
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.                                                       April 06, 2022 
                                                                                                                            

AGENDA 
 

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

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

that issue should be raised at this point or it will be deemed waived.  
 
 
I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

1. February 02, 2022 

2. February 09, 2022 

3. March 02, 2022 

4. March 09, 2022 

 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
1. 28 Chapel Street (LUHD-437) 

2. 64 Mt. Vernon Street (LUHD-441) 

3. 92 Pleasant Street (LUHD-443)  

4.   284 New Castle Avenue (LUHD-442) 

5. 137 Daniel Street, Unit # D301 (LUHD-439) 

6. 35 Bow Street (LUHD-446) 

7. 414 State Street, Unit #4 (LUHD-449) 

8. 77 Wentworth Street (LUHD-450) 

9. 100 Deer Street (LUHD-451) 

10. 52 Prospect Street (LUHD-452) 
 
 
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Donald and Rasa Stone, owners, for property located at 55 Gates Street, 

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

repair or replace siding and trim, repair foundation, replace bulkhead, and remove chimney) as 

per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as 

Lot 90 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (LU-22-43) 

 

2. Petition of 531 Islington Street Portsmouth, LLC, owner, for property located at 531 

Islington Street (Dunkin Donuts) wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an 

existing structure (new signage, siding, and other exterior improvements) as per plans on file in 
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the Planning department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 157 as Lot 5 and lies within 

the Character District 4-L2 (CD4-L2) and Historic Districts. (LU-22-38) 

 

3.  Petition of David and Ellen Kozel, owners, for property located at 75 Gates Street, 

whrein permission is requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (remove cedar shake 

siding and replace with cedar clapboards and repair or replace the existing trim) as per plans on 

file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 93 and lies 

within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (LU-22-29) 

 

4. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Petition of Nerbonne Family Revocable Trust, owner, 

for property located at 189 Gates Street, wherein permission is requested to allow new 

construction to an existing structure (construct new addition to existing garage) as per plans on 

file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 6 and lies 

within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (LU-22-30) 

 

5. Petition of Cherie A. Holmes and Yvonne P. Goldsberry, owners, for property located 

at 45 Richmond Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the demolition of the existing 

garage and rear 1-story addition on the existing home, new construction to an existing structure 

(construct 2-story rear addition, 1-story side addition, and dormer addition), and the construction 

of a new detached garage and screen-house as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 108 as Lot 18 and lies within the Mixed Research Office 

(MRO) and Historic Districts. (LU-20-249) 

 

6. Petition of Courtyard Condominium Association, owner, for property located at 50 

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

(several exterior modifications) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 106 as Lot 17 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown 

Overlay, and Historic Districts. (LU-22-40) 
 
 
VI. 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_8b1wL5B-Sg6GPr75nmfadQ 
 

 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_8b1wL5B-Sg6GPr75nmfadQ


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.                                                       April 13, 2022 
                                                                                                                            

AGENDA 
 

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

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

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

 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
 

II. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Market Wharf Condominium Association, owner, for property located at 

33 Deer Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an existing property 

(extend 3rd floor decks, replace balcony railings, lighting and other miscellaneous improvements) 

as per plan on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 119 as 

Lot 1B and lies within Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. 

(LU-22-64) 

 

III. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
 
A. 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. (LUHD-

234) 
 
 
B. 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. (LUHD-366) 
 
 
C. Work Session requested by One Market Square, LLC, owner for property located at 1 

Congress Street & 0 High Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an 



AGENDA, Historic District Commission Meeting April 13, 2022    Page 2 
 

existing structure (repair and upgrade building facades along Congress and High Streets) and 

new construction to an existing structure (replace rear shed additions with new 4-5 story 

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

Map 117 as Lot 14 & 15 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Character District 5 

(CD5), Downtown Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-425) 
 
 
D. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by 445 Marcy Street, LLC, 

owner for property located at 445 Marcy Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the 

construction of a new single family residence with attached garage as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as Lot 3 and lies within the 

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-424) 

 

E. Work Session requested by 129 State Street, LLC, owner, for property located at 129 

State Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations and new construction to an 

existing structure (removal of shutters, addition of dormers, and roof and siding changes) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 47 

and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-414) 
 
 
F. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Work Session requested by Working Stiff Properties, 

LLC, owner for property located at 92 Pleasant Street, wherein permission is requested to allow 

renovations to an existing structure (replace windows and storm windows, construct an iron 

balcony and replace two windows with balcony doors) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 76 and lies within the 

Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-422) 

 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by ELG, LLC, owner, for property located at 85 Daniel Street, 

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

replace rear addition and remove and replace roof with new dormers) and renovations to an 

existing structure (replace windows, siding, trim, and front stoop) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 8 and lies within the 

Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-445) 
 
 
V. 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_OOuIaiwkQcOLLYTYyct6yQ 
 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_OOuIaiwkQcOLLYTYyct6yQ


MINUTES 

 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

 

1 JUNKINS AVENUE 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                       February 02, 2022 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Jon Wyckoff; Vice-Chair Reagan Ruedig; City Council 

Representative Rich Blalock; Members Margot Doering, Martin 

Ryan, David Adams, and Dan Brown; Alternates Heinz Sauk-

Schubert and Karen Bouffard 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED:  None 

   

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Chairman Wyckoff and Vice-Chair Ruedig attended the meeting via Zoom, and Ms. Doering 

was made Interim Chair. 
 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
 
1. January 05, 2022 

 

The minutes were approved as amended. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig recused her from Administrative Approval Item 2, 160 Court Street, so it 

was removed from the list for separate review and vote. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone Old Business Work 

Session A, 1 Raynes Avenue, 31 Raynes Avenue, and 203 Maplewood Avenue. 

 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

Note: Administrative Item #2 was pulled from the rest of the items and reviewed separately. 
 
1. 500 Market Street, Unit 7 (LUHD-420) 

 

The request was to remove an exhaust vent and add two louvers in a different location, with 

the louvers painted to match the siding. 

 

2. 160 Court Street (LUHD-421) 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig was recused. The request was to omit the previously-approved PVC lattice 

from the staircase and replace it with landscaping. 
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Mr. Ryan moved to approve the item, and Chairman Wyckoff seconded. The motion passed 

unanimously, 7-0. 

 

3. 475 Marcy Street (LUHD-430) 

 

The request was to add another vent on the side wall of the building. 

 

Stipulation: the vent shall be painted the color of the siding. 

 

4. 40 Bridge Street, Unit 101 (LUHD-429) 

 

The request was to relocate the back louvers and install lighting associated with the future 

business sign. 

 

5. 145 Maplewood Avenue (LUHD-431) 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant wanted to shrink the roof deck that was previously approved 

in half and install a firepit and some bollard lighting. 

 

Stipulation: All lighting shall be dark-sky compliant. 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve Items 1, 3, 4, and 5, with stipulations on Items 3 and 5. Mr. Adams 

seconded. The motion passed unanimously, 7-0. 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Steven P. & Cathy Ann Henson, owners for property located at 0 

Maplewood Avenue, wherein permission was requested to allow the construction of a new 

single-family home with attached garage on a vacant lot as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 141 as Lot 3 and lies within the General 

Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts. (LU-22-4) 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project architect Michael Keane was present, along with the owner Steven Henson and the 

developer Mike Brown.  Mr. Keane reviewed several changes, including realigning the front 

elevation windows, sliding the entrance to the left, and using an alternate hip roof design over the 

front door. Mr. Cracknell noted that the alternate design would meet code. 

 

Ms. Bouffard verified that the material for the front steps would be granite. Chairman Wyckoff 

said he appreciated the gutters, brick veneer, and the hip roof over the front door. Mr. Ryan said 

the front steps looked like a concrete block and asked if the landing was one large slab. Mr. 

Keane said it would be granite walls with a granite slab across the top. Mr. Ryan said there was 

no rendering for a rail, and Mr. Keane said there was a photo of a similar railing. Mr. Ryan said 

painting the downspout as it transitioned down to the brick looked odd. Vice-Chair Ruedig 

commented that the downspouts on her house were painted different colors and looked fine. City 
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Council Representative Blalock said he had painted several houses in the District and had 

matched the vent or downspout to the different material colors. Mr. Adams said the massing and 

fenestration were great but wished the Commission had steered the applicant into doing a Federal 

building instead of a Greek Revival one to better match the surroundings. 

 

Interim Chair Doering asked that the applicant return with more detail on the wrought-iron 

railing and also suggested that the front door be solid wood. Vice-Chair Ruedig agreed that the 

front door should be wood. She asked what the material was for the sidelights and transom. Mr. 

Keane said it was fiberglass to match the door. Vice-Chair Ruedig said it was all right up against 

the street and would be very visible, so she’d prefer to see it all done in wood. 

 

Interim Chair Doering opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

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

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Chairman Wyckoff moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the petition as presented, with 

the following stipulation: 

1. The railing system for the front door shall return for approval as an administrative 

approval item. 

 

Mr. Adams seconded. 

 

Mr. Adams said the building design maintained the special character of the District and 

complimented and enhanced the architectural value of the neighborhood. 

 
 
2. Petition of National Society of Colonial Dames, owner, for property located at 0 

Market Street (The Oar House), wherein permission is requested to allow the replacement of  

roof top mechanical equipment (restaurant kitchen vents) and renovations to an existing structure 

(replace the existing rubber roof membrane) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 118 as Lot 5 and lies within the Character District 4 

(CD4), Downtown Overlay, Civic and Historic Districts. (LU-22-3) 
 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project architect Carla Goodnight and project contractor David Calkins were present to speak to 

the petition. Ms. Goodnight said they wanted to replace the outdated kitchen equipment on the 

roof of the Oar House Restaurant with more state-of-the-art equipment. She said the rubber roof 

membrane, current roof equipment, and a side vent would be removed and she showed a diagram 

of the two proposed replacement pieces of equipment. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said the fence didn’t seem adequate enough to screen the equipment. 

Chairman Wyckoff noted that the fence appeared to be bowing and that it wouldn’t be high 
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enough to prevent people walking by from seeing the units. He also noted that the Colonial 

Dames didn’t want any screening above 45 inches. Ms. Goodnight said her client stipulated that 

there be no authorization to proceed with replacing or renovating the existing fence on Market 

Street; she said the roof repairs could be done without impacting the fenced area. Mr. Ryan said 

the existing fence was an eyesore and was across from one of the most historic pieces of 

architecture in the city and thought the client’s stipulation was mind-boggling. 

 

In response to Ms. Bouffard’s questions, Ms. Goodnight said the locations of the two new vents 

would be in the same location and similar in size, but different shapes. Chairman Wyckoff said 

the structural element that elevated the roof fans was on a curb. He agreed with Mr. Ryan that the 

fence needed to be replaced, noting that it would have to be taken off anyway because the roof 

rafters might be larger and might interfere with the curb. Vice-Chair Ruedig suggested 

stipulating that the fence be replaced in kind or in an appropriate design that could come back for 

approval. Interim Chair Doering said the screening should be on two sides, seeing that the 

building was very prominent, public, and large. Mr. Adams asked how the brickwork would be 

affected when removing the vent on the side. Ms. Goodnight said it would be replaced with 

waterstruck brick and coursed in. She said the other appliances on the rear corner would stay 

other than the pieces that were called out, which would be re-installed. She said the new roof 

would allow the new units to be at the height of the fence. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he couldn’t support the application as presented because it didn’t address the main 

concerns of screening, and he suggested that it be continued.  

 

Interim Chair Doering opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Chris Hawkins said he was the person who wrote the letter from the attorneys and that it was 

important for the Colonial Dames to maintain the view from the Moffett House to the water. He 

said he would speak to the applicant about the screening issue. 

 

No one else was present to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public hearing. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff agreed with Interim Chair Doering that running the fence or railing down the 

side of the building was important and that the Commission could request that the fence not be 

any higher in the front.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

9 meeting.  

 
 
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 modifications to a previously approved plan (revisions 
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to the storefront design) 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. (LU-20-214) 
 
SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project contractor and former owner Steve Wilson representing the new owner was present and 

reviewed the changes, which included the installation of two 42” doors, enlarging the door space 

by a foot, and having 7-ft wide panels instead of 8-ft wide ones to keep the muntins and window 

frames the same. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said she couldn’t support it because it further changed the feel and design of 

the original storefront. Chairman Wyckoff said he thought it looked much better because it was 

more evenly balanced. 

 

Interim Chair Doering opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

Adams seconded. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the project would maintain the special character of the District and would be 

consistent with the special and defining character of surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by a vote of 6-1, with Vice-Chair Ruedig voting in opposition. 
 
 
 
V. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
 
A. 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. 

(LUHD-234) 
 
DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (7-0) to postpone the petition. 
 
 
B. 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 
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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. (LUHD-366) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Project architect Brooks Slocum and his project team were present on behalf of the applicant. 

Mr. Slocum said they tried to break up the massing of the building and tie in the historic and 

modern surroundings. He pointed out that the Maplewood Avenue façade would have the 

strongest feel because it created the corner of Maplewood Avenue and Deer Street. He said the 

residential building was unique because it reached out to the train tracks and the park. He said all 

the drive areas would be pedestrian friendly and the garage screening could have plantings. He 

said one end of the development looked like New York City’s Flatiron Building and was modern 

but would feel like it was part of an older building by the way it was cladded. 

 

Ms. Bouffard said she liked the direction the project was going in and thought it was great how 

the Flatiron section shared the same elements with the Maplewood Avenue side. Chairman 

Wyckoff agreed and said he liked the modern, industrial iron look to it. He said the lot was a 

difficult one and that the Commission had seen many development iterations in that location. He 

said he liked the feeling of the use of the bays within the building’s columns. He suggested that 

the applicant not use the two-story base all the time on the condominium building but instead 

have four stories of bay, and that the angled portion of the building be given an A, B, or C 

rhythm because of its central location. He said the cornice on it could be exaggerated to give the 

building more importance and that the end of the roof of the Flatiron building could use a proud 

flagpole. Mr. Sauk-Schubert commended the architect’s design strategy of presenting the 

massing first. Mr. Ryan agreed. He said he liked the fact that the applicant did a study of Market 

Square and got the richness and scale of the environment, but he didn’t like the inauthentic 

quality of what was proposed. He said it was shown as a little village of buildings when it was 

really only three buildings and that it had the quality of separate buildings built over time when it 

really wasn’t. It was further discussed. Chairman Wyckoff said he didn’t agree. City Council 

Representative Blalock said he understood Mr. Ryan’s point but thought the proposed design 

was better than one long building of the same design. He said the Commission wanted to 

preserve the history they had but didn’t need to make new buildings look like ones from the 

1800s. Mr. Adams said he didn’t mind breaking up the pieces because it provided a comfortable 

setting for the historic buildings, but he wanted it done with a sensitivity to the materials around 

it. He said he was pleased with the facets of the buildings but thought the glazing was overdone, 

especially on the Russell Street elevation and the oval end, and that there wasn’t another building 

in town that had that kind of articulation. It was further discussed.   

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said she agreed that the whole process had been wonderful and thought there 

was a happy medium to be reached. She said she was very concerned about phony facades but 

thought the applicant was working on changing each section of the building. She said she also 

shared Mr. Adams’ concerns about the glazing and the fact that there wasn’t as much glazing on 

the other historic buildings in town. She said she liked the stacked bay windows and suggested 

that they be continued but also tempered with a bit more brick to match other historic buildings. 
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She said the side of the building that faced the railroad tracks was well done and had less of a 

back-of-the-building look. She thought the office building was the most successful one because it 

was its own building and had a contemporary flair to it but appropriate massing. 

 

Mr. Brown said he liked the way the two buildings were booked in but thought the problem was 

the middle building because it faced most of the old town. He said it could be done up nicely to 

reflect Portsmouth’s history. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said he wished the cornice was more 

pronounced and detailed and thought everything was flat. He suggested introducing a mansard 

roof in some sections, and it was further discussed. 

 

Interim Chair Doering said she thought the center set of buildings was the biggest challenge and 

was concerned about the flat top roofs. She said it kept the buildings from being faux modern but 

didn’t fit well with the historic small buildings across the street. She said she’d be interested in 

seeing more play with the textures on the roof. She thought the end buildings were more 

successful in terms of having their own voice. She said she was also concerned with the amount 

of glazing on the office building but liked the twisted top. She thought the Flatiron building read 

locomotive out of the 1920s and was appropriately right next door to a railroad track. She said 

the biggest risk the center building ran was that it would be viewed as another box made of brick 

with white trim windows, and she encouraged the applicant to work on it more. Chairman 

Wyckoff said he liked the bays on the condo building and thought the bays could give the 

applicant the chance to change the middle building, noting that it had the largest presence on the 

sidewalk. He said it could possibly be made into two buildings, which would help with the curb. 

 

Interim Chair Doering opened the public comment session. 

 

Public Comment 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said she submitted a letter with suggestions. She said 

the Flatiron portion was overwhelming and could be toned down, and the middle building could 

be tied in better by placing the bays randomly on different areas and using light balconies as 

accents to break it up a bit. She said if the buildings were moved forward, a small greenspace 

could be created to allow some color. She said sash windows could be placed on the office 

building to break up the glazing and thought the pedestrian walkway needed more greenery. 

 

No one else rose to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

2 meeting. 

 

C. Work Session requested by 129 State Street, LLC, owner, for property located at 129 

State Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations and new construction to an 

existing structure (removal of shutters, addition of dormers, and roof and siding changes) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 47 

and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-414) 
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WORK SESSION 

 

Developer Shayne Forsley, owner Bill Doyle, and contractor Steve Wilson were present on 

behalf of the applicant. Mr. Forsley reviewed the petition and said they wanted to remove the 

shutters and decorative moldings to bring the building back to its original form. He said they 

proposed new windows and dormers, a shed dormer on the rear, and two gabled dormers facing 

State Street. He said they wanted to replace the existing asphalt singles with synthetic slate and 

reconfigure the State Street façade entry points and the pedestrian entry points. He proposed 

replacing the siding on the rear building with clapboard or composite siding. He said lights were 

added above the second-floor balcony as well. He said the goal was to utilize the upper floor 

space for a loft, which would be a work area for the owner. 

 

Mr. Brown asked if there were any older photos before 1998. Mr. Forsley said the few that they 

found were very spotty. Chairman Wyckoff said it was proven to the Commission previously 

that the window heads were original elements on the building and that he preferred that they or 

their replication remain. He also said he was shocked by the overall number of changes 

presented, and it was further discussed. Mr. Adams said there didn’t appear to be any stone sills 

or headers to the windows, which was uncommon. He said the existing elements could be 

placeholders for an artifact and suggested that they be tightened up a bit because it would affect 

the window size. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she didn’t think the proposed door surround would be 

appropriate and was concerned about the major changes being done on the back. She said she 

wasn’t clear about what exactly was being added because she didn’t see any drawings or plans 

showing before and after. It was further discussed.  

 

Mr. Ryan said there were a lot of major changes and asked if there was evidence that there were 

dormers in the brick section. Mr. Doyle said the intent was to turn the house into a modern one 

so that his family could live in it. He said he did some research at the Athenaeum and found no 

great references to the front and back of the building. He said the reason for switching the garage 

was to install a kitchen overlooking the pocket garden and that he wanted to turn the large attic 

into an office. Mr. Ryan said the owner was proposing that a lot of elements be stripped off. Mr. 

Adams noted that the garage portion on the back of the building was being expanded to make it 

wider, and it was further discussed. Vice-Chair Ruedig said the portion that stuck out 

perpendicular with the balcony was built ten years ago, so that was new construction, and if it 

was all new construction, the applicant would have more leverage to fix or change things as long 

as the outside was still appropriate and the historic fabric was kept. 

