial instead of residential. Ms. Ruedig said she liked the idea of using 

historic shutter elements in a contemporary way for similar purposes and thought the awnings 

still seemed stark. She said the recessed connecting parts of the building that had the doors and 

porches, especially the one on the left, veered too much toward ‘phony Colonial’ and could be 

simplified, but the porches, columns and railings could take a bit more from that side on the front 

of the house that used to be the butcher shop because it had a simple layout that could easily be 

translated on those areas. She said the doorway with the floating pediment on top could be made 

more substantial or simpler by removing the pediment. She said the project was going in the 

right direction. Mr. Ryan said he liked the simplicity of the long brick pattern and would leave it 

the way it was. He agreed that the little door was too fussy and could be more utilitarian. He said 

it was a nice powerful elevation and its power came from its simplicity. He said he worried about 

the awnings a bit and asked what material they were. Ms. Kozak said they would be a translucent 

but taut fabric on a metal frame. Mr. Ryan said he didn’t think something like that would wear 

well and thought something more substantial like the rest of the building might be better.  

 

Ms. Bouffard said she was neutral on the awnings but thought the garage could have some 

embellishment on it. She wondered why the hidden door behind the wall had an eyebrow feature 

to attract attention to it and thought the connector buildings seemed out of sync with the other 

two buildings. Mr. Brown said he also had trouble with the hidden door but thought the 

connector buildings added a neat look and by being almost recessed to break it up and give it a 

different character. He said he liked the porches and the strength of the long brick middle 

building. Acting Chair Wyckoff said that the long middle building could relate to the side of a 
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long commercial building or a factory. He said he was happy with the middle section but 

disappointed with the last building and thought a more industrial-looking canopy could go over 

the door and the garage door. He said the garage door needed some protection. Ms. Kozak said 

the door swung out. Acting Chair Wyckoff suggested something more contemporary. It was 

further discussed. Acting Vice-Chair Doering asked if the trees would be removed. Mr. McNabb 

said they would be replaced with larger trees. Mr. Adams asked the applicant to provide 

photographic images of the State Street elevation, and Mr. Cracknell suggested putting them in 

the 3D model on the City’s website before the next meeting. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to continue the work session to the September 1 meeting, seconded by Mr. 

Brown. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0 

 

D. Work Session requested by One Raynes Ave, LLC, 31 Raynes LLC, and 203 

Maplewood Avenue, LLC, owners, for properties located at 1 Raynes Avenue, 31 Raynes 

Avenue, and 203 Maplewood Avenue, wherein permission is requested to allow the 

construction of a 4-5 story mixed-use building and a 5 story hotel) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 123 Lot 14, Map 123 Lot 13, and 

Map 123 Lot 12 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts.  

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Eben Tormey of North Mill Pond Holdings, Chris Lizotte and Adam Moore were present. Mr. 

Tormey reviewed the massing plan, noting that the neighboring buildings didn’t have historical 

significance and were an eyesore. He reviewed the changes and said the amount of space 

between the two buildings was increased for more pedestrian space; surface parking was reduced 

and pulled back from the greenway and the pond; a landscape buffer was added to soften the 

transition from the built environment to the path and from the path to the waterfront and an 

impervious parking area was eliminated; and the path was improved and wayfinding signage 

added. He said they proposed that Raynes Avenue and Vaughan Street change to one-way streets 

to improve the pedestrian experience and calm the traffic. He noted that significantly large 

buildings were added to the neighborhood since the project team was before the Commission, so 

he felt that the project was consistent with the density of development and supported the City’s 

Master Plan. Mr. Lizotte discussed the design elements. He said they were trying to tie the 

building into the existing north end but also provide further diversity to it by contrasting 

traditional materials with more modern ones or traditional materials with a modern type finish. 

He showed how terracing would be used to break down the massing as well as pedestrian 

connections. Mr. Moore showed contextual views of neighboring building scales and said they 

would use façade modulations to break up the building and create a rhythm for the mass of the 

mixed-use building juxtaposed by the hotel next door. He said an open space would be provided 

between the two buildings that would serve as a connection to the park and would be multiple 

points of access throughout the site.  
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Mr. Ryan said there were a lot of good things but he couldn’t get past the surfaced parking lot, 

noting that all the other buildings in the block hid their parking. He said even though the 

applicant tried to cover some of it up, it was still a lot of blacktop and was horrible for the 

District. Ms. Bouffard commended the applicant for breaking up the building into two separate 

ones but thought the surface parking was a dreadful use of waterfront property. She said she 

didn’t have a good grasp on the building’s height and width and wanted to see more details. 

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering said she liked two things about the massing: the inversion of the 

building so that the spine wasn’t facing the pond, and the acute angle on the hotel building that 

shortened and lessened it. She agreed that the height was similar to surrounding construction and 

approved buildings but wanted to see some reduction in the five stories and didn’t think the 

terracing really worked. She said her concerns with the massing was the perception of the 

undulating massing as one big ‘Great Wall of China’ and that there was a lot of square-block 

effect seen from the North Mill Pond and Maplewood Avenue that wasn’t relieved by any other 

features. She agreed with Mr. Ryan about the surface parking. She said the massive wall of 

building with the one-story bump-out didn’t relate to the buildings on the other side and was too 

square and needed some variety. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the existing 31 Raynes Avenue building was one of the few mid-century 

modern buildings left in town and was not a total throwaway. She said she agreed with a lot of 

the comments, like hiding the parking and the massing of the buildings. She noted that the North 

End massing plan specified that the height of proposed buildings would ideally move from lower 

around the waterfront and get taller toward the center of the block, but the applicant’s building 

was terraced in the opposite direction. She suggested flipping it around or extending the 

buildings to cover the parking and gradually move the mass to terracing down lower toward the 

waterfront to soften it. Mr. Tormey said they were staying out of the setbacks. Ms. Ruedig said 

five stories was a little bit much ‘in your face’ looking at it from across the pond because it was a 

big wall. She said terracing it down a bit toward the 3S Arts Building would be a good way to 

soften it. She said improving the pedestrian experience on Raynes Avenue was a positive thing. 

Mr. Brown said he echoed what everyone else said and had major problems with the parking, 

noting that having that much of a parking lot up against the greenway offended him. He said the 

applicant hid the five stories pretty well but the stories were obvious when one was right up 

against the pond. He said the ramp and pier were great, as well as connecting all the greenways 

and separating the buildings. 

 

Mr. Adams said the severity of a five-story building against the side of a waterfront was way too 

much and he couldn’t support the surface parking. He said it seemed wrong to drop the building 

down a story in the one place that it related to the bustling community. He said the applicant 

missed the chance to place the building in the middle of the lot. He said the waterfront area was a 

natural setting, not a canal, and something had to happen. Acting Chair Wyckoff agreed and said 

he was disappointed with the design, especially looking at it from Raynes Avenue, because it 

reeked of a 1970s or 1980s apartment block with 240 units that could be in Dover, Rochester, or 

Nashua along an airport road. He said it was a very common, simple building in a location that 

would be the most valuable piece of property in Portsmouth when it was cleared. He said the 

building could have been a legacy for the applicant. He said the hotel as seen from Market Street 

had nothing to do with Portsmouth.  
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Public Comment 

 

Heinz Sauk-Schubert of 142 Spinnaker Way asked the applicant what they liked about the 

building. Mr. Tormey said they were activating an underutilized piece of property. 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street referred to the letter she sent to the Commission. She 

noted that the lots joined together were Zone CD4 and the rest of the north end was zoned CG5, 

so the applicant’s lot should be less intense and more waterfront-friendly according to the North 

End Charrette. She said the building was hideous. 

 

No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Ruedig moved to continue the work session to the September 1 meeting, seconded by Mr. 

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

 

E. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by Ross D. Ellenhorn and 

Rebecca J. Wolfe, owners, for property located at 279 Marcy Street, Unit #3, wherein 

permission is requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (construct recessed 

deck on 3rd floor) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on 

Assessor Map 103 as Lot 45-3 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic 

Districts.  

