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THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
 

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.                                                        May 08, 2024 
                                                                                                                            

AGENDA (revised May 03, 2024) 
 

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. March 13, 2024 

2. April 10, 2024 

3. April 17, 2024 
 
II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 111 Market Street 

2. 236 Union Street  

3. 30 Gardner Street 

4. 66 South Street, Unit #2 

5. 425 Islington Street 
 
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. REQUEST TO POSTPONE- Petition of, Maximilian Kolbe Hochschwender, owner, 

for property located at 44 Rogers Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (remove the existing chimney) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 45and lies within the 

Mixed Research Office (MRO) and Historic Districts.  

 

B. (Work Session/Public Hearing) requested by 95 Daniel Street, LLC, owner, for property 

located at 95 Daniel Street, wherein permission is requested to allow the full demolition and 

reconstruction of the existing structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 107 as Lot 7 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD4) 

and Historic Districts.  
 
 
VI. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Faribault Family Revocable Trust of 2019, owner, for property located at 

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

structure (replace all existing windows) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 
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property is shown on Assessor Map 148 as Lot 45 and lies within the General Residence A 

(GRA) and Historic Districts.  

 

2. Petition of 2082 IL 50 VZ, LLC, owner, for property located at 404 Islington Street, 

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

a previously approved design) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 145 as Lot 3 and lies within the Character District 4-L1 (CD4-L1) and 

Historic Districts.  

 

3. Petition of Pappas M. Sons, LLC, owner, for property located at 13 Congress Street, 

wherein permission is requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (replace 2nd 

story windows, replace wood store front, and signage) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 117 as Lot 13 and lies within the 

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

 

4. Petition of Ronald Furst Revocable Trust, owner, for property located at 238 Marcy 

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

(removal of a non-functioning chimney) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 52 and lies within the General Residence B 

(GRB) and Historic Districts.  

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by Argeris and Eloise Karabelas, owners, for property located 

at 461 Court Street, wherein permission is requested to allow exterior construction to an 

existing structure (construct a 2-story rear addition to the main structure) as per plans on file in 

the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 105 as Lot 7 and lies within 

the Character District 4-L1 (CD4-L1) and Historic Districts. 
  
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_tndA-7qiTA-9QghAFLJeiA 

 

 

 
 

 

https://us06web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_tndA-7qiTA-9QghAFLJeiA


MINUTES OF 
THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

WORK SESSION 
 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

  
6:30 p.m.                                                                        April 10, 2024 
                                                                                                                            
MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chair Reagan Ruedig; Vice-Chair Margot Doering; City Council 

Representative Rich Blalock; Members Jon Wyckoff, Martin Ryan 
(via Zoom), Dave Adams, and Alternate Larry Booz (via Zoom) 

 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Dr. Dan Brown 
   
ALSO PRESENT: Izak Gilbo, Planner 1, Planning Department 
 
 
Chair Ruedig called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. She said the Commission was there to 
discuss what Mr. Gilbo drafted from the notes taken at the previous work session in March that 
would eventually be added to the ordinance. She said the purpose of the work session was to 
come up with recommendations to present to the City Council as to how the Commission was 
addressing the issue of making it clearer for applicants and the public to understand the 
application of solar panels in the Historic District. She said the goal was to better define what the 
Commission had been doing in practice and as part of their guidelines and to clarify an 
exemption in the ordinance and also codify an administrative approval to make an application 
easier so that the applicant would know what was expected of them.  
 
I. WORK SESSION 
 
A. Discussion on Solar Panels in the Historic District  
 
City Council Representative Blalock said he sent the City Council’s goals to the Commission. 
Chair Ruedig said ordinances can change and can be amended and adopted and that the 
suggested changes would be sent to the City Council for a first reading at their May meeting.  
 
[Timestamp 17:23] Vice-Chair Doering said the Commission had goals and responsibilities 
that were very important because they were in the ordinance. She said there were three 
guiding principles, one of which addressed the issue of solar panels and stated that a tension 
often exists between the public’s interest and preserving and enhancing the City’s historic 
fabric and sense of place and other interests that might damage that goal. Therefore, the 
Commission’s role includes helping applicants understand and respect the Historic District 
and its relationship to the heritage and economic well-being of this City. She said that was the 
situation the Commissioners found themselves in and that the City thought it was important 
enough to recognize that this issue would come up, so they put it in the city ordinance. She 
said the exemption from the Certificate of Approval amendment was very much in keeping 
with all the other types of items that are exempted, noting that there was a common theme 
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throughout all the exemptions that said it was not visible, did not make a significant change to 
the structure, and was in keeping with the feel and intent of the all the exemptions. 
 
[Timestamp 19:40] Councilor Blalock reviewed the goals voted on by the City Council at 
their January meeting. He said he was concerned about imposing time and money on the 
applicant. He read a few goals, including sustainability, resilience, and climate change 
mitigation actions throughout the City and community. He said he believed the solar panel 
issue was trying to accomplish these goals. He said his biggest issue with the amendments 
presented the previous week was the topic of the panels being visible from the public way. He 
said he thought the Commission agreed that there were not many roofs that were not visible 
from the public way, so he did not feel that many roofs would fall into that category. He said 
he did not feel that it really changed anything because someone could always argue that a roof 
was visible. He cited the Richmond Street application as an example.  
 
[Timestamp 22:32] Mr. Booz said he agreed with Vice-Chair Doering. He said it was now 
being incorporated into the language for administrative approvals, which he thought was a big 
difference. He said if someone thought every roof that not visible from the public way was an 
automatic administrative approval, then a lot of people would not need to come before the 
Commission for approval. He said if someone drove down the street and saw one side of the 
roof and not the other, it did fit in line with the language of the other exemptions, so he 
thought the section that Mr. Gilbo drafted would save a lot of people headaches. Mr. Ryan 
disagreed, especially with the Richmond Street application where he had asked for the panel 
to be moved back and the architect said it was no problem, so it didn’t change much of the 
application. He said there were other items involved in addition to the solar panel. He said he 
liked the new language that was written and thought it was a huge move. He said he would 
look at it from a preservationist view and would think no panel should ever be in the Historic 
District because of the panel’s nature, but he knew people wanted them and thought they 
made a difference, so he had to honor that by working with the process and accepting it. Mr. 
Adams said the Richmond Street application also included the removal of a feature of the 
building, which he thought would be breaking the rules about an easy installation and small 
footprint of an application. He said it would have had an impact and represented the slippery 
slope that the Commission was on. Councilor Blalock said he remembered an application 
where an applicant said he would have to do the plans over and it would cost more, so he had 
felt that solar panels should not be under the Commission’s purview because time, cost, and 
hassle to move the panel was imposed on that applicant. He said he was trying to accomplish 
the goals but thought that imposing costs on residents did not help Goal No. 1. He said he met 
with middle and high school students about climate change and they asked him what the City 
Council had done about the environment and that he had told them nothing. Chair Ruedig said 
the greater goal was to encourage and promote the completion of the climate action plan and 
that there were more parts in the goal than simply the addition of solar panels in the Historic 
District. She said the first step was to try to reach that goal as part of the HDC’s purview and 
guidelines, and the purview was a big part. She said they were not implementing any extra 
costs than they had in the past but were just trying to make it easier by using administrative 
approvals yet still follow the HDC’s purpose and intent. 
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[Timestamp 29:57] Mr. Wyckoff said the mayor mentioned his climate action plan several 
times, so he presumed that the vote the City was looking at was something that a majority or 
at least the City Council wanted to take up. He said he had heard the word ‘sustainability’ 
mentioned often in City Council meetings and in plans in the last 15-20 years and that the 
City’s March 2018 policy statement mentioned solar panels and indicated that it would be 
helpful as far as sustainability. He agreed that the City had not done anything and that solar 
panels could play a small part. He said he’d like to see Portsmouth be more progressive and 
didn’t see any changes on the exemption for a Certificate of Approval than what the 
Commission had in their guidelines from 2015, and now they getting into whether solar panels 
were visible from anywhere. He said he did not see any changes in that v. the guidelines. 
 
[Timestamp 34:26] Chair Ruedig said maybe the Commission needed a better definition of 
‘minimally visible’ from a public way. She noted that there were plenty of roof appurtenances 
and other equipment like heat pumps and conduits that the Commission reviewed and made 
sure they were at least screened from public view so that they did not affect the character of 
the house or surroundings. Mr. Booz noted that Mr. Gilbo said that half the roofs were 
excluded from review because a south-facing roof is not visible. He said that alone was a cost 
savings and a huge change. Councilor Blalock said it would be more productive to focus on 
what a roof was made of and whether the view of those materials should be preserved or not. 
Vice-Chair Doering said the Commission looked at the effect on the entire building and not 
just a small section of removal. Mr. Ryan said there were other opportunities to improve the 
sustainability of the City, like City buildings outside the Historic District including the Public 
Works building and the police station, and fields of solar panels could be placed on City 
property, but the City was focusing on the Historic District that was Portsmouth’s precious 
heritage and allowed no purview on solar panels. He said the Historic District should be 
preserved and also be sustainable without flushing the historic architecture out the window. 
He said dancing around code language wouldn’t get them anywhere. It was further discussed. 
 
[Timestamp 44:10] Chair Ruedig said the Commission would make it easier for an applicant 
to meet the criteria for solar panels by knowing that if the panels couldn’t be seen or were in 
the back of the building, it would be an exemption. She said what was in the present 
guidelines was subject to interpretation, but the Commission would change that to say that 
something had to happen to be an easy approval, which she thought was a big difference and 
change because it put it into a rule. She said the Commission needed to make a compromise 
and look at energy efficiency, climate resilience, and the needs of the Historic District, and the 
amendments made by the Commission was the first step to make that happen. Mr. Wyckoff 
said it wasn’t only the visible aspect of the solar panels that really needed definition. Vice-
Chair Doering disagreed and referenced the New Castle Avenue solar application that was 
withdrawn before the Commission had a chance to work with the applicant. She said that 
application under the new rules would not have come before the Commission because the 
panels weren’t seen from the public way, and she thought that was a huge change. Councilor 
Blalock said that application was a public hearing due to the side road and the fact that it was 
visible from a public way. Chair Ruedig asked if the language should be changed to reflect the 
back of the building and if the house had a front gable, certain criteria had to be met to set the 
panels in the back half of the roof. She said it was hard to define because every application 
was viewed on its own merits and every building and property was different. She said she still 
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felt that the best thing would be develop clear and well-illustrated guidelines to indicate what 
was meant by ‘minimally visible’ and ‘back of the building’ and so on. Mr. Adams said there 
would be other difficulties in rationalizing the pieces and parts coming down the road and that 
it wasn’t like going to the Planning Board and asking for 26 percent lot coverage. He said 
there was no metric that could be applied and that the Commission had to use their judgment. 
Mr. Wyckoff agreed and referred to the New Castle Avenue application and the fact that Mr. 
Adams had not liked the way the panels were proposed to be placed, which he thought should 
be included in the discussion. Chair Ruedig said that was No. 2 of the second Administrative 
Approval section about the placement of associated conduit lines and thought it might be a 
good place to say that the placement of solar panels should be regular. It was further 
discussed. Chair Ruedig said the hardest part would be putting the language into the ordinance 
but thought it was a starting point. She said the draft would be presented to the City Council at 
their May meeting for the first reading but there would be more readings after that and plenty 
of time to revise and figure out the definition of ‘minimally visible’ or any other points. 
 