 

Interim Chair Doering said she could support the modern back section and the shed dormer on 

the brick building but couldn’t support the two dormers on the front. She said the roofs were still 

intact and that she hoped the applicant could accomplish was he wanted with what was between 

the shed dormer in the back and some of the small windows at the peak. Vice-Chair Ruedig said 

it would be helpful to have more historic information on the windows. She said she wasn’t sure 

about the addition of the granite because she saw no evidence that granite was taken out at some 

point. Mr. Wilson said it was likely that there was just brick around those windows and 

wondered if the granite was an essential component. Mr. Doyle said he would try to find another 

source of information as to what the house used to look like. 
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Mr. Adams suggested having a site walk before the next work session and asked that the 

applicant do more exploratory work before then so that the Commission could see more. Mr. 

Doyle asked whether skylights or some other lighting system could replace the front dormers if 

they didn’t work out, and it was further discussed. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

March 2 meeting. 
 
 
D. Work Session requested by Mill Pond View, LLC, owner, for property located at 179 

Pleasant Street, wherein permission is requested to allow changes to a previously approved 

design (changes to the sunroom and roof design) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 108 as Lot 15 and lies within the Mixed Research 

Office (MRO) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-416) 
 
WORK SESSION 

 

Architects Carla Goodnight and Jake Weider were present, as well as the project contractor 

David Calkins. Ms. Goodnight said the wanted the Commission’s feedback on the plans for the 

mansion, annex, and porch enclosure. She said their structural engineer uncovered that the brick 

and stone foundation was in poor condition and some wall areas were leaning out, and the 

crawlspace foundations would need repair. She said there were problems with the framing and 

floor loads and that the roof needed significant work or replacement. She noted that the annex 

was added in the mid-19th century as part of the renovation of the 1780s mansion, and that the 

biggest design concern was how to tie in the cornice of the main house with the Greek revival 

cornice of the annex. 

 

Mr. Calkins said the intent for the exterior of the mansion was to strip the paint off the chimneys, 

restore them back to natural brick, and repoint and replace the mortar in kind. He said they were 

is discussions with a company called Sponge-Jet that did sandblasting with foam and that they 

were able to sandblast delicate surfaces, which would get the paint off the chimney and perhaps 

all the siding and trim on the main house. He said the roof had numerous leaks and that they 

wanted to remove all the slate as well as the gutters. He proposed half-round copper gutters with 

3” downspouts. He said the owner wanted to keep the shutters, so they would all be removed and 

repaired in kind or with Spanish cedar. He said all the windows would be restored. He said they 

wanted to remove the bottom 18 inches of siding and sheathing around the mansion to access the 

beam because it showed signs of rot and that it would be flashed and put back in kind. He said 

the bay window would be removed and replaced with something more stable, and the basement 

windows would be replaced with wooden ones. He said the three dormers on the front façade of 

the house would remain, but the siding and trim would be stripped and replaced in kind where 

needed. He said the mansion windows could be replicated and that they wanted to strip the main 

portico down and replace it with a new copper roof. He said the pilasters and columns had ionic 

capitals and that the columns had a square base, which he wanted to remove and replace with a 

synthetic ionic base. He said the north elevation had a lot of leaks, so he wanted to remove all the 
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siding. He said the biggest concern was the chimney mass and the bow in the wall, so he wanted 

to expose that side to framing and replace it in kind.  

 

Ms. Bouffard asked whether the roof slate could be reused. Mr. Calkins said it depended on how 

thick the slate was. He said they looked at some synthetic products but didn’t like the samples 

they had. Mr. Ryan said the slates would probably not be salvageable and he asked if an inch of 

insulation would be put in. Mr. Calkins said they would have a 6.9 performance value but would 

run the risk of a weird detail. Mr. Ryan said it would end up wider at the eave, and it was further 

discussed. Mr. Ryan said he had seen the effect of the Sponge-Jet and that it tore up the wood. 

Mr. Calkins said the prime place to do a sample was the north side, and if the wood was ripped 

apart, they would stop. Mr. Adams said the PVC column base would last longer than the 

previous material and wouldn’t be noticeable with a few coats of paint. Interim Chair Doering 

said she would support it because it was so far back from the road. 

 

Ms. Goodnight said they intended to follow the recommendations of their engineer and historian 

as well as the other people who had walked through the property by preserving historically-

significant details. She said the trim would be removed and restored and the original window and 

door would be treated with the same process as described previously. She said the framing and 

bulkhead would be removed and the chimney would be demolished. She said the new frame 

would have historic trim, windows, shutters, window casing, and all the details, and the siding 

would be replaced in kind. She said the back bay window wasn’t contributing so it would be 

removed and restored, and the two dormers on the mansion would be replaced in kind. Other 

proposals included restoring the bay window on the back and replacing the two dormers on the 

mansion in kind, aligning eaves, keeping the mansion’s porch, and adding a single-story addition 

in place of an angled bay on the east elevation. 

 

Mr. Calkins said they’d like to take the back annex down but would salvage historic aspects and 

reincorporate them into the new annex, which would be the same footprint as the original annex. 

They would keep the rear ell foundation and remove some of the crawlspace and replace it with a 

new foundation wall. He said the portico would be left in place while construction was done. He 

said the height of the annex would be 32 inches higher so that the soffits aligned. 

 

Interim Chair Doering asked if the Commission felt that taking down the annex structure would 

destroy a contributing historic structure. Chairman Wyckoff said rebuilding it would be difficult 

but could be done, depending or whether there was a level floor that continued into the mansion. 

He said the roof on the other side of the annex interfered with an important window at the top of 

the stairs but didn’t know if that was reason enough to tear the annex down. He said aligning the 

soffits on the southwest elevation would be awkward, and he thought the chimney should be put 

back in. Mr. Ryan said he fully supported the annex. Mr. Adams said tearing it down and 

rebuilding it made sense, but he couldn’t accept the eave lines of the dependency lining up with 

the eave line of the mansion and the loss of the chimney. Vice-Chair Ruedig said the new annex 

would look new and the patina of age would be lost, but she was impressed with the effort put 

into the reconstruction. She said she understood the concerns about losing what was now the 

misalignment of the eaves because it looked like a dependency and less subservient to the 

original house, but she didn’t know how noticeable or important it would be. She said she could 

support it because of the effort to save and reuse all the important pieces and building it exactly 
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the way it was now, but she was concerned about the chimney due to the important cookstove in 

the interior and the language of what was going on in that ell.  

 

Ms. Goodnight said the first floor was built on the dirt and would have to come out, and a new 

foundation would have to be installed and the floor reframed. She said the same would be done 

to the second floor. She said the walls and roof were also not compliant and the roof would have 

to be reframed from the inside. She said the people who put up the annex and slammed the 

roofline to the top sash of the window were not the best craftsmen, and she asked whether the 

poorly-constructed design should be preserved just because it was badly done a long time ago 

instead of badly done recently. Interim Chair Doering said the Commission understood that but 

there were concerns about what was proposed to be rebuilt as well as the loss of the chimney. 

She said the lining up of the cornice and the ridge was creating a building that was no longer an 

annex or addition or subservient to the mansion and now read as something just as big and 

important as the mansion. She said the size of the dormers also made the new annex look like it 

was much bigger than the mansion. She asked if there was another way to align the cornice and 

make the annex look like one by bringing the ridge down. She suggested more development of 

different angles and drawings. Ms. Goodnight said they were careful to keep the more diminutive 

window sizes that were smaller than the mansion. She said the dental molding was different and 

subservient to the main house, so the windows and trim were less predominant and the ridge was 

lower. She said it was also set back on the sides coming in, so the only change was the 30-inch 

rise. She said it was unacceptable to have that eave just ramming into the window sash. 

Chairman Wyckoff said the eaves of the annex could be extended a bit so that the soffit and 

fascia board were dropped down. Mr. Ryan said the smaller windows and less formal quality 

were what made the annex subservient to the mansion, and it was further discussed. 

 

There was no public comment. Interim Chair Doering closed the work session. She summarized 

that there was full support from the Commission for the direction the mansion was heading in, as 

well as the need to build a new annex but to keep the historic details. She said other concerns 

were the chimney due to the historic value of what was under it internally and how it fit into the 

history of the annex itself, and whether the annex could be seen from the street. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Goodnight said they would return for a public hearing. 
 
 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Chairman Wyckoff and Vice-Chair Ruedig attended the meeting via Zoom, and Ms. Doering 

was named Interim Chair.  
 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 500 Market Street, Unit 12L (LUHD-426) 

2. 500 Market Street, Unit 6L (LUHD-427) 

3. 500 Market Street, Unit 7 (LUHD-428) 

 

The items above were grouped. The request was to replace five windows and a door on Item 

1, Unit 12L; replace five windows on Item 2, Unit 6L; and to replace the patio doors on Item 

3, Unit 7. Mr. Cracknell noted that the windows being replaced were fairly new.  

 

Stipulation: the windows on Items 1 and 2 shall have half screens. 

 

4. 75 Gates Street (LUHD-432) 

 

The request was to replace the existing fiberglass side door with a wooden Craftsman door.  

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve all four items, along with the stipulation on Items 1 and 2. Mr. 

Brown seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
 
 
II. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. Petition of National Society of Colonial Dames, owner for property located at 0 Market 

Street (The Oar House), wherein permission was requested to allow the replacement of roof top 

mechanical equipment (restaurant kitchen vents) and renovations to an existing structure (replace 

the existing rubber roof membrane) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 
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property is shown on Assessor Map 118 as Lot 5 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), 

Downtown Overlay, Civic and Historic Districts. (LU-22-3) 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project architect David Calkins was present on behalf of the applicant to review the petition. He 

said there were revisions made from the previous work session because six vents that were no 

longer in service were discovered in addition to the two original roof-mounted hoods they 

wanted to remove and replace. He said all eight vents would be removed and the two hoods 

would be replaced. He reviewed the dimensions of the new vents and said they would be 

screened and that the views of the Colonial Dames would be preserved. 

 

In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Calkins said one of the mechanicals running 

along the wall would be replaced with waterstruck brick and the side vent would be removed. 

Chairman Wyckoff said he had no problem with the application. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she 

preferred a more appropriate fence style but thought it was fine. City Council Representative 

Blalock verified that the new unit would be 10 feet from the Ceres Street side and the fence 

would be 18 feet going from Market Street down. Mr. Calkins agreed and said it was important 

to protect the water views as well as the view of the Moffett Ladd House from the water. Mr. 

Ryan said the fence configuration was inappropriate for the District because it looked more like a 

pressure-treated deck found in a typical suburban neighborhood. He suggested that the applicant 

return for an administrative approval with a more traditional fence. He said the 18-ft side 

screening would be fine with an appropriate fence. He suggested using a finished coping when 

replacing the membrane roofing. Mr. Calkins said the fence on that particular side would plain 

with the roof to prevent it from impacting views. 

 

Interim Chair Doering said the unit was moving much closer to Ceres Street and she was 

concerned that the fence wouldn’t hide the unit to someone walking past the garden. She said she 

couldn’t see how a fence going toward the water would block a view. She noted that other 

applicants were encouraged to screen their mechanicals very well, and those mechanicals were 

much smaller condensers. She said that looking across the garden and seeing a huge fan as a 

result of not bringing the fence down any further than 18 feet didn’t make sense to her. Mr. 

Adams said the modern nature of the proposed replacement fence seemed separated from 

Portsmouth’s historic past and thought it was inappropriate for disguising the roof vents. He 

asked whether the solid fence on the Moffett Ladd House’s side lot would be more appropriate.  

 

Interim Chair Doering asked whether the applicant was required to change the style of something 

they were replacing that currently existed if the Commission asked them to, or if they were 

allowed to keep it if replacing in kind. Mr. Cracknell said it wasn’t a replacement in kind 

because the fence would be longer and would turn. He said he would have a hard time signing 

off on replacing in kind, given the nature of the application. He said the Commission had to 

decide what type of screen worked best with how tall it was. Mr. Calkins said the 18-ft piece was 

very deliberate. He said the other vantage point would be coming down Ceres Street and having 

a solid fence out to the roof edge of the Oar House visually protruding out, so they thought it 

would be appropriate to step that back.  
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Interim Chair Doering said the fencing designs could be presented in more detail and with better 

sketches and return as an administrative approval item. She asked the applicant to bring back 

renderings showing different views of the 18-ft fence brought far enough down but no more than 

10 feet from the edge. Chairman Wyckoff said that someone in the garden might see lots of 

things on the roof, including the compressors on the side of the toy store. He said he was fine 

with the 18-ft fence and that he disagreed with Mr. Cracknell because the applicant was 

replacing in kind a wooden fence with wood. 

 

Interim Chair Doering opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

A Colonial Dames representative (name not given) said he felt there had been a level of 

miscommunication with the applicant that created issues for the Colonial Dames. He said the 

Dames previously met to discuss the 55 Ceres Street fence and noted some issues with the 

drawing but didn’t know that there would be another presentation that day. He said the Dames 

had not authorized the addition of any new fencing, yet now there were new drawings and they 

would have to review them. He said it would be helpful if they could get notice of the public 

hearing within a few days instead of a few hours. He said the Dames would work with 55 Ceres 

Street to come to a reasonable resolution but thought it was distressing to hear decisions being 

made about the Colonial Dames’ views and what they thought of it.  

 

No one else was present to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public hearing. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the fence wasn’t a replacement in kind because the units were larger and had to be 

properly screened, and just replacing the fence the way it was now wasn’t a proper screening and 

wasn’t appropriate for the District. He said the applicant would have to return with another 

proposal for the screening. Mr. Calkins said he would redesign the fence and would work with 

the Colonial Dames and return with a new proposal for the fencing within 90 days. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Chairman Wyckoff moved to approve the replacement of the mechanicals and the work on the 

membrane roof including the coping along the side of the roof, with the following stipulation: 

1. That another public hearing be held for the design of the fence and that it have an 

appropriate historic style. 

 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Brown. Chairman Wyckoff said the project would fit in with 

the District and would be conducive with surrounding buildings. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

III. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. Work Session requested by City of Portsmouth, owner, for property located at Marcy 

Street (Prescott Park) wherein permission is requested to allow exterior construction to an 
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existing structure (elevate, remove additions, and re-locate the Shaw warehouse on-site) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 104 as Lot 5 

and lies within the Municipal (M) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-423) 

 

City of Portsmouth Facility Manager Joe Almeida was present on behalf of the applicant, along 

with Cheri Ruane of Weston and Sampson and architect Ted Touloukian. Mr. Almeida said the 

project was Phase One of the Master Plan and involved some alterations to the Shaw Warehouse. 

Ms. Ruane reviewed some of the history of the Master Plan and some stormwater issues. She 

said the Shaw Warehouse was at the lowest point in the park and was most vulnerable to 

flooding, so raising it was appropriate but moving it to higher ground toward Marcy Street was 

even better from a resiliency perspective. She reviewed the site plan and the progress update. Mr. 

Almeida said the grade would come up with the lifting of the Shaw Warehouse and would not 

impact its architecture, and the surrounding grades would rise with it. Mr. Touloukian said the 

goal was to preserve the Shaw Warehouse and protect it from climate resiliency interventions. 

He said a lot of time was spent with City Staff in figuring out how to build a new addition to 

minimize the performing arts pieces, like the trailers. Mr. Almeida said the addition would take 

on the amount of space that the existing mechanicals took. Mr. Touloukian reviewed the 

preservation techniques and choices they considered and said the addition was an opportunity to 

clean up the site during art festivals but provide appropriate egress. Mr. Almeida said they 

wanted to reinforce the historic line of the wharf with the location of the stage itself and get it 

back in line with the structures along Water Street.  

 

Mr. Brown said one of the goals was to open both sides of the park, which would need an open 

stage. Ms. Ruane said it would be a movable stage for many reasons and would have 

components that would better serve the City. Mr. Ryan said the park was bifurcated and thought 

the asphalt street was part of that problem. He said he’d like to see the Shaw Warehouse pulled 

closer to the Players Ring and see the space between it and the Shaw building defined. He said 

the stage could come around and address the bridge, and the utilitarian buildings that served the 

stage would be confined to an area to allow more flow. He said the placement of the stage was 

poor and something more creative could be done by moving the Shaw Warehouse further down 

and making a bigger addition. In response to City Council Representative Blalock’s question, 

Ms. Ruane said the grade would be raised around the Shaw Warehouse and would be flush, and 

there would be a gentle slope toward the center of the performance lawn. 

 

Mr. Adams asked about the wharf idea. Mr. Touloukian said it came from their study of the site’s 

history and the series of linear buildings near a wharf. Ms. Ruane said the grade would be raised 

up to three feet and the building would go up more than that, and the parking area would also be 

raised. Mr. Adams asked if the street and parking would be maintained. Mr. Almeida said the 

parking in other places within the park would be eliminated, so the parking numbers would be 

reduced. Ms. Ruane said Water Street currently ran right up to the Sheafe Warehouse and would 

be pulled back, and the parking would be pulled closer and nearer to the landscaping. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff asked why Water Street had to be paved instead of graveled or having 

crushed-up oyster shells to be more of a nautical street. He agreed that a large addition was 

needed and that taking cues from the Shaw and Sheafe Warehouses was the way to go. He said if 

the stage wasn’t up against Water Street and was more in front of the new addition, then Water 
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Street would have the look of a line of buildings on one side on a long dock. He said the design 

should be taken in that direction with the shingles and so on and have a healthy space between 

the buildings. Vice-Chair Ruedig said lifting and moving the Shaw Warehouse to higher ground 

was a wonderful way to preserve it. She thought it was a great idea to utilize the dead space 

between it and the vacant grass lot and thought opening it up to create a larger bowl was a much 

better way of utilizing the park. She said the project was going in a positive direction. 

 

Public Comment 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said the stage should be backed up toward the 

addition. Ms. Ruane said it would face the same direction it was facing now. Ms. Bratter said a 

building could be created that would surround half the stage and reduce the sound.  

 

Tom Watson of 200 New Castle Avenue said he was the Chair of the Prescott Park Master Plan 

Implementation Committee. He said the Master Plan acknowledged that the arts was an 

important component of the park and that the Plan was a series of compromises that allowed all 

those things to interact while still maintaining the park first. He said a key component of that 

balance was the audience area, which was designed to identify that portion of the park devoted to 

the arts. He said the path surrounding it was important because it defined the boundaries that the 

audience had to stay in and also prevented crowd spread. He said raising Water Street would 

permit an easy transfer from one part of the park to the other. 

 

No one else was present to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public comment session. 

 

Mr. Brown asked how much bigger the seating area was. Ms. Ruane was it wasn’t quite doubled 

but had greatly increased a contiguous seating area and maintained the promenade through the 

park and would be much more efficient. Mr. Ryan said the addition was there to support the 

stage and asked why the stage couldn’t be made part of the addition’s design. Mr. Almeida said 

they weren’t allowed to do a permanent stage but would consider all aspects when the addition 

and stage were fully designed. Mr. Adams said the idea of putting a barely above-grade, square, 

and heavily-lit modern deck stage as part of the grouping of mercantile buildings seemed too 

anachronistic. He said it seemed a better use of the theme to disengage the idea of a performance 

platform from the linear mercantile row. It was further discussed. 

 

The applicant said they would continue the work session at a future date. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to continue the work session. 

