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July 18, 2024 

 

To:  Rick Chellman, Planning Board Chair 

Re:  Preliminary Conceptual Review – Building and Site Design Revisions for 361 Hanover St. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this submission for Preliminary Conceptual Review is three-fold.  First, we would like to 

present an alternative building and site plan from the so-called “as-of-right” plan that was recently 

approved for Design Review (see Figure 1).    

 

Figure 1 – Proposed “As-of-Right Plan” showing a large Mixed-Use Building fronting on Hanover St. 

As a response to your feedback, we developed an alternative building and site plan – “the CUP Plan” that 

we believe better addresses your comments, suggestions, and the many issues and concerns expressed by 

members of the public during the Preliminary Conceptual and Design Review meetings.   

 
Figure 2 – Proposed “CUP Plan” showing three traditionally-designed buildings along Hanover St. 
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Secondly, we would like to receive input and feedback on our proposed CUP Plan in order to make any 

final design adjustments prior to filing a formal Site Plan Application.  Finally, realizing that we will 

require zoning relief to implement the CUP Plan, we would like to request the Board consider informally 

supporting our alternative CUP plan prior to us filing a variance application in August.   

Site Plan Elements 

As discussed during the Design Review phase of the project, the site planning issues of parking, loading, 

solid waste, deliveries, drainage, utilities, lighting, landscaping, off-site improvements, and the location 

of all mechanical equipment will all be formally addressed when a site plan is updated and reviewed by 

both the Technical Advisory Committee and the Planning Board.  We would refer the Board to our 

submission packet and project narrative, dated April 4th, 2002, and on file with the Planning Department 

for any questions pertaining to those issues. 

Issues Raised during Design Review 

As you recall, as part of the public hearing within the Design Review process, several core issues of 

concern were expressed from both Planning Board members, neighbors, and members of the general 

public.  The core issues included the height, scale, volume, and massing of the proposed buildings.  

Additionally, there were also concerns about the prospect of ground-floor commercial uses and their 

potential impact on spill-over street parking, lighting, and noise.  Other issues included emergency 

access concerns via the proposed tunnel, parking and loading areas, and whether the proposed 

buildings and zoning requirements were consistent with the North End Vision Plan.  Other issues of 

concern related to pedestrian access to Foundry Place, improving on-site drainage, and consideration 

for a better building design to reflect the historic quality and character of the smaller historic structures 

within the surrounding neighborhood. 

Our Preliminary Response 

As discussed during the Design Review process, we listened to Board and public feedback and have re-

evaluated the proposed building and site design and re-examined the density, dimensional, and the 

architectural character of the surrounding neighborhood.  Additionally, we have revisited the existing 

zoning regulations and the goals and objectives of the North End Vision Plan in order to refine the design 

to better reflect the goals of both the Board and the surrounding neighborhood.  In doing so, we re-

considered the five (5) following elements as follows: 1) the goals and objectives of the North End Vision 

Plan; 2) the existing neighborhood context (density and design); 3) the surrounding land use pattern 

(especially on the ground-floor); 4) the pedestrian circulation; and, 5) the building placement, volume, 

and design. 

1. North End Vision Plan 

As listed in Figure 3, the goals and objectives of the North End Vision Plan were focused on 

generating building and site designs that were both respectful and sensitive to the surrounding 

context.  In particular, the buildings were intended to step up or down in transitional areas like the 

property at 361 Hanover Street.  This stepping element is exactly why the North End Overlay District 

does not carry over to the parking lot portion of the property along Hanover Street.  Additionally, 

the Vision Plan encourages ground-floor commercial uses to active the sidewalk and enhance the 
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pedestrian experience.  Thus, the Downtown Overlay District (DOD) was extended into much of the 

North End.  Streets were also encouraged to support multi-modal traffic with an emphasis of non-

vehicular use of new streets and driveways.  Finally, to achieve more vibrant, walkable streets and 

sidewalks, the zoning also includes incentives for public or civic spaces like shared streets, wide 

public sidewalks, or public park areas.  

Despite the zoning for the North End allowing taller and larger buildings than the surrounding 

context and mandating ground-floor commercial uses, we developed an alternative plan – the “CUP 

Plan” – that we believe better reflects the goals and objectives of the North End Vision Plan.  The 

CUP Plan seeks to step the buildings down from the taller buildings along Hill and Hanover Streets to 

the much shorter and smaller building types along Rock Street. 

 

       Figure 3 – North End Vision Plan 

 

2. Neighborhood Context 

Project density can be defined in a number of ways including, but not limited to, the number of 

dwelling units, or the height, volume, footprint, or massing of the buildings. When looking at density 

as a function of the number of dwelling units, Figure 4 illustrates the transition from the high-

density developments and land use pattern within the character-district zoning along Foundry Place 

and Hill Street in the North End with the lower density traditional neighborhoods along Rock or 

Sudbury Street in the abutting Islington Creek Neighborhood.   
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       Figure 4 – Existing Neighborhood Density (Estimated Units / Acre) 

When looking at the existing and allowed densities in terms of building height, scale, and volume, 

the variation within the surrounding neighborhood is even more dramatic.  For example, within the 

CD5, buildings are permitted to have footprints as large as 20,000 SF and heights between 40-60’ 

depending on overlay districts.  In contrast, new buildings in the abutting CD4-L1 are restricted to 

much smaller footprints of 2,500 SF (about the size of the Pearl Street Church) and heights of 40-42’ 

(again about the height of the Pearl Street Church).  Interestingly, like the character-based zoning, 

the abutting General Residence C District allows for new buildings to be between 35-43’ in height 

depending on whether parking is provided within the ground-floor of the building.   

Perhaps the biggest difference between the GRC, CD4-L1, and the CD5 is the coverage and open 

space requirements as buildings in the CD5 are allowed to occupy 95% of the lot area and thus, do 

not require significant open space areas whereas the GRC and CD4-L1 require between 40% and 

65% of the lot area to be remain undeveloped for parking or open space.   

Coupled with the size of the footprints allowed in the CD5, the high coverage allowance promotes 

and encourage buildings that are significantly larger than those permitted in the abutting GRC 

District. Importantly, the allowable density (as reflected by the allowable footprints and building 

heights) transitions from a high density along Foundry Place and Hill Street (the CD5 district with 

large footprints and a 50-60’ height limitation) to a moderate density along Hanover Street (the 

CD4-L1 district with smaller footprints and a 40’ height limitation) and to a much lower density along 

Tanner, Pearl, and Parker Streets (the GRC district with small footprints and a 35-43’ height 

limitation) before increasing to a moderate density allows along Islington Street (the CD4-L2).  Thus, 
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our evaluation of the surrounding context suggests that we consider reconfiguring the density and 

volume of the so-called “As-of-Right Plan” to substantially reduce the building height, volume, and 

footprints along Hanover Street. 

 

3. Ground-Floor Commercial Uses 

Although the Downtown Overlay District (DOD) includes the total land area of 361 Hanover Street it 

is important to acknowledge that there are no other properties fronting on Hanover Street included 

in the DOD.  Within Downtown Portsmouth, DOD