Vice-Chair Doering said she liked the way it was presently written because it was put in 
writing what the Commission had been doing. She said the Commission would eliminate the 
need for an applicant to pay for a public hearing by giving clear guidelines for an 
administrative approval route. She said she didn’t see anything that was codified that wasn’t 
pretty much what the Commission was doing anyway, which she further discussed. Councilor 
Blalock said the visible public way was too restrictive for him and thought any applicant that 
had a roof that was not front facing or a single roof and both slopes were facing the side 
should not have to come before the Commission. He said if No. 7 under the exemptions was 
changed to say that the panel would be on a shingle roof, then it should be exempt. He said the 
visible part was everyone’s perception. 
 
[Timestamp 1:03:55] Mr. Adams passed out copies of a document from the NH Sustainable 
Energy Association related to disjoined solar panel arrays and being visible from a public 
way. Chair Ruedig read some of the document, including that new construction solar panels 
should be compatible in their settings and minimally visible; solar panels should be located on 
non-historic buildings and additions and not visible from public ways; installation on surfaces 
that faced public ways should be limited; materials and colors should blend into the building 
design and minimize conflict with the historic character of the District; multi-roof systems and 
disjointed installations should be avoided; and installation on flat roofs should be screened. 
She summarized that it would allow the community to balance solar installations with the 
goals and objectives of historic districts. Mr. Wyckoff said if the language was going into an 
ordinance, it was more serious than guidelines, and changing the ordinances in the City wasn’t 
done all the time. He said if it passed, there were also other items being developed, like a 
turbine system that would go in the roof’s peak and other systems that he thought should be 
included. Chair Ruedig said those things could be considered in the future but there were 
other things more in line with the Commission’s environmental goals for houses, such as 
putting storm windows on the exempt list as long as they’re wood. She said that could be 
changed so that they were just storm windows so that people could get better energy 
efficiency. She said those were other ways the Commission could go toward the main goal for 
climate resiliency that the City Council was looking for and that could be addressed in a new 
chapter in the guidelines. Councilor Blalock noted that Dover was proposing $30,000 off the 



MINUTES, Historic District Commission Workshop on April, 2024                                                                Page 5 
 
 
assessment value of a house if it had solar. Mr. Ryan asked if it would be done in a Historic 
District. Vice-Chair Doering said there were great illustrations used to explain how building 
mass was looked at and how a new building fit into the character of a city block. She said she 
could see someone coming up with illustrations of different homes in different views and 
angles. She said it should be something the Commission aspired to because the clearer it was 
for the applicant, the less judgment call the Commission would have. Mr. Adams brought up 
Thornton Road’s wooden structures with solar panels that had disjoined parts and other issues 
and asked if there were a simple rule that would relate to that. Mr. Wyckoff said in 2030 those 
houses may not have solar panels. Chair Ruedig said they would treat those like they did any 
other additional change to the outside of a building, and it was further discussed. 
 
Chair Ruedig opened the public comment session. 
 
Public Comment 
 
[Timestamp 1:24:51] Kerry Vautrot, member of the Portsmouth Historic Preservation 
Advocates and the Portsmouth Historical Society, said she had a few recommendations. She 
said the term ‘minimally visible’ was the consistent language seen in other State documents, 
but she said without having a clear definition of what that meant was a flaw to the point that 
the City Council had outlined their goals, and one of those aspects under sustainability was 
training and supporting community leaders to integrate sustainability, resiliency, and climate 
change mitigation actions throughout City government and the community. She said that 
included the HDC. She said it would be a good opportunity to empower the City Staff to 
invest in the proper training so that the land boards and Staff would know how to interpret the 
new ordinance language. She suggested that flat roofs with parapets be exempt because they 
would not affect historic properties. She suggested that the Commission consider an 
exemption related to age and said a building that was newer than 50 years old in the Historic 
District could be an administrative approval or an exemption. She said the term ‘minimally 
visible’ should be further defined and recommended that some of the links to alteration of 
character-defining architectural features be clearer. She said another potential administrative 
approval option would be roof-mounted solar panels on secondary structures, like barns or 
garages. She said there was a need to define roofing materials as well, noting that slate and 
wood shingle roofs were not appropriate for panels. She said overall the Commission was 
consistent with the language but she saw their role as reviewers of some solar panel 
installations critical to move forward. She said she hoped the Commission did not lose all 
purview over solar panels and thought they needed to go further to give them more solid 
footing when they went before the City Council. 
 
Mr. Wyckoff thanked Ms. Vautrot for bringing up exemptions for flat roof buildings. He said 
there was a lot of modern equipment on top of flat roofs now and that solar panels were 
nothing up there. He asked why the panels were included. Chair Ruedig said it was probably 
understood that the panels were not visible so they were exempt, but it was a matter of 
spelling it out. Mr. Ryan said he thought the sustainable goals for the City Council were 
worthy ones but could be achieved in other places that were less damaging than the Historic 
District. He said he’d like to see a study as to how many solar panels could be put on a high 
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school compared to a house in the Historic District, and he didn’t know if the City would get 
there without having an ordinance that did not rely on the judgement of the Commission.  
 
Vice-Chair Doering said there were a lot of low-angled shed dormers, and she asked how Ms. 
Vautrot felt if they were on a second or third floor. Ms. Vautrot said if it was a low-sloped 
roof, it would allow the Commission more latitude and thought it could be made part of the 
administrative approval process. Vice-Chair Doering asked if putting solar panels on an 
accessory building depended on its location. Ms. Vautrot said it might be clear to say that an 
accessory structure like a garage’s location would not matter and could be an administrative 
approval. Vice-Chair Doering said the Commission allowed solar panels on homes like a 
1950s ranch that were visible from the public way but in keeping with the age and style of the 
house. She asked if that same situation would be different on Middle Street surrounded by late 
18th century buildings. Ms. Vautrot said context was important but that it depended on what 
the ordinance and guidelines stated and felt it would be okay as long as the installation of the 
panels didn’t dramatically affect the character of surrounding buildings. She said the 
Commission could successfully demonstrate that the Historic District has evolved over time 
and changes have occurred and it’s still evolving, so there could be a compatible installation 
of solar panels on a new structure but adjacent to a significant contributing structure. Vice-
Chair Doering said that would be difficult to put into an ordinance and would need to be 
reviewed. Mr. Wyckoff asked about the new accessory structure in the back of the Warner 
House and having solar panels on one side of that roof. Ms. Vautrot said it was a thorny issue 
but it was a new structure and based on a former building in that location, so she thought solar 
panels could be placed on it. She said there had to be some give and take. 
 
Mr. Ryan asked if Ms. Vautrot had seen any other cities that totally dismissed the purview of 
solar panels by their Historic District Commissions. Ms. Vautrot she said had not seen it 
completely gone. Mr. Ryan asked how Portsmouth ranked among the other Historic Districts 
in the country and what it would say relating to eliminating their purview. Ms. Vautrot said 
she would not rank it in terms of the context of the Historic District but thought Portsmouth 
had a fantastic collection of architectural resources that as a major draw for the City from an 
economic standpoint and the citizens’ sense of place. She said it was important to protect the 
integrity of that Historic District while still maintaining the responsibility of being good 
stewards of the environment. She said a balance could be struck. She said removal of solar 
panels from the Commission’s purview would be greeted with some press on both sides but 
would not be glowing from the preservationist side.  
 
B. Recommendations to the Planning Board 
 
[Timestamp 1:42:56] Chair Ruedig said Ms. Vautrot made some great recommendations. She 
asked if the Commission wanted to add another exemption for flat roofs with parapets. Mr. 
Ryan said it was a good suggestion. Mr. Gilbo said it was similar to calling out the solar 
energy systems but that it could be made more clear. Councilor Blalock said the accessory 
structure behind the Warner House was a great example but it could not be defined until the 
roof material was established. He said he would be cautious about listing off ten different 
things that could go in another direction. Chair Ruedig said they could make sure the language 
was there so that it was clear. She said it wasn’t an exemption or administrative approval and 
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that it would have to indicate that solar panels should not be added to slate or cedar roofs. Mr. 
Adams said Item No. 4 in the Administrative Approvals section addressed that. Mr. Gilbo said 
the shingle/slate roofs language could be tied into that section. Chair Ruedig asked about 
adding secondary structures to the administrative approval items. Councilor Blalock said he 
had hoped it would be exempt because they were in the back. Chair Ruedig said they were not 
always in the back. She said a flat roof secondary structure could be an administrative 
approval but would still get reviewed. Vice-Chair Doering suggested moving forward with the 
recommendations to the City Council but noting that there were other items that were brought 
to the Commission’s attention that they’d like more time to consider, like accessory buildings, 
high dormers that were practically flat, and so on. She said the Commissioners could 
contribute other ideas about places through an email as they did more research and that those 
could be included in Chair Ruedig’s presentation to the City Council during the course of the 
three reading process, and it was further discussed. 
 
Chair Ruedig concluded that the flat roof of a parapet could be part of the exemptions. She 
said No. 2 of the Administrative Approvals section would talk about the regular placement of 
the solar panels and that it should not happen on slate or wood shingled roofs. She suggested 
drafting up language for consideration of secondary structures as an Administrative Approval 
and sharing it with the Planning Board to review soon so that it didn’t hold up the process.  
 
Mr. Gilbo said the Planning Board meeting was rescheduled to the 25th, so the Commission 
could meet on April 17th to further discuss the changes that were made and still get it to the 
Planning Board in time. He said he would check the timeline from April 25th to get something 
on the City Council’s May 6 meeting agenda. 
 
 
II. ADJOURNMENT 
  
The meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Joann Breault 
HDC Recording Secretary 



MINUTES OF 
THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

WORK SESSION ON SOLAR PANELS IN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT  
 

PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

  
6:30 p.m.                                                                   March 13, 2024 
                                                                                                                            
MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chair Reagan Ruedig; Vice-Chair Margot Doering; City Council 

Representative Rich Blalock; Members Jon Wyckoff, Martin 
Ryan, Dr. Dan Brown, Dave Adams, and Alternate Larry Booz 
(via Zoom)  

 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: None. 
   
ALSO PRESENT: Izak Gilbo, Planner 1, Planning Department 
 
 
Chair Ruedig called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
I.    WORK SESSION  
 
A.  Discussion on Solar Panels in the Historic District.  
 
Chair Ruedig noted that the Commission met with the Planning Board in February to 
exchange ideas about solar panels in the Historic District and whether the Commission should 
manage them, and that all agreed that the best process going forward was to have the work 
session to come up with ideas to present to the City Council. She said she sent the 
Commissioners a few guidance documents from the National Park Service and Secretary of 
the Interior Standards to review regarding the integrity of solar panels in historic districts and 
settings and that she also sent out the document City Councilor Denton had given her about 
solar panels in the Historic District.  
 
[Timestamp 7:12] Chair Ruedig said what the HDC’s purpose, objective and applicability 
were, according to Section 10.631.20 of their ordinance. She said the HDC had evolved a lot 
from when it was created in the 1970s and from when the guidelines were established in the 
1980s and had moved far past simply preventing demolition in the Historic District. She said 
Portsmouth was very successful due to the Historic District and preservation of the downtown 
buildings. She said integrity was more than just the preservation of the structure itself but was 
also the retention of the setting, the association, the feeling of a district, and an area as well as 
the materials, design, and workmanship. She said the Commission would come up with some 
ideas to address their process and to streamline the application of solar panels on historic 
buildings. She hoped there were some instances where solar panels could be an exempt 
application and where they could be covered by an administrative approval.   
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[Timestamp 11:50] Vice-Chair Doering said the Commission was already doing a lot of what 
the National Standards and other documents recommended but that the guidelines available to 
the public only focused on one or two things, like the panels not being visible from the public 
way. She said if the Commission took the standards they were using and those from reputable 
authorities and incorporated them more clearly into the guidelines, and then took 
circumstances where an applicant may be fitting each one of those guidelines well, they could 
allow the applicant to move from a public hearing to an administrative approval instead. She 
said the purpose of an administrative approval should be to make sure everyone’s on the same 
page as far as having a proper display, layout, drawings, and so on and have it in writing that 
can be handed to the contractor who does the installation. She said it would make it easier for 
the applicants and should be the first step in the Commission’s recommendations.  
 