 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by Working Stiff Properties, LLC, owner for property located 

at 92 Pleasant Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an existing 

structure (replace windows and storm windows, construct an iron balcony and replace two 

windows with balcony doors) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 
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shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 76 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown 

Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-422) 

 

The applicants Matthew Beebe and Barbara Jenny were present to review the petition. Mr. Beebe 

said the building was the former Clip Joint and that the goal was to restore the building’s exterior 

and preserve as many architectural features as possible. He said they wanted to replace or repair 

the windows and move the service entry to a more discreet location. He said the major request 

was to convert a few upper windows to balcony doors and have a small Victorian-like wood and 

wrought-iron balcony. He said the six dormer windows were replacement ones and would be 

replaced with Green Mountain windows with a sash and balance. He said the other option was to 

restore the windows and replace the storms but that he and his wife thought the replacement 

windows would be better aesthetically and functionally. He said they would remove the 

aluminum and restore the pine cladding if it was in good shape but preferred to replace it with a 

cedar clapboard, which he showed a sample of to the Commission. Ms. Jenny said they looked at 

a lot of balcony designs in town and used the Frank Jones wrought-iron one as an inspiration. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff said people didn’t want to see Romeo and Juliet-type balconies anymore and 

that he preferred 6/6 windows. He urged the applicant to change the old Clip Joint storefront in 

conjunction with what the owner of the other half of the building was doing. He said the plans 

were otherwise good and well thought out. Mr. Adams asked what would happen to the other 

half of the building. Mr. Beebe said he reviewed the plans for it and that it didn’t have a lot of 

detail on that particular façade, just new painted wood clapboards to matching the existing 

exposure. He said if he did his portion of the building traditionally so that the clapboards lined up 

with the sills and window tops, he’d come to that point. He said he preferred to break up the 

clapboards with small pieces but didn’t know what color the other portion of the building would 

be painted. Mr. Adams said the Commission didn’t have purview over colors. Mr. Brown asked 

about the solar panels. Ms. Jenny said the panels were hers and that they could move all the 

mechanicals by the ell and screen them with plantings.  

 

Mr. Ryan said there were some great things proposed for the building but that he couldn’t 

support the balcony because it wasn’t an appropriate style for the house. He also suggested that 

the applicant do what was appropriate for his part of the building and not wait for the other 

owner.  Vice-Chair Ruedig agreed with Mr. Ryan and also thought retaining the historic 

windows would be better than replacing them. She said the Green Mountain ones wouldn’t last 

as long as properly-restored historic windows. She said she understood the energy efficiency 

issue but said there were much better-looking storms available than what the applicant had. She 

said she also had trouble with the balcony because it was highly visible on Court Street. She said 

the applicant could bring in examples of similar balconies in the District that might sway her, but 

she couldn’t think of any and couldn’t accept the ornate wrought-iron balcony on that type of a 

building. Mr. Brown agreed and noted that there were two wonderfully-restored buildings 

directly across the street that the balcony didn’t fit in with. 

 

There was no public comment. Interim Chair Doering summarized that the applicant was 

welcome to submit a different design for the balcony or demonstrate something that already 

existed in the District that was appropriate for the building. She said the Commission gave kudos 

for the plans to restore and bring back old features. She said the applicant should consider 
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restoring the old windows if possible and that the Commission would be interested in seeing 

what was found under the aluminum siding. 

 

Ms. Jenny said she would research restoring the windows but thought replacing them would look 

better and would be maintained better without storms. Mr. Beebe noted that the ‘Pumpkin 

House’ across the street had restored windows with storms and the house next to it had Green 

Mountain replacement windows, and he asked if it would be that great of a difference if they had 

replacement windows. Ms. Jenny said they would continue the work session to see if she could 

convince the Commission to accept the balcony.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Chairman Wyckoff moved to continue the work session to the March 2 meeting, and Ms. 

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

 

2. Work Session requested by One Market Square, LLC, owner for property located at 1 

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

(repair and upgrade building facades along Congress and High Streets) and new construction to 

an existing structure (replace rear shed additions with new 4-5 story addition) as per plans on file 

in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 117 as Lot 14 and lies 

within the Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-425) 

 

Project architect Tracy Kozak and the owner Mark McNabb were present. Ms. Kozak reviewed 

the context and massing. She said the property was formerly two parcels and was recently 

merged into one lot. She said they wanted to improve Haven Court so that it could have public 

access and link Commercial Alley with Fleet Street. She said the property was actually two 

buildings, a brick Gothic one at the corner of One Congress Street and a white painted building 

at 3 Congress Street, and there was a parking lot in the back. She reviewed the contextual 

buildings down the street and some of their history. She said they wanted to restore the original 

storefront and details of the main building and put another structure on the parking lot that used 

to house a hotel. She said the existing height of the front buildings would be continued to the 

addition and that the addition would be more of a wayfinding building than a freestanding one 

and had several cues from the Market Square and High Street facades. 

 

Mr. Adams said it seemed like the new addition would be cramped by the small Italianate theater 

building if the applicant tried to connect to it. Ms. Kozak said there was a small alley back there 

before the hotel was built and the corner was a freestanding one, so whatever connected to it 

would need to be pushed back far enough to perceive that break. Mr. Adams said the building 

next to it around the side was a one-story that looked like a two-story, and he asked what would 

be done with its roof. Ms. Kozak said there was an imbalance to that streetfront where there was 

an elaborate roof on One Congress Street and a flat one on 3 Congress Street as well as a giant 

firewall, and they wanted to balance it with a dormer or some roof feature on 3 Congress Street 

to help tie it together. City Council Representative Blalock said he was concerned about putting 

up a big building next to the parking garage and creating a dark alleyway in the middle of town. 

Ms. Kozak said it would be landscaped and hardscaped with plantings, sculptures, and overhead 
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lighting and that they would hold back from the face of the garage by about 20 feet. Mr. McNabb 

said uniform string lighting would be used that was more effective than street lighting. 

 

The massing was discussed. Chairman Wyckoff said the height didn’t bother him because of the 

existing One Market Street building but he wanted to see it pulled back a bit from High Street 

and not have the height go four stories right on the street. He said the massing was appropriate 

for the lot in general, but he had trouble with whether or not a story would be added to 3 

Congress Street due to the addition’s footprint and the renovation footprint. He said he hoped the 

addition would be away from Congress Street. He said whatever Mr. McNabb did with Haven 

Court would be an improvement. Mr. Brown said he felt the same way about the massing and 

thought it really stood out when looking at it from the east side of High Street. Ms. Kozak 

showed an abstract diagram indicating that the addition would be far back from the front 

buildings and would be blocked by them. Mr. Ryan said the massing worked and thought it was 

a good opportunity to restore some urban spaces that were currently languishing. He said Ladd 

Street was turning out to be a beautiful little street and hopefully Haven Court would be similar. 

He asked how much the applicant intended to get into the renovated footprint areas and if the 

buildings would be gutted. He noted that the applicant was building on top of the old opera 

house. Mr. McNabb said the little building carved out the non-historic add-on garage behind to 

get a new core, and the old buildings needed an elevator and stair towers. He said the addition 

would solve those problems for the front buildings and get rid of the fire escapes. He said the 

new building would step back and would be given breathing room. He said they had to make it 

one building in order to have two means of egress and that the opera house would be the 

branding of the main entrance for the whole neighborhood.  

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said she assumed the back buildings would be demolished.  Mr. McNabb said 

the buildings would come down in favor of the addition. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she wanted to 

know the history of those buildings when they were added on, for due diligence in understanding 

the site and having it added to the overall history at some point. She also asked that the property 

be documented before the demolition. Mr. McNabb agreed. Ms. Bouffard said she had no 

problem with the massing, especially given its location up against the parking garage. 

 

There was no public comment. Interim Chair Doering summarized that the Commission had 

support for the massing but some concern for the height on High Street, and they wanted the 

applicant to find detail on the street level for all those buildings to bring back to the Commission.  

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to continue the work session to the 

March 2 meeting. 

 
 
3. Work Session requested by 445 Marcy Street, LLC, owner for property located at 445 

Marcy Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the construction of a new single family 

residence with attached garage as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 101 as Lot 3 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and 

Historic Districts. (LUHD-424) 
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Project architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicants, along with the owners Jim 

and Gail Sanders. Ms. Kozak said the property would be subdivided and had been vacant except 

for the candy shop for about 50 years or so. Mr. Sanders reviewed the history of the property and 

said he bought it in 1994, at which time there were five buildings on the property. Ms. Kozak 

said there used to be various houses on the property and that it had the same density as the rest of 

the neighborhood, but the buildings deteriorated. She said the property was in the severe flood 

zone and Partridge Street was one of the lowest points in the city and was underwater by a foot 

during king tides, along with the southeast corner of the applicant’s property. She said the 

northwest corner was six feet higher due to the slope and they had to locate the new structure on 

the high ground. She said they wanted to make an energy-efficient building that would withstand 

the high tides. She said they would subdivide the 1/3 acre lot parallel to Marcy Street so that the 

candy shop would be on its own lot and the new structure would be on the parcel behind it. She 

said the surrounding homes had lots of variety and some of them had porches and roof decks and 

the gabled end structures had side entries. She reviewed the footprint and roof plan and said the 

structure was designed to have a drive-through passage from Pray Street to Partridge Street and 

was oriented to take advantage of the sun. She said a parking garage would be set back from 

Partridge Street. She reviewed the structure’s design. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff asked how the foundation with water running through it would work and 

whether the front lot with the candy shop would be developed with another building. He thought 

the Marcy Street side of the structure was the weakest side and really needed a house in front of 

it. Ms. Kozak said the front parcel with the candy shop would be sold and was developable by 

right, so a house could be built there. She said it was the side of the house that wasn’t meant to 

be the front of the house and was meant to look like the side of the house. She said it would be 

behind the fence and another house and that the front of the house would face Pray Street. 

Chairman Wyckoff asked why the driveway had to go from one street to the other. Ms. Kozak 

said it allowed a small asphalt footprint. She said the owners intended to age in the house and 

when they couldn’t handle stairs and steps, it would have to be handicap accessible. She said the 

central entrance on the side facing Marcy Street would be level with the grade, and because they 

had to keep the floor above the flood plain, it would be 3-4 feet higher than the street. She said 

they didn’t want a giant railing in front of the house, so the accessible entrance was on the side, 

which mandated having access through the side of the property. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said she appreciated a lot of things, like putting the garage in the back and the 

way the building was sited on the lot. She said the massing was big but that she was willing to 

see it through with the development of the design. She said her concern was that the façade on 

Pray Street didn’t have a front door and what was missing was a nice formal front entrance, 

especially since it was fronting the street. She asked why the front entrance was hidden. Ms. 

Kozak said the cue was taken from a house that had a gabled end facing Marcy Street and the 

front door was off the porch to the side of the gable. She said they would do wraparound steps to 

accentuate it and that there was also a recessed window seat to draw the eye to the porch. She 

said it was a welcoming feature that signified that it was an entrance. Ms. Kozak showed 

examples of side porches as entrances, and Vice-Chair Ruedig said those houses were turned 

perpendicular to the street. She said if the applicant was determined to hide the entrance on the 

corner, she’d like to see it celebrated more and made into an obvious front entrance. 
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Mr. Adams said he realized that dodging the offset in the lot drove the angle of the garage but 

that most of the buildings in the neighborhood were rectangular in their forms. He said the 

property kicked the garage to the right due to the need for a drive-through. He said the 

contortions that happened to the rest of the back of the house were avoidable, and it seemed that 

the whole orientation of the back of the building was lost because it was following the garage. 

He asked if tipping the garage was a good idea. He said he’d also like to see a front door. Ms. 

Kozak said the entrance could be made more prominent. She said the crank of the roof did a lot 

for the building because it opened up the building toward the back and let more light in and had 

more of a relationship to the water. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the north elevation looked 

asymmetrical, and Ms. Kozak agreed and said she would fix it. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the structure was a new house and he liked that it had its own set of rules and 

angles and challenged some of the surrounding architecture. He said the entrance didn’t bother 

him because Marcy Street had a strong façade and the entrance would support that. He said it 

was a modern house of 2022 and would be acceptable for the District. City Council 

Representative Blalock agreed and said it fit in well with the neighborhood. 

 

Interim Chair Doering asked Ms. Kozak if she was sure she wanted 445 Macy Street to be the 

address. Ms. Kozak said it would change when the property was subdivided. Ms. Doering said 

the problem with the gabled end of Pray Street and the relation to the entrance was the 

protruding bay window, and if the façade were flat, the doorway on the porch side would read 

more prominently. She said it looked like a side façade instead of a front façade. She said the 

rectangular appurtenance on the captain’s walk section was awkward because there was 

something about the square ‘cereal box’ stuck on the end of what was otherwise a building with 

lots of non-rectangular forms.  

 

Public Comment 

 

Susan MacDougall of 39 Pray Street said she looked out over the property and knew that it could 

be two lots, but the address was clearly a Pray Street address. She said all the renderings and 

comparisons had been with the Cotton house on Salter Street and the two big Victorians on 

Salter and Marcy Streets, and that none of the height and relational architectural comparisons 

had been done with any of the 18th century houses that lined Pray and Partridge Streets, so she 

had concerns about the property’s scale and the fact that it would be directly across from an 18th 

century house with a center chimney and diagonally across from her home. She said her major 

concern was that the renderings seemed to take details from the Victorian on the corner of Marcy 

and Pray Streets and used them for an entrance detail that was really a side entrance for the 

Victorian. She said the structure would be a very big building in an area where there weren’t 

really big buildings and she was concerned what would happen in front of it. She said she was 

told that she couldn’t have two frontages on her lot that went from Pray Street so Salter Street 

and couldn’t have two front entrances, so she wondered why it was possible to have a drive-

through entrance from Pray Street to Partridge Street. She said the cereal box design didn’t fit 

and the structure’s height would overshadow the houses on Pray Street. 

 

Mark Mininberg of 437 Marcy Street said his house was used as some of the inspiration for the 

design. He asked what the building’s square footage was, noting that his home was only 2800 
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square feet and was a narrow and graceful 1890s Queen Anne. He said the applicant’s building 

seemed twice as big, and he felt that the Commission’s concern seemed to be more about the 

front door than the mass. He said the mass alarmed him and his neighbors and they viewed it as a 

shock and as something completely out of scale. Ms. Kozak said it was a shock to go from a 3-

acre vacancy to a building, and she felt that the structure fit, especially due to its distance from 

the houses around it. She said it was shown in three dimensions but that it might be easier to 

compare the context. Mr. Mininberg said it still looked twice as big as his house.  

 

No one else was present to speak, and Interim Chair Doering closed the public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to continue the work session to the 

March 2 meeting. 

 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Jon Wyckoff; Vice-Chair Reagan Ruedig; City Council 

Representative Rick Blalock; Members Margot Doering, Martin 

Ryan, and David Adams; Alternates Heinz Sauk-Schubert and 

Karen Bouffard 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Dan Brown 

   

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
1. February 02, 2022 

2. February 09, 2022 

 

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

February minutes to the March 9 meeting. 
 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
1. 239 Northwest Street (LUHD-433) 

 

Mr. Ryan recused himself. The request was to add an exterior light beside the front door and 

replace two fixed windows on the side of the door with siding. 

 

There were no questions. Mr. Adams moved to approve the item as presented, and Vice-Chair 

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

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Theodore M. Stiles & Joan Boyd, owners, for property located at 28 South 

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

(2) rear additions) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on 

Assessor Map 102 as Lot 43 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic 

Districts. (LU-22-8) 
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SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

Project architect Anne Whitney was present on behalf of the applicant. She said they wanted to 

add two small additions at the rear of the building to add more space to the kitchen. She 

discussed the windows, noting that the three windows on the back elevation were 9/6 and all the 

others were 6/6, and she wanted to change those to 6/1 cottage style windows to allow better 

views to the garden. She said the one-story addition would allow better access to the rear yard 

and direct access from the kitchen to the dining room. She said she wanted to replace the existing 

older window because it was too close to the addition and had no function on the interior. She 

said the bay windows would go to 4/1 windows and that all the new windows would be Marvin 

aluminum clad. She said vertical board skirting would be done. 

In response to the Commission’s questions, Ms. Whitney said the material for the vertical 

skirting would be Lifespan wood that would be treated, primed, and painted; the 9/6 window 

would be replaced to get a better view of the backyard from the kitchen and to give more balance 

to the elevation; and the trim would be matched in profile and dimension and would have a 

heavier sill and trim with a band mold. She said the vent louver for the attic would remain. 

Chairman Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Adams moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the application, with the following 

stipulation: 

1. The trim and siding features of the additions shall match existing structure.. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig seconded. 

 

Mr. Adams said the project would be compatible with the surrounding architecture and would fit 

in nicely with the neighborhood. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

Mr. Ryan resumed his voting seat. 
 
 
2. Petition of Mill Pond View, LLC, owner, for property located at 179 Pleasant Street, 

wherein permission was requested to allow changes to a previously approved design (changes to 

the sunroom and roof design) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 108 as Lot 15 and lies within the Mixed Research Office (MRO) and 

Historic Districts. (LU-22-19) 
 
SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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Project architect Carla Goodknight was present on behalf of the applicant, along with contractor 

and owner representative David Calkins and Jake Weider of CJ Architects. Ms. Goodknight said 

they developed a timeline, an annex scope of work, a proposed design and restoration, and 

existing and proposed details and materials. She said a few site walks were done and historic 

consultants were brought in. Mr. Calkins reviewed the house’s history and said newspapers dated 

1888 and 1889 were found that indicated when the building was transformed. He said the house 

was then renovated in 1980 and the third floor and annex were made into living space.  

 

Ms. Goodknight said they wanted to rebuild the original windows that still remained in the annex 

and that anything else would be replaced in kind with Marvin wood windows. She said the 

mansion’s dormer would be rebuilt, the angled bay would be removed because it was a non-

contributing element, and the original trim, shutters and windows would be repaired and 

reinstalled. She said the annex was constructed on an unstable foundation and its roofline 

bisected the historic window at the central stairway, and two of the main roof timbers were also 

compromised. She said they would remove and restore all remaining exterior elements and 

reinstall them on new framing, siding and roofing. Chairman Wyckoff said the obstructed 

window had unusual sized-panes and asked if it could be researched whether it was a 9/9 

window or similar one. Mr. Calkins said a 9/9 window was consistent with Georgian architecture 

and was a way of showing opulence at that time. He said the chimney had no proper foundation 

and would likely not survive excavation and that it was safer to remove it and replace it in kind. 

 

Mr. Calkins said the front elevation’s siding and trim would be sanded and painted. He said the 

north elevation’s water issues would be addressed and the windows, siding and trim would be 

restored. He said the cornice on the west elevation would be brought all the way around, the 

cornice would be preserved, and as much siding and trim as possible would be preserved. 

 

Ms. Goodknight reviewed the windows. She said the mansion’s dormer would be relocated three 

feet to the right and Marvin clad windows would be added due to mansion due to moisture and 

rot issues. She said they would address a significant bow on a side wall. Mr. Calkins reviewed 

the north wall’s water issues, and the annex cornice and gutters were discussed. Chairman 

Wyckoff said the rafter tails on the annex looked awkward. 

 

Ms. Goodknight showed 3D images of the completed round room, restored side wall, and annex 

construction. She said the roof would be removed to install insulation and do structural work 

below it and that she would return with roof samples. Mr. Calkins said they decided to use a 

Brava composite roof that had a pressure mold instead of an injection mold. Ms. Goodknight 

said skylights would replace existing ones, a case style gutter and round copper downspouts 

would be used, and the brick on the chimney would be Morin waterstruck brick. Chairman 

Wyckoff said the proposed roofing’s 12-inch exposure was huge. Mr. Calkins said there was a 

recommended overlap that could be adjusted, and it was further discussed. 

 

Ms. Goodknight said the proposed Beech River Mill shutters would match the existing shutters 

that weren’t salvageable. Mr. Calkins said they proposed Marvin custom storms because they 

worked well with the thicker window trim. In response to the Commission’s questions, he said 

they hadn’t cleaned off any of the mansion’s chimneys yet but intended to waterproof the brick. 
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He said the shutter material would likely be painted Spanish cedar. Ms. Goodknight further 

discussed the windows, timbers, moisture problems, and the structural report.  