   

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The work session was postponed to the September 1 meeting. 

 

F. REQUEST TO END WORK SESSION- Work Session requested by Mary H. and 

Ronald R. Pressman, owners, for property located at 449 Court Street, wherein permission is 

requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (add 4th floor addition and roof deck) as 

per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 105 as 

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

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously to end the work session. 

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by Port Harbor Land, LLC, owner, for property located at 2 

Russell Street and 0 Deer Street (2 lots), wherein permission is requested to allow the 

construction of a new freestanding structure (3-5-story mixed-use building) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said properties are shown on Assessor Map 124 as Lot 12, Map 118 as 

Lot 28, and Map 125 as Lot 21 and lie within the Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown 

Overlay, and Historic Districts. 
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WORK SESSION 

 

Architect Brooks Slocum was present on behalf of the applicant, along with Brian Plummer of 

Two International Group and Rob Harbeson of Market Square Architects Mr. Slocum reviewed 

the petition. He said it was an exciting site that had plenty of large buildings but needed more 

greenspace, which they would help create.  

 

Acting Vice-Chair Doering said breaking up the building was a great way to start. She said she 

thought the view corridors were intended to visually and physically connect the two sections of 

the building and asked whether building a bridge across the train tracks would be possible, which 

would be an amenity that would make a big difference in the flow between the old and new 

sections of Portsmouth. Mr. Slocum said the challenge would be air rights over the train track 

and would be difficult to achieve in the project’s timeframe. He said the only real crossing was at 

Maplewood Avenue. It was further discussed. Mr. Ryan said the Commission wanted a sense of 

a visual corridor and not one that had a one-story element blocking the view from Portwalk 

Place. Mr. Slocum said they were creating mini-destination pocket parks that were all dead ends 

but would be good places for the public to go. Ms. Bouffard said the project had been referred to 

by citizens as the Great Wall of China and that a pedestrian wouldn’t be able to see what was 

beyond the property. She said the building would forever be the line of demarcation between the 

old town and the new town, and there would be no way to get from Point A to Point A. Mr. 

Adams said it looked like one building and that the applicant had said it didn’t have to be one 

building. Mr. Slocum said they wanted to show views of the building from different angles but it 

might not be the view corridor the Commission wanted.  

 

Ms. Ruedig said the Commission should have a site walk and the plans should be put into a 3D 

model. She said she was satisfied that the applicant was breaking up the site, and she didn’t care 

if there was a one-story connector. She said the building was three separate masses and would 

create the feeling of three separate buildings. She said she felt positive about the direction the 

project was going in and thought it was a huge improvement. Acting Chair Wyckoff said the 

whole parking lot would have to be marked off so that the view corridors could be seen. He 

noted that, looking down Portwalk Place, one could continue that look from Vaughan Street and 

see about a half-mile to the new development at the water’s edge. Acting Vice-Chair Doering 

said one of the criticisms of the new development in the North End was the flat box top 

buildings. She noted that the town had small buildings next to tall buildings and thought it could 

be possible for the project to give some interest to the vertical shape, including something that 

looked like the Flat Iron Building in NYC.  Mr. Slocum said there was opportunity for the 

buildings to have terraces but the challenge was the setback. Mr. Ryan said one slice of the 

building seemed very purposeful and created a view corridor that connected Portwalk Place to 

that part of the North End, while the other slice seemed more arbitrary and addressed the 

intersection, which was an important public way. He asked why it didn’t angle so that one got a 

slice of the building beyond and also saw space beyond instead of visually dead-ending into that 

existing building. He said he’d rather see the face of that building be at the end of the view 

corridor. Mr. Slocum said angling it that way would shortcut the building, and all one would see 

would be Vaughan Street. It was further discussed. 

 

Public Comment 
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Gerald Zelin said it was a huge improvement over the prior project. He said the New Hampshire 

Statute could petition other states to force the railroad to allow a crossing for the tracks, and if 

that couldn’t be accomplished before the project was constructed, at least the corridor to cross 

the track could be reserved so that eventually the applicant could get the State’s permission for 

the crossing. He wondered if the building had a larger footprint than the ordinance allowed and if 

so, the problem could be solved if the one-story parking section at the portion of the building that 

was the continuation of the Portwalk Place corridor was gotten rid of because it would allow the 

view corridor and perhaps a walkable corridor and also break up the building so that it was 

clearly a building that didn’t exceed the footprint.  

 

No one else rose to speak, and Acting Chair Wyckoff closed the public comment. 

 

Mr. Slocum said they could reduce some of the second-level parking because it was at the end of 

that row, therefore one side would be on the end of Portwalk Place that could go all the way 

down. He said they could treat the other one as an end corridor and squeeze the parking 

somewhere else. Acting Vice-Chair Doering said she’d like to see the same sort of massing but 

in a different way. Mr. Ryan said he’d like to see some architecture. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved and seconded to continue the work session to the September 1 meeting. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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Historic District Commission 
 

Staff Report – September 1st, 2021 
 

 

Administrative Approvals: 
1.   93 State Street (LUHD-371)  - Recommend Approval 

2.   14 Mechanic St. (LUHD-378)  - Recommend Approval 

3.   57 Salter St. (LUHD-370)   - TBD  

4.   21 Blossom St. (LUHD-380)  - Recommend Approval  

5.   564 Middle St. (LUHD-382)  - TBD 

6.  126 State St. (LUHD-386)   - Recommend Approval 

7.  135 Congress St. (LUHD-372)  - Recommend Approval  

8.  60 Penhallow St. (LUHD-385)  - TBD  

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – OLD BUSINESS: 
A. 64 Vaughan St. (LU-20-214) (3 story building addition) 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. 4 Rock Street (LU-21-144) (windows) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 
 

A. 137 Northwest. (LUHD-296) (New house) 

B. 93 Pleasant. (LUHD-324) (3 story addition) 

C. 2 Russell / 0 Deer St. (LUHD-366) (5 story building)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WORK SESSIONS (NEW): 

 
1. 52 Prospect St. (LUHD-377) (2 story addition) 

2. 99 Bow St. (LUHD-376) (deck) 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    64 VAUGHAN MALL (LU-20-214) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #A 
 

Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:  Commercial 
 Land Area:  15,242 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1900 
 Building Style:  Vernacular Commercial 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from the Vaughan Mall and Hanover St.  
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To make façade improvements to the storefront and add a penthouse. 

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: 

 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: 

a. The building is located along the Vaughan Mall.  The building is surrounded with many 2-

5 story historic and contemporary structures with little to no setbacks.  The property also 

has an 8 space surface parking lot off of Hanover Street. 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Add a three story addition with an attic level.  The revised elevations show a variety of 

modifications suggested by the Commission. In particular, the tower element and 

arcade along the driveway entrance has been modified at address the concerns and 

suggestions of the commission expressed at the July meeting. 

 
 

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

CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDeevveellooppmmeennttss  aanndd  SSttoorreeffrroonnttss  ((1122))..  
 

 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

           
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map 
 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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6644  VVAAUUGGHHAANN  MMAALLLL  ((LLUU--2211--115533))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##AA  ((MMAAJJOORR  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
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S
TA

FF
 

 

 
No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MAJOR PROJECT 
– Add a 3.5 Story Addition to the Existing Building – 

 

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

B
U
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D
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G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

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

 

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT
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 D

E
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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:  4 ROCK ST. (LU-21-3) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L2 
 Land Use:  Commercial Parking Lot  
 Land Area:  3,050 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1840 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Islington and Rock Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Islington Creek 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace all windows. 

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: 

 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 vacant lot is located along Daniel and Penhallow Streets and is surrounded with many 

other brick and wood-sided, 2.5-3 story contributing structures.  Most buildings have no front 

yard setback and off-street parking is limited.   

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant proposes to: 

 Replace all the existing windows with Green Mountain wood windows. 