[Timestamp 14:47] Dr. Brown agreed and said it should be a 4-step process whereby 1) the 
Commission needed a preamble to remind citizens of what they were trying to do; 2) the 
Commission wasn’t changing the hard rules and if people followed the rules, it should be a 
simple administrative approval; 3) the Commission should put the things they were working 
on in writing relating to administrative approvals or exemptions; and 4) the Commission 
would support alternate energy methods like fossil fuels and so on. It was further discussed.  
Chair Ruedig said the Commission needed bullet points to give to the City Staff to draft up 
and then send to the Planning Board to review at the April meeting. She said the Commission 
would then look at the Planning Board’s draft and make comments and then present it to the 
May 6 City Council meeting. Mr. Adams and Mr. Wyckoff said they should start with solar 
applications that were approved or were not approved and why.  
 
Chair Ruedig said the document had a great checklist and a criteria for success to ensure that 
solar panels would work and comply with all Historic District guidelines. She said the list of 
ten items was all that the Commission needed. 
 
 [Timestamp 24:00] Chair Ruedig read the ten items. 
 
1. Locate solar panels on the site of a historic resource. 

 
2. Locate solar panels on new construction, or in cases where new buildings and new 

additions to historic buildings are proposed, encourage the placement on the new 
construction part and integrate it into less visible areas of the new design. 

 
3. Locate solar panels on non-historic buildings and additions.  

 
4. Place solar panels in areas that minimize their visibility from a public thoroughfare. The 

primary façade is often the most architecturally distinctive and public visible and the most 
character defining. Avoid placing solar panels on street-facing walls or roofs, including 
those facing side streets. Installations below or behind parapet walls and dormers on rear-
facing roofs are also good choices. 

 
Chair Ruedig said the Commission could explore the idea of tall commercial downtown 
buildings with flat roofs and say that if the building owner would want to put solar panels a 
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certain distance away from the edge of the roof or the parapet so that they wouldn’t be visible, 
it could be an exemption. Mr. Gilbo said there was already an exemption for roof-mounted 
mechanical electrical equipment that was open to interpretation but included the criteria that 
the equipment would not be visible from the public view and would not rise more than three 
feet above the roof plane. Ms. Ruedig said the Commission could modify that exemption to 
include solar panels. 
 
5. Avoid installations that would result in a permanent loss of significant character-defining 

features and historic resources.  
 

Chair Ruedig said that also meant not taking off a dormer or chimney to put in a solar panel. 
 
6. Avoid solutions that would require a result in the removal or permanent alteration of 

historic fabric.   
 
Chair Ruedig said solar panel installations should be reversible. 
 
7. Require low profiles, so solar panels should be flush or mounted no higher than a few 

inches above the roof surface and not visible above the roof line or primary façade. 
 

8. On flat roofs, set the solar panels from the edge. 
 
9. Avoid disjointed and multi-roof solutions, like solutions that would set the panels at 70 

degree angles when the roof slope was 45 degrees, and keep it flush to the angle of the 
roof. 

 
10. Ensure that solar panel support structures and conduits blend into the resource.  
 
Chair Ruedig said that meant ensuring that the wires and conduits were placed in a non-visible 
place or at least hidden or painted. 
 
Chair Ruedig concluded that Councilor Josh Denton brought that list to the Commission 
before and that they were great guidelines to adopt. She asked if there were items that could 
be an administrative approval or if the Commissioners had any other suggestions. 
 
[Timestamp 29:32] Mr. Wyckoff said the Commission didn’t have to worry about the 70 
degrees on roofs because most of the roofs were 8, 9, or 10 pitch ones that were around 40 
degrees and essential for solar panels. He discussed the solar panel project on Mark Street 
where there were fine mesh covers for solar panels that went over each panel, and a squirrel 
apron was put around the panel to keep the debris away and hide the fact that the panels were 
sticking up. He said that could be a part of the Commission’s requirements. Chair Ruedig 
agreed and said the Commission would also want to update the chapter on the guidelines for 
roof appurtenances and panels. Mr. Adams referenced roof colors and said people were 
encouraged to put new roofs before solar installations because they wanted a 20-year life 
expectancy, and he thought the installation of matching roofing material might address the 
color issue. It was further discussed. Mr. Ryan said it was key that the panels not be located 
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on the primary public portion of the building, which was a standard that he had seen on all 
Historic District guidelines. He said people had to accept that there were houses that would 
not be right for solar panels. 
 
[Timestamp 35:05] Chair Ruedig said there were other Historic District guidelines that had 
drawings that the Commission could adopt and show to people, like illustrations showing the 
back half of the building where the solar panels should be placed. She said if the applicant’s 
project looked like that, it could be an administrative approval. Mr. Adams asked if a roofing 
type was a factor in an administrative approval. He said some of the City’s slate roofs would 
be imperiled by solar panel installations. Chair Ruedig said that was part of protecting the 
historic fabric of a building and that the Commission could say it would cause damage to it. 
Mr. Adams said most of the slate roofs in Portsmouth were old and expensive to replace, and 
wood shingle roofs had textural problems due to the monolithic panels but very few were 
historic. It was further discussed. 
 
[Timestamp 38:39] Vice-Chair Doering asked to what extent the Commission should review 
and opine on how panels were placed on a roof. She asked if that was an equivalency in terms 
of their purview in looking at the aesthetic effect of putting 20 different AC units on top of a 
building and how they were arranged vs. 20 solar panels on a building and their arrangement. 
She asked if those were equivalents that should be taken into consideration in reviewing an 
application. Dr. Brown said their four basic rules covered a lot of what the Commission died 
and the exceptions would be reviewed case-by-case. Mr. Wyckoff said the exceptions should 
be talked about in detail, otherwise the Commission would go back to their guidelines and not 
get anywhere with anything new. It was further discussed. Vice-Chair Doering said the 
Commission should update their guidelines within the four or ten criteria that they’d like 
everyone to meet and that it would be helpful to give some non-negotiables, like no panels on 
top of a slate roof or facing the public or destroying the character. It was further discussed. 
 
[Timestamp 47:20]  Chair Ruedig said the Commission could agree as their first 
recommendation to include solar panels with the exemption of roof mechanical equipment on 
flat roof buildings. Vice-Chair Doering said the City Council had a great opportunity with 
incentives. Councilor Blalock said the Council was eliminating incentives to focus on 
affordable housing. Chair Ruedig asked if there were other ways the City and the Planning 
Board could encourage solar panels on commercial buildings and new construction and also 
outside the Historic District. Mr. Ryan asked why there weren’t solar panels on commercial 
building roofs. Mr. Adams said there were no Federal grant programs for them. Mr. Ryan said 
there wouldn’t be an onslaught of solar panels in the Historic District if there weren’t a 
Federal program because they were expensive and oversold. Mr. Booz said a commercial 
building’s flat roof should be an administrative approval, but for houses in the Historic 
District it should be an administrative approval for only the portions that weren’t visible from 
the street. He said homeowners could also have the option to install the panels on backyard 
accessory buildings or having a freestanding solar array if it wasn’t visible from the street. He 
said the Commission could also ask that the homeowner take steps like efficient windows and 
heating and cooling, similar roof colors and panels, and if the panels comply with fire safety 
codes before coming before the Commission for approval. Mr. Wyckoff said it was up to the 
individuals who came before the Commission to do their homework on solar panels and that 
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everyone would have to make changes because climate was a crisis situation. Vice-Chair 
Doering said the HDC had a role to play in educating people about ways other than solar 
panels to conserve energy. She said if applicants couldn’t afford panels or couldn’t meet the 
requirements, the Commission could help them find ways to use less energy. Mr. Ryan said it 
wasn’t the Commission’s role to do that. He said the most efficient way to make a house 
energy efficient was to replace the windows and siding. It was further discussed. Chair Ruedig 
said there were existing documents like the 2010 Clean Air Cool Planet document that could 
be provided to homeowners but that it would be better to find updated ones. 
 
[Timestamp 1:07:15] Chair Ruedig reviewed the main points that had to be met to push an 
application through administrative approval. Councilor Blalock abstained from any vote. 
 

1. Solar panels should be in areas that minimize their visibility from a public 
thoroughfare including those facing side streets, secondary views on the back of a 
garage, and so on.  

 
She gave more detail and it was further discussed.  
 

2. Avoid installations that would result in the permanent loss of significant character-
defining features of historic resources.  

 
Chair Ruedig said the explanation was that solar panels should not require alterations to 
significant or character-defining features of historic resources such as altering historic 
rooflines or dormers, avoiding installations that would obstruct view of significant 
architectural features such as overlaying windows or decorative details, intruding on views of 
neighboring historic properties in the Historic District, and avoiding any permanent loss or 
change to character-defining features or historic material.   
 

3. Require low profiles on roofs. Solar panels should be flushed or mounted no higher 
than a few inches above the roof surface and should not be visible above the roofline 
of a primary façade.  

 
Mr. Adams said there had to be a definition for roof mounting. Mr. Booz said a primary 
façade brought that sentence in conflict with the first sentence where the solar panel won’t be 
allowed on the front facing façade. Chair Ruedig said that could be lumped in with the next 
one. She said the flat roof solar panel may end up being an exemption if it couldn’t been see at 
all but it might be visible on a two-story flat roof building. 
 

4. Ensure that support structures and conduits are minimally visible, painted, covered, 
and that the color matches the historic resource and reflectivity is minimized. 

 
[Timestamp 1:18:37] Chair Ruedig said that, beyond the guidelines to be met to get an 
administrative approval, the Commission should make their guidelines more robust with more 
detail to encourage new construction and additions to have solar panels. Vice-Chair Doering 
said there would always be exceptions, and one in particular were panels on buildings seen 
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from hills. She also noted that the river and harbor were public ways and that a lot of historic 
structures could be seen from the river. It was further discussed.  
 
The Commissioners all agreed on the four main points. 
 
Chair Ruedig opened the public comment. 
 
Public Comment 
 
Kerry Vautrot of the Portsmouth Advocates said the Commission needed to discuss 
exemptions because it would be a critical path moving forward. She said she agreed with what 
was said about administrative approvals so far but pointed out that sometimes administrative 
approvals were handled by the Planning Department staff, which was something to think 
about as far as making it a simpler process. She said there was a great opportunity to update 
the Commission’s documents and thought that night’s discussion should be brought into a 
scope of work to give support to the applicants. She asked if a potential exemption could be a 
building’s age, like a building 50 years old or newer. She said it might also be good to figure 
out what buildings were contributing and noncontributing ones and that a noncontributing 
building could be exempt. She said the Portsmouth Advocates could work with the 
Commission to craft that language. She also noted that there was a variety of resources that 
could be placed on the City’s website relating to preservation and guidance documents to 
direct citizens to. [Timestamp 1:24:45] 
 
No one else spoke, and Chair Ruedig closed the public comment. 
 