 

Ms. Doering asked how the connector would be stabilized. Ms. Goodknight said it was 

previously approved for demolition. Chairman Wyckoff said it was previously approved but not 

enacted. Mr. Cracknell said the project’s totality had changed so that it may not be appropriate 

any longer to initiate a part of the project that was started. Ms. Goodknight said the demolition 

uncovered new problems. Mr. Cracknell concluded that the previously-approved application was 

being amended, and it was further discussed. Ms. Goodknight suggested postponing the 

connector issue to Phase 2. 

 

Mr. Adams said the scale in the drawing was unclear, noting that the center dormer on the back 

plane of the main building’s roof was being moved. Ms. Goodknight said it couldn’t go any 

farther than the rafter. Mr. Adams said he noticed subtle differences in the roof’s balustrade. Ms. 

Goodknight said the widow’s walk would be removed and reinstalled. Ms. Doering said the back 

side of the widow walk’s rail looked different than what was on the front. Mr. Calkins said it was 

originally on the front of the building but was extended to all four sides. He said he believed it 

was all the same balustrade top rail and that they intended to just paint it and put it back up. In 

response to further questions from the Commission, Mr. Calkins said the copper hips on the 

existing building would be replaced, the slate was thick but varied, and the annex chimney would 

be replaced in kind. City Council Representative Blalock said the house was a very prominent 

one in Portsmouth, and he asked if the dental work could be matched now that the cornices from 

the annex to the mansion were met. Ms. Goodknight said the profiles would be kept but would 

match the eaves. Mr. Ryan said he was disappointed that the original slate wouldn’t be retained, 

at least on the mansion, and he asked if plastic slate was being used to add the inch of insulation. 

Ms. Goodknight said the weight was an engineering consideration and the continuous ridge was 

necessary due to all the timbers in that area. Chairman Wyckoff said the building was designed 

in 1793 for the slate roof and held the weight of it up until now, so he didn’t think Ms. 

Goodknight’s argument rang true. Vice-Chair Reagan said she preferred to see real slate used. 

Mr. Blalock and Ms. Doering agreed. Mr. Adams said the slate was unnaturally thick and that he 

was also bothered about the whitewash being stripped from the chimneys. He said he couldn’t 

support the application because of the roof. Mr. Calkins said they would source new slate and 

present it as an administrative approval. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Dick Bagley of 213 Pleasant Street said the project wasn’t a preservation or restoration one but 

was a new home. He said the house’s idiosyncratic history was what made it interesting and that 

the Commission’s purview was the exterior, not the interior. He said the intent was great but 

thought the building should be lifted to put a new foundation under it and that the jog should be 

kept. He said the original slate was previously fixed but was a huge job, and he didn’t think new 

slate should be used on the annex. He said the original vision of a historic home was what the 

Commission should be capturing. He asked what happened to the previous owner’s proposal for 

a carriage house and asked what happened to it. Chairman Wyckoff said that proposal expired. 
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No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

stipulations: 

1. The roof shall have natural slate and samples shall be submitted to the Commission as 

an Administrative Approval prior to installation. 

2. The Color of the Morin Brick shall match the existing and be submitted and approved 

prior to installation. 

3. There shall be an on-site mockup of the brick work prior to installation. 

 

City Council Representative Blalock seconded. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he appreciated that the applicant was willing to accommodate the slate request 

because it would make the terrific project even better. He said the project would preserve the 

integrity of the District and would be consistent with its special and defining characteristics. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said the project was a big and difficult one that was hard for the Commission 

to go through because it was such a focal property. She said the building was a very important 

house in the District and that she would support the motion, noting that the applicant had been 

very open in their process, tried to get the best experts, and allowed the Commission to go inside 

the house to better understand the vast amount of problems the building had. She said the 

applicant’s solution seemed to be the best path forward for making the structure a livable and 

usable house, even though it was a different tactic than what the Commission usually saw. 

 

City Council Representative Blalock said it was a difficult project and appreciated that the house 

would be properly restored and a real slate roof would be done. He said the real slate would 

make for a better project, especially on such a historic house. Ms. Doering said she was torn 

because she had concerns about the annex no longer looking like one and being more prominent 

than before. She said the proportions for the house when it was built were chosen for a reason. 

She said the new perspectives shown by the applicant eased some of her concerns but that she 

still wasn’t sure that raising the building up as much as suggested was the right thing to do. 

Chairman Wyckoff said he had never seen a mansion of such proportions, beauty, and in such a 

location be in such terrible condition. He said the house really needed a lot of work and the 

applicant was devoted to do the work, so he would support it. 

 

The motion passed by a vote of 5-2, with Mr. Adams and Ms. Doering voting in opposition. 
 
 
3. Petition of 202 Court Street Property Group LLC, owner, for property located at 202 

Court Street, wherein permission was requested to allow the demolition of the remaining 

structure to allow for the reconstruction of the fire house as originally approved, as per plans on 

file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 35 and lies 

within the Character District 4-L1 (CD4-L1) and Historic Districts. (LU-19-175) 
 
SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 
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The contractor Matt Silva was present on behalf of the applicant and noted that the petition went 

through several work sessions. He said they found many defects when they did the demolition 

work and thought they had done everything they could to save it. He said they spoke to the 

City’s Building Department officials about compliance and safety concerns and that the applicant 

felt that they had to dismantle what remained and salvage what they could to use inside the 

building. He said they proposed adding brick to the foundation of the new structure. 

Mr. Cracknell said he was one of the officials who saw the site a few weeks and that he and the 

other officials were in total support of approving the demolition of what remained because the 

frame and foundation were structurally inefficient and there was so much rot that the building 

wasn’t usable. He said a monolithic pour for the foundation would be better for the building’s 

durability, given that it would be 99 percent new construction above it, and that there were public 

safety concerns as well. He noted that the City had assumed before that things wouldn’t nearly 

be as bad as they were after the demolition and exploratory work was done. 

Chairman Wyckoff said the best thing to do would be to take the building down immediately. He 

said he had the applicant’s guarantees that all the proposed materials, corner boards, window 

trim, soffits, fascia and so on were being replicated. He suggested stipulating that a brick veneer 

would be used. Mr. Adams asked for an on-site mockup for the brick and the mortar. Ms. 

Doering asked if the original plan failed because what the applicant was trying to turn the 

building into was too much for the building to manage. Mr. Silva said his goal was always to 

save the building and that there wasn’t any demolition done inside the building when he first met 

with the Commission. Mr. Cracknell said the situation was unusual, noting that the applicant was 

asked by the Planning Department to submit his application. Ms. Doering said the situation 

illustrated the fact that people who bought buildings like that had to really know the old building 

first before deciding that it could be turned into a modern condominium. Mr. Cracknell said it 

was a lesson learned that a project that got approved by the HDC actually preserved nothing of 

the building and that the HDC had to careful of what they were looking at and whether they 

understood it. It was further discussed. Mr. Ryan said the Commission had only so much control 

of what came before them and that it wasn’t their role to say that a building couldn’t be turned 

into condos or multiple units. He said the building was in bad shape and would only get worse. 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said the plan was the one the Commission already approved and that it still 

looked the same and would be the same. 

Chairman Wyckoff opened the public hearing. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

Matt Beebe of 92-94 Pleasant Street said he was a builder and designer and said it wasn’t 

necessarily the fault of the designer or builder but was more of a process problem. He said the 

various land boards had their own sets of criteria yet didn’t connect in a meaningful way to help 

the designer and builder save a historic building by making it safe and comply. Mr. Sauk-

Schubert said the petitioner should do his homework. Mr. Cracknell said the first line of defense 

was the City through the HDC, and the second line was the marketplace. He agreed that the 

system could be better but that the City was trying to be proactive in this situation. 
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Barbara Jenny of 92-94 Pleasant Street said the situation shouldn’t have gotten to the point that it 

did. She hoped for future guidance on buildings that required engineering and thought the City 

inspectors should talk among themselves and avoid that type of thing going forward. 

 

Matt Healy said he was one of the buyers and that the buyers weren’t yet in agreement of how 

much there was left to salvage. He said they were negotiating with Mr. Silva and the project’s 

financer and hadn’t worked through the demolition yet. 

 

Matt Silva said they were still working through the situation. He said they had site reviews and 

discussions with engineers and building officials and understood that the City wanted to save the 

building. He said they could continue the discussion with the owners and that it didn’t mean that 

they had to take the building down, even if they were approved to do so. 

 

No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to allow for the full demolition of the building’s framing and foundation, with 

the following stipulations: 

1. The previously approved plans and any prior stipulations shall apply and govern 

the new building design. 

2. A brick shelf shall be used with a mockup required for the foundation prior to 

installation. 

3. The applicant shall submit a formal agreement of this application from all owners 

prior to the commencement of the demolition. 

 

Ms. Bouffard seconded the motion. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the project would conserve and enhance surrounding property values and would 

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

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
 
 
IV. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. Work Session requested by 129 State Street, LLC, owner, for property located at 129 

State Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations and new construction to an 

existing structure (removal of shutters, addition of dormers, and roof and siding changes) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 47 

and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) and Historic Districts. (LUHD-414) 

 

The project manager Shayne Forsley was present on behalf of the applicant. He said the 

Commission’s prior feedback was incorporated into the project, including some of the following: 

the dormers facing State Street were removed from the application and two skylights were 

proposed instead, with an oculus at the ridge of the main structure; and the stone sills and 

headers would be used as proposed and would match the stone banding on the State Street 
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façade, with another stone used for the headers and sills around the windows. He said Mr. 

Cracknell found evidence of mill work and shutters on the original structure and that they would 

remove the molding and shutters on one of the ground floor windows to see what would be 

appropriate. He said other modifications included a pediment option on the main entry door on 

the side of the building, an ocular skylight and a ridge skylight to bring light into the attic office 

space. He said the footprint of the existing structure on Sheafe Street was the same as proposed 

and the garage entry and civilian entry were flipped. He said the two false windows on the blank 

wall would be removed and a small dormer with a roof addition would be added above the 

garage doors. He said the big and small sheds and the elevated portion of the addition were new. 

He discussed the roof plan and said some windows would also be moved. Chairman Wyckoff 

asked if there would be spacing between the set of three windows, and a 3-1/2” space separation 

was discussed. Mr. Forsley discussed the proposed south elevation, noting that the oculus on the 

main ridge of the masonry building had two low-profile skylights and the roof was faux slate. He 

said two small windows on the clapboard building would be removed, the patio door would be 

expanded to a triple door, and the patio would be enclosed. Vice-Chair Ruedig asked how the 

three doors on the second floor would work, noting that it looked very busy due to all the glass. 

Mr. Forsley said two doors would be fixed and the middle door would be operable, and the intent 

was to look out to the garden from the kitchen and to have natural light. 

 

Mr. Adams asked why the mid-century trim was being removed from the building to make it 

look more Federal. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she discovered that the structure was built around 

1835 and seemed to have been built as an expansion of a shop and then turned into a boarding 

house. Chairman Wyckoff asked if they wanted to maintain something that was added in 1850 or 

so. Mr. Ryan said he had hoped for stronger evidence of the window headers and didn’t think the 

skylights were appropriate. He suggested that the oculus have historic qualities to it and be more 

classical in nature. Vice-Chair Ruedig said its design was interesting and made it clear that it 

wasn’t a historical piece. She asked if there was evidence of a prior oculus. Mr. Adams said he 

saw pieces during a site visit that he was certain were part of a 6-ft oculus and a way to get light 

into a hallway. Vice-Chair Ruedig said it was worth looking at some examples but thought the 

simple nature of it made it low profile, and it was further discussed. Mr. Cracknell asked Mr. 

Forsley to provide a detail of that feature at the next work session. Chairman Wyckoff said 

removing one of the decorative headers to see the Greek Revival hood over the door was a good 

way of judging the age of everything. Mr. Forsley said they would do a site walk and talk to the 

owner about whether the headers should be kept. Chairman Wyckoff suggested continuing the 

horizontal line between the stories. Mr. Forsley said they had discussed matching the stone 

material on the State Street façade and using it for headers and sills. It was further discussed. 

 

Ms. Doering said she wasn’t a fan of skylights. Mr. Adams said he was excited about the oculus 

because it was almost extinct in town. He said the skylights at the ridge line at the back didn’t 

look offensive in that location, but he thought the ones on the front façade were unnecessary. Mr. 

Forsley said the two skylights on the State Street façade would provide light to a third-floor 

bedroom instead of lifting the loft. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the existing trim seemed 

inappropriate for the gable’s shape. City Council Representative Blalock said the State Street 

skylights might be a bit much because it was the prominent side of the house. Mr. Forsley said 

the skylights were low profile and that other nearby homes had them. Ms. Doering said the 

higher they sat, the more disruptive they were. Mr. Forsley said he would bring a sample to the 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Meeting March 02, 2022   Page 9 
 

next work session and would also show context photos of them. Chairman Wyckoff said the 

skylights would be fine because of their slight pitch, and it was further discussed. Mr. Cracknell 

said he would coordinate a site walk. 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

6, 2022 meeting. 
 
 
B. Work Session requested by Working Stiff Properties, LLC, owner for property located 

at 92 Pleasant Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an existing 

structure (replace windows and storm windows, construct an iron balcony and replace two 

windows with balcony doors) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 76 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Downtown 

Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-422) 

 

The applicants Matt Beebe and Barbara Jenny were present. Mr. Jenny referred to the previous 

work session when they discussed changing out the windows and having a back balcony. 

Chairman Wyckoff said there wasn’t a plan for the storefront and asked if the building could be 

placed back. Ms. Jenny said they couldn’t have residential on the first floor. Mr. Beebe said the 

siding would most likely be in bad shape and that they wanted to replace it with wood. He said 

they had no control on the other part of the building and would perhaps place a vertical board 

until that section of the building was completed. The windows were discussed. Chairman 

Wyckoff said the Commission had no problem with removing the aluminum or the third-story 

windows but had concerns about replacing all the windows versus restoring and putting new 

storms on, as well as replacing two windows with patio doors for the second-floor balcony. Mr. 

Beebe said the existing six dormer windows were cheap and would be replaced with Green 

Mountain windows. He said they wanted to eliminate the storm windows due to aesthetics. 

Chairman Wyckoff said Mr. Adams had volunteered to go inside the building to look at the 

windows and try to determine their ages, after which the Commission would further consider 

them. Mr. Beebe said they wanted more energy efficiency rather than savings. Mr. Adams said 

he had seen new modern high-efficiency windows that turned out to be none of those things and 

had seen people throw out sashes that were serving their original purposes. He said it was a loss 

to the District’s architectural heritage. Chairman Wyckoff agreed. He said the applicant’s 

building seemed to have all the original windows, so it made sense to restore them. He said the 

weight pocket was a good reason to have replacement windows but that there were other 

alternatives, and it was further discussed. 

 

Ms. Jenny showed images of balconies in the District that were 36 and 42 inches tall. Mr. Ryan 

said he could live with an applied garden rail but not with cutting open two new doors where 

there were windows and structurally tying that back in because it was too major of an alteration 

to the structure. Mr. Adams agreed and said it would be difficult to make it work, and it was 

further discussed. Mr. Cracknell suggested an 18-inch extension. Vice-Chair Ruedig said all the 

examples shown of similar balconies in the District didn’t really support the applicant’s 

argument for putting one on their building. She said there really wasn’t a good historic example 
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of that type of balcony on a wood clapboarded building and that it was more appropriate for a 

brick building. She said she could be amenable to a short Juliet-type balcony but not a big one to 

sit out on. Ms. Doering said the structure was a simple one that had unfortunate things happen to 

it. She said painting and cosmetically improving the situation would do much more for the 

enjoyment of the building than any balcony would and would make it go from looking like a 

mishmash of mistaken happenings to something nice. Ms. Bouffard agreed. She said it was a 

busy corner and couldn’t imagine the functionality of the balcony. Ms. Jenny said the goal was 

function -- to have an outdoor space on the second floor -- and not to make the building look 

better. Chairman Wyckoff said not every building was suited for every task and that perhaps the 

applicant’s building wasn’t suite for an outdoor space on the second floor. Ms. Jenny then 

showed a backup plan of a glass Juliet balcony with two windows that opened in instead of a 

door. An egress window for the third floor was also discussed. Mr. Cracknell suggested that the 

applicant consider a Juliet balcony. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

6, 2022 meeting. 

 

At this point, Vice-Chair Ruedig left the meeting. 
 
 
V. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 
 
1. Work Session requested by Market Wharf Condominium Association, owner, for 

property located at 33 Deer Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an 

existing property (extend 3rd floor decks, replace balcony railings, lighting and other 

miscellaneous improvements) as per plan on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 119 as Lot 1B and lies within Character District 5 (CD5), Downtown 

Overlay, and Historic Districts. (LUHD-435) 

 

Project designer Joshua Butkus was present on behalf of the applicant. He said they wanted to 

replace some trellis work that enclosed HVAC spaces on Building A, apply horizontal boards to 

the retaining wall at the garden level to create a nicer looking space, and use vertical boards for 

the mechanical spaces to hide them. He said a similar strategy would be used on Building B and 

would have Azek boards with a permanent color. He discussed the ceiling treatments for the 

balconies and said the trim would match existing. He said they proposed reducing the balcony 

decking footprint on the front of the building and upgrading the railings on that façade and the 

rear façade. He said the rear third-floor balcony that ran all the way across on Building A would 

be extended three feet to give more outdoor living space and coverage to the second-floor entry. 

He said the balconies were a communal public space that they just wanted to beautify and allow 

additional space. In response to the Commission’s questions, he said he wasn’t sure whether 

screws or clips would be used but thought it would be screws, and the railings would be black. 

He said he wanted to replace all the lighting with floods and perhaps repair some concrete 

pavers. Concrete pavers instead of plastic ones were discussed. 
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Mr. Doering explained why the black railing at the back of the building was a feature but was a 

mistake on the front of the building. Mr. Adams said there were small roof sections over the 

entry porticos and the porticos had substantial posts, so he thought whoever designed the railings 

considered those posts and carried them up the corner, which he thought was an architectural 

mistake. It was further discussed. He said the black railing with the brick and the two-tone at the 

back looked good and suggested a white railing for the front. Chairman Wyckoff agreed. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant said he would return for a public hearing at the April 6, 2022 meeting. 
 
 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 



MINUTES 

 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

 

1 JUNKINS AVENUE 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                       March 09, 2022 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Jon Wyckoff; Vice-Chair Reagan Ruedig; members 

Margot Doering, Martin Ryan, David Adams, and Dan Brown; 

Alternate Karen Bouffard 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Heinz Sauk-Schubert, City Council Representative Rick Blalock  

   

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 
 
1. 53 Market Street (LUHD-438) 

 

The request was to replace a rolled asphalt roof on the flat roof portion of the building with a 

rubber membrane roof. 

 

2. 28 Chapel Street (LUHD-437) 

 

The item was not addressed and was postponed to the April 06, 2022 meeting. 

 

3. 131 Congress Street (LUHD-436) 
 
The request was to put a one-step landing and handrail system on the Music Hall’s loft portion. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (7-0) to approve Items 1 and 3. 

 

II. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 
 
A. 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. (LUHD-

234) 

 

Ms. Bouffard recused herself from the work session because she was an abutter. 

 

WORK SESSION 
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Project architect Carla Goodknight, Jake Weider of CJ Architects, and project manager Eben 

Tormey were present on behalf of the applicant. Ms. Goodknight said there were three different 

style options for each building, the mixed-use building and the hotel. Ms. Goodknight addressed 

Option 1 for the mixed-use building, which included a box bay balcony composition separated 

by punched openings in brick elements; recessed commercial entries around the glazed corner; 

bringing the center volume above the single-story piece forward to separate the end pieces; and 

added upper trellis features on the penthouse level as well as a larger trellis across the building. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he liked a lot of the elements but thought it was heavy in the middle and sat on a 

very translucent base. He said the base should be a little heavier scale-wise and thought some 

masonry elements could be thicker to give the building more authenticity. He said the way the 

building was rendered made it look very thin. Ms. Doering said she appreciated all the added 

design elements but still thought the building was too big. Mr. Adams said he still struggled with 

the building’s composition and the fact that it was rendered in so many discrete parts. He said the 

massing problems were trying to be solved by breaking the building up into separate parts so 

they could be viewed differently, and one of them was always lighter than the other so that the 

Commission could ignore what was there. He said he couldn’t warm up to the design at all. Mr. 