 The applicant is proposing a 6/6 sash whereas the current Greek Revival (c. 1840) has a 

2/2 pattern.  Note that the 6/6 windows are currently located on the rear addition along 

Rock Street. 

 The applicant has had a window expert date and rate the condition of each of the 

windows on the structure. 

 This is a sash replacement project so there will be no reduction in light or the size of the 

opening. 
 

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

K.   Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 
Zoning Map

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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4 ROCK STREET  ((LLUU--2211--33))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##11  ((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 Windows 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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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 

3. 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:    137 NORTHWEST ST. (LUHD-296) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #A 
 

Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:  Single Family 
 Land Area:  23,522 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1890 
 Building Style:  Queen Anne 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Northwest Street & the Rte.1 Bypass. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Christian Shore 

B.   Proposed Work:  To construct a new single family house on the lot. 

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: 

 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 lot is located along Northwest Street.  It is surrounded with many 1.5-2 story wood-

sided historic structures with small rear and side yards with garden areas.  The proposed lot is 

very narrow which limits the potential for landscape screening along the Rte. 1 Bypass. 

 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Construct a new single-family residence on the north eastern portion of the property. 

 Note that a variance was granted to support this application. 

 If the applicant submits revised plans for the September 1st the plans will be forwarded 

to you Friday.  If not, this application will be continued to the October 6th meeting. 

 

 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  ((0022--0099))..  
 

 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Proposed Alterations and Existing Conditions 

  
Zoning Map

 

HISTORIC 
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RATING  
 

- 



                          Page 8 of 16 
 

113377  NNOORRTTHHWWEESSTT  SSTT..  ((LLUUHHDD--229966))  ––  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 
– Construct a New Single-Family Structure - 

 

  

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
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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:  93 PLEASANT STREET (LUHD-324) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:   Commercial 
 Land Area:  11,325 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1818 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Historical Significance: Focal  
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Pleasant and Court Streets 
 Unique Features:  Focal Building and Historic Stone Wall along Court Street 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a 3-story addition with connector building. 

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 alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 
I. Neighborhood Context: 

 This historically significant and focal building is located along the intersection of Pleasant and Court 

Streets.  It is surrounded with many wood-frame 2 - 2.5 story contributing structures.  The Langdon 

Mansion, another focal building and setting is located across the street.  
 

J. Background, Comments & Suggested Actions: 
The Applicant is seeking to: 

 Add a three-story addition to the parking lot area along Court Street a connector to the Treadwell 

House. 

 As a response the HDC feedback in the August work session, the applicant has revised the shutter 

and awning design. Note that large expanse of brick above the garage door remains.  

 The applicant is likely planning to present the materials for the project in advance of a public 

hearing in October. 
  

  DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee::  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  SSmmaallll--SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  

aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))  
 

 

K.  Aerial Images and Maps: 

     
Renderings of the Proposed Addition and Connector Buildings  

 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

F 
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9933  PPLLEEAASSAANNTT  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--332244))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##BB  ((MMAAJJOORR))  
 INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MAJOR PROJECT 
– Construct a 3 Story Addition and a Connector Building – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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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 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 (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:    2 RUSSELL & 0 DEER ST (LUHD-366) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:   Vacant /Parking 
 Land Area:  85,746 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: NA 
 Building Style:  NA 
 Number of Stories: NA 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Deer & Russell Streets & Maplewood Ave. 
 Unique Features:  Surface Parking Lot 
 Neighborhood Association:  North End  

B.   Proposed Work:   To construct 2, 5 story, mixed-use buildings. 

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 new building is located along Maplewood Ave., Russell and Deer Streets.  It is surrounded with many new 

and proposed infill buildings ranging from 2.5 to 5 stories in height.  The neighborhood is predominantly made 

up of newer, 4-5 story brick structures on large lots with little to no setback from the sidewalk. 
 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to construct 2 new five-story mixed-use buildings.   
 The larger building has been broken into three main modules with a single recessed, ground-floor connector. 
 As a response to HDC feedback the applicant has shown an option with the single story connector within 

the Vaughan Street view corridor removed. 
 Several architectural design concepts have also been provided. 

 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
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22  RRUUSSSSEELLLL  &&  00  DDEEEERR  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--336666))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##CC  ((MMAAJJOORR  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing Building Proposed Building (+/-) Abutting Structures 
 

Surrounding Structures  (Average) 

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

MAJOR PROJECT 
- CONSTRUCT A 5 STORY MIXED-USE INFILL BUILDING - 

 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width (ROW) Ratio 
4 Building Height – Zoning (Feet) 
5 Building Height – Street Wall  / Cornice (Feet) 
6 Number of Stories 
7 Building Coverage (% Building on the Lot) 

 

H
IS

TO
R

IC
 D

IS
TR

IC
T 

C
O

M
M

IS
S
IO

N
 M

E
M

B
E
R

S
 

  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 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    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:    52 PROSPECT ST. (LUHD-377) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #1  

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:   Single Family 
 Land Area:  3,485 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1790 
 Building Style:  Colonial 
 Number of Stories: 2 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Prospect Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Christian Shore  

B.   Proposed Work:   To construct a two-story addition (rear). 

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 new building is located along Prospect Street in the Christian Shore neighborhood.  It is surrounded with 

many contributing historic structures on a narrow street with buildings along the street with no front yard 

setbacks, shallow side yards and deeper rear yards.  
 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to: 
 Construct a new two-story addition on the rear elevation of the building. 
 Replace the existing vinyl windows with new windows.  Note that the existing casing is to remain 

and new egress windows are being added to meet the life-safety requirements of the code. 
 Replace the existing aluminum siding. 
 Window and siding details will be provided at the meeting. 

 
 

L. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

 

 

  
Zoning Map

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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5522  PPRROOSSPPEECCTT  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--337777))  ––  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 
 

Surrounding Structures  (Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
- CONSTRUCT A 2 STORY ADDITION (REAR) ONLY - 

 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width (ROW) 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 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    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:    99 BOW STREET (LUHD-376) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #2  

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:   Commercial 
 Land Area:  10,454 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: 2010 
 Building Style:  Federal Revival 
 Number of Stories: 4.5 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Bow Street 
 Unique Features:  Recent Infill Building 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown  

B.   Proposed Work:   To add a new deck and dock structure. 

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 along Bow Street and is surrounded with many existing historic brick buildings ranging 

from 3 to 4.5 stories in height.  The neighborhood is predominantly made up of brick structures on shallow lots 

with no setback from the sidewalk. 
 

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

 Increase the size of the deck; 

 Add a new deck on the western end for public use; 

 Add two murals to the deck areas; and 

 Install planter boxes. 

 Note that no new plans have been submitted at this time.  Thus, the applicant is seeking to have a discussion 

regarding the previous plans and the more recent letter submitted to the Commission outlining the permitting 

requirements and the sequencing for both local and state/ federal permits (particularly with respect to any 

waterway requirements from the DES or Army Corp. of Engineers). 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  SSiittee  EElleemmeennttss  aanndd  SSttrreeeettssccaappeess  ((1100))  

aanndd  SSiiggnnss  &&  AAwwnniinnggss  ((1111))..  
 

M. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

- 
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9999  BBOOWW  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD  ##337766))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##22  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing Building Proposed Building (+/-) Abutting Structures 
 

Surrounding Structures  (Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
- ADD NEW DECK AND DOCK STRUCTURE ONLY - 

 

 

  

2 Floor Area Ratio (GFA/ Lot Area) 
3 Building Height / Street-Width (ROW) 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 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    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 

  



64 Vaughan Street 

 

Public Hearing 



8/27/2021 OpenGov

https://portsmouthnh.viewpointcloud.io/#/explore/records/50720/printable?act=true&app=true&att=true&emp=true&int=true&loc=true&sec=1011599%… 1/18

08/27/2021

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-20-214

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status:
Active Date Created:
Oct 19, 2020

Applicant

Erik Saari


esaari@altus-eng.com


Altus Engineering, Inc.