[Timestamp 1:29:23] Mr. Booz said buildings of a certain age could be exempt, and some 
examples were given. Dr. Brown said exemptions on modern houses would be good but 
shouldn’t be automatic, and he gave an example of six homes with four of them built in the 
1800s and two of them replicas. He said if solar panels were placed on the replicas, it would 
spoil the view of the six houses. Mr. Wyckoff asked why solar panels would not be acceptable 
on a new home. Mr. Ryan said they would be seen within the Historic District. Mr. Booz 
agreed but suggested a back accessory building. Councilor Blalock said Ms. Vautrot brought 
up some good points and thought a house 50 years old or newer could be an exemption as 
well as noncontributing buildings. Chair Ruedig said there could be some overlap and asked if 
a house could be a noncontributing building if it was in the National Register District or the 
Historic District. Vice-Chair Doering said it could be an exemption from going to a public 
hearing but could be a judgment call by City Staff. Chair Ruedig asked if it was feasible to say 
that if a building is a noncontributing one in the Downtown Overlay in the Historic District 
and is exempt from review. Mr. Gilbo said theoretically it could be but that it could be 
challenged on whether a building is contributing or not. He said the specific language would 
have to be incorporated from the standards. Chair Ruedig said the Commission could research 
which buildings downtown that were noncontributing would be okay with solar panels as 
administrative approvals. Mr. Ryan said the ordinance as presented is to take the purview of 
solar panels away from the Commission, and he thought that the Commission’s presentation 
to the City Council would fall on deaf ears. Councilor Blalock said the Council would vote to 
send it back to the HDC and then send it to the Planning Board and give it two months to see 
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if better recommendations could be considered, and if the Council agreed, it would move 
forward.. Mr. Ryan noted that one of the Councilors said he didn’t need the HDC looking at 
aesthetics and that didn’t think the Council understood what aesthetics are and their 
importance to the Commission. Chair Ruedig said it wasn’t really aesthetics but was the 
setting, the association, the historic value, and so on. Mr. Ryan said aesthetics were very 
important to the Commission. Chair Ruedig said the objectives were clear in the ordinance 
and that integrity was the key word. She said the mechanical equipment criteria did not 
specifically say solar panels but that the Commission could include them to make it more 
aware to citizens, which would also cover new and old buildings downtown with flat roofs 
that were not visible. Mr. Wyckoff said the thing with flat roofs was that it depended how tall 
the building was that one was standing on, but he didn’t think it was a big deal that the solar 
panels would be seen from that vantage point. 
 
[Timestamp 1:46:30] Chair Ruedig said they would explore the exemptions for 
noncontributing buildings as defined in the National Register District nomination and new 
construction. She said it was something that could be discussed in the next two months. 
 
[Timestamp 1:47:28] Solar tiles were discussed. Mr. Wyckoff said they should be installed 
directly on the roof’s substrate. He said he saw a few examples that were large and didn’t 
match up with 5-1/2 or 6 inches of roof exposure. He asked if the solar panels should just 
blend in. Dr. Brown said it should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Chair Ruedig said, in 
that case, that no one would just decide to put solar panels on their roof, so it would come 
before the Commission. She said she didn’t think the Commission could just say they were 
exempt. She said in terms of exemptions, May 6 was the first reading and the Commission 
would have time to add and tweak things moving forward. She said what they had was the 
initial draft and was a good beginning. She said she would meet with the Planning Department 
staff to put the goals in the proper language and also work with the Planning Board. Mr. 
Wyckoff asked if there should be anything about encouraging new construction panels on 
taller buildings. Chair Ruedig said that would fall into how the Commission refined their 
guidelines. She noted that there was a section that said to locate panels on new construction 
and that the Commission could encourage it. She said the Commission agreed on the main 
points and would move forward, and all the other items were great recommendations that 
could be added to the guidelines. She said they wouldn’t get into materials.  
 
The Commission discussed solar panels being reversible. Mr. Wyckoff said if the panels were 
unclipped and there were aluminum panels on the roof that were taken off, there would be a 
small hole every 3 or 4 feet that could be dealt with and that wouldn’t really change the 
structure of the house. It was further discussed. Chair Ruedig said the recommendation could 
be placed in the guidelines to make sure they the panels were easily reversible and would 
cause no permanent damage. 
 
[Timestamp 1:53:52] Dr. Brown made two more recommendations about houses that were 
built perpendicular and how close they were to the neighbor and how visible they were, and 
houses on corners. Chair Ruedig said the guidelines would show illustrations of it. Mr. 
Wyckoff said there were other types of solar shingles that were more of a size that someone 
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was used to seeing on a roof, He said they could go into valleys and were then flashed, so the 
entire roof looked consistent but not all the shingles were solar shingles. 
 
Chair Ruedig said the Commission would start with what they had so far and could continue 
to make small suggestions and tweaks and do more homework. Dr. Brown suggested finishing 
with a paragraph that suggests that the HDC is in favor of non-fossil electricity and so on. 
Chair Ruedig said they could work on that.  
 
There was no vote because it was a work session. Chair Ruedig said she would send the 
handout that was put together to the Commissioners to review, and she asked that they look up 
solar panel guidelines for other cities as well as the online National Register District 
document to see which buildings were contributing and noncontributing. Mr. Wyckoff said 
when the Commission finally got the new ordinance, he wanted Portsmouth’s Historic District 
to be the one that other cities looked to and downloaded. 
 
B.  Recommendations to the Planning Board 
 
No formal recommendations were made at this work session. 
 
II.   ADJOURNMENT 
  
The meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Joann Breault 
HDC Recording Secretary 
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I. WORK SESSION 
 
A. Discussion on Solar Panels in the Historic District Commission 
 
Chair Ruedig referred to the previous work session on solar panels when additions and 
rewordings were added to exemptions for a Certificate of Approval and administrative 
approvals. She said Mr. Gilbo had given the members more information and some definitions 
since the previous work session, including what the term ‘minimally visible’ means and what 
a ‘public way’ is. 
 
[Video timestamp 5:01] The administrative approvals exemptions were discussed. Vice-Chair 
Doering suggested a drafting change to Item 3, “All flat roofs with parapets” being changed to 
“are installed on flat roofs” to make the grammar more consistent. She asked whether the 
wording suggested solar panels hidden behind a parapet, noting that there are three feet above 
the roof plane and then there’s the size of a parapet, which may be three feet tall and hide the 
solar panel. She asked if there was such a thing as a parapet that’s less than three feet and 
thought it could end up with something less than three feet tall but could still be seen over a 
parapet. Mr. Adams said most of the flat roof historic buildings were pitched when they were 
constructed and a cornice was always developed on the front of the building and then pitched 
off the back, which would put them in an unseen area. It was further discussed. Vice-Chair 
Doering said if the panels were angled upwards, they would not be more than three feet, so 
she felt the concern would be solved between that and the parapet. Chair Ruedig said she had 
also noted on Number 3 that all flat roofs are parapets and could say “or is located on a flat 
roof or low-sloped roof with a parapet”. She said the exemption indicated that it was not 
visible from a public way, so if the roof were pitched higher, the applicant would have to 
come before the Commission. It was further discussed. 
 
[Timestamp 9:14] Chair Ruedig concluded that the Commissioners were comfortable with the 
wording. She next addressed Exemption No. 7. Mr. Gilbo said he would read it as it was 
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revised in its entirety: “Placement or replacement of roof-mounted mechanical or electrical 
equipment and ventilation terminators and roof mounted solar energy systems, where the 
equipment 1) is not located on a roof surface that faces or is visible from a public way; 2) does 
not extend more than 3 feet above the roof plane; or 3) is located on a flat or low sloped roof 
with a parapet”. Mr. Wyckoff said most of the panels are four feet and if they were at a 42-
degree angle, they would not be 36 inches in height. Vice-Chair Doering suggested that the 
numbering series read 1, 2, or 3. 
 
[Timestamp 11:08] Chair Ruedig brought up some concerns from the Planning and Legal 
Departments about what really made up an administrative approval.  She said they were 
originally instituted to help projects that had already been approved and returned for small 
changes like vents and light fixtures, so that they didn’t have to come back for a public 
hearing because generally the project had already been approved and nothing was really 
changing. She noted that before administrative approvals, there were consent agendas, and 
those two things got melded so that the consent agendas for little projects became 
administrative approvals, which was why several Commissioners over the years asked why 
something was an administrative approval instead of a public hearing. She said it was a good 
time to talk about what an administrative approval is or should be. She said even if a project 
was small and felt like it was silly to bring it to a full public hearing, if there was a change in 
someone’s property, it still needed to be noticed and the neighbors made aware. She said it 
was a lot of pressure on Mr. Gilbo to make that call, so it should be defined better. She asked 
if the Commission could go back to the previously-approved projects and have another 
session for mechanical equipment because that seemed to be the bulk of the other 
administrative items, like compressors, mini splits, and so on. 
 
[Timestamp 14:04] Mr. Wyckoff said the Commission used to have a criteria that projects 
over $50,000 would need to be public hearing, and he asked if that would be a way to deal 
with some of those issues because some of the administrative approvals seemed large. Chair 
Ruedig said she didn’t know if a dollar amount would work and thought it was removed 
because the amount fluctuated. It was further discussed. Chair Ruedig said the Commission 
always had the option to pull an administrative item and discuss it and vote on it, but the 
public would have no idea that the item had come before the Commission unless they checked 
the agenda every month. Mr. Gilbo said the Planning Department went through all the 
administrative approval items because some items were “on the fence” and they needed to do 
a better job of signaling those projects out. He said they had a lot of administrative items 
related to mechanicals, and if they involved boundary lines, they went before the Board of 
Adjustment, so they were noticed and advertised that way. It was further discussed.  
 
[Timestamp 18:58] Vice-Chair Doering said the administrative approval items she was 
concerned about were ones like the 410 Islington Street buildings and the Italianate building. 
She said each of those projects had things that came up in the middle of construction after the 
project was approved, and in some cases it was something small, like the slope of the roof 
changing by two inches, but on the other end, something completely changed the back or the 
surround of the building or the way something appeared in the front. She said those were two 
very different effects on the neighbor, and that at some point a project that was approved on 
paper might not look like what was presented, and a neighbor might say they did not sign off 
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on that when they said they were in support of the project. Mr. Adams asked Mr. Gilbo if a 
neighbor had ever come back to him. Mr. Gilbo said he had never heard that a change ruined a 
neighbor’s situation. Chair Ruedig said it was a good concern but the language provided was 
that “the code official determines that the modifications do not alter the overall quality or 
character perception.” She said therefore there was language to say that as long as the changes 
don’t totally change the approved project, it’s fine. She said the issue could be brought up in 
the future. Mr. Wyckoff asked what Mr. Stith said about the issue. Mr. Gilbo said Mr. Stith 
suggested that the language be changed but that it didn’t have to be done right away. Chair 
Ruedig said the specific language changed and the changes went through all the time and she 
wanted to focus on the solar panels due to the deadline.  
 
[Timestamp 24:22] Mr. Booz said he researched other towns like Newburyport MA, Newport 
RI, and Concord MA to see what they did and that he downloaded the Newport document for 
the Commissioners to see. He said the language was close to what the Commission had. He 
noted that Portsmouth was on the forefront with administrative approvals and exemptions and 
that other towns were still reviewing everything. 
 
[Timestamp 25:26] Chair Ruedig referred to Section 10.633.32 and said she had a few 
language changes but wanted to hear other opinions on some of the definitions Mr. Gilbo 
found. Vice-Chair Doering said it was written that seasonal foliage was to be taken ‘in 
consideration’ on the minimally visible issue. She said that perhaps seasonal foliage should be 
discounted because when it’s off season, it’s not hiding anything. She said she didn’t know if 
it was intended to say that the existence of seasonal foliage was to be viewed as obscuring or 
just something to take into consideration. She noted that a pine tree hiding a solar panel 
wasn’t seasonal and that it could die. Chair Ruedig said they could add another sentence to 
make it clearer by stating that the interpretation and the intent was not to have elements placed 
to create distraction. She said it wouldn’t count if someone planted a bunch of trees to hide a 
panel. Mr. Ryan agreed that something like that could not be relied on. Chair Ruedig said 
‘minimally visible’ is a term used everywhere but that it isn’t really defined anywhere. She 
said there were several definitions and that the Commission could piece their own definition 
that worked for their Historic District. She referred to ‘not visible from public view’ and said 
she thought the language in there was the public ‘way’ and that a public way was a definition 
of being a street, road, or sidewalk. Mr. Gilbo said it was any portion of a public street or a 
sideway adjacent to a property. Mr. Adams noted that the Commission ran into trouble with 
the New Castle Avenue project when people were willing to discount Ball Street as a public 
way. Vice-Chair Doering said she thought people meant that the rest of Ball Street was not in 
the Historic District and that people behind the structure therefore were not in the District. It 
was further discussed. Chair Ruedig said the definition would be a public way with no 
conditions and simply a public way. She noted that it was related to an administrative 
approval discussion and not for specific projects. 
 