Brown said he liked the way it was broken up into different bands and colors and the way the 

corner and restaurant area was highlighted, but he thought it was still very big compared to the 

other buildings on Maplewood Avenue. Vice-Chair Ruedig agreed and noted that there were 

concerns about the massing at the previous work session but there was still no change in it. She 

said she wasn’t excited about the design because it was very busy and trying to mask what was 

just a large building that needed to be diminished somewhat and cut back in scale. She said the 

hotel was even larger and she hadn’t seen any reduction in that either. She said the building 

across the street worked well for where it was. Chairman Wyckoff agreed. He said the building 

was too wide and too long. He said he liked the effort of bringing the mass on the front forward 

but the building didn’t have a real front. He said he wanted to see an actual and more formal 

front on Maplewood Avenue that could be set back but made more important and perhaps a set 

of bays cut off the length of the building. Vice-Chair Ruedig said the formality of an entrance 

would help with the pedestrian scale, which she thought was missing from the design.  

 

Ms. Goodknight said the Commission was unsure at the previous work session about the way the 

building didn’t project or step down toward the water. She said the reason it didn’t was because 

they wanted to stay out of the 100-ft buffer, so they pulled the building back out of the water and 

created a greater empty space. She said Option 3 was the closest to their original design and was 

also causing issues related to the buffer. She said it was hard to manage modulation without 

some language. She said Option 1 was transitional because it had traditional elements but was 

offset by modern forms of box bays and so on. Chairman Wyckoff asked what the purpose of the 

front white corner was. Ms. Goodknight said it was an accent piece.  

 

Ms. Goodknight said she’d like to get a little closer to either Option 1 or 3, whether it was the 

style or massing, and if she could get closer to the style, she could use it to work with the 

massing. She asked the Commissioners what they preferred for an appropriate style expression. 

Chairman Wyckoff said he’d like to see it much more traditional, like a Dartmouth building, 

especially in that location coming across from Portsmouth’s Colonial section, and that he’d like 

the front of it to be more formal. He said the hotel was a whole other thing. Ms. Doering said 
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that, given the length along Raynes Avenue, she’d find it difficult to make a center of the really 

long piece and thought the most logical place was where the white corner accent was because 

someone didn’t have to walk all along Raynes Avenue to get there. She said some of the attempts 

to make the one-story piece that stuck out not to be something that looked like a tall cliff and a 

long shelf made it sit out like a port cochere. She suggested playing off the projecting terrace 

elements more. She said the building would benefit from a bit of sacrifice on the rooftop by 

having a step down to the road and respecting the buildings across the way. Mr. Adams said he 

was a big proponent of front doors and thought that two front doors could be done. He said he 

saw Option 3 as more of a full composition and not a thing made out of parts that were 

dependent on each other. He said the piece along Maplewood Avenue was a little dependency of 

that but the main piece had a composition. He said he was also a fan of windows with headers 

and sills and thought a buyer would want the feeling that they bought into a specific place in 

town rather than something that was nearby. 

 

Ms. Goodknight reviewed Option 2 and said it was cleaner and more modern and industrial, with 

a lighter shade of brick, a diminished penthouse level, and stronger elements on Maplewood 

Avenue. Mr. Ryan said the low element on Maplewood Avenue seemed stepped down and he 

couldn’t see the doorway that got to the roof deck. He suggested making the roof deck the whole 

expanse of it. He said he didn’t like the base as much as the one on Option 1 and he thought 

Option 2 needed more focal points and hierarchy, like an element at the roof or the street. Vice-

Chair Rueding agreed. She said working the traditional into a modern building was difficult but 

there were references of it in the window proportions, headers, bricks, and so on. She said the 

building could be simplified by having a few more contemporary details here and there. She said 

she wasn’t a fan of the buff black brick and that it didn’t reference much of Portsmouth. She said 

she was leaning in the direction of Option 1. Mr. Brown said he liked Option 1. He said he knew 

the applicant was trying to bring the building down to the neighborhood but thought it looked 

like some garage that was added on at the last minute. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff said there was something about Option 1 that seemed to lessen the mass, but 

he agreed with Vice-Chair Ruedig about the buff brick. He said he’d like to see a stronger base 

and a large formal entryway, like a lobby. He suggested replacing the white corner with bricks. 

Ms. Goodknight said the base could be strengthened and some vertical elements could be 

retained to make the building more traditional. Chairman Wyckoff said there would be more 

space between that and the hotel if the building was shortened a bay. Mr. Ryan said the Miami 

Beach-style balconies with glass rails were foreign to the rest of the language on Option 1 and 

that he also didn’t like the buff brick. He suggested voiding out the bay quality of the dark 

vertical elements to turn them into traditional balconies. 

 

Ms. Goodknight said Option 3 was just an update of what was previously presented and that it 

had more going on than the other two options. Chairman Wyckoff said Option 3 was okay but 

that Option 2 had balconies that went away a bit better and Option 1 had the worst balconies. Mr. 

Ryan said the first-floor element of Option 3 was stronger than the other two options and more 

architectural, with more appealing elements. The awnings were discussed. Mr. Adams said they 

had no bracket or support. Mr. Ryan said they seemed plopped on in one view but were more 

integrated into the building in another view. Chairman Wyckoff said Option 3 looked like it was 

50 feet shorter than Option 1, and it was further discussed. 
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Ms. Goodknight reviewed the three options for the hotel. Mr. Ryan said he liked the brickwork 

on Option 1 but was bothered by the fact that the vertical elements that reached a horizontal 

element had the same width. He said there should be more articulation. He said he liked the 

upper right-hand inspiration because there was some hierarchy of elements. Mr. Adams said 

there was a balanced composition to it. He agreed that the back of the hotel had a lot of heavy 

vertical but nothing seemed to happen at the top, so the parts didn’t relate to each other. Ms. 

Doering said Option 2 was the most successful except for the mass. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she 

wasn’t excited by any of the three options because the hotel was too big and read too much like a 

hotel. She said all the little windows had a disinteresting quality because they were so regular. 

Mr. Brown said he liked Option 2 and that his concerns about mass were less because it was 

away from Maplewood Avenue, but he felt there could be some reduction of the mass on the 

condo part. He said Option 2 had a pleasing balance to it. Vice-Chair Ruedig said the left side of 

it that was more brick screamed 1970s and she thought it was due to the panels in between. Mr. 

Ryan said he liked Option 1 because it had more masonry and punched openings and looked 

more traditional. He suggested changing the windows slightly at the top to break up the cookie 

cutter effect. Vice-Chair Ruedig said Option 3 had elements that were helpful in terms of the 

massing but not the colors, and she thought the brick part should be actual red brick. She said 

there was enough of a framework around the central part over the opening that made it look like 

a separate section and broke up the monotonous rhythm of the windows. She thought the black 

top story could be set back a bit but felt that the design elements tricked the eye enough to break 

up the massing.  Mr. Adams said it could be turned into a composition of two flanking pieces to 

the center drive-through and then come up with a mechanism to handle the excess on the left-

hand side. He said it might be a place to set back or rearrange the fifth floor so that there was a 

bit less of the wall. Chairman Wyckoff said it looked better from the water. He agreed that 

Option 1 would be better with the bricks continuous all the way over to the center portion. He 

said something could be done with the fifth floor because the building read like a traditional 

brick building through four floors. It was further discussed. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff opened the public comment session. 

 

Public Comment 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said the massing was wild. She said the buffer was 

like a sidewalk, where the building could go straight up 3, 4 or 5 stories instead of just one step 

and that its ability to step wasn’t changed by the buffer. She said the project was moving in the 

right direction and noted that she submitted a letter with more detail to the Commission. 

 

Karen Bouffard of 114 Maplewood Avenue said elements and colors were changing but that she 

still had a problem with the mass, especially on Maplewood Avenue. She said the back of the 

building that looked out to the pond should look more important. She asked how much open 

parking would be on the lot. Ms. Goodknight said there was a significant reduction in parking 

since the beginning of the project. 

 

No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public comment session. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 
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Mr. Adams moved to continue the work session to a future meeting, and Vice-Chair Ruedig 

seconded. The motion passed unanimously, 6-0. 

 

Ms. Bouffard returned to her voting seat. 
 
 
B. 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. (LUHD-366) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project team was present on behalf of the applicant. No names were given. The applicant 

reviewed the petition. He said they were limited on how much they could do with the entrances 

for the building without putting in stairs or ramps and that they wanted to try a roof screen for 

the mechanical equipment. He said they tried to break up the mass by putting rounded elements 

on both ends that drew into the center. He said an oval inner lobby was created at the corner of 

Maplewood Avenue and Deer Street as an entrance and the banding was filtered through the 

brick and set back. He said the office building and Building C were more metallic and the center 

building had more brick. He noted the Commission’s previous concern about the buildings 

looking false and said he wanted to make them feel like they were one cohesive site and not feel 

so massive. Chairman Wyckoff said he was happy with the back of Building 1 because the bricks 

looked structural. Mr. Adams agreed.  

 

The applicant said Building 2 had a division to hide the roof screening elements but pay homage 

to it. He said the windows had a more rhythmic pattern and the colors were fixed to balance the 

building better on the two ends. Vice-Chair Ruedig said the roof screen looked weird. The 

applicant said it wasn’t resolved. He said they now had recessed buildings and other things to 

create more value for the tenants, like Juliet balconies and bay windows, and they were trying to 

create some modularity. He said they wanted to have a 2-story condo entrance and were working 

on a mix of apartments. He showed a rendering of a typical bay and said the new version had a 

recessed 6-ft deep balcony but the façade hadn’t changed. 

 

The applicant said Building 3, the Flat Iron building, was almost the same as Building 1 but was 

very narrow and was an opportunity for a nice retail space with apartments above. He said the 

lobby was moved further up Deer Street. Mr. Ryan said he liked the curved quality on Building 3 

and asked if it had segments of glass. The applicant agreed. Mr. Ryan said a lot of detail would 

go into making the glass work. The applicant said they were 5-ft panes of flat glass and the 

banding would make the difference by wrapping around. It was further discussed. Mr. Brown 

asked if the buildings would be fenced in. Mr. Cracknell said the railroad company could fence it 

in if they wanted to. Ms. Bouffard said she liked the way the Flat Iron building was incorporated 

into Maplewood Avenue and also liked the mansard roof.  
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Vice-Chair Ruedig said the project was going in a good direction. She said she appreciated the 

Maplewood Avenue side and wondered if the back side should also have a bit of a curve because 

it looked almost too uniform and like a large warehouse. She said she liked that there was lots of 

glass but wondered if Building 3 could have less glass and more masonry to give the three 

buildings more variation, otherwise there might be a lot of curtain seen. Ms. Doering said the 

office building was turning out to be very successful. She asked about the metal part in the Flat 

Iron building. The applicant said the metal weaved through the building but didn’t go to the 

lobby. He said the glass part was really just the oval and then there was brick, iron, and brick. 

Ms. Doering said it looked really long and disproportionate and was a very blunt and very tall 

mass, even though it was skinny. She asked if the applicant thought of pulling it back. The 

applicant said they tried it. He said it was a powerful piece that had a great effect from the street 

and a much sharper angle from the brim. Ms. Doering said the back of Building 2 looked like a 

hodgepodge, and she suggested making the lower section that screened the garage into public art 

or carved concrete cast pieces. The applicant said it was a metal screen that would look like a 

green trellis. Ms. Doering said the mansard roof didn’t work for her. She said there was 

something about the thinness of the brick and the very large windows that brought a modern 

element to the building but it didn’t look like it had the right proportions for a brick building. 

 

Mr. Adams said he liked the simplicity at the prow end and the way it was mirrored on the other 

side of the building. He said he appreciated the way the curved glazed end was engaged with the 

building in a rectangular manner instead of the previously skewed one. He said he was excited 

by the centerpiece on Building 2. He said he wasn’t sure the roof structure would work but 

thought it would create an opportunity for its own cornice and give a great sense of mass to that 

piece of the building. He said the multiple unit glazing openings were not a traditional form in 

Portsmouth and were reminiscent of the post-and-lintel factory buildings from the previous 

century. He said he wasn’t comfortable with the windows having such long compositions and 

suggested that they be brought down so that a few weren’t that way. He said Building 2 was 

made of five pieces and asked if the centerpiece could be moved to allow for normal-sized 

windows. It was further discussed. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff said he agreed with Mr. Adams about the Maplewood Avenue façade’s 

curved glass on both ends and suggested that it go around Maplewood Avenue on the side of the 

railroad tracks. He also agreed that it had too much glazing. As for Building 2, he said he liked 

what was done with the centerpiece entry but thought the roof looked fake. He said a two-story 

entryway would really make a difference. He said he liked the back of the building. He suggested 

taking one of the buildings going down to the left and making it brick with more conventional 

windows to break it up a bit. He said he had no problem with Building 3’s height or mass and 

thought it was successful. Mr. Ryan said the project was coming into harmony but asked that 

visual tricks not be done with Building 2’s roof. He asked about the color mixture of bricks. The 

applicant said it would go from darker bricks on the ends and slowly fade in for each of the 

buildings. Mr. Ryan said that seemed like a visual trick to make it seem like it wasn’t one 

building. He said he liked the bookend features of the two ends and preferred to see some of that 

in Building 2 to tie it all in. He said he liked the Chicago-style windows but thought the punched 

openings was another element in the complex to make it look like the building portions were 

built at different times. He said the base was great. 
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Chairman Wyckoff opened the public comment session. 

 

Public Comment 

 

Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said the rendering of the massive six-story front of 

Building B was directly across from the Hill and made the Hill look tiny and the building itself 

ten times bigger. She suggested that something be done to make it tie into the Hill and bring it 

down in mass. She said the alleyway for the public space could be bigger if Building B was 

shorter. She referred to her detailed letter that she previously submitted to the Commission. 

 

No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public comment session.  

 

The applicant then showed the Commission representations of working models for the project. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Ms. Doering moved to continue the work session to the April 6 meeting, and Mr. Brown 

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

 
 
C. Work Session requested by One Market Square, LLC, owner for property located at 1 

Congress Street & 0 High Street, wherein permission is requested to allow renovations to an 

existing structure (repair and upgrade building facades along Congress and High Streets) and 

new construction to an existing structure (replace rear shed additions with new 4-5 story 

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

Map 117 as Lot 14 & 15 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4), Character District 5 

(CD5), Downtown Overlay and Historic Districts. (LUHD-425) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Project architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicant, as well as developer Mark 

McNabb and landscape architect Terence Parker. Ms. Kozak said the project was to restore the 

buildings on Congress and High Streets and add 4-story addition on the back. She said the 

project team was working with the City to develop greater alleyways and that a skyway bridge to 

the city garage would be built but reviewed at a later time. Mr. Parker briefly presented the 

landscape plan and said it could potentially connect the east and west portions of Portsmouth.  

 

Chairman Wyckoff said the new building seemed to project out further than the other buildings. 

Ms. Kozak said the front wall was aligned with One Congress Street and they were proposing an 

awning that projected over the sidewalk. Mr. McNabb said they stepped the building back to 

respect the opera house. Ms. Kozak said One Congress Street wasn’t parallel to the property line 

and the opera house was a few degrees off. She said the proposed building would be three stories 

with a short fourth and underground parking. She said the skylights and dormers would be on the 

same floor to bring in light, and the windows were larger as they got away from Market Square. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he appreciated the restoration of the two original buildings and bringing back 

some of the elements. He said the massing worked and that it referenced the historic district. He 
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asked what the intention was for some of the unconventional elements. Ms. Kozak said it was to 

get light to emerge from darkness. She said the windows were bay windows but without the flat 

part in the middle to get some shadow lines across the façade. She said they called corner 

windows. Mr. Ryan asked about the series of different windows on the street level. Ms. Kozak 

said they would open horizontally but were shown on different levels as they opened and would 

lift up off the sidewalk. She said the corner element was a wayfinding element that recalled the 

church steeple and alluded to the clock tower mechanisms and also represented light. Chairman 

Wyckoff suggested that it be made more representative of the North Church by making it a 

steeple or having a clock rather than look like something from a Kansas farmland. Ms. Kozak 

said it was a truncated square prism and was a play on the clock tower steeple. 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig said it was all very clever and that Ms. Kozak’s explanation helped her 

understand and appreciate it more. She said the new building and design were cleverly done. She 

said she liked the gradation of the window openings and thought the use of the corner windows 

was interesting. She thought the shape of the roof might be a bit too much of a projection of the 

eave line. She said it was a big addition to the block but thought it was done in a way that wasn’t 

necessarily bigger in height and respected the historic buildings. Ms. Doering said she was 

concerned that the arch at the top of the opera house would be obstructed. Ms. Kozak said she 

would take some perspective views of it. Ms. Doering said she appreciated that part of the 

building was set back to create a shadow but thought it would be more effective to move the rest 

of the new building back so that it didn’t line up 100 percent. She asked what would be done to 

the Congress Street side. Ms. Kozak said they wanted to put a dormer because of the giant 

firewall that didn’t line up and that the dormer would balance it more. Ms. Doering said she 

thought it was too fancy for the building under it, and Ms. Kozak agreed. 

 

Mr. Adams said the balcony arrangement was too overdone on Congress Street. He said the 

windows broke all precedent for him and that he didn’t care for the angled windows sticking out 

from the front of the building. He said he couldn’t imagine the erector set-looking thing on the 

corner. He said the combination skylights and dormers nestled the way they were was awkward. 

He was puzzled by the need to do the roof portico over the entryway to the opera house, and he 

thought the building’s semi-classical mansard type roof was out of scale and didn’t relate to the 

building. Mr. Brown said the awning over the opera house didn’t make sense and detracted from 

it. Mr. McNabb agreed that the awning needed some work. Chairman Wyckoff said the awning 

didn’t belong on the opera house. He asked what the building’s material would be. Ms. Kozak 

said they wanted a stone masonry base and an upper granite or terra cotta. Chairman Wyckoff 

said the roof was too convoluted, with the dormers, skylights, overhangs and so on. He said the 

first-floor windows didn’t work for that particular site, and it was further discussed. Ms. 

Bouffard said she was concerned about the awning over the opera house because it added to the 

other superfluous things. She agreed that the roofs and dormers were busy and detracted from the 

uniqueness of the front buildings. She also thought the balcony wasn’t necessary. Mr. Ryan said 

he liked the creativity that was being brought to the building. 

 

Chairman Wyckoff said the Commission seemed comfortable with the size of the building. He 

opened the public comment session. 

 

Public Comment 
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Elizabeth Bratter of 159 McDonough Street said it was great that the building was being restored 

but had concerns about removing the parking lot. She said the goal in larger cities was to remove 

parking lots by putting them underground and replacing them with greenspace to address 

pollution concerns. She said filling in the parking lot would also change the feel of that area and 

remove a lot of the light and safety. 