133 Court Street


Portsmouth, NH 03801


603-433-2335


Location

64 VAUGHAN ST


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

64 Vaughan Mall, LLC


41 Industrial Drive Exeter, NH 03833

Please indicate your relationship to this project

F. Applicant's Representative Filing on behalf of C., D. or E. above

Alternative Project Address

--

Addition or Renovation: any project (commercial or residential) that includes an ADDITION to an existing structure or a NEW structure on a property that

already has structure(s) on it



New Construction: any project (commercial or residential) that involves adding a NEW structure on a parcel that is currently VACANT. If there are any existing
structures on the property (even if you are planning to remove them), you should select Addition and Renovation above



Minor Renovation: for projects in the Historic District only that involve a minor exterior renovation or alteration that does not include a building addition or

construction of a new structure



Home Occupation: residential home occupation established in an existing residential dwelling unit and regulated by the Zoning Ordinance. Home Occupations

are not allowed in the following Zoning Districts: Waterfront Business, Office Research, Industrial, or Waterfront Industrial



New Use/Change in Use: for a change of land use or an expansion to an existing use (e.g. addition of dwelling units) that includes no exterior work or site
modifications



Temporary Structure / Use: only for temporary uses (e.g. tents, exhibits, events)



Demolition Only: only applicable for demolition projects that do not involve any other construction, renovation, or site work



Subdivision or Lot Line Revision: for projects which involved a subdivision of land or an adjustment to an existing lot line



Other Site Alteration requiring Site Plan Review Approval and/or Wetland Conditional Use Permit Approval



Sign: Only applies to signs requiring approval from a land use board (e.g. Historic Commission, Zoning Board of Adjustment)



Request for Extension of Previously Granted Land Use Approval



 

 

ATTN: Historic District 

Commission 

 

 

 

RE: September 1, 2021 Meeting 

64 Vaughan Mall Restoration 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Steve Wilson 

Hampshire Development Corp. 

41 Industrial Drive #20 

Exeter, NH 03833 

 

 

CONTACT:  

Shayne Forsley 

Hampshire Development Corp. 

Shayne.forsley@hdcgc.net 

603.997.2519 
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64 Vaughan Mall 
 

 The property at 64 Vaughan Mall was acquired in September of 2020 from the Cabot House 

Group by the development team that successfully executed the re-development of the Connie Bean 

Center at 135-143 Daniel St. and The Provident Condominium at 25 Maplewood Ave. in Portsmouth. 

Principle Steven Wilson and Hampshire Development Corp. have operated since 1984 and have been 

involved in the successful construction and renovation of dozens of historic urban properties in the 

southeastern NH and northeastern Massachusetts regions.  Our principal goal for the property at 64 

Vaughan Mall will be to bring the site and existing structure up to current codes while restoring the main 

building to its original architecture. 

   

Built in the late 19th century as as 3 story brick and heavy timber structure with a flat roof and full 

basement (36’ x 75’), the building was originally owned and occupied by the Margeson Bros Furniture 

Co..  Early in  the 20th century, the building was more than doubled in size 36’ x 140’ toward what is now 

the Worth Parking Lot with an addition constructed of essentially the same materials and form.  A single 

story “modern” block addition with a shed roof was added mid century toward the rear facing Hanover St. 

and was utilized as a loading dock for shipping and receiving for Cabot Furniture.  Notably, in 1993 Artist 

Robert Wyland received the owners permission to allow a mural of his design to be painted by a group of 

regional amateur  artists on the side of the building facing the Worth lot .  This mural quickly became a 

landmark of sorts referred to as the Whaling Wall.  However through inappropriate preparation and 

application of paints, the mural has significantly deteriorated the facade of the building. 

 

The only public access to the building is via the 75’ of frontage on the Vaughan Mall leaving long 

expanses of blank walls along the Worth Parking Lot (145’), the rear alley (135’) and the Hanover St. 

frontage (80’) with no entry or other focal points.  This provides no pedestrian interface with the building 

on three sides. In fact, circumnavigating the building on foot requires walking in active vehicle traffic lanes 

for an extended distance with no connectivity to the building or the Vaughan Mall from Maplewood Ave., 

Hanover St. or the rest of downtown to the West, South and Easterly directions.   

The current condition of the building is widely substandard.  The building in its existing condition 

presents many challenges to the developer, designers, and contractors associated with any renovation and 
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rehabilitation.  The building is largely void of modern utility and mechanical systems with existing water, 

sewer, drainage, HVAC and fire protection all failing to meet modern standards or capacities. 

 

 The structure itself has not received any significant upgrades or improvements in over 70 years.  

The roof has failed in areas allowing moisture penetration and now threatens the integrity of the structure.  

Additionally most of the original windows have been infilled and the brick facade has been painted on 

four sides with a product that has trapped moisture, causing extensive spalling of the masonry.  The inside 

of the existing structure, although retaining some very worthwhile architectural features and wide open 

space with high ceilings etc., is laden with asbestos and other environmental contaminants which must be 

removed and remediated.  Finally the shape and size of the structure present a very monolithic and 

unappealing facade that does not enhance its surroundings, promote its history or engage the pedestrian at 

the street level.   

 

In light of the building and site conditions we are uniquely qualified to rehabilitate and remediate the 

structure, and with the cooperation of the City, we will be able to convert this property to an attractive 

mixed use project that will make a significant contribution to the vibrancy of the Vaughan Mall and its 

strategic location in downtown Portsmouth.  Our proposal will truly complement and enhance the City’s 

architectural and historic character and contribute to its sense of place. 

 

Currently underway, our first step is to remediate the hazardous waste conditions and perform select 

demolition of the interior.  We are conducting tests to analyze the feasibility and best methods for 

removing the coatings and restore the historic facades.  Our structural engineers have provided detailed 

analysis and preliminary plans for rehabilitation of the structure to current standards while maintaining its 

historic character.  Our specific plan for the property is illustrated by the accompanying plans and would 

be to provide vehicle parking and storage in the existing basement accessed from Hanover St..  The 

ground floor would be developed as a commercial use as required by current zoning and with the addition 

of a sidewalk, entries and storefronts along the Worth Parking Lot will serve to activate the Vaughan Mall 

area.   

 

The revitalization and adaptive reuse of this building will require a minor reconfiguration of parking 

spaces, installation of curbing, brick sidewalks and landscaping in and adjacent to the Worth Lot.  It will 

thus require the support and approval of the City.  The results and impacts as illustrated by the attached 

site plan and elevations will be profoundly positive for the Worth Lot  and Vaughan Mall.  No net loss of 
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parking, improvements in ADA compliance for pedestrians and handicap parking, creation of significant 

green space annexed to the Vaughan Mall and completion of the pedestrian connection from Hanover St., 

Maplewood Ave., Worth Lot to the Vaughan Mall and their adjacent businesses are some of the highlights 

of our plan.  It will balance the pedestrian and vehicular experience for this active area with no functional 

downside to either.  Additionally, we propose to reactivate the existing infilled windows with new windows 

and doors being added to the previously blank wall (along the Worth Lot side of the building) with an 

emphasis on maintaining the historic value in form and function on all sides of the building.   

 

To address the disproportionate massing of the existing buildings, we have transitioned the rear 

facade of the building to a different style to differentiate the two buildings adding texture and interest to the 

continuous wall plane.  Importantly, a significant portion of the rear building facade was constructed of 

poured concrete and was covered by an attached building having no relationship to the architecture of the 

main building. 

 

In closing we are extremely excited to begin the process of working with the City to design and 

redevelop this significant property to better serve the community and its future occupants.  To that end we 

are looking forward to listening to your input and ideas as we continue to refine the building and site 

designs. 