[Timestamp 31:45] Chair Ruedig asked if anyone had changes or comments on Items 1 
through 5. Mr. Ryan asked if the Commission would strike ‘foliage’. Chair Ruedig agreed. 
Mr. Ryan said it was in ‘minimally visible’. Vice-Chair Doering said she would take back 
what she said before because she thought when someone went out to determine visibility, they 
should look at the foliage. She said it was almost like being the negative of it, the fact that it is 
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foliage and that it’s hiding something that should make someone think twice about it not 
actually being minimally visible. Chair Ruedig said the Commission could talk about 
shielding elements as a term and as parts of a building, like a dormer as well as foliage. She 
said it was a valid thing to keep in but felt a statement could be added to say that the intent is 
not to have shielded elements placed there to create a visual distraction. Mr. Ryan said 
condensers were screened so it was possible to screen the panels if screening was approved as 
part of the application. Chair Ruedig said it was just a definition of ‘minimally visible’, so 
they could have another definition of a screening element. Dr. Brown said seasonal foliage 
and screening would cut into the effectiveness of panels. Chair Ruedig suggested saying that 
foliage is not intended to be a screening element. The Commission agreed. 
 
[Timestamp 35:18] Chair Ruedig asked if the Commissioners were okay with character 
defining materials and shapes of buildings. She said interior spaces did not pertain to the 
Commission and could be struck out. Mr. Wyckoff said a 2-story Federal building on the 
corner of Middle and Market Streets had Victorian features over the front door and asked if 
that was a defining feature of the building. Chair Ruedig said it would be one of them. Mr. 
Adams said not every building looked the way it did when it was constructed and that the 
Commission seemed to want to exclude things that happened in the 20th century, like vinyl 
siding and asphalt roof shingles. Chair Ruedig said another thing that could be done was to 
put a percentage on minimally visible items to say that it was 75 percent partially visible, but 
that it would be hard to calculate and probably should be put in the guidelines. 
 
[Timestamp 38:53] Vice-Chair Doering addressed secondary structures and said there were 
carriage houses in town that had architectural features and made up part of the primary 
building as well as its history. She said she would be concerned about having solar panels on 
them without discussing it first, and she suggested that the carriage house language be 
removed. Dr. Brown noted that it said ‘which is incidental to the use of the principal 
structure.’ Mr. Ryan asked whether No. 5 was needed. Mr. Gilbo said if the application met 
Numbers 1 through 4, it would be fine but otherwise it would have to be a public hearing. Mr. 
Wyckoff said the only reason it was put in there was if a garage was only 20 years old, then it 
would okay to put panels on it. Mr. Gilbo said it depended on the garage’s location. It was 
further discussed and agreed that No. 5 could be struck because a definition of a secondary 
structure wasn’t needed. Mr. Gilbo asked if the word ‘panel’ should be replaced with ‘solar 
array’. Chair Ruedig said the term disjointed panels was fine because they were specific 
panels. Mr. Gilbo said he would look into No. 2 regarding the placement of a solar array. Mr. 
Wyckoff noted that small battery storages for single panels were being advertised everywhere 
and asked if it was something the Commission wanted to consider. He also mentioned the 
solar panels on Mark Street that had a beveled piece of metal around the panel array and were 
covered with a mesh cloth. Chair Ruedig said it was something that could be added to the 
guidelines when they were redone. 
 
[Timestamp 45:04] Mr. Gilbo asked if the Commission was concerned with the definition of 
secondary structures if No. 5 was being struck. Chair Ruedig said no but that she wanted to 
clarify it. She read No. 2 as follows: “The placement of solar panels, associated support 
structures, and conduit lines shall not cause damage of character-defining architecture features 
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of the structure, such as installation through slate or wood shingled roofs and removal of 
chimneys, dormers, or alternating existing rooflines”.  
 
[Timestamp 46:23] Mr. Wyckoff said shingles had not been discussed. Chair said no 
applicants had brought them before the Commission. Mr. Wyckoff said it was originally just 
Tesla but now other roofing companies were making them. He said they had to be placed on 
the roof and then have shingles all around them. Chair Ruedig said if the Commission started 
seeing applications related to that, they could figure out where they should go. 
 
[Timestamp 49:47] Chair Ruedig summarized that the Commission read through Nos. 1 and 2. 
Relating to No. 3. She said she changed the wording on the following to read: “Roof mounted 
solar energy systems shall be flush mounted to the roof and shall not be visible about the 
roofline of the primary façade.” She asked if they needed to have the term ‘from somewhere’. 
Vice-Chair Doering said it if was just restricted to the primary façade, it could end up with a 
gable running down a side street. Mr. Gilbo asked if it should say that it not be visible above 
the roof line. Mr. Ryan said it could say ‘to remain within the plane of the roof.’ It was further 
discussed and decided that it should say ‘to be flush mounted to the roof and remain within 
the plane of the roof.’ 
 
[Timestamp 52:32] No. 4 was discussed. Chair Ruedig read: ‘Roof-mounted solar energy 
systems mounted on flat roofs shall be set back from the edge of the roof.’ Chair Ruedig said 
she removed the term ‘and angled as necessary.’ It was further discussed. 
 
[Timestamp 55:28] Chair Ruedig said the Commission got through Nos. 1 through 4 and the 
definitions. She read the initial introductory paragraph: “The property owner or authorized 
representative may submit for an administrative approval for the installation roof-mounted 
solar energy systems, associated support structures, and conduit lines provided that the 
application meets or exceeds the following requirements.” Mr. Wyckoff said it didn’t say 
anything about conduit lines or being painted to match the field. It was further discussed. 
Vice-Chair Doeing said the Commission could stipulate that it be painted. 
 
[Timestamp 57:14] Chair Ruedig said the Planning Board would review the changes to make 
sure the ordinance language was fine. She said she would also present it to the City Council 
on May 6. She asked the Commission to think about what administrative approvals should be 
and said she was leaning toward some way to define it better so that it was clear and legally 
sound as to what gets an administrative approval through and what needed to through a public 
hearing. She said the Commission would receive feedback from the Legal Department on how 
to define it. She said she would also be asking the City Council to use some of the money in 
the CIP to update the Commission’s guidelines. She said the Commission should try to get an 
entire new chapter for their guidelines on alternate energy, sustainability, and so on because it 
was more than just solar panels. She said they would also discuss windows and different types 
of installations in the future. Mr. Wyckoff said he wanted the best possible suggestions to go 
to the City Council. He said it wasn’t political and that he cared very much about what the 
Commission was doing, and he thought what they now had was good. 
 
B. Recommendations to the Planning Board 
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Exemption update: 
 

(7) Placement or replacement of roof-mounted mechanical or electrical 
equipment and ventilation terminators and roof mounted solar energy 
systems where the equipment (1) is not located on a roof surface that 
faces or is visible from a public way, and (2) does not extend more than 3 
feet above the roof plane, or (3) Are installed on a flat or low sloped roof 
with a parapet; 

 
  
Administrative Approval update: 
 

10.633.32 Administrative Approval for Roof Mounted 
Solar Energy Systems 
A property owner or authorized representative may 
submit for administrative approval for the 
installation of roof mounted solar energy 
systems, associated support structures and conduit 
lines provided that the application meets or 
exceeds the following requirements: 

(1) The placement of roof-mounted solar energy 
systems shall be minimally visible from a public 
way (including side facing streets) and the 
manner of placement shall be regular with no 
disjointed arrays (example: symmetrically placed 
or evenly spaced rectilinear arrays); 

(2) The placement of solar panels, associated 
support structures and conduit lines shall not 
cause damage to or alteration of character 
defining architectural features of the structure 
(such as installation through slate or wood 
shingled roofs, and the removal of chimneys, 
dormers or altering existing roof lines); 

(3) Roof-mounted solar energy systems shall be 
flush mounted to the roof and remain within the 
plane of the roof; 

(4) Roof-mounted solar energy systems mounted 
on flat roofs shall be set back from the edge of 
the roof  to minimize visibility.  

 

Definitions- 
Minimally Visible: Barely or partially visible or does not call attention to itself or detract from 
any Significant Architectural Features. Visibility is assessed through a commonly accessible 
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public way. To determine visibility, one may consider the distance and angle at which the roof-
mounted solar energy system becomes visible.  
Character Defining Architectural Features: The overall shape of the building, its materials, 
craftsmanship, decorative details, as well as aspects of its site and environment.  
Not Visible From a Public Way: Any portion of a historic resource that is not visible from the 
public street, sidewalk immediately adjacent to the property, or a place to which the public has 
a right of access.  
  
II. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:36 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Joann Breault 
HDC Recording Secretary 



HDC 
ADMINISTRATIVE 

APPROVALS 

May 08, 2024 

1. 111 Market Street

2. 236 Union Street

3. 30 Gardner Street

4. 66 South Street, Unit #2

5. 425 Islington Street 

-Recommended Approval

-Recommended Approval

-Recommended Approval

-Recommended Approva

-TBD 



1. 111 Market Street -Recommended Approval

Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the replacement of (4) windows due to 
water damage.   

Staff Comment: Recommend Approval 

Stipulations: 

1. _________________________________________________
2. _________________________________________________
3. _________________________________________________
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NOT TO SCALE

Z:\Active Project Files\111 MARKET STREET\Dwgs\4-CD\111 MARKET.rvt

PROPOSED WORK
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION - ADMINISTRATIVE

APPROVAL

WINDOW REPLACEMENT
111 MARKET STREET,

PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

A1
McHA:    EKW/MG

05/01/2024

1/8" = 1'-0"
111 MARKET STREET ELEVATION

PELLA® RESERVE, , TRADITIONAL REPLACEMENT DOUBLE HUNG, 34.25 X 55.5, WHITE

PROPOSED WORK:
• REPLACEMENT OF (4) WINDOWS ON THE SECOND AND THIRD FLOOR, FACING 

MARKET STREET.
• EXISTING ARCHED TRIM AT WINDOW HEAD AND CASING TO BE SALVAGED AND 

REUSED.
• HALF SCREENS TO BE INSTALLED WITH THE (4) REPLACEMENT WINDOWS.