 

No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Ruedig moved to continue the work session to the April 6 meeting, which was 

seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 
 
 
 
D. Work Session requested by 445 Marcy Street, LLC, owner for property located at 445 

Marcy Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the construction of a new single family 

residence with attached garage as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 101 as Lot 3 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and 

Historic Districts. (LUHD-424) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Project architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicants and the owners Jim and 

Gail Sanders were also present. Ms. Kozak reviewed the petition, noting that the house would be 

lifted 13 feet above the flood zone, and that it would sit on piers and be wrapped in a skirt of trim 

and lattice. She said the front of the house faced toward Pray Street and the garage was set back 

from Partridge Street and would probably be fenced. She addressed the Commission’s previous 

comments about the entrance not being prominent enough and said they made it wider and 

brought it forward a few feet. She said it was still a porch on the corner and that they wrapped 

around the stairs and railings, brought the front door forward, and extended a trellis along the 

trim of the porch to cast some shadow. She said the roof was adjusted down and forward a few 

feet so that all the roofs connected. 

 

In response to Chairman Wyckoff’s comment that the building height wasn’t reduced, Ms. 

Kozak said they just changed the fascia height over the porch and added a bit of a hip roof skirt 

where the roof deck was. Ms. Doering said it was the same building the Commission saw the 

previous time. She said she visited the lot again and wondered what might happen to the small 

building next to it. She said she was concerned that two large buildings might end up next to 

each other in the middle of an area with really small buildings, with the exception of the salt box 

and the Victorian on the corner. She said the building didn’t seem to fit the mass of the 

neighborhood. She said she could see putting a modern building in if its lines were simpler and 

more reflective of the neighborhood’s simple buildings, or even a larger building if it had simpler 

lines and didn’t look like such a complex building surrounding by uncomplex buildings. Ms. 

Kozak said there were a lot of different houses in the neighborhood and that she wasn’t trying to 

replicate the Federal style but was looking at the Queen Anne building on the corner in a simpler 

term. She said the building would be located across the street from an open space, so they were 

sensitive to the small Colonials across the street and were playing on the variety of the 
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neighborhood. Chairman Wyckoff said a foot could be gained by having a conventional 8-ft 

ceiling on the first floor and another foot could be gained by reducing the roof pitch a bit. 

 

Mr. Adams said he was struck by how large the building looked compared to some of the other 

buildings near the site. He said it was a modern building and that a common tactic was to pick 

out the two largest buildings that satisfied the requirements and then say the house wasn’t bigger 

than those, yet there were 1-1/2 story buildings right next door. He said the Commission tried to 

make things seem like they fit in better and that he didn’t get that feeling with the proposed 

building. He noted that the window head-to-sill height was larger than what was normally seen 

and wasn’t sure that changing it by six or eight inches would change the scale of the house. He 

said the proposed house was big, chunky, and plain and had none of the trim or accoutrement of 

a Queen Anne house but had all of the scale. Mr. Brown said it was a unique house but worried 

that the scale was too big for the neighborhood. He said the front lot would have another big 

house eventually and would dwarf all the historic houses around it. Ms. Bouffard said she agreed 

with everything the Commission said. She said the roofs bothered her because there were so 

many of them, and she didn’t see how the house related to the majority of the houses in the 

neighborhood. Mr. Ryan said he didn’t think the house was grossly bigger than some of the large 

houses in the area. He said it had a very large lot and was a brand new house. He said dropping it 

down a bit would help but that he would support the house as proposed. He agreed that another 

large house could be built on the next lot that would work in favor of the proposed house by 

making it even more tied to its context. He said the current tiny Monopoly house next to it didn’t 

help. Vice-Chair Ruedig said she agreed with a lot of the comments. She said dropping it down 

would help, but it was a new construction house and she had no problem with its style or design. 

She said it could be squeezed in a bit to fit in with surrounding properties but the lot had been a 

big, open one for so long and that anything put on it would take some getting used to.  

 

Chairman Wyckoff said he still had a problem with the massing and liked the idea of dropping it 

a foot between the first and second floors and reducing the roof pitch, which would get rid of 

three feet. He said he didn’t understand the big round window but liked what was done with the 

door and the monumental stairs as long as the rails were appropriate. He said he had no problem 

with the garage in the back. He said in general the house could be very nice but just had the 

impression of massiveness, which was something that would have to be cured one way or 

another. He opened the public comment session. 

 

Public Comment 

 

John Eberlein of 454 Marcy Street said he had hoped the lot would be developed as a single lot 

but knew the applicant could subdivide it if they got the approval. He said the neighbors were 

concerned about the massing because it was too big, and much bigger than the Queen Anne on 

the corner. He said the mélange of styles was another issue, noting that if it was a simple and 

cohesive structure, it wouldn’t seem so large. He said it was jarring that there were so many 

different pieces to it, especially given the size of the house. He said the building had to be 

considered in relation to the smaller houses on Pray Street and the small candy shop. 

 

Mrs. Eberlein (no first name given) of 454 Marcy Street said she and her husband would be 

looking straight over the little candy store into a wall. She said the garage was taller than a lot of 
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the primary structures around it. She said she was also concerned that her water views would be 

blocked. She said Pray Street was very narrow and the bigger homes that the structure was being 

compared to were on wider streets. She said there must be a relationship between the width of 

the street and the height of the building. She said that she outlined her concerns further in a letter 

she submitted to the Commission. 

 

Susan MacDougall of 39 Pray Street referenced the detailed letter she sent to the Commission 

and the owners. She referred to the Commission’s guidelines and said the building should relate 

to the buildings on adjacent sites in scale, height, and width. She said a new building that’s larger 

than adjacent ones should be broken up in mass to conform to the adjacent buildings, but the 

proposed structure was one big mass and wasn’t broken up. She said the tallest part of the 

building was right up to the front setback line, and she was concerned with how it would impact 

the other building across from it in terms of light, environmental impact, and solar impact. She 

said the building wasn’t similar in form to the ones on adjacent sites and took its elements from 

the Queen Anne house, elements that weren’t consistent with the rest of the neighborhood.  

 

Mark Minenberg of 437 Marcy Street said he was the owner of the Queen Anne house. He 

reviewed graphic images of houses in the neighborhood and how big the proposed house was in 

comparison to them.  

 

Bruce Addison of 17 Pray Street said he would be in the shade when the sun set and was 

concerned about the water runoff. 

 

Sally Elshout of 17 Pray Street said she and her husband were very concerned about the mass 

and size of the house compared to the ones around it and that it wasn’t in keeping with the 

neighborhood and the HDC guidelines. She said they were also concerned about their house 

being flooded. She noted that the street was narrow and difficult for construction vehicles also. 

 

No one else spoke, and Chairman Wyckoff closed the public comment session. He said the 

problem would get worse and eventually everyone in the neighborhood might have to raise their 

houses. He said the Commission had a document available to the public in how to raise a house. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to continue the work session to the April 6 meeting, seconded by Vice-Chair 

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

 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:40 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 

 
 



HDC 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

April 06, 2022 

1. 28 Chapel Street (LUHD-437) -Recommended Approval

2. 64 Mt. Vernon Street (LUHD-441) -Recommended Approval

3. 92 Pleasant Street (LUHD-443) -Recommended Approval

4. 284 New Castle Avenue (LUHD-442) -Recommended Approval

5. 137 Daniel Street, Unit # D301 (LUHD-439) – Recommended Approval

6. 35 Bow Street (LUHD-446)

7. 414 State Street (LUHD-449)

8. 77 Wentworth Street (LUHD-450)

9. 100 Deer Street (lUHD-451)

10. 52 Prospect Street (LUHD-452)

-Recommended Approval

-TBD

-Recommended Approval

-Recommended Approval

-TBD 



1. 28 Chapel Street  - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for several repairs and replacement items 

(clapboard siding, frieze boards, window trim, etc.) 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-437

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Acknowledgement

Status: Active Date Created: Feb 24, 2022

Applicant

Tom Irwin 

tfirwin2013@gmail.com 

28 Chapel Street 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

(603) 219-6746 

Location

28 CHAPEL ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

IRWIN LAUREN S & IRWIN THOMAS F 

28 CHAPEL ST PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

The work will involve ordinary repairs where water damage, wood rot or other similar/related damage is found. It will include: in-kind replacement of

damaged clapboards on the lower front of the house; 

in-kind replacement of the frieze boards on the front of the house (on both sides of the front door); 

in-kind replacement of portions of window trim on the front of the house where water damage is found; 

in-kind replacement of corner trim (likely some or all of the corner trim on the front, southeasterly corner); 

in-kind replacement of any other building parts discovered to be water-damaged when damaged clapboards are removed for replacement; 

possibly repair or in-kind replacement of clapboards behind the electric / meter box located on the northerly side of the house. 

The work also will include ordinary repairs to prevent water damage, including: 

in-kind replacement of the alumininum gutter downspout on the front of the house (southeasterly corner), which is currently leaking; 

repair or possible in-kind replacement of trim on a window located on the first floor, front of the house, near southeasterly corner; 

possibly the replacement of flashing where needed to avoid water damage (possibly on the front and southerly sides). 

In addition to this work, we will be working with a window restoration contractor tod remove existing windows and restore them off-site (all nine

windows on the front of the house; the only window on the southerly side of the house (second floor); one window on the back of the house (first floor);

and three windows on the back of the house (second floor). We also will replace existing, poorly functioning aluminum storm windows with custom-

made wood storm windows.  

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

several in-kind repairs and replacement items as well as approval to have (9) windows restored with new wood storm-windows

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

Owner of this property

If you selected "Other" above, please explain your relationship to this project. Owner authorization is required.

--



To:  Historic District Commission, City of Portsmouth 

Cc:  Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, City of Portsmouth 

From: Tom Irwin, 28 Chapel Street, Portsmouth, NH 

Re: In-Kind Repairs, Replacements, Renovations 

 

As stated in our application, we seek administrative approval to enable needed repairs of our 

single-family residence, located at 28 Chapel Street. Built in 1850, the house is in need of 

ordinary repairs and in-kind replacements largely as a result of water damage (in some instances 

potentially just from age). It also requires painting, the renovation of existing windows, and the 

replacement of existing, poorly functioning aluminum storm windows. 

 

As depicted in photos provided with our application: 

  

The work will involve ordinary repairs where water damage, wood rot or other similar/related 

damage is found. It will include: in-kind replacement of damaged clapboards on the lower front 

of the house and a clapboard on the northern side of the house; in-kind replacement of the frieze 

boards on the front of the house (on both sides of the front door); in-kind replacement of portions 

of window trim on the front of the house where water damage is found; in-kind replacement of 

corner trim (likely some or all of the corner trim on the front, southeasterly corner); in-kind 

replacement of any other building parts discovered to be water-damaged when damaged 

clapboards are removed for replacement; in-kind replacement of a small, water-damaged 

component of the right-side of the portico; and possibly repair or in-kind replacement of 

clapboards behind the electric / meter box located on the northerly side of the house. 

 

The work also will include ordinary repairs to prevent water damage, including: 

in-kind replacement of the aluminum gutter downspout on the front of the house (southeasterly 

corner),1 which is currently leaking; repair or possible in-kind replacement of trim on a window 

located on the first floor, front of the house, near southeasterly corner; possibly the replacement 

of flashing where needed to avoid water damage (possibly on the front and southerly sides); and 

the installation of a small missing piece on the lower left side of the portico. 

 

In addition to this work, we will be working with a window restoration contractor to remove 

existing windows and restore them off-site (all nine windows on the front of the house; the only 

window on the southerly side of the house (second floor); one window on the back of the house 

(first floor); and three windows on the back of the house (second floor). We also will replace 

existing, poorly functioning aluminum storm windows with custom-made wood storm windows.  

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Depending on cost, we may consider replacing the existing aluminum downspout with a wooden one. 



 



 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



2. 64 Mt. Vernon Street  - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the installation of an A/C condenser. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-441

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Acknowledgement

INTERNAL USE ONLY -- Historic District Commission Review and Approval

INTERNAL USE ONLY -- Letter of Decision Information

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 8, 2022

Applicant

Erika Beer 

erika_beer@hotmail.com 

64 Mount Vernon Street 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

6178215938 

Location

64 MT VERNON ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

BEER CYRUS LAWRENCE GARDNER & BEER ERIKA CARON 

64 MT VERNON ST PORTSMOUTH , NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Installation of Central Air

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

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

Owner of this property

If you selected "Other" above, please explain your relationship to this project. Owner authorization is required.

--

HDC Certificate of Approval Granted



HDC Approval Date

--

Planning Staff Comments

--

Owner Addressee Full Name and Title

--

Owner Addressee Prefix and Last Name

--

Owner Organization / Business Name Owner Contact Street Address















3. 92 Pleasant Street  - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for replacement windows on the third floor 

and to remove the aluminum siding from Pleasant and Court Streets. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-443

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Acknowledgement

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 9, 2022

Applicant

Barbara Jenny 

workingstiff@comcast.neet 

94 Pleasant St 

Portsmouth, NH 03801-4505 

6032347402 

Location

92 PLEASANT ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

WORKING STIFF PROPERTIES LLC 

94 PLEASANT ST PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Replace failing third floor RIVCO replacement windows (8) and remove aluminum siding from Pleasant and Court façades

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Professional Builder

Full Name (First and Last)

Matthew Beebe

Business Name (if applicable)

MDBdesign LLC

Mailing Address (Street)

81 Lincoln Ave

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

603-234-7398

Email Address

matthewdbeebe@comcast.net

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

Owner of this property



92-94 PLEASANT ST

admin approval application 



⇱ 92-94 PLEASANT ST







Remove aluminum siding
and

Replace old failing third 
floor RIVCO 1-over-1 
replacement windows

with
Green Mountain* 6-over-6 

windows

*oft recommended by the HDC



< Existing conditions ⌃
• 3 of 8 3rd floor windows currently must be permanently 

locked so sashes don’t fall out
• 3 storms have fallen off and hit the sidewalk 



Replace with Green Mountain Historic 
Remodel Replacement Windows—all 
3rd floor windows.

Sash and jamb liner track applications:

“With this system we make new 
energy efficient sash that mimic the 
sightlines of the original sash. And we 
supply a vinyl jamb liner/sash balance 
system that gets applied to the existing 
window frame.”

Existing sash and storms

3RD FLR WINDOWS



No storms
No screens

(no detail-
obstructing 
reflections or 
shading)

pictured: South End historic district examples



HDC REPLACEMENT WINDOW CRITERIA







REMOVAL OF ALUMINUM SIDING



SIDING EXISTING 
CONDITIONS



4. 284 New Castle Avenue - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the installation of an outdoor shower 

area, surrounded by a cedar enclosure. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-442

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Acknowledgement

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 9, 2022

Applicant

Michael Millikan 

michael.millikan@icloud.com 

284 New Castle Ave 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

6092739388 

Location

284 NEW CASTLE AVE 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

LEON KAREN B 

1218 RIVER RD TITUSVILLE, NJ 08560

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Installation of outside shower with Cedar Enclosure

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Domestic Partner

Full Name (First and Last)

Michael Millikan

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

284 New Castle Ave

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

6092739388

Email Address

michael.millikan@icloud.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



HDC Administrative Approval Request

Outside Shower with Natural Cedar Enclosure

For 

284 New Castle Ave

Property Owner: Karen Leon
Submitted By: Mike Millikan



We are requesting approval for the installation of an outside shower with a natural 
unfinished cedar enclosure that will match the materials and style of current fencing on 
our property at 284 New Castle Ave.

We have selected a manufacturer in MA for the enclosure, Cape Cod Shower Kits. 
https://capecodshowerkits.com/pc/outdoor-shower-enclosures/outdoor-showers-83-
styles/ The kits are delivered with the cedar tongue and groove panels pre-
assembled and is well suited for a homeowner DIY project. All plumbing will be 
completed by Perry Plumbing and in compliance with all local codes and permitting 
requirements. 

The link above is for the basic style we have selected “the 83” but we will be ordering 
a custom size 36” x 72” as the standard is much bigger and would expose a much 
larger profile to the street, which we want to avoid. The appearance will be that of a 
simple cedar storage area, very similar to that already installed on the right side of the 
house that shields our HVAC equipment from the street view.

The location we have selected, along the right side of the garage is the only viable
location. It is close to previously installed sewer and water lines. The back and left side 
of the garage have already received significant BOA setback exceptions. The back of 
the house offers no options because of the positioning of the basement bulkhead, 
back entrance and windows.

We are avid boaters and beachgoers, and the addition of an outside shower offers 
great utility and is very appropriate for a seashore home. Our previous project,
approved by the HDC, for the addition of a front porch and detached garage have 
generated overwhelming compliments from the community. We are very sensitive to 
creating and preserving an inviting and historically appropriate streetscape and we 
believe that our approach to this project is consistent with that objective. Thank you for 
your consideration.

https://capecodshowerkits.com/pc/outdoor-shower-enclosures/outdoor-showers-83-styles/


Manufacturer Photos

This is very close to the appearance and 
configuration of the shower we propose to 
install. There will be a drain pan tied to the 
previously installed sewer line to the garage. 
The pan will be topped with cedar as 
shown, surrounded by ¾ blue stone 
consistent with and incorporated into the 
existing drip line. 



Design Drawing – Street View



Design Drawing – Side View



Current Streetscape

The natural cedar shower enclosure 
will be behind and partially obscured 
by the cedar picket fence and will 
blend in with the cedar stockade fence 
at the back.

The natural cedar shower enclosure 
will be consistent in appearance with 
the previously approved cedar fence 
installed on the right side of the house.



5. 137 Daniel Street, Unit #D301- Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the replacement of a wood door, with a 

slightly different wood replacement. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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03/31/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-439

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 1, 2022

Applicant

Kevin McCann 

kevin.j.mccann@morganstanley.com 

137 Daniel St.  

Unit 301 

Portsmouth , NH 03801 

603-860-4037 

Location

137 DANIEL ST Unit D301 

Unit D301 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

MCCANN JANET M & MCCANN KEVIN J 

137 DANIEL ST UNIT D301 PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

137 Daniel Street

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Replace front door of our condo building (Piscataqua Landing Condo) at 137 Daniel Street. The seal on the glass was broken and we are replacing it

with the same door.

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

member of Board of Directors

Full Name (First and Last)

Kevin McCann

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

137 Daniel St

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

603-860-4037

Email Address

kevin.j.mccann@morganstanley.com

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Sales Rep Ricci Lumber

Full Name (First and Last) Business Name (if applicable)



Proposed Door Specification. 

Proposed replacement door



 

Existing Door 



6. 35 Bow Street   - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the removal and replacement of 

mechanical equipment to a different location. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-446

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 16, 2022

Applicant

Peter Labrie 

peterlabrie@yahoo.com 

PO Box 300 

Rye, New Hampshire 03870 

603-661-9090  

Location

35 BOW ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

33-47 BOW STREET LLC 

549 ROUTE 1 BYPASS PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

35 Bow Street

Brief Description of Proposed Work

We would like to remove a condenser currently installed in the hallway outside of the kitchen and add it to the existing screened area off the back of the

building.  This will allow us to operate the walk-in cooler without the additional heat generated in its current location.

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Consultant

Full Name (First and Last)

Louis Hamel

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

11 Sunny Crest Rd

City/Town

York

State

Maine

Zip Code

03909

Phone

207-451-7253

Email Address

louis@louishameldesign.com

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Contractor

Full Name (First and Last)

Tim Mills

Business Name (if applicable)

Joe Warren and Sons



Existing Wood 
Blocking

Existing Ice 
Machine 

Condenser

19”

13”

24.5”

8’

Existing 
Screening 

34”



Existing Ice 
Machine 

Remains in 
place

New walk-in 
Condenser 19”

24.5”

Rio 
Proposed addition

2’ 10”



7. 414 State Street - TBD

Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the installation of HVAC equipment on 

the second floor. 

Staff Comment: TBD

Stipulations: 

1. _________________________________________________

2. _________________________________________________

3. _________________________________________________
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-449

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Acknowledgement

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 22, 2022

Applicant

Jeremiah Comeford 

jeremiah@prohvac1.com 

PO Box 1173 

Dover, NH 03821 

603-743-4822 

Location

414 STATE ST Unit 4 

Unit 4 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

PIEL CARL-HENRY & KENDALL-PIEL COLLEEN 

414 STATE ST UNIT 4 PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Install a ductless heat pump in the 2nd floor front living room on the inside back wall of the room. Install Fortress pipe chase down the outside wall to

the condenser on a heat pump stand on the right side of the building. Enclose the condenser and stand. Paint the Fortress the same color as the

building. 