 

Warm Regards 

Steven Wilson 
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Margeson Bros. Furniture Store; Photograph circa ~1910-1920 Sheet 2
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-21-3

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status:
Active Date Created:
Jan 6, 2021

Applicant

Kathryn Coyle


polizzotto@gmail.com


660 Middle Street


Portsmouth, NH 03801


617-413-0325


Location

4 ROCK ST Unit 3


Unit 3


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

Kevin and Kathryn Coyle


660 Middle Street Portsmouth , NH 03801

Please indicate your relationship to this project

A. Property Owner

Alternative Project Address

--

Addition or Renovation: any project (commercial or residential) that includes an ADDITION to an existing structure or a NEW structure on a property that

already has structure(s) on it



New Construction: any project (commercial or residential) that involves adding a NEW structure on a parcel that is currently VACANT. If there are any existing
structures on the property (even if you are planning to remove them), you should select Addition and Renovation above



Minor Renovation: for projects in the Historic District only that involve a minor exterior renovation or alteration that does not include a building addition or

construction of a new structure



Home Occupation: residential home occupation established in an existing residential dwelling unit and regulated by the Zoning Ordinance. Home Occupations

are not allowed in the following Zoning Districts: Waterfront Business, Office Research, Industrial, or Waterfront Industrial



New Use/Change in Use: for a change of land use or an expansion to an existing use (e.g. addition of dwelling units) that includes no exterior work or site
modifications



Temporary Structure / Use: only for temporary uses (e.g. tents, exhibits, events)



Demolition Only: only applicable for demolition projects that do not involve any other construction, renovation, or site work



Subdivision or Lot Line Revision: for projects which involved a subdivision of land or an adjustment to an existing lot line



Other Site Alteration requiring Site Plan Review Approval and/or Wetland Conditional Use Permit Approval



Sign: Only applies to signs requiring approval from a land use board (e.g. Historic Commission, Zoning Board of Adjustment)





IRock	Condominium	
Located	4	&	6	Rock	Street	and	125	Islington	St.	

	
Summary:			As	President	and	Treasurer	of	the	IRock	Condo	Association,	and	owning	
86%	interest	in	the	building,	on	behalf	of	the	association	we	would	like	to	replace	
the	windows	in	the	building.		The	windows	are	mismatched	with	three	different	
ages	and	materials.		The	majority	of	the	windows	were	replaced	in	the	1940’s	and	
are	historically	inaccurate.		There	are	also	a	few	vinyl	replacement	windows.		We	
have	identified	5	original	windows,	located	in	the	back	of	the	building.		Those	
windows	have	some	replacement	glass.		The	reason	for	this	request	is	due	to	
terrible	condition	of	the	windows	and	also	to	restore	the	building	to	make	it	more	
architecturally	historically	accurate	by	replacing	the	current	2	over	2	windows	and	
old	rusty	storm	windows	with	historically	accurate	wood	6	over	6	windows,	
consistent	with	Greek	Revival	buildings	constructed	in	the	1840’s.		There	will	be	no	
light	loss	with	the	replacement	of	the	windows	because	only	the	sashes	will	be	
replaced.	
	
	

	
	
View	from	Rock	Street	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Basis	for	Replacement:	
	
	
On Jul 20, 2021, at 4:47 PM, Andy Keeffe <Andy@greenmountainwindow.com> wrote: 

 
Hi	Kevin	&	Kate, 
	
Its	pretty	obvious	to	me	that	there	are	only	four	original	windows	in	your	house	(#19,	27,	28	&	
31).		These	four	are	6/6	divided	lite	with	mouth	blown	wavy	glass	and	hand	made	sash.		The	
remainder	of	the	windows	had	the	sash	replaced	sometime	around	1940	I	would	say.		All	of	
these	“modern”	windows	have	a	2/2	divided	lite	pattern	and	have	plain	(non-wavy)	glass.		To	
return	to	the	original	historic	look	of	the	house	the	2/2	window	sash	should	be	replaced	with	
6/6	sash. 
In	all	we	counted	33	windows. 
Windows	19,	27,	28	and	31	will	likely	need	to	remain	as	they	are	(Historic). 
Windows	32	&	33	in	the	garage	could	probably	remain	as	they	are	since	this	isn’t	heated	space. 
I	will	send	you	a	quote	for	the	other	27	windows	shortly. 
	 
One	thing	you	might	want	to	consider	for	any	discussion	with	the	HDC:	if	any	of	the	four	historic	
windows	are	the	same	size	as	windows	on	Rock	St	or	Islington	St	you	should	let	them	know	that	
you	will	move	those	historic	sash	to	those	more	prominent	locations.		I	am	sure	they	would	
rather	see	those	original	sash	on	the	more	visible	parts	of	the	house	rather	than	in	the	alley.		I	
did	not	measure	the	four	historic	windows	so	I	don’t	know	if	they	are	the	same	size	as	other	
windows	in	the	house.		 
	 
Let	me	know	if	you	have	any	questions	and	you	will	be	seeing	a	quote	shortly. 
	 
Thanks, 
Andy 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
Proposal:	
	

	
	
	
	

 

HISTORIC REMODEL, HISTORIC REGISTRY & LANDMARK PROPERTY 
WINDOW REPLACEMENT  

   

                    
 

GREEN MOUNTAIN WINDOW SPECIALIZES IN WINDOW REPLACEMENT SOLUTIONS FOR THE 

NORTHEAST'S HISTORIC BUILDINGS.  OUR WINDOWS ARE DESIGNED TO BLEND THE DETAILS AND 

PATTERNS ONCE USED BY LOCAL CRAFTSMAN IN NEW ENGLAND’S SASH MILLS WITH THE LATEST 

ENERGY PERFORMANCE TECHNOLOGY. 
                                                  
 
 

         FOUR DIFFERENT REPLACEMENT SYSTEMS: 

 

¾ FULL FRAME WINDOW 
¾ INSERT “BOX” WINDOW 
¾ SASH & TRACK BALANCE KIT 
¾ SASH & CONCEALED BALANCE KIT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Cut	Sheet:		

	
	

	

 

 

 

Green Mountain Window Co. 

 
Rock St, Portsmouth, 7-22-21 

 
Custom Size Sash Replacement Kits with Concealed Balances: Pine, Painted Exterior, Primed Interior, Low E – Argon Filled Glass, 5/8” SDL with 
Gray Spacer, White Hardware, White Aluminum Framed Full Screens with Charcoal Fiberglass Mesh Screens (Screens fit into existing exterior window 
casing – completely separate from sash replacement kits)   
 
ID   Qty  Style    Approx Size (each)  Cut  Notes   Net (ea) Extended 
1st Floor Large 8                      Double Hung  32” x 58”   6/6     890.00  7120.00 
1st Floor Small 1                      Double Hung  25” x 46”   6/6     850.00    850.00 
1st Floor Fixed 1                      Fixed   14” x 27”   1 Lite     520.00    520.00 
2nd Floor Large 11                    Double Hung  32” x 54”   6/6     890.00  9790.00 
2nd Floor Small 5                      Double Hung  25” x 46”   6/6     850.00  4250.00 
3rd Floor Egress 1                      Fixed   32” x 54”   6/6     1350.00 1350.00 
Screens  25                    For Double Hungs          35.00    875.00 
 
 

 Total                24,755.00 
  
 
 
 Terms: 

50% Deposit to begin production, Balance due upon delivery. 



	
Window	schedule:	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
View	from	Rock	Street	
	

 
 
 
 Windows 1-8: These windows were all replaced in the 1940’s.  They are 2 over 2.  Our 
proposal is to replace the sashes only with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be NO 
light loss with this replacement.  The approximate size of these windows are 32”x 58” for 
the first floor (windows #1-3) and 32” x 54” for the second floor (windows #4-7). 
 
 
 
 



	
	View	from	Rock	Street	
 

	
Windows	15-18,	20	and	21	were	replaced	in	the	1940’s.		They	are	2	over	2.		They	
are	not	original	sashes	and	there	is	no	wavy	glass.		Our proposal is to replace the 
sashes only with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be NO light loss with this 
replacement.  The approximate size for windows #15-16 is 25”x 46” and 32” x 58” for 
windows 17-18, 21.  The approximate size for window #20 is 32” x 54”.	
	