111 MARKET STREET, PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

111 MARKET STREET WINDOW REPLACEMENT
Historic District Commission Administrative Approval - May, 2024 Portsmouth, New Hampshire



Location:

Rough Opening:

Attributes

Viewed From Exterior

Item Price Ext'd Price

Line #

Qty

1

3rd floor

34 - 3/4" X 56"

Pella® Reserve, , Traditional Replacement Double Hung, 34.25 X 55.5, White
$4,080.80 $4,080.80

15

1: Non-Standard SizeNon-Standard Size Double Hung, Equal
 Frame Size: 34 1/4 X 55 1/2
 General Information: Standard, Luxury, Clad, Pine, 4 3/4", 3 1/4"
 Exterior Color / Finish: Painted, Standard Enduraclad, White
 Interior Color / Finish: Prefinished White Paint Interior
 Sash / Panel: Putty Glaze, Ogee, Standard, No Sash Lugs
 Glass: Insulated Dual Low-E  Advanced Low-E Insulating Glass Argon Non High Altitude
 Hardware Options: Cam-Action Lock, Satin Nickel, No Window Opening Control Device, No Limited Opening Hardware, Order Sash Lift, No Integrated
Sensor
 Screen: Half Screen, Standard EnduraClad, White, Standard, InView™
 Performance Information: U-Factor  0.30, SHGC 0.26, VLT 0.48, CPD PEL-N-233-00639-00001, Performance Class CW, PG 50, Calculated Positive DP
Rating 50, Calculated Negative DP Rating 50, Year Rated 08|11, Clear Opening Width 30.875, Clear Opening Height 23.687, Clear Opening Area 5.078723,
Egress Does not meet typical United States egress, but may comply with local code requirements
 Grille: ILT, No Custom Grille, 7/8", Traditional (3W2H / 3W2H), Putty Glaze, Ogee
Wrapping Information: No Exterior Trim, Pella Recommended Clearance, Perimeter Length = 180".

PK #

2165

Insulate Weight Pocket - Insulate Weight Pocket 1Qty

Lead Safe Install - Lead Safe Install 1Qty

Pocket Install - Pocket Install 1Qty

3rd Story and Above Ext - 3rd Story and Above Ext 1Qty

Location:

Rough Opening:

Attributes

Viewed From Exterior

Item Price Ext'd Price

Line #

Qty

1

3rd floor

34 - 3/4" X 56"

Pella® Reserve, , Traditional Replacement Double Hung, 34.25 X 55.5, White
$4,080.80 $4,080.80

20

1: Non-Standard SizeNon-Standard Size Double Hung, Equal
 Frame Size: 34 1/4 X 55 1/2
 General Information: Standard, Luxury, Clad, Pine, 4 3/4", 3 1/4"
 Exterior Color / Finish: Painted, Standard Enduraclad, White
 Interior Color / Finish: Prefinished White Paint Interior
 Sash / Panel: Putty Glaze, Ogee, Standard, No Sash Lugs
 Glass: Insulated Dual Low-E  Advanced Low-E Insulating Glass Argon Non High Altitude
 Hardware Options: Cam-Action Lock, Satin Nickel, No Window Opening Control Device, No Limited Opening Hardware, Order Sash Lift, No Integrated
Sensor
 Screen: Half Screen, Standard EnduraClad, White, Standard, InView™
 Performance Information: U-Factor  0.30, SHGC 0.26, VLT 0.48, CPD PEL-N-233-00639-00001, Performance Class CW, PG 50, Calculated Positive DP
Rating 50, Calculated Negative DP Rating 50, Year Rated 08|11, Clear Opening Width 30.875, Clear Opening Height 23.687, Clear Opening Area 5.078723,
Egress Does not meet typical United States egress, but may comply with local code requirements
 Grille: ILT, No Custom Grille, 7/8", Traditional (3W2H / 3W2H), Putty Glaze, Ogee
Wrapping Information: No Exterior Trim, Pella Recommended Clearance, Perimeter Length = 180".

PK #

2165

Customer: Quote Number:Project Name:Carrie Barron Carrie Barron - 111 Market St, Portsmouth, NH, US 18092750

7of2PagePrinted on Detailed Proposal

For more information regarding the finishing, maintenance, service and warranty of all Pella® products, visit the Pella® website at www.pella.com
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Insulate Weight Pocket - Insulate Weight Pocket 1Qty

Lead Safe Install - Lead Safe Install 1Qty

Pocket Install - Pocket Install 1Qty

3rd Story and Above Ext - 3rd Story and Above Ext 1Qty

Location:

Rough Opening:

Attributes

Viewed From Exterior

Item Price Ext'd Price

Line #

Qty

1

2nd floor

34 - 3/4" X 56"

Pella® Reserve, , Traditional Replacement Double Hung, 34.25 X 55.5, White
$3,948.70 $3,948.70

25

1: Non-Standard SizeNon-Standard Size Double Hung, Equal
 Frame Size: 34 1/4 X 55 1/2
 General Information: Standard, Luxury, Clad, Pine, 4 3/4", 3 1/4"
 Exterior Color / Finish: Painted, Standard Enduraclad, White
 Interior Color / Finish: Prefinished White Paint Interior
 Sash / Panel: Putty Glaze, Ogee, Standard, No Sash Lugs
 Glass: Insulated Dual Low-E  Advanced Low-E Insulating Glass Argon Non High Altitude
 Hardware Options: Cam-Action Lock, Satin Nickel, No Window Opening Control Device, No Limited Opening Hardware, Order Sash Lift, No Integrated
Sensor
 Screen: Half Screen, Standard EnduraClad, White, Standard, InView™
 Performance Information: U-Factor  0.30, SHGC 0.26, VLT 0.48, CPD PEL-N-233-00639-00001, Performance Class CW, PG 50, Calculated Positive DP
Rating 50, Calculated Negative DP Rating 50, Year Rated 08|11, Clear Opening Width 30.875, Clear Opening Height 23.687, Clear Opening Area 5.078723,
Egress Does not meet typical United States egress, but may comply with local code requirements
 Grille: ILT, No Custom Grille, 7/8", Traditional (3W2H / 3W2H), Putty Glaze, Ogee
Wrapping Information: No Exterior Trim, Pella Recommended Clearance, Perimeter Length = 180".

PK #

2165

Insulate Weight Pocket - Insulate Weight Pocket 1Qty

Lead Safe Install - Lead Safe Install 1Qty

Pocket Install - Pocket Install 1Qty

Customer: Quote Number:Project Name:Carrie Barron Carrie Barron - 111 Market St, Portsmouth, NH, US 18092750

7of3PagePrinted on Detailed Proposal

For more information regarding the finishing, maintenance, service and warranty of all Pella® products, visit the Pella® website at www.pella.com
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Location:

Rough Opening:

Attributes

Viewed From Exterior

Item Price Ext'd Price

Line #

Qty

1

2nd floor

34 - 3/4" X 56"

Pella® Reserve, , Traditional Replacement Double Hung, 34.25 X 55.5, White
$3,948.70 $3,948.70

30

1: Non-Standard SizeNon-Standard Size Double Hung, Equal
 Frame Size: 34 1/4 X 55 1/2
 General Information: Standard, Luxury, Clad, Pine, 4 3/4", 3 1/4"
 Exterior Color / Finish: Painted, Standard Enduraclad, White
 Interior Color / Finish: Prefinished White Paint Interior
 Sash / Panel: Putty Glaze, Ogee, Standard, No Sash Lugs
 Glass: Insulated Dual Low-E  Advanced Low-E Insulating Glass Argon Non High Altitude
 Hardware Options: Cam-Action Lock, Satin Nickel, No Window Opening Control Device, No Limited Opening Hardware, Order Sash Lift, No Integrated
Sensor
 Screen: Half Screen, Standard EnduraClad, White, Standard, InView™
 Performance Information: U-Factor  0.30, SHGC 0.26, VLT 0.48, CPD PEL-N-233-00639-00001, Performance Class CW, PG 50, Calculated Positive DP
Rating 50, Calculated Negative DP Rating 50, Year Rated 08|11, Clear Opening Width 30.875, Clear Opening Height 23.687, Clear Opening Area 5.078723,
Egress Does not meet typical United States egress, but may comply with local code requirements
 Grille: ILT, No Custom Grille, 7/8", Traditional (3W2H / 3W2H), Putty Glaze, Ogee
Wrapping Information: No Exterior Trim, Pella Recommended Clearance, Perimeter Length = 180".

PK #

2165

Insulate Weight Pocket - Insulate Weight Pocket 1Qty

Lead Safe Install - Lead Safe Install 1Qty

Pocket Install - Pocket Install 1Qty

Location: Attributes

Item Price Ext'd Price

Line #

Qty

1

None Assigned
Min Order Quantity - Min Order Under 3 FF or 5 PF

$250.00 $250.00

35

Thank You For Your Interest In Pella® Products

Customer: Quote Number:Project Name:Carrie Barron Carrie Barron - 111 Market St, Portsmouth, NH, US 18092750

7of4PagePrinted on Detailed Proposal

For more information regarding the finishing, maintenance, service and warranty of all Pella® products, visit the Pella® website at www.pella.com
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2. 236 Union Street  -Recommended Approval 
 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for a change to a previously approved design 
(request a 5ft. reduction of the new gable roof). 

Staff Comment: Recommend Approval 
 

 
Stipulations:  
 
1. _________________________________________________ 
2. _________________________________________________ 
3. _________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Richard Lo

Richard Lo
AS APPROVED BY HDC SEPTEMBER 2023



Richard Lo

Richard Lo

Richard Lo
AS REVISED APRIL 2024

Richard Lo
FOR HDC 
ADMIN. APPROVAL

Richard Lo
EXTENT OF NEW GABLE ROOF TO BE REDUCED BY ± 5’

Richard Lo



Richard Lo

Richard Lo
AS APPROVED BY HDC SEPTEMBER 2023



Richard Lo
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Richard Lo
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Richard Lo
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Richard Lo
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Richard Lo

Richard Lo

Richard Lo

Richard Lo
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Richard Lo
FOR HDC 
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Richard Lo

Richard Lo
AS APPROVED BY HDC SEPTEMBER 2023



Richard Lo

Richard Lo

Richard Lo
AS REVISED APRIL 2024

Richard Lo
FOR HDC 
ADMIN. APPROVAL



3. 30 Gardner Street -Recommended Approval

Background: The applicant is seeking approval for mechanical venting and to rebuild the 
rear low sloped portion of the roof due to finding original undersized rafters. 

Staff Comment: Recommend Approval 

Stipulations: 

1. _________________________________________________
2. _________________________________________________
3. _________________________________________________



 



 



 



4. 66 South Street, Unit #2   -Recommended Approval 
 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for the final window brand and window 
schedule. 

Staff Comment: Recommend Approval 

 

 
Stipulations:  
 
1. _________________________________________________ 
2. _________________________________________________ 
3. _________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Marvin Elevate Windows - 66 South St. 

 

 



 

 

Please see photos showing le ers coordina ng with windows depicted on quote sheets. 



 



 



 



                                      

                Marvin Elevate window style as shown here (48 South St.) Similar trim style to be used as shown here (48 South St.) 

 

All windows to have 1/2 screens and 6 over 6 pane style where currently shown and available. 



5. 425 Islington Street    -TBD 

 

 
Background: The applicant is seeking approval for window replacements. 

Staff Comment: TBD 

 

 

Stipulations:  

 

1. _________________________________________________ 

2. _________________________________________________ 

3. _________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CUSTOM™ WOOD
WINDOWS AND PATIO DOORS



«

«

46  |  JELD -WEN.COM

DOUBLE-HUNG 

Uses moving sash on top and 

bottom to increase usability 

and air circulation

AVAIL ABLE HARDWARE FINISHES

*Oi l - Rubbed Bronze w i l l  change in appearance over t ime  

†Ava i lab le w i th opt iona l  PVD f in i sh fo r inc reased res i s t ance to wear and d i s co lo rat ion

Oil-Rubbed 
Bronze*†

Antique 
Brass

Polished 
Brass

Brushed 
Chrome

Polished 
Chrome

Powder-
Coat White

Chestnut 
Bronze

Powder-
Coat Black

Desert 
Sand

Satin 
Nickel†

DOUBLE-HUNG FEATURES & OPTIONS

CAM- LOCK WITH 
CONCEALED T I LT L ATCH

• Tilt sash allows for easy 

cleaning from the inside  

of your home

• A single mechanism  

controls both the locking  

and tilting of the sash

• Tilt latches are concealed 

within the sash for a clean, 

streamlined appearance

OPT IONAL 3 -1/ 2" BOT TOM R A IL

• Replicates historic architecture

CONCEALED JAMB L INER

• Replicates historic 

architecture

• No exposed track

• Cover will match interior 

species and finish

Ac tua l  co lo r s may var y f rom samples shown due to pr int ing proces s and /or d i f fe r ing moni tor ca l ib rat ions .