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

installation contractor

Full Name (First and Last)

Mike Meserve

Business Name (if applicable)

Prohvac LLC

Mailing Address (Street)

PO Box 1173

City/Town

Dover

State

NH

Zip Code

03821

Phone

603-507-0908

Email Address

jeremiah@prohvac1.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









































8. 77 Wentworth Street - Recommended Approval

Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the installation of an A/C condenser. 

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

Stipulations: 

1. _________________________________________________

2. _________________________________________________

3. _________________________________________________
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-450

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 23, 2022

Applicant

Jackie Ceurvels 

install@keyhvac.com 

8E Continental Drive 

Exeter, NH 03833 

603-436-8811  

Location

77 WENTWORTH ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

PALINO EDWARD JOSEPH & PALINO NANCY ANN 

77 WENTWORTH ST PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Installation of Condenser and Furnace 

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Edward Palino

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

77 Wentworth St

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

6176469687

Email Address

edny98@aol.com

Relationship to Project

Other

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

Contractor

Full Name (First and Last)

Alex Sherrill

Business Name (if applicable)

Key Heating & Air



 



9. 100 Deer Street  - Recommended Approval 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the existing awning and install a new 

pergola.  

Staff Comment: Recommended Approval  

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-451

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Acknowledgement

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 23, 2022

Applicant

Eben Tormey 

etormey@xsshotels.com 

1359 Hooksett Road 

Hooksett, NH 03106 

603-518-2132  

Location

100 DEER ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

PARADE RESIDENCE HOTEL LLC & C/O CATHARTES PRIVATE INVMTS 

100 SUMMER ST SUITE 1600 BOSTON, MA 02110

Please select application type from the drop down menu below

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

22 Portwalk Place

Brief Description of Proposed Work

Remove existing awning at patio next to Venue @ Portwalk Place entrance and install "Level Pergola" sunshade awning

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Architect

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Adam Morrill

Business Name (if applicable)

PROCON

Mailing Address (Street)

1359 Hooksett Road

City/Town

Hooksett

State

NH

Zip Code

03106

Phone

603-518-2268

Email Address

amorrill@proconinc.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

Owner of this property



HDC SUBMISSION: APRIL 06, 2022PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

EXHIBIT
PERGOLA @ VENUE 1COVER

VENUE @ PORTWALK PLACE
PLAN PORTSMOUTH 3D MODEL: AREA 6
CHARACTER DISTRICT: CD-5

TABLE OF CONTENTS
1 COVER
2 LOCAL CONTEXT
3 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4 PROPOSED PLANS
5 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
6 PERGOLA DETAILS 
7 PERGOLA DETAILS
8 PROPOSED RENDERING
9 PROPOSED RENDERING
10 PROPOSED RENDERING

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
THIS PROJECT CONSISTS OF THE 
ADDITION OF A ‘LEVEL PERGOLA’ ABOVE 
AN EXISTING OUTDOOR PATIO AT THE 
VENUE EVENT CENTER ATTACHED TO 
THE RESIDENCE INN ALONG PORTWALK 
PLACE.   THE PERGOLA AND EXISTING 
PATIO ARE ADJACENT TO THE EXISTING 
EVENT CENTER ENTRANCE.

City of Portsmouth, NH March 21, 2022

Property Information
Property ID 0125-0022-0000
Location 100 DEER ST
Owner PARADE RESIDENCE HOTEL LLC

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT

City of Portsmouth, NH makes no claims and no
warranties, expressed or implied, concerning the
validity or accuracy of the GIS data presented on this
map.

Geometry updated 3/9/2022
Data updated 3/9/2022

Print map scale is approximate. Critical
layout or measurement activities should not
be done using this resource.

1" = 160 ft

VENUE @ PORTWALK PLACE
22 PORTWALK PLACE
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map.
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Print map scale is approximate. Critical
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TO BE REMOVED



HDC SUBMISSION: APRIL 06, 2022PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

EXHIBIT
PERGOLA @ VENUE 4PROPOSED PLANS

EXISTING RAILING & 
GRANITE CURB

PROPOSED PERGOLA

3/16”=1’-0”
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HDC SUBMISSION: APRIL 06, 2022PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

EXHIBIT
PERGOLA @ VENUE 6PERGOLA DETAILS

 LEVEL Pergola® Technical information  

Dimensions: 

A =  Height of Slope 

B =  Height at top back 

C =  Post Height / Under  

        gutter height 

P =  Actual Projection from     

        wall 
FRONT SECTION 

NOTE: 

See minimum pitch diagram 
for proper water drainage  

TYPE 1:   Level system 

L = from 8’ 1” to max 16’ 5” wide 

 

TYPE 2:   Level system 

2 spans (L from 14’ 8” to  29’ 6” max total 

L1 & L2 from 6’ 6” to 14’ 8” wide 

TYPE 3:   Level system 

3 spans (L from 27’ 10” to  42’ 6”) 

L1, L2 & L3 from 6’ 6” to 14’ 1” wide 

FOOT  PLATE 

BRACKET PLATE FOR STD. 
WALL INSTALLATION 

PERGOLA ELEVATION

24’-2”

14’-2”

15
’-

0”

11
’-

0”
4’

-0
”

12’-1” 12’-1”



HDC SUBMISSION: APRIL 06, 2022PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE

EXHIBIT
PERGOLA @ VENUE 7PERGOLA DETAILS

502 PROOF SOLTIS  /  OPAQUE SATIN FINISH COLORS 
The Precontraint 502 fabric from Ferrari also offers excellent dimensional stability with minimal stretch-
ing and exceptional dirt resistance thanks to a PVDF topcoat on both sides. The fabric is therefore      
perfect for use on retractable Pergola® roof awnings.   The fabric is 16.8 oz/sq. yard with a satin finish.    
Fabrics are fire retardant and certificate is available.  

OPTIONAL PERGOLA  & SCREEN FABRIC COLORS  

502V2-8102C 502V2-2171C 502V2-2168C 502V2-2167C 502V2-8450C 502V2-8341C 502V2-8861C 502V2-50265C 502V2-2135C 502V2-2141C 

502V2-2138C 502V2-2012C 502V2-2148C 502V2-2137C 502V2-2158C 502V2-50668C 502V2-50669C 502V2-50670C 502V2-8056C 502V2-2156C 

502V2-2152C 502V2-8255C 502V2-2150C 502V2-8204C 502V2-2172C 502V2-20185C 502V2-50674C 502V2-2166C 502V2-50671C 502V2-50675C 

502V2-50672C 502V2-50676C 502V2-50270C 502V2-50673C 502V2-50677C 502V2-2160C 502V2-2161C 502V2-1125C 502V2-2157C 502V2-8284C 

   OPTIONAL FRAME COLORS FOR THESE PERGOLA MODELS:  

       Level, Mito, Tecnic & Tecnic One 

MOCHA 

Semi Gloss 

BROWN Gloss 

 

BLACK Gloss 

Ral 9005 

GREEN Gloss 

Ral 6005 

GREY Gloss 

Ral 7040 

TAUPE Gloss 

 

BRONZE 

Coarse 

NOTE:   ACTUAL FRAME COLOR MAY VARY FROM DIGITAL IMAGES  

NOTE:  All these colors except Green Ral 6005 and Desert Sand / Ivory  are “super durables” which offer  

              better durability compared with standard polyesters powders. 

DESERT SAND /
IVORY Gloss 
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EXHIBIT
PERGOLA @ VENUE 8PROPOSED RENDERINGS
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PERGOLA @ VENUE 10PROPOSED RENDERINGS



10. 52 Prospect Street - TBD

Background: The applicant is seeking approval for changes to an already approved plan. 

Staff Comment: TBD

Stipulations: 

1. _________________________________________________

2. _________________________________________________

3. _________________________________________________
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City of Portsmouth, NH

LUHD-452

Historic District Commission Work Session or Administrative Approval Application

Application Type

Project Information

Project Representatives

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 29, 2022

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

Administrative Approval

Alternative Project Address

--

Brief Description of Proposed Work

New construction and renovations to an existing structure

Description of Proposed Work (Planning Staff)

--

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Timothy Malloy

Business Name (if applicable)

--

Mailing Address (Street)

52 Prospect St.

City/Town

Portsmouth

State

NH

Zip Code

03801

Phone

603.583.3897

Email Address

Tmalloy131@gmail.com

Relationship to Project

Owner

If you selected "Other", please state relationship to project.

--

Full Name (First and Last)

Susan Malloy

Business Name (if applicable)

--



March 29, 2022 

Attn: City of Portsmouth, NH Historic District Commission 

Subject: Administrative Approval Application, 52 Prospect Street 

Ref: Certificate of Approval (LU-21-188), dated 11/15/2021 

 

Dear Members of the Historic District Commission, 

The purpose of this letter is to provide context and rationale for our request to (1) change from the 

approved wood clapboard siding on our home renovation project to fiber cement clapboard siding, and 

(2) change the windows that are noted as replacement to new construction.  

1. Siding 

Given the significant increase in construction costs, we have had to evaluate the scope in order to keep 

the project viable from a budget perspective.  

As discussed during our HDC approval meeting, we did investigate repairing the existing wood siding 

(underneath the aluminum siding) with our builder. We found that the condition of the wood is in 

disrepair, and removal of the aluminum siding would cause further damage to the wood underneath. 

Unfortunately, this option is not only costly, it does not provide for a viable long-term siding solution.    

In order to incorporate new siding to our home, our builder has quoted the following options: 

1. Fiber cement siding for the entire home (existing and addition) with Azek trim: $46,080 

2. Wood siding on the front, fiber cement siding on the sides and rear: $52,065 

3. Wood siding on the entire home: $76,005 

We are requesting the HDC to approve # 1 (fiber cement siding for the entire home), as this is our 

preferred option. #2 represents our second preference and #3 represents what is currently approved. 

As the HDC is well aware, the cost of construction has increased significantly as of late due partly to 

labor shortages, increased material cost, and an overall increase in home construction/renovation 

projects. We’ve had to increase our renovation budget in order to proceed with this project. We’re 

excited about improving its functionality as well as its appearance. The fiber cement siding will be a 

substantial improvement over the current aluminum siding, it will conserve or enhance property value 

and will maintain consistency with the defining character of the neighborhood. So we kindly request 

your consideration to enable us to do that in the most cost-effective way possible. 

2. Windows 

When we proposed our plans for HDC approval, we hadn’t had a complete evaluation of the windows 

from our builder. Now that the evaluation is complete, our desire is to use new construction windows 

rather than replacement windows on the front elevation and the rear family room window. New 

construction windows are preferred due to the likely state of disrepair of the window frames. The new 

construction windows will be the same Marvin Elevate 6 over 6 pane that is currently approved. The 



pane size is the same as currently approved. The new sashes will be almost identical to the original size. 

The currently approved plan already allows for removal of the window casing as well.   

One of the front windows: 

 

Existing window jamb from an attic window:       

 

Thank you very much for your consideration. 

Tim & Sue Malloy 
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Historic District Commission 
 

Staff Report – April 6th, 2022 
 

 

Administrative Approvals: 
1.   28 Chapel St. (LUHD-437)  - Recommend Approval 

2.   64 Mt. Vernon St. (LUHD-441)  - Recommend Approval 

3.   92 Pleasant St. (LUHD-443)  - Recommend Approval 

4.   284 New Castle Ave. (LUHD-442) - Recommend Approval 

5.   137 Daniel St. (LUHD-439)  - Recommend Approval 

6.   35 Bow St. (LUHD-446)   - Recommend Approval 

7.   414 State St. (LUHD-449)   - Recommend Approval 

8.   77 Wentworth St. (LUHD-450)  - Recommend Approval 

9.   100 Deer St. (LUHD-451)   - Recommend Approval 

10. 52 Prospect St. (LUHD-452)  - Recommend Approval 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1. 55 Gates Street. (LU-22-43) (siding & trim) 

2. 531 Islington Street (LU-22-38) (signage and siding) 

3. 75 Gates Street (LU-22-29) (siding) 

4. 189 Gates Street (LU-22-30) (garden cottage) 

5. 45 Richmond Street (LU-20-249) (rear addition) 

6. 50 Daniel Street (LU-22-40) (ext. modifications) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 
 

7.   33 Deer Street. (LU-22-64) (decks and balconies) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 
 

A.  1 Raynes Ave. (LUHD-234) (2 new buildings)  

B.    2 Russell / 0 Deer St. (LUHD-366) (3 new buildings) 

C.   1 Congress St. (LUHD-425) (infill building) 

D.    445 Marcy St. (LUHD-424) (new single family) 

E.    129 State St. (LUHD-414) (rear addition) 

F.    92 Pleasant St. (LUHD-422) (windows & balconies) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – NEW BUSINESS: 
 

1.   85 Daniel St. (LUHD-445) (rear addition & dormers) 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    55 GATES ST. (LU-22-43) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:   Single Family 
 Land Area:  2,854 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1850-70 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Gates and Washington St. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End  

B.   Proposed Work:   To replace siding and trim, & remove chimney. 

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 existing contributing structure is located along the intersection of Washington and Gates Streets in the 

heart of the South End. It is surrounded with many contributing historic structures with buildings, all located 

along the street with no front- and shallow side-yard setbacks, and deeper rear yards.  
 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to: 
 Replace bulkhead and existing cedar siding in-kind; 
 Make trim and foundation repairs; and 
 Remove the existing chimney (2nd chimney to remain). 

 

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

SSttuuccccoo  ((0077))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  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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5555  GGAATTEESS  SSTT..  ((LU-22-43))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##11  ((MMIINNOORR  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 
- NEW SIDING, REPAIR FOUNDATION & REMOVE CHIMNEY 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 

 

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 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 

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 

35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 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:  531 ISLINGTON STREET (LU-22-38) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L2 
 Land Use:  Commercial  
 Land Area:  11,325 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1999 
 Building Style:  Commercial 
 Number of Stories: 1 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Islington Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Islington Creek 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace signage, siding and other misc. changes. 

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 structure is located along Islington Street.  The structure is surrounded with many wood-

sided, 2.5-3 story contributing structures.  Most buildings have a shallow front- and side-yard 

setbacks and deep rear yards.   

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant proposes to revise the previous approval for the following items: 

 Replace and add signage to the drive through; and 

 Reside the existing structure 

 

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

DDoooorrss  ((0088)),,  aanndd  SSmmaallll--SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))  
 

K.   Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NA 
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531 ISLINGTON STREET  ((LLUU--2222--3388))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##22  ((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 
– NEW SIGNAGE, SIDING AND MISC. ALTERATIONS 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 HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

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

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

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

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

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

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

Project Evaluation Form:  75 GATES ST. (LU-22-29) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

    Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single-Family 
 Land Area:  2,178 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1910 
 Building Style:  Queen Anne Vernacular 
 Number of Stories:  2.5 
 Historical Significance: Non-Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Gates Street  
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace the cedar shakes with clapboards. 

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 2.5 story wood-sided structure is located on Gates Street and is surrounded with many 

contributing and focal historic structures.   The building was originally designated in the 1984 

Historic survey as a Non-Contributing infill building along Gates St.   
 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 
 

The project includes: 

 The replacement of the existing cedar shingle with clapboards. 
 

 

  DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee::  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))  
    

K.  Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NC 
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75 GATES STREET (LU-22-29)  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##33  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– REPLACE SIDING 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 HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
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E
 D

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

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

 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 
I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  

1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

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



                          Page 9 of 30 

HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  189 GATES ST. (LU-22-30) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

    Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single-Family 
 Land Area:  5,175 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1850 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival – Temple Form 
 Number of Stories:  2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Gates Street  
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To convert the garage into a garden cottage (ADU Unit). 

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 2.5 story wood-sided structure is located on Gates Street and is surrounded with many 

contributing historic structures.    Most buildings on Gate Street have little to no front-yard 

setbacks, shallow side-yards with deeper rear yards. 

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 
 

The project includes: 

 The repurposing of the detached garage to a 546 SF garden cottage to be used as an accessory 

dwelling unit. 

 

 

  DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee::  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  PPoorrcchheess,,  

SSttooooppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((0066)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))  
    

K.  Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 



                          Page 10 of 30 

189 GATES STREET (LU-22-30)  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##44  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– REPURPOSE GARAGE AS ACCESSOTYDWELLING UNIT – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

B
U
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D
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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 (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

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

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

 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 
I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  

1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

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

Project Address:    45 RICHMOND ST. (LU-20-249) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #5 
 

Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: MRO 
 Land Use:  Single Family 
 Land Area:  5,660 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1890 
 Building Style:  Vernacular 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Richmond and Washington Streets. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace rear addition and garage and add an attic dormer. 

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 is located near the intersection of Richmond and Washington Streets in the heart 

of the South End.  It is surrounded with many 2-3 story wood-sided historic structures with small 

rear yards and garden areas. 

 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Demolish and replace the existing single-story rear addition and garage with a 2 story 

addition and new garage with an attached greenhouse;  

 Relocate a faux chimney, and 

 Add a new front landing and steps. 

 

Note that previous approval from March 2021 has expired & this application is the same project. 

 

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

SStteeppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((0066)),,  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088,,))  aanndd  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  

aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Proposed Alterations and Existing Conditions 

 

  
Zoning Map

 
 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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4455  RRIICCHHMMOONNDD  SSTT..  ((LLUU--2200--224499))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##55  ((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 Two Story Rear Addition, Garage and Attic Dormer – 

 

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

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

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

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

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

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

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

Project Evaluation Form:  50 DANIEL ST. (LU-22-40) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #6 

 
A. Property Information - General: 

    Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  2,665 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1810 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories:  3.0 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Daniel Street  
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace soffit, downspouts, trim, siding, roof & add lighting. 

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 3 story wood-sided structure is located on Daniel Street and is surrounded with many 

contributing and focal historic structures.   It is surrounded with many 3-4 story wood- and brick 

sided historic structures with no front yard setback along the street and narrow side yards. 

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 
 

The project includes: 

 The replacement of the existing trim, standing seam metal roof, corner boards, siding, 

downspouts, and the roof soffit. 
 

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

((0055)),,  MMaassoonnrryy  &&  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
    

K.  Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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50 DANIEL STREET (LU-22-40)  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##66  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– REPLACE SOFFIT, DOWNSPOUTS, ROOF, TRIM & SIDING ETC. – 

-  

  

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) 

 

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 HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

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

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

 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 
I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  

1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

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



                          Page 15 of 30 

HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    33 DEER STREET (LU-22-64) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD5 
 Land Use:   Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  17,800 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1985 
 Building Style:  Contemporary 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  No public view 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End  

B.   Proposed Work:   To replace decks and balconies and HVAC screens. 

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) 

 

 

 
J. Neighborhood Context: 

 This building is located along Deer Street.  The property is surrounded with many modern and 

historically significant structures (located across the street on “the Hill”).  The structures in this 

neighborhood have shallow setbacks along the street and narrow side yards. 

 

K. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 

The Applicant is proposing to: 

 Replace decks, balconies, and HVAC screens. 

  

 

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

SSttooooppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((0066))  aanndd  SSiittee  EElleemmeennttss  aanndd  SSttrreeeettssccaappeess  ((0099))..  
 

I. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

   
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NA 
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3333  DDEEEERR  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LU-22-64))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##77  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 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) 

MINOR PROJECT 
- REPLACE DECKS AND BALCONIES, & ADD LIGHTING 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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R
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LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 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 

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 

35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 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:    1 & 31 RAYNES AVE. (LUHD-234) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #A 
 

Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Vacant / Gym 
 Land Area:  2.4 Acres +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1960s 
 Building Style:  Contemporary 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Maplewood and Raynes Ave. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To construct a 4 & 5 story mixed-use 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: 

 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 Maplewood Ave. and Raynes Ave. along the North Mill Pond.  It 

is surrounded with many 2-2.5 story wood-sided historic structures along Maplewood Ave. and 

newer infill commercial structures along Vaughan St. and Raynes Ave. 

 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Demolish the existing buildings. 

 Add two multi-story buildings with a hotel, ground floor commercial uses and upper story 

residential apartments. 

 The project also includes a public greenway connection behind the proposed structures along 

the North Mill Pond. 

 An appeal was filed with the Board of Adjustment for the Planning Board approval of this 

project. 

 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH AND WE WILL 

GET THE REVISED BUILDING DESIGN INTO THE CITY’S 3D MASSING MODEL. 

 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  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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11  &&  3311  RRAAYYNNEESS  AAVVEE..  ((LLUUHHDD--223344))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##AA  ((MMAAJJOORR  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MAJOR PROJECT 
– Construct 4 & 5-Story Mixed-Use Buildings 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 

 

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

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

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

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

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

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

Project Address:    2 RUSSELL & 0 DEER ST (LUHD-366) 

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

 
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 4-5 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 HS SUBMITTED BUILDING ELEVATIONS SHOWING A VARIETY OF ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS TO 

BREAK UP THE MASS OF THE LARGER BUILDING INTO SMALL, MORE TRADITIONALLY SPACED BUILDINGS.   

 IN ADHERENCE TO THE 4-STEP DESIGN PROCESS, THE COMMISSION SHOULD ASSESS AND PROVIDE FEEDBACK 

ON THE PORPOSED FAÇADE TREATMENTS, MASSING, AND THE REALATIONSHIP OF THE TRANSITIONARY SPACES 

ALONG THE SIDEWALK AND PROPOSED COMMUNITY SPACES WITH THE BUILDINGS. 

 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH AND WE WILL 

GET THE REVISED BUILDING DESIGN INTO THE CITY’S 3D MASSING MODEL. 
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDeevveellooppmmeennttss  aanndd  

SSttoorreeffrroonnttss  ((1122))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NA 
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22  RRUUSSSSEELLLL  &&  00  DDEEEERR  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD--336666))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##BB  ((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 THREE, 4-5 STORY BUILDINGS 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:    1 CONGRESS ST. (LUHD-425) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4& CD5 
 Land Use:   Commercial 
 Land Area:  13,940 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c1860 & 1892 
 Building Style:  Italianate & Richardsonian Romanesque 
 Number of Stories: 3 &3.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing (1860) & Focal (1892) 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Congress and High Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown  

B.   Proposed Work:   To renovate the existing buildings and add a new 4-story 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 alternations, additions or expansions) 

 

 
I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The new building is located market square and High Street with many contributing historic structures. The 

building front directly along the street with no front yard or side yard setbacks.  The abutting parking lot 

previous had a three-story wood-frame hotel building.  
 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to: 
 Make significant renovations to the existing historic structures and add a three-story addition to fill 

the existing surface parking lot. 
 The project also proposes improvements to Haven Court as a pedestrian alleyway connecting to 

Fleet Street. 
 Note that an administrative appeal has been filed with the Board of Adjustment seeking to 

provide relief for the added building height along High Street. 
 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH AND WE WILL 

GET THE REVISED BUILDING DESIGN INTO THE CITY’S 3D MASSING MODEL. 

 

  DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  

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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11  CCOONNGGRREESSSS  SSTT..  ((LLUUHHDD--442255))  ––  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 
ALTERATIONS TO EXISTING HISTORIC BUILDINGS & ADD A 4-STORY 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) 
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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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LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Number and Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    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 Evaluation Form:  445 MARCY STREET (LUHD-424) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single- Family  
 Land Area:  14,810 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: NA 
 Building Style:  NA 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Pray and Marcy Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a single family residence. 

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 proposed structure is located along Pray Street and will be surrounded with many wood-

sided, 2.5- story contributing historic structures.  Most buildings have a shallow front- and side-

yard setbacks and deeper but still relatively compact rear yards.   

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant proposes to revise the previous approval for: 

 Adding a new single family structure on the lot where previous a historic structure was 

located. 

 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH AND WE WILL GET THE 

REVISED BUILDING DESIGN INTO THE CITY’S 3D MASSING MODEL. 
 

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

DDoooorrss  ((0088)),,  aanndd  SSmmaallll--SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))  
 

K.   Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

      
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NA 
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445 MARCY STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--442244))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##DD  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
– ADD A NEW SINGLE FAMILY STRUCTURE 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 HDC COMMENTS HDC SUGGESTIONS APPROPRIATENESS 

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

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

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

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

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

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

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

Project Address:    129 STATE ST. (LUHD-414) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:   Single Family 
 Land Area:  3,050 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c1815 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories: 3.0 
 Historical Significance: NA 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from State and Sheafe Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown  

B.   Proposed Work:   To add dormers, modify rear additions and rooflines. 

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 lower State Street and is surrounded with many contributing historic 

structures with uniform cornice heights and federal architectural design.   The buildings are fronting directly 

along the street with no front yard setbacks and, where available, have shallow side or rear yards.  
 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to: 
 Removal of decorative window dressings 
 Adding skylights and oculus. 
 Rear additions to existing wood-framed sections. 
 Roof replacement. 
 Addition of lighting. 

 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH. 

 

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

DDoooorrss  ((0088)),,  aanndd  SSmmaallll--SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))  
 

L. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

  
Zoning Map

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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112299  SSTTAATTEE  SSTT..  ((LLUUHHDD--441144))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##EE  ((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 SKYLIGHTS, OCULUS, AND MODIFY REAR ADDITION - 

 

 

  

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:    92 PLEASANT ST. (LUHD-422) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:   Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  3,050 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c. 1880 
 Building Style:  Colonial Revival 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Court and Pleasant St. 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown  

B.   Proposed Work:   To replace windows, add a balcony and doors. 

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) 

 

 
K. Neighborhood Context: 

 The new building is located along Court and Pleasant Streets in the Downtown neighborhood.  It is 

surrounded with many multi-storied, contributing historic structures on a narrow street with buildings located 

directly along the street with no front or side yard setbacks.  
 

L. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is proposing to: 
 Replace the existing windows and aluminum storm windows. 
 Add a balcony on the second floor of the rear elevation. 
 Add doors to access the balcony. 

 NOTE THAT THE REVISED APPLICATION MATERIAL WILL BE AVAILABLE ON APRIL 6TH. 

 

  DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088)),,  

aanndd  PPoorrcchheess,,  SStteeppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((0066))  
 

M. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

  
Zoning Map
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 INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

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

Surrounding Structures  (Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
- REPLACE WINDOWS, ADD A BALCONY AND DOORS 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 
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TE

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

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

 

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Number and Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    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:    85 DANIEL ST. (LUHD-445) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #1 
 

Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  3,050 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1860 
 Building Style:  Greek Revival 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Daniel St. and Custom house Way 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association: Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace rear addition, windows and stoop and add dormers. 

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. This 2.5 story historic structure is located along Daniel Street.  It is surrounded with many 2 1/2 -3 

story wood-sided and brick historic structures with no front yards and shallow side and rear 

yards.  Rear access to the buildings is available along Custom House Way. 

 

J. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 

The Application is proposing to: 

 Remove and redevelop the rear addition to the structure in order to support a two-car 

garage with an upper floor deck. 

 Add wide shed dormers to the roof to support reuse of the attic level. 

 

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

SStteeppss  aanndd  DDeecckkss  ((0066)),,  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088,,))  aanndd  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  

aanndd  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100))..  
 

K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

         
Proposed Alterations and Existing Conditions 

 

  
Zoning Map
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8855  DDAANNIIEELL  SSTT..  ((LLUUHHDD--444455))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##11  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Remove Rear Addition, Add Dormers & Replace Windows, Siding & Stoop – 

 

  

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

 

C
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TE

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

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

 

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

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

H. Purpose and Intent: 

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

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

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

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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04/01/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-22-43

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 17, 2022

Applicant

Anne Whitney 

archwhit@aol.com 

9 Sheafe St 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

603-427-2832  

Location

55 GATES ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

STONE DONALD & RASA REV TST & STONE RASA K & DONALD A TTEES 

110 SUNRISE CT KALISPELL, MT 59901

Please indicate your relationship to this project

B. Property Owner's Representative

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













4/1/22, 9:49 AM OpenGov
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04/01/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-22-38

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 2, 2022

Applicant

Brian Ribeiro 

brian@eribeirocorp.com 

3 New Industrial Way 

Warren, RI 02885 

4016266465 

Location

531 ISLINGTON ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

Joe Salema & Dorothy Salema Normand 

780 Portsmouth Avenue Greenland, NH 03840

Please indicate your relationship to this project

B. Property Owner's Representative

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



531 Islington St

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Rockingham County

DESCRIPTION

POWER PLAN, SCHEDULES & DETAILSE1.1

EQUIPMENT PLANK1.1

FLOOR PLAN, DOOR SCHEDULE & DETAILSA1.1

EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

DEMOLITION FLOOR PLAND1.1

E0.1 GENERAL ELECTRICAL NOTES

P1.1

A3.1

DEMOLITION CEILING PLAND1.2

FLOOR FINISH PLAN & DETAILSA1.2

EQUIPMENT SCHEDULEK1.2

WALL SECTIONS & DETAILSA4.1

INTERIOR ELEVATIONS & DETAILA6.1

REFLECTED CEILING PLAN, SCHEDULE & DETAILSA1.3

EXTERIOR DETAILSA3.2

ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS, SCHEDULE OF RESPONS.,A0.1

POS COMMUNICATIONS PLAN, SCHEDULE & DETAILSE1.2

SLAB PENETRATION PLAN & DETAILA1.0

MASTER FINISH SCHEDULESA7.0

A7.1

A7.2

A7.3

MASTER FINISH SCHEDULES

MASTER FINISH SCHEDULES

MASTER FINISH SCHEDULES

A7.4 NATIONAL ACCOUNTS

SCHEMATIC SITE PLAN, SCHEDULE & DETAILSA0.2

EGRESS & OCCUPANCY DIAGRAMS 

COLORED EXTERIOR ELEVATIONSA3.3

WASTE & VENT LINE PLUMBING PLAN & SCHEDULE

WATER LINE PLUMBING PLAN & DETAILSP1.2

DEMOLITION ELEVATIONSD3.1

OPTION #4 WATER FILTRATION SYSTEM DETAILP2.1
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ISLINGTON

RUNS ON DUNKIN '
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TYPE III WALL COVERING

ASTORIA A197-582

"CHAINMAIL"

TYPE III WALL

PROTECTION

QUARTZ SURFACES

COLOR: 4120 (2CM)

RAVEN

FINISH: POLISHED

EDGE PROFILE: REFERENCE

MILLWORK DETAILS

SS-02
CAESAR STONE






  DISCLAIMER

OWNERSHIP AND USE OF DOCUMENTS, DRAWINGS AND

SPECIFICATIONS ARE INSTRUMENTS OF PROFESSIONAL

SERVICE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE

ARCHITECT.  THESE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT TO BE USED,

IN WHOLE OR IN PART, FOR ANY OTHER PROJECTS OR

PURPOSES OR BY ANY OTHER PARTIES THAN THOSE

PROPERLY AUTHORIZED BY CONTRACT WITHOUT THE

EXPRESS WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION OF THE ARCHITECT.



PS-04 FIBER CEMENT

SIDING & TRIM

JAMES HARDIE

OFF WHITE

CEDARMILL FINISH

COLOR:"ARCTIC WHITE"

SURFACE: HARDIE SIDING

DIMENSIONS: 7 1/4" X 12' X 5/16" THK

WITH 6" SIDDING EXPOSURE

OFF WHITE

SMOOTH FINISH

COLOR:"ARCTIC WHITE"

SURFACE: HARDIE TRIM

DIMENSIONS: 3 1/2" X 12' X 3/4" THK

WITH 3 1/2"  EXPOSURE

FIBER-CEMENT CLADDING NICHIHA MAIN GRAY COLOR

TUFFBLOCK "PEWTER"

COLOR: "PEWTER" FINISH: STANDARD

DIMENSION: 17 7/8"H x 71 9/16"L x

5/8"TH

TRIM: NICHIHA MTCK-01

METAL TRIM CORNER KEY 1 1/2" X 1/2"

COLOR: CLEAR ANNODIZED

PAINTED COATING SHERWIN WILLIAMS MAIN GRAY COLOR SW 7019 "GAUNTLET GRAY"

EIFS DRYVIT MAIN GRAY COLOR

DRYVIT #DUDO 29 2745 ST:

MATCH SW 7019 "GAUNTLET

GRAY"; LIMESTONE FINISH"

PAINTED COATING POWDER COAT MAIN GRAY COLOR SW 7019 "GAUNTLET GRAY"

NOT USED

NOT USED

NOT USED

NOT USED

FIBER CEMENT PANEL JAMES HARDIE MAIN GRAY COLOR

COLOR:"AGED PEWTER"

SURFACE: HARDIE SIDING

DIMENSION: 81/4" X 12' X 5/16" THK WITH  7"

SIDING EXPOSURE; FINISH: SMOOTH

FIBER CEMENT PANEL JAMES HARDIE MAIN GRAY COLOR

COLOR:"AGED PEWTER"

SURFACE: REVEAL PANEL

DIMENSION: (48" x 96" PANE)

NOT USED

NOT USED

SEE BELOWPS-04
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PAINT SHERWIN WILLIAMS MAIN GRAY COLOR SW 7019 "GAUNTLET GRAY"

NOT USED

PAINT SHERWIN WILLIAMS WOOD COLOR SW 6121 "WHOLE WHEAT"
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ALL OVENS

1"

BV

BV

BV

3/4"

STRAINER

CW

3/4"

3/4"

3/4"

SYMBOL LEGEND

BV

CV

WATER QUALITY

INSTALLATION CHECKLIST:

COFFEE EQUIPMENT (FRONT LINE)

FRONT OF HOUSE (FOH)

COFFEE EQUIPMENT (DRIVE THRU)

WATER SPRAYERS

ESPRESSO

HOT CHOCOLATE

ICED COFFEE / TEA

PROOFER

ADAMATIC

BLODGETT

BAXTER

BACK OF HOUSE (BOH)

ICE MAKERS (N/A RO SYSTEMS)

TO DRAIN

SERVICE ENTRANCE NOTE:

DUNKIN' DONUTS WATER SPECIFICATION & TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS

WATER FILTRATION

VERIFY SYSTEM SPEC WITH NATIONAL

ACCOUNTS

OPTIONAL

BOOSTER PUMP

MCANN'S: 16-2173-DD WATER BOOSTER

UTILITY WATER CONNECTIONS

3/4"

3/4"

UTILITY WATER CONNECTIONS

BV

ICE MAKER

DD ITEM #520

PROOFING CABINET

BV

1/2"

ESPRESSO

MACHINE

SINGLE COFFEE

BREWER

TWIN COFFEE

BREWER

SOFTENING

CARTRIDGE

ISLAND OASIS

MACHINE

ICED COFFEE

BREWER

HOT WINTER

BEVERAGE

MACHINE

SPRAYER
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04/01/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-22-29

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status: Active Date Created: Feb 22, 2022

Applicant

Jeff Halldorson 

halldorson42@icloud.com 

99 Brackett RD 

Rye, NH 03870 

603-828-9401  

Location

75 GATES ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

KOZEL DAVID FRANK & KOZEL ELLEN BRACHFELD 

75 GATES ST PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

Please indicate your relationship to this project

B. Property Owner's Representative

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



 

 

 

 

Existing Cedar shingles- proposed to switch to cedar clapboards. 
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04/01/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-20-249

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status: Active Date Created: Dec 22, 2020

Applicant

Anne Whitney 

archwhit@aol.com 

9 Sheafe St 

Portsmouth, NH 03801 

603-427-2832  

Location

45 RICHMOND ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

HOLMES CHERIE A & GOLDSBERRY YVONNE P 

1087 COUNTY RD WALPOLE, NH 03608

Please indicate your relationship to this project

B. Property Owner's Representative

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
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04/01/2022

City of Portsmouth, NH

LU-22-40

Land Use Application

Applicant Information

Alternative Project Address

Project Type

Status: Active Date Created: Mar 7, 2022

Applicant

Jeffrey Whitmore 

molly@whitmorebrothers.com 

2 Market Square 

Marblehead, MA 01945 

781-631-8818  

Location

50 DANIEL ST 

Portsmouth, NH 03801

Owner:

Courtyard Condo Association 

Please indicate your relationship to this project

B. Property Owner's Representative

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





Replace Standing Seam
Roof

Replace Corner Boards
Replace Siding
Replace Trim

Replace Roof
Soffit/Frieze

Replace sign/bracket

Replace downspouts

Reinstall lights
Replace trim

Cover brick with paneling

PAGE NO.

REVISION DATE:

Portsmouth, New Hampshire

2022 03 04

0 1" 2" 3"

NOTE: ORIGINAL DRAWING SET TO 24X36 FULL SCALE

FOR APPROVALS

DO NOT SCALE - GC TO VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS. NOTIFY ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCY

Building Elevation

1Street Elevation1 Scale: 3/8=1'-0"

Scope:

Provide OSHA appropriate staging as required to protect and
provide continued public sidewalk access and protect all from
injury and or property damage.

Remove and replace main roof soffit, frieze and connecting
crown/bed molding

Remove and replace corner boards

Remove and replace window casings and sills.

Remove and replace existing entry alcove ceiling with tongue and
groove boards.

Remove and replace storefront casings, sills and roofline crown
molding.

Install a flat panel and frame detail over brick foundation below
the storefront.

Remove and replace copper step roof.

Remove and replace clapboard siding.

Install blown-in insulation at all locations and fiberglass batt
insulation where accessible.

Paint all new work and remaining portions of the front façade.
Allowance for potential latent rot repair: 20SF

Requirements:

Building Permits by Contractor and paid for by the association

All work will be completed to the HDC and code requirements

Material used must be approved by HDC

All flat trim and moldings to be fully primed, all cuts must be
primed and joints sealed (Material will be Boral if HDC
approved)

Clapboards to be red cedar CVG primed with all joints
primed, sealed and back-flashed.

Tongue and groove ceilings to be 1x6 v-groove CVG red
primed with all joints primed and sealed.

Copper roofing to be standing seam 16oz red copper with a
full drip edge as approved by HDC. Underlayment must be
high-temperature ice and water shield (Shop drawings
required).

Provide and allowance for latent rot repair.

Siding and trim underlayment to be Henry Blueskin VP100
installed to provide full coverage of the exposed sheathing,
and lap onto the copper roof ice and water shield as well as
onto the top cleat of the copper roofing.

Remove and reinstall the existing sign bracket (bracket to be
refurbished by others). Install a flat inset board 1” proud of the
top, bottom and sides of the bracket wall mount. Trim piece will
be finish painted in the siding color.

Remove and reinstall the existing surface light fixtures (4)(light
fixtures to be refurbished by Others). Provide a flat trim detail at
fixture mount locations.

Entire building front to be fully painted. Prime all trim and doors
with oil based primer California Troubleshooter)(tinted to final
finish colors) and finish with California 2010 exterior paint.
Clapboards to be finished with two coats of Benjamin Moore
Arborcoat stain.

All construction debris and trash to be properly disposed of at a
licensed facility. The construction site must be cleaned/organized
daily, and all trash removed from the site. Final cleaning will
include cleaning the exterior of all window and door glass
(including removing any paint or adhesive spatter/residue).

Any onsite equipment and or material storage locations will be
approved in advance.

Expected duration of the work is 6-8 weeks.
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