Window	#19	is	original.		We	would	propose	restoring	this	window.		The	sash	is	6	
over	6	with	at	least	one	pane	of	wavy	glass.	
	
	



	
View	from	Islington	St.	
	

	



Window	#9	is	a	vinyl	replacement	window	installed	in	the	1980s.		It	is	1	over	1.		We	
would	propose	replacing	the	frame	in	order	to	install	a	casement	window	with	a	
double	hung	6	over	6	appearance.			This	window	size	is	32”	x	54”	

	
	
Windows	#10-13:	These windows were all replaced in the 1940’s.  They are 2 over 2.  
Our proposal is to replace the sashes only with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be 
NO light loss with this replacement.  The approximate size of these windows are 32”x 
58” for the first floor (windows #12-13) and 32” x 54” for the second floor (windows 
#10-11). 
	
Window	#14	is	a	vinyl	replacement	window	from	the	1980’s.		It	is	1	over	1.		We	
would	propose	replacing	it	with	a	fixed	window	with	a	single	lite,	14”x	27”	in	size.	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
Back	Alley	as	viewed	from	Islington	St.	
	
	

	
	
Windows	#23-24	are	1960’s	vinyl	windows.		Our proposal is to replace the sashes only 
with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be NO light loss with this replacement.  The 
approximate size of these windows are 25” x 46”.	
	



Window	#25:	This window was replaced in the 1940’s.  It 2 over 2.  Our proposal is to 
replace the sashes only with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be NO light loss with 
this replacement.  The approximate size of this window 32” x 54”. 
	
Window	#22:		There	is	no	existing	window.		It	appears	someone	merely	cut	a	whole	
in	the	siding	and	installed	a	storm	window.		We	would	propose	to replace the storm 
with a double hung window style 6 over 6.  There will be NO light loss with this 
replacement.  The approximate size of this window 25” x 46”.	
	

	
Back	Alley	
	



	
Back	Alley	
	
	

	
	
	



	
Windows	#27,	28	and	31	are	original.		We	would	propose	restoring	these	windows.	
	
Windows	#26,	29,	and	30	were	replaced	in	the	1940’s.		They	are	2	over	2.		They	are	
not	original	sashes	and	there	is	no	wavy	glass.		Our proposal is to replace the sashes 
only with double hung style 6 over 6.  There will be NO light loss with this replacement.  
The approximate size of window #26 is 32”x 58”.  The approximate size of windows #29 
and 30 is 32”x 54”. 
 

	
	
Window	#33	is	original	and	we	would	propose	restoring	that	window.	
	
Window	#32	is	a	replacement	window	on	the	side	of	the	garage	and	we	do	not	
intend	on	replacing	that	window.	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Summary	Chart:	
	
Window	#	 Current	status	 Proposed	
1	 1940	wood;		2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
2	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
3	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
4	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
5	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
6	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
7	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
8	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
9	 1980	vinyl;	1/1	 Replace	wood	casement	egress	

with	doublehung	6/6	appearance	
10	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
11	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
12	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
13	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
14	 1980	vinyl;	1/1	 Replace	wood	fixed	6	pane	
15	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
16	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
17	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
18	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
19	 Original	 Maintain	and	restore	
20	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
21	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
22	 Storm	pane	only;	no	window	 Replace	wood	6/6	
23	 1960’s	vinyl	1/1	 Replace	wood	6/6	
24	 1960’s	vinyl	1/1	 Replace	wood	6/6	
25	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
26	 Unsure-	not	original	2/1	 Replace	wood	6/6	
27	 Original	 Maintain	and	restore	
28	 Original	 Maintain	and	restore	
29	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
30	 1940	wood;	2/2	 Replace	wood	6/6	
31	 Original	 Maintain	and	restore	
32	 Garage-	unsure	date	 Maintain	and	restore	
33	 Original	 Maintain	and	restore	
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-324

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status:
Active Date Created:
Apr 15, 2021

Applicant

Tracy Kozak


tkozak@jsainc.com


JSA Inc


273 Corporate Drive, Suite 100


portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801


603-731-5187


Location

93 PLEASANT ST


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

DAGNY TAGGART LLC


30 PENHALLOW ST SUITE 300 PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Work Session

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Renovation and addition for a housing / office mixed


use development.

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

renovations to an existing structure (renovations of existing building) and new construction to an existing structure (construct 3-story addition)

Relationship to Project

Architect

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Christopher Lizotte

Business Name (if applicable)

Procon

Mailing Address (Street)

PO Box 4430

City/Town

Manchester

State

NH

Zip Code

03108

Phone

6035182279

Email Address

clizotte@proconinc.com

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Mark McNabb

Business Name (if applicable)

McNabb Properties Ltd

Mailing Address (Street)

3 Pleasant Street, Suite 400

City/Town

Portsmouth



COVER SHEETP1.1 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021

93 PLEASANT STREET

HDC DRAWING SHEET LIST
P1.1 COVER SHEET
P1.2 PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
P1.3 PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
P1.4 CONTEXT VIEW FROM PLEASANT
P1.5 CONTEXT VIEW FROM COURT ST - N
P1.6 CONTEXT VIEW FROM COURT ST - S
P1.7 CONTEXT VIEW FROM STATE ST
P1.8 PERSPECTIVE VIEW - SW
P1.9 PERSPECTIVE VIEW - SE
P1.10 ELEVATION - FRONT
P1.11 ELEVATION - SIDE
P1.12 ELEVATION - REAR
P1.13 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.14 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.15 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.16 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.17 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.18 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
P1.19 MATERIALS

NEW CONSTRUCTION
MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING APARTMENTS, NEW STRUCTURE LOCATED IN 
PARKING LOT BEHIND TREADWELL-JENNESS HOUSE.
2 STORIES + 3RD SHORT STORY; 1 LEVEL UNDERGROUND PARKING.

SUMMARY
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CONTEXT VIEW FROM PLEASANTP1.4 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



CONTEXT VIEW FROM COURT ST - NP1.5 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



CONTEXT VIEW FROM COURT ST - SP1.6 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



CONTEXT VIEW FROM STATE STP1.7 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



PERSPECTIVE VIEW - SWP1.8 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



PERSPECTIVE VIEW - SEP1.9 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021
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3/16" = 1'-0"1 HDC ELEVATION - FRONT - NEW SIDE ENTRY
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3/16" = 1'-0"1 HDC ELEVATION - FRONT - NEW ACCESS DOOR & GARAGE DOOR
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MATERIALSP1.19 93 PLEASANT STREET
HDC WORK SESSION 5 - AUGUST 23, 2021



2 Russell Street & 0 Deer 

Street (2 Lots) 

 

Work Session 
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08/27/2021

City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-366

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Acknowledgement

Status:
Active Date Created:
Jul 13, 2021

Applicant

Ryan Plummer


ryan@twointernationalgroup.com


1 New Hampshire Ave, Suite 123


Portsmouth, NH 03801


603.431.6400 ext. _____


Location

2 RUSSELL ST


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

PORT HARBOR LAND LLC


1000 MARKET ST BUILDING ONE PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Work Session

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Development of a roughly 2 acre parcel in CD-5, Historic District, and NEIOD. 

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

new construction of a free-standing structure (construct a 3-5 story mixed-use building)

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Owner's Representative

Full Name (First and Last)

Ryan Plummer

Business Name (if applicable)

Two International Group

Mailing Address (Street)

1 New Hampshire Ave, Suite 123

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

6034316400

Email Address

ryan@twointernationalgroup.com

I certify that the information given is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.



By checking this box, I agree that this is equivalent to a handwritten signature and is binding for all purposes related to this transaction



I hereby certify that as the applicant for permit, I am

Other

If you selected "Other" above, please explain your relationship to this project. Owner authorization is required.