Historic District Commission 
Staff Report 

Wednesday, May 08, 2024 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

PH-B 

 

PH-1 

 

PH-3 

 

PH-4 

 

PH-2 

 

WS-1 

 



Project Address:  95 DANIEL STREET 

Permit Requested:   CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Application:  PUBLIC HEARING B 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD 4 
• Land Use:   Mixed-Use 
• Land Area:  1,682 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1850-1875 
• Building Style:  Gothic Revival  
• Number of Stories:2.5 
• Historical Significance: C 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Daniel Street   
• Unique Features:  Few remaining wood structures to exist 
• Neighborhood Association: Downtown  

B. Proposed Work:   For the demolition and reconstruction of the existing structure. 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Demolition and reconstruction of the existing structure. 
 

 

HISTORIC 
SURVEY  
RATING  

C 



D. Purpose and Intent:  
1. Preserve the integrity of the District 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
4. Maintain the special character of the District 
5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
1. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
2. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 
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11 March, 2024 
 
 
Structural Condition Assessment 
95 Daniel Street 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 
 
 
Gorham Structural Engineering, PLLC is a consultant to the property owner, and has been 

retained to provide a basic structural condition assessment of the building at 95 Daniel 

Street. 

 

The following is a summary of the findings from the structural conditions assessment. 

 

General Description 

95 Daniel Street is a two story wood framed gable roofed structure.  The original building is 

approximately 14’-6” x 34’-6”, with a 14’-6” x 7’-0” extension on the east side.  A 6’-0” x 11’-

6” enclosed entry porch is located at the north-east corner.  This east side extension 

encloses the entry hall and stair to the second floor.  There are two less significant 

additions on the back that measure 10’-0” x 9’-6” and 14’-0” x 6’-6”. 

 

During site observations it is obvious that the building has undergone alterations that have 

significantly diminished its structural integrity and safety.  Some of these alterations 

include: adding the commercial storefront system, replacing the first floor framing at a 

lower elevation in the front structural bay, lowering the top of the foundation wall around 

the outside perimeter of this lowered floor, modifying the wall framing and the second floor 

framing, and supporting a portion of the second floor from the roof framing using steel 

cables.  These alterations illustrate a lack of care and skill, a complete disregard for 

structural design and occupant safety, and have no regard for code compliance.  These 

observations will be discussed in more detail further in the report. 
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Exterior 

Looking at the front elevation from the street, it can be observed that the building is leaning 

to the left.  Horizontally, this lateral lean, from the first floor elevation to the eave line, 

measured 8”.  See images 1 and 2.  This significant lateral lean can be attributed to the 

renovation that removed the front right corner post and front wall, and added the recessed 

entry and storefront system. This renovation was poorly conceived and left the building in a 

dangerous structural condition. 

 

   
1-Front elevation     2-Northwest corner 

 

   
3-Southwest corner     4-Southeast corner 
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5-Detail at northwest corner   6-Wood decay along west side 

 

   
7-Detail at southeast corner   8-Grade along east side 

 

The exterior finish grades around the perimeter of the building are close to, or above, the 

top of the masonry foundation.  A concrete curb has been cast along a portion of the front 

and side walls in a poorly conceived and failed attempt to protect the wood materials along 

the grade line.  This grade elevation creates a situation where the wood framing is clearly 

subject to water damage and decay.  See images 5, 6, 7 and 8.  This condition needs to 

be addressed by raising the elevation of the building foundation to provide appropriate 

separation between the exterior grade and wood materials. 

 

The 14’-6” x 7’-0” hall and stair extension on the east side is sloping or settling downward 

from the main structure.  The area below the extension is not accessible and it is assumed 
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that this area is supported on a stone masonry foundation.  This sloping/settling may be 

due to an inadequate foundation, wood sill decay, or a combination of both.  This area 

needs to be investigated and a plan developed to correct the situation. 

 

Basement / Foundation 

The original building footprint is supported on a foundation constructed of granite bedded 

in mortar.  The east wall is topped with brick masonry.  The foundations below the back 

additions are a mixture of cast-in-place concrete and brick masonry.  The floor of the 

basement area is a very uneven surface of exposed soil or concrete.  There is obvious 

evidence that water seeps into the basement area.  See image 9. 

 

   
9-Basement looking north    10-Basement looking east 

 

During the renovation to lower the first floor, the top 12” (±) of the original foundation wall 

was removed, and the top of the wall lowered, to support the new wood floor framing.  The 

floor in this area now bears at an elevation that is below the adjacent exterior grade and is 

subject to water and moisture damage.  Attempts have been made in the past to patch 

cracks and openings in the foundation walls.  See image 10.  The areas of brick masonry 

are in poor condition and must be rebuilt.  See images 11 and 12.   
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11-Detail of foundation wall   12-Detail of foundation wall 

 

The basement floor slab and interior footings must be improved.  Additional footings will be 

required if the current load paths are maintained. 

 

First Floor Framing 

The first floor framing is a haphazard layout of joists, carrying beams and posts.  The front 

room floor is out of level by approximately 1” over 14-feet; the porch floor is very uneven; 

the hall floor is out of level by approximately 2” over 6-feet; the kitchen floor is out of level 

by approximately 3”.   

 

   
13-Detail of screw jack bearing on wood  14-Detail of typical wood post bearing 
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The interior first floor carrying beams are poorly supported on seven wood posts, some 

square, some round, and one rusted steel screw jack with no base plate.  All of the posts 

are bearing on wood block spacers, with wood spacers at the top.  None of the posts, as 

installed, are appropriate and acceptable. See images 13, 14, 15 and 16. 

 

   
15-Timber post supporting decayed joist  16-Timber post supporting decayed joist 

 

A majority of the first floor joists are newer milled 2x6 spaced at 16” on center.  The joists 

are inadequately supported at the foundation using either a cross-lap joint into a timber sill, 

or stacked softwood shims between the joist and foundation wall.  See images 17 and 18. 

 

   
17-Detail of joist end bearing on shims  18-Detail of typical wood post bearing 
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Second Floor Framing 

The second floor framing in the front 14-foot by 20-foot bay is such a mess it’s difficult to 

describe.  However, I can state that it is unsafe, structurally unacceptable, and must be 

completely replaced.  The floor structure is such a hazard that under no circumstance 

should people be allowed onto this floor. See images 19 and 20.  The floor measured as 

much as 3” out of level.  Second floor exterior walls measured as much as 2” out of plumb.  

A portion of the floor is hung from cables tied to the roof framing, which is structurally 

unacceptable.  See images 21 and 22. 

 

   
19-Front bay second floor framing  20-Front bay second floor framing 

 

   
21-Cables supporting second floor  22-Cables connected to roof framing 
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The second floor framing in the second 14-foot by 15-foot bay is not original and has been 

replaced with 2x6 joists spaced at 16” on center, supported on two 8x6 timber beams. 

These beams create three joist bays.  These beams are very poorly supported with no 

adequate load path to the foundation.  See images 23 and 24.   

 

   
23-Second floor framing    24-Second floor framing 

 

At the northern end, the floor beam end posts bear on a short studwall that is rotating 

outward, with no load path to support the post loads.  See image 25.  At the southern end, 

one beam does not have sufficient end bearing. See image 26. 

 

   
25-Post bearing on short studwall   26-Timber beam end bearing 
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The 2x6 floor joists frame into the exterior wall using various approaches, such as a center 

notch and toe nailing.  None of these conditions can be considered safe and structurally 

adequate.  See images 27 and 28. 

   
27-Joist connection to wall framing  28-Joist connection to wall framing 

 

Roof Framing 

The main roof is framed with rough sawn wood rafters, measuring 3”x4”, spaced at 12” to 

40” on center.  The roof, ceiling and wall framing are not stacked, or aligned, so there is 

not an appropriate path for loads from the roof to the foundation.   An analysis indicates 

that these rafters, spaced at 40” on center, can safely support about 25% of the code 

design snow load.  Going forward, if the thermal resistance of the roof insulation is 

improved, or a significant renovation is undertaken, the roof framing will need to be 

completely reinforced or replaced. See images 29, 30, 31 and 32. 

   
29-Roof framing     30-Roof framing 
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31-Roof framing     32-Roof framing 

 

The roof above the stair hall is framed with rough sawn wood rafters, measuring 

approximately 3”x3” spaced about 32” on center.  A portion of this roof is framed over the 

original main roof, and original wood roof shingles are present within the attic space.    This 

roof framing and supporting wall framing, in this area is in poor condition and must be 

replaced.  See images 33 and 34. 

 

   
33-Roof framing     34-Roof framing 
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Wall Framing 

The wall framing is a mixture of various size studs, with inconstant spacing.  Many studs 

are not continuous.  Some studs are spliced, butted or lapped, and discontinuous.  Many 

studs are not adequately supported and do not have a load path adequate to transfer 

loads to the foundation.  The walls need to be reframed, in compliance with the building 

code, so that studs are aligned with the roof and floor framing, and with an appropriate 

load path to the foundation. See images 35, 36, 37 and 38. 

 

   
35-Wall framing     36-Wall framing 

 

   
37-Wall framing     38-Wall framing 
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Building Code Requirements 

The NH State Building Code currently includes the 2018 International Building Code (IBC) 

for new construction and the 2018 International Existing Building Code (IEBC) for 

renovations or alterations to existing buildings.  For this building, IEBC Section 1301.4 

requires that the renovated building be capable of resisting the design loads specified in 

IBC Chapter 16.  Therefore, the owner is obligated to bring this building into compliance 

with the structural requirements of the current building code.  There may be other code 

sections, such as fire ratings along the side walls and means of egress that need to be 

addressed.  Those code issues are beyond the scope of this structural assessment. 

 

Conclusion 

The 95 Daniel Street building has significant structural deficiencies that must be 

addressed.  The initial construction of the building was careless and poorly done.  

Subsequent alterations, such as lowering the first floor, installing the storefront, and 

reframing the second floor were haphazardly constructed and have significantly damaged 

the building’s structural integrity 

 

The foundation, interior supports, floor framing, roof framing, wall framing and sheathing 

are in poor condition and need to be replaced and brought into compliance with building 

code requirements. The building as currently constructed is a life safety hazard with a high 

potential for collapse. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Martin Gorham, PE, LEED-AP 
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BUILDING HISTORY - 95 DANIEL STREET: 
• CARPENTER GOTHIC BUILDING ORIGINALLY BUILT IN APPROXIMATELY 1850. PURCHASED BY JOHN 

RUSSO IN 1965 WHERE HE OPENED JOHN'S BARBER SHOP SHORTLY AFTER, IT IS ASSUMED THAT 
AROUND THIS TIME IS WHEN THE BARBER SHOP STOREFRONT WAS ADDED TO THE BUILDING. PRIOR 
TO THE TRANSFORMATION TO A MIXED USE BUILDING, IT WAS A SINGLE FAMILY HOME. 

BUILDING HISTORY - 99 DANIEL STREET: 
• THERE IS CONFUSION ON THE YEAR THIS STRUCTURE WAS BUILT. ASSESSOR CARDS AND THE 

PORTSMOUTH ADVOCATES NOTE THIS BUILDING WAS BUILT IN 1850. BASED ON ANALYSIS OF 
HISTORICAL PHOTOGRAPHS AND SANBORN MAPS, IT IS MORE LIKELY IT WAS BUILT OR MOVED TO 
THE SITE BETWEEN 1910 AND 1920. BASED ON SANBORN MAP ANALYSIS THIS LOT WAS APART OF 105 
DANIEL STREET(COLBY'S RESTAURANT BUILDING) UNTIL THE LATE 1900'S WHEN THE LARGE LOT WAS 
SUBDIVIDED. WHEN THIS LOT WAS SUBDIVIDED A PORTION OF 99 DANIEL STREET WAS STILL 
LOCATED ON THE PROPERTY OF 105 DANIEL STREET. SINCE IT'S CONSTRUCTION THIS BUILDING HAS 
SERVED AS A 2-UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING WITH RETAIL USE OUT OF THE FIRST FLOOR UNIT. 

GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
• RESTORE AND UPDATE BOTH 95 AND 99 DANIEL STREET. BOTH BUILDINGS WILL BE RESIDENTIAL WITH 

2-UNITS IN EACH
• REMOVE EXISTING REAR ADDITION FROM 95 DANIEL STREET AND REBUILD ADDITION THAT IS MORE 

FUNCTIONAL AND COHESIVE WITH EXISTING BUILDING 
• RE-OPEN COVERED FRONT PORCH TO 95 DANIEL STREET
• REMOVE STOREFRONT GLASS AND DOOR FROM 95 DANIEL STREET
• REPLACE REAR STAIR AND ADDITION OF DECK TO 99 DANIEL STREET
• ENCLOSING PORTION OF FRONT PORCH OF 99 DANIEL STREET
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TYPE A:
DOUBLE HUNG 
WINDOW, 6 
OVER 6

WINDOW TYPES

TYPE B:
DOUBLE HUNG 
WINDOW, 6 
OVER 6

TYPE C:
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6 OVER 6

1. ALL NEW WINDOWS TO BE MARVIN ELEVATE
2. PROVIDE HALF INSECT SCREENS AT ALL WINDOWS.
3. BEDROOM EGRESS SIZE WINDOWS TO MEET MINIMUM 5.7 SF 

CLEARANCE. 20" MIN WIDE BY 24" MIN HIGH, SILL HEIGHT TO 
BE LESS THAN 44".

TYPE A:
2-PANEL WOOD 
DOOR

DOOR TYPES

TYPE B:
2-PANEL 
FIBERGLASS 
DOOR

TYPE C:
2-PANEL 
FIBERGLASS 
DOOR
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WINDOW SCHEDULE

Type Mark
Nominal
Width

Nominal
Height Comments

A 2' - 0" 4' - 9"
B 2' - 3" 3' - 3"
C EXISTING TO REMAIN, REPAIR AS NEEDED
D 2' - 3" 3' - 8"
E 2' - 3" 4' - 3"
F 2' - 3" 3' - 3" CASEMENT EGRESS
G 2' - 3" 3' - 8" CASEMENT EGRESS

WINDOW NOTESDOOR SCHEDULE

Mark
Size Door

CommentsHeight Width Type Mark Material

1 6' - 8" 3' - 0" A WD EXISTING DOOR TO BE REPAIRED
2 7' - 0" 3' - 0" B FIBERGLASS
3 6' - 8" 3' - 0" C FIBERGLASS

3' - 0" 7' - 0"

2 PANEL VERTICAL FIBERGLASS DOOR

Emma
Text Box
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED



©  2023 McHenry Architecture

NOT TO SCALE

Z:\Active Project Files\22061-95-99 DANIEL ST\Dwgs\2-SD\95 DANIEL STREET.rvt

MATERIALS AND SELECTIONS
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION - PUBLIC HEARING

JANUARY 2024

99/95 DANIEL STREET
PORTSMOUTH, NH 03801

A9
McHA:    EKW/MG

12/14/2023

ASPHALT SHINGLES
CERTAINTEED LANDMARK SERIES OR EQUAL, COLOR TBD

SHUTTERS
COMPOSITE FIXED LOUVER SHUTTERS

REAR RAILING
TIMBERTECH IMPRESSIONS RAIL 
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DARK HICKORY

WINDOWS
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Project Address:  35 PARK STREET 

Permit Requested:   CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Application:  PUBLIC HEARING 1 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: General Residence A (GRA) 
• Land Use:   Residential 
• Land Area:  9,147 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1940 
• Building Style:  Dormered Cape 
• Number of Stories:1.5 
• Historical Significance: Not in 1984 survey 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Park Street 
• Unique Features:  N/A 
• Neighborhood Association: West End 

B. Proposed Work:   Replacement windows 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Replacement of (12) windows for the home. The proposed windows are a Vinyl window and will retain 
the same grid pattern.  

• This home is bisected by the Historic District.  
 

 



 

D. Purpose and Intent:  
7. Preserve the integrity of the District 
8. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
9. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
10. Maintain the special character of the District 
11. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
12. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
5. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
6. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
7. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
8. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

The applicant is requesting to replace (12) windows on the residence with a Glass Wing brand 
window, which is vinyl and will retain the existing grid pattern. Exterior window trim will be reused, 
repaired or replaced in-kind as needed. 





Project Address:  404 ISLINGTON STREET 

Permit Requested:   CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Application:  PUBLIC HEARING 2 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD4-L2 
• Land Use:   Commercial/Inn 
• Land Area:  12,632 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1815 
• Number of Stories: 2.5 
• Historical Significance: Not in the 1984 Survey 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Islington Street 
• Unique Features:  N/A 
• Neighborhood Association: West End 

B. Proposed Work:   Modifications to an existing side entry doorway and stairs, a rear landing, stairs, 
and railing system and window modifications. 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Some of the scope of work has already been completed. 
 

 



D. Purpose and Intent:  
1. Preserve the integrity of the District 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
4. Maintain the special character of the District 
5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
1. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
2. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 
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GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

THIS PROJECT CONSISTS OF THE ADDITION OF A 
NEW ACCESSIBLE RAMP TO AN EXISTING 
STRUCTURE.

ZONING SUMMARY:

ZONING DISTRICT: CD4-L2
LOT SIZE: 12,630 SF

REQUIRED LOT AREA PER DWELLING UNIT:
BUILDING HEIGHT: 35'-0" ALLOWED
GROUND FLOOR ABOVE SIDEWALK: 11'-0" MIN
MIN GROUND STORY HEIGHT: ~8'-6" EXISTING

404 ISLINGTON ST LOCATION

500'-0" RADIUS

404 ISLINGTON STREET

A

C

D

B

APPROX PROPERTY 
LINE

EXISTING BUILDINGS 
ON SITE

LOCATION OF NEW 
RAMP

NEW WORK:
THIS PROJECT CONSISTS OF THE MODIFICATION 
OF EXISTING DOOR AND THE ADDTION OF A 
NEW LANDING, STAIRS, AND HANDRAILS
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EXISTING FLOOR PLAN
ISLINGTON STREET

VIEW A: ISLINGTON STREET

404 ISLINGTON STREET

EXISTING WOOD PRIVACY FENCE AND GATE

VIEW B: WITHIN WOOD PRIVACY FENCE

AREA OF MODIFICATION

REMOVE EXISTING STORM DOOR & 
REPLACE EXISTING DOOR WITH NEW 

36"X80" DOOR IN SAME STYLE

VIEW C: EXISTING DECKING BETWEEN BUILDINGS

EXISTING TREE WAS REMOVED DUE 
TO DISEASE

REMOVE EXISTING TIERED LANDINGS, 
SUPPORTS, AND ASSOCIATED RAILINGS

AREA OF MODIFICATION

CLOSE UP OF EXISTING STAIR
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Project Address:  13 CONGRESS STREET 

Permit Requested:   CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Application:  PUBLIC HEARING 3 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD-5, Downtown Overlay 
• Land Use:   Commercial 
• Land Area:  2,678 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1938 
• Building Style:  Art Deco  
• Number of Stories:2 
• Historical Significance: Contributing 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Congress Street     
• Unique Features:  Art Deco building 
• Neighborhood Association: Downtown 

B. Proposed Work:   replace the second story windows facing congress street, replace the sign for eye 
look optical and replace the existing eye look optical wood storefront with an aluminum store front. 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Replace second floor windows 
• Replace existing signage  
• Replace storefront 
 

 

HISTORIC 
SURVEY  
RATING  

C 



D. Purpose and Intent:  
13. Preserve the integrity of the District 
14. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
15. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
16. Maintain the special character of the District 
17. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
18. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
9. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
10. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
11. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
12. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 
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Project Address:  238 MARCY STREET 

Permit Requested:   CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Application:  PUBLIC HEARING 4 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: General Residence B (GRB) 
• Land Use:   Residential 
• Land Area:  3,860 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1900 
• Building Style:  Late 19 C. Vernacular  
• Number of Stories:2.5 
• Historical Significance: C 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Marcy Street   
• Unique Features:  N/A 
• Neighborhood Association: South End 

B. Proposed Work:   For the removal of the existing chimney. 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Removal of the existing chimney 
 

 

HISTORIC 
SURVEY  
RATING  

C 



D. Purpose and Intent:  
19. Preserve the integrity of the District 
20. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
21. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
22. Maintain the special character of the District 
23. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
24. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
13. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
14. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
15. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
16. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Peter Furst
238-240 Marcy Street
Portsmouth, NH 03801
207-608-0369

February 29, 2024

City of Portsmouth Historical District Commission
 
RE: 238 Marcy Street Request for Administrative Approval 

Dear Members of the Historical District Commission, 

This application requests administrative approval for the removal of a non-operational chimney situated 
on the northwest corner of the residence at 238 Marcy Street. A request for chimney repairs was 
initially made to A Merrie Sweepe Chimney Service of Greenland, NH. However, upon inspection, the 
cost estimator recommended the removal of this non-functioning chimney just below the roofline due 
to its deteriorated condition. 

The chimney in question lacks architectural significance and has ceased to fulfill its original purpose. 
Its deteriorated state is contributing to water damage within the residence. Therefore, its removal is 
deemed necessary for the preservation and maintenance of the property.

Accompanied with this letter are several photos of the chimney in question from various streetviews  as 
well as and the roof itself along with a letter of opinion from Bill McCarthy, Director of Field 
Operations, A Merrie Sweepe Chimney.



View of chimney from Marcy Street



View of chimney from South Ward Meetinghouse



Rooftop views of the chimney

 





Letter of Opinion from Bill McCarthy, Director of Field Operations, A Merrie Sweepe Chimney



Project Address:  461 COURT STREET 

Permit Requested:   WORK SESSION 

Application:  WORK SESSION 1 

 

A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

• Zoning District: CD4-L1 
• Land Use:   Residential 
• Land Area:  3,350 SF +/- 
• Estimated Age of Structure: c.1820 
• Building Style:  Federal  
• Number of Stories:3 
• Historical Significance: C 
• Public View of Proposed Work:  Court Street   
• Unique Features:  N/A 
• Neighborhood Association: Downtown/South End 

B. Proposed Work:   For the construction of a 2-sotry rear addition. 

C. Staff Comments and/ or Suggestions for Consideration: 
The project proposal includes the following: 

• Construct 2-story rear addition 

 

HISTORIC 
SURVEY  
RATING  

C 



D. Purpose and Intent:  
25. Preserve the integrity of the District 
26. Assessment of the Historical Significance 
27. Conservation and enhancement of property values 
28. Maintain the special character of the District 
29. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character 
30. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District and the city residents and 

visitors 

E. Review Criteria/Findings of Fact: 
17. Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties 
18. Compatibility of design with surrounding properties 
19. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structures 
20. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties 
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