Owner's Representative



RUSSELL STREET DEVELOPMENT
HDC WORK SESSION #2 | 09.01.2021



PORT HARBOR
LAND, LLC
OWNER

SGA
ARCHITECT

MARKET SQUARE 
ARCHITECTS
ARCHITECT OF RECORD

TIGHE & BOND
CIVIL 

PROJECT TEAM
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SITE PLAN - OPTION 2
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RUSSELL STREET DEVELOPMENT | SEPTEMBER 1, 2021 | 5

MASSING DIAGRAMS

STEP 1. 
Extrude entire site buildable area 

up to the max height allowed.

STEP 3. 
Carve away at the mass to 

create public courtyards and 
entry points into the three 

distinct buildings. Above grade 
parking creates a spine that 

connects the buildings.

STEP 2. 
Articulate volume to break down 

scale of building by creating 
view corridors through the site. 

STEP 4. 
Begin to articulate building 

corners & define community 
space courtyards. 
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AXONS - OPTION 1 

OPEN POCKET
PARK
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AXONS - OPTION 2

CLOSED POCKET 
PARK W/ WATER 

FEATURE
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ELEVATIONS

RUSSELL STREET ELEVATION

DEER STREET ELEVATION

CONDO BUILDING

OFFICE BUILDING RENTAL BUILDING
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PRECEDENT IMAGES
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PRECEDENT IMAGES - LOCAL 
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PERSPECTIVES 

OPTION 1 - POCKET PARK

EXISTING SITE CONDITION

OPTION 2 - WATER WALL

N
A A

A
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PERSPECTIVES 
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ARCHITECTURE | PLANNING
INTERIOR DESIGN | VDC
BRANDED ENVIRONMENTS 

SGA-ARCH.COM
857.300.2610 

BOSTON
200 HIGH ST, FLOOR 2
BOSTON, MA 02110 

NEW YORK
54 W 21ST ST, SUITE 804
NEW YORK, NY 10010

RUSSELL STREET DEVELOPMENT | SEPTEMBER 1, 2021 | 13SGA COMMUNICATING. COLLABORATING. CREATING. 

THANK YOU



52 Prospect Street 

 

Work Session 
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08/27/2021

City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-377

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status:
Active Date Created:
Aug 13, 2021

Applicant

Tim Malloy


tmalloy131@gmail.com


52 Prospect Street


Portsmouth, NH 03801


603.583.3897


Location

52 PROSPECT ST


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

MALLOY REVOCABLE TRUST OF 2017 & MALLOY TIMOTHY R & SUSAN

P TTEES


52 PROSPECT ST PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Work Session

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

2 story addition in back of house, new windows, siding

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Sue Malloy

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

52 Prospect Street

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

603.988.7201

Email Address

Susieq70@comcast.net

Relationship to Project

Architect

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Hubert Krah

Business Name (if applicable)

Hubert Krah Designs



08/11/21

PROGRESS 

ISSUE

Progress Issues:

Permit Issues:

Construction Issues:

4. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS FROM PRINTS OR REPRODUCTIONS.  SCALE 
INDICATED IS VALID ON ORIGINAL DRAWING WHICH IS 24" X 36" OVERALL

2. IT IS THE INTENT OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS THAT THE 
ARCHITECTURAL AND INTERIOR DESIGNS DELINEATED HEREIN COMPLY 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND/OR INSTALLATION.  HOWEVER, CODE COMPLIANCE IS THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR(S), AND ANY DISCREPANCIES 
SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE 
ARCHITECTURAL/INTERIOR DESIGNER FOR RESOLUTION.

3. CONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS 
IN FIELD.

1. THE DESIGNS, DETAILS, NOTES, ETC. AS SHOWN AND/OR CALLED FOR ON 
ONE DRAWING OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS SHALL APPLY TO ALL 
DRAWINGS COMPRISING THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

52 Cass Street, Portsmouth, NH 03801 
603-498-0973 / hubert@hubertkrah.com

www.hubertkrah.com

copyright  ©
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PROGRESS 

ISSUE

Progress Issues:

Permit Issues:

Construction Issues:

4. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS FROM PRINTS OR REPRODUCTIONS.  SCALE 
INDICATED IS VALID ON ORIGINAL DRAWING WHICH IS 24" X 36" OVERALL

2. IT IS THE INTENT OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS THAT THE 
ARCHITECTURAL AND INTERIOR DESIGNS DELINEATED HEREIN COMPLY 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND/OR INSTALLATION.  HOWEVER, CODE COMPLIANCE IS THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR(S), AND ANY DISCREPANCIES 
SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE 
ARCHITECTURAL/INTERIOR DESIGNER FOR RESOLUTION.

3. CONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS 
IN FIELD.

1. THE DESIGNS, DETAILS, NOTES, ETC. AS SHOWN AND/OR CALLED FOR ON 
ONE DRAWING OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS SHALL APPLY TO ALL 
DRAWINGS COMPRISING THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

52 Cass Street, Portsmouth, NH 03801 
603-498-0973 / hubert@hubertkrah.com

www.hubertkrah.com
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PROGRESS 

ISSUE

Progress Issues:

Permit Issues:

Construction Issues:

4. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS FROM PRINTS OR REPRODUCTIONS.  SCALE 
INDICATED IS VALID ON ORIGINAL DRAWING WHICH IS 24" X 36" OVERALL

2. IT IS THE INTENT OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS THAT THE 
ARCHITECTURAL AND INTERIOR DESIGNS DELINEATED HEREIN COMPLY 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES IN EFFECT AT THE TIME OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND/OR INSTALLATION.  HOWEVER, CODE COMPLIANCE IS THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR(S), AND ANY DISCREPANCIES 
SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE 
ARCHITECTURAL/INTERIOR DESIGNER FOR RESOLUTION.

3. CONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY ALL SITE CONDITIONS AND DIMENSIONS 
IN FIELD.

1. THE DESIGNS, DETAILS, NOTES, ETC. AS SHOWN AND/OR CALLED FOR ON 
ONE DRAWING OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS SHALL APPLY TO ALL 
DRAWINGS COMPRISING THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.

52 Cass Street, Portsmouth, NH 03801 
603-498-0973 / hubert@hubertkrah.com

www.hubertkrah.com
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08/27/2021

City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-376

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status:
Active Date Created:
Aug 9, 2021

Applicant

Richard Desjardins


richard@mchenryarchitecture.com


4 Market Street


Portsmouth, NH 03801


603-430-0274


Location

99 BOW ST


Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

MARTINGALE LLC


3 PLEASANT ST 4TH FLR PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Work Session

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Construct and addition to the existing dining deck at the Martingale Wharf Restaurant Deck with an accompanying public access deck to the west of

the Martingale.

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Architect

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

RICHARD DESJARDINS

Business Name (if applicable)

McHENRY ARCHTIECTURE

Mailing Address (Street)

4 MARKET STREET

City/Town

PORTSMOUTH

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

603-430-0274

Email Address

richard@mchenryarchitecture.com

Relationship to Project

Architect

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

JEREMIAH JOHNSON

Business Name (if applicable)

--



MARTINGALE WHARF DECK EXPANSION
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION - SEPTEMBER 2021, PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

PROPOSED WORK:

• INCREASE THE SIZE OF THE MARTINGALE WHARF DECK AND DOCK.
• PROVIDE A SEPARATE DECK AT THE WEST END OF THE MARTINGALE WHARF FOR 

THE USE OF THE PUBLIC.
• FRAME THE NEW DECKS WITH TWO MURALS THAT RELATE TO PORTSMOUTH'S 

MARITIME HISTORY. ONE MURAL WILL BE LOCATED AT THE EAST END OF THE 
EXPANDED MARTINGALE WHARF RESTAURANT DECK, AND ONE MURAL WILL BE
LOCATED AT THE WEST END OF THE NEW PUBLIC DECK.

• INSTALL VARIOUS PLANTER BOXES TO SOFTEN THE SPACE AND ACT AS "GREEN" 
PARTITIONS BETWEEN THE PUBLIC DECK AND THE MARTINGALE. 

PRINTED AT 1/2 SCALE ON 11X17 PAPER

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION WORK SESSIONMARTINGALE WHARF DECK EXPANSION
99 BOW ST. SUITE W

PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801
RD / JJ

08/06/2021

C

LOCUS: 
99 BOW ST SUITE W, 
PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

NOT TO SCALE

SHEET LIST
Sheet Number Sheet Name

C HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION WORK SESSION
C1 EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN
C2 NHDES PERMIT PLAN
A1 EXISTING PHOTOGRAPHS OF DECK
A2 EXISTING DECK PLAN
A3 EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION
A4 PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF DECK EXPANSION
A5 PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF DECK EXPANSION
A6 PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF EAST MURAL
A7 PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF WEST MURAL
A8 PERSPECTIVES OF EAST AND WEST MURAL
A9 DECK EXPANSION PLAN
A10 DECK EXPANSION NORTH ELEVATION
A11 ELEVATIONS AT EAST AND WEST MURALS
A12 ENLARGED PLANS, ELEVATIONS, AND DETAILS
A13 CUT SHEETS AND MATERIAL SELECTIONS
L1 PROPOSED LANDSCAPE DETAILS
COA HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION CERTIFICATE OF

APPROVAL - JUNE 8, 2015
HDC - 2015 PREVIOUSLY APPROVED HISTORIC DISTRICT

COMMISSION SUBMISSION PACKET - JUNE 3, 2015







EXISTING PHOTOGRAPHS OF DECKMARTINGALE WHARF DECK EXPANSION
99 BOW ST. SUITE W

PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801
RD / JJ

08/06/2021

A1
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WEST MURAL AT PUBLIC DECK - SKETCH

EAST MURAL AT MARTINGALE WHARF DECK - SKETCH

MARTINGALE RESTAURANT: NARRATIVE FOR THE EAST END BAS RELIEF SCULPTURAL MURAL

THE CITY OF PORTSMOUTH AND THE PISCATAQUA RIVER HAS A 400-YEAR HISTORY AS AN ACTIVE HARBOR AND PORT OF 
CALL, AND AS A VITAL SHIP BUILDING COMMUNITY.

THE PROPOSED EAST AND WEST IMAGES ON EITHER END OF THIS DOCK EXTENSION HAVE BEEN CONCEIVED AS ‘BAS 
RELIEF’ SCULPTURES. THE DESIGN IS BASED, IN PART, ON INFORMATION ABOUT THE HISTORY OF SAILORS, BOTH WHITE 
AND BLACK, THAT I CULLED FROM A BOOK CALLED, BLACK JACKS BY A UNH HISTORY PROFESSOR W. JEFFREY BOLSTER. 

THIS BAS RELIEF SCULPTURE HAS NUMEROUS SYMBOLIC ELEMENTS:
• BLACK SAILORS WERE CALLED ‘BLACK JACKS’, AND THEY WERE ABOUT 20% OF ALL AMERICAN SAILORS. BLACK JACKS 

SOUGHT SAILING AND WHALING AS A MEANS TO ACHIEVE FREEDOM FROM SLAVERY AND TO MAKE A LIVING.
• THE SAILOR CLOTHING IS A MIX OF THE VARIOUS STYLES OF HATS AND DRESS OF THE SAILORS THROUGH THE 

DECADES, INCLUDING CIVIL WAR SAILORS AND THOSE ON WHALING SHIPS.
• THE WHALE REPRESENTS THE SAILOR’S PURSUIT OF FREEDOM AND THE ECONOMY OF OIL.
• THE ROPE REPRESENTS THE SAILOR’S STRUGGLE AND THE COOPERATION AMONG SAILORS OF ALL WALKS OF LIFE IN 

COMBINED PURSUIT OF THEIR INDIVIDUAL INDEPENDENCE. THE FOCUS OF THAT STRUGGLE, THE WHALE, SEEMINGLY 
SWIMS AWAY SUGGESTING AN OUTCOME THAT IS NOT KNOWN.

• THE TURBULENCE OF THE WATER REPRESENTS THE INSTABILITY AND DANGERS INHERENT IN THE LIVELIHOOD OF 
SAILING. THE SAILORS IN THIS IMAGE ARE SEEN STANDING ON THE WATER, AND THE HINT OF A DECK, SUGGESTING 
THEIR FATE AND SAFETY WERE ALWAYS IN QUESTION.

• THE SHIP IS A TYPICAL AMERICAN COMMERCIAL SCHOONER OF THE 1800’S WITH NUMEROUS SAILS AND RIGGING.
• THE TOWER OF THE BRIDGE IN THE BACKGROUND IS THE CURRENT SAILORS MEMORIAL BRIDGE. INSERTING THE 

CONCEPT OF ‘HISTORIC DISSONANCE’ WITH THE IMAGE OF THE CONTEMPORARY BRIDGE SUGGESTS THAT HISTORY IS 
NOT STATIC, THE STRUGGLES OF SAILORS REMAIN, AND PORTSMOUTH IS STILL A VITAL SEAPORT. THE BRIDGE WILL 
ALSO BE SEEN FROM THIS VIEW. 

TERRENCE PARKER, ARTIST AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

PUBLIC DECK: NARRATIVE FOR THE WEST END BAS RELIEF SCULPTURAL MURAL

JUST AS WITH THE PROPOSED EAST IMAGE, THE IMAGE ON THE WEST END OF THE DOCK 
EXTENSION HAS BEEN CONCEIVED AS A ‘BAS RELIEF’ SCULPTURE. THIS DESIGN IS ALSO BASED, 
IN PART, ON INFORMATION ABOUT THE HISTORY SAILORS, BOTH WHITE AND BLACK, CULLED 
FROM A BOOK CALLED, BLACK JACKS BY A UNH HISTORY PROFESSOR W. JEFFREY BOLSTER

THE WEST SCULPTURE WILL HAVE DIRECT ACCESS BY THE PUBLIC FROM A STAIR SYSTEM 
THAT EXTENDS FROM BOW STREET ONTO A PUBLIC DECK THAT LOOKS NORTH UP THE 
PISCATAQUA RIVER. THERE WILL OVER 32 LINEAR FEET OF BUILT-IN BENCHES ON THIS DECK. IN 
THIS IMAGE, A PROPOSED BENCH IS IN THE FOREGROUND AND RUNS THE LENGTH OF THE 
DOCK ABOUT 16’. THE SAILOR FIGURES ARE LIFE-SIZE AND STAND BEHIND THE BENCH AS THE 
TOURISTS SIT ON THE BENCH. A PERFECT ‘SELFIE’ OPPORTUNITY.

THE THEME OF THIS BAS RELIEF IS THAT OF SAILORS AT REST AND PLAY, THE OPPOSITE 
THEME OF THE EAST SCULPTURE.
AS HARD AS SAILORS WORKED IN THIS DANGEROUS OCCUPATION, THERE WERE TIMES OF 
SLACK WIND OR EXTENDED PORT STAYS THAT ALLOWED SAILORS TIME TO RELAX. MUSIC WAS 
IMPORTANT TO SAILORS AND CONSEQUENTLY THEY INVENTED THE SHANTI WORK SONGS, 
SUNG TO AID IN COOPERATIVE TASKS SUCH AS LOADING AND UNLOADED THE VESSELS.    

THE HISTORIC BOAT IN THE BACKGROUND IS ONE OF THE QUINTESSENTIAL VESSELS OF THE 
SHIPYARD, THE KEARSARGE, ORIGINALLY BUILT DURING THE CIVIL WAR HAS HAD NUMEROUS 
NAMESAKES BUILT SINCE THEN.
AND FINALLY, EVEN THE WHALE, UNLIKE THE ONE BEING PURSUED IN THE EAST IMAGE, CAN BE 
SEEN FREE OF ENCUMBRANCES AS IT LEAPS OUT OF THE WATER HEADING OUT TO SEA.

TERRENCE PARKER, ARTIST AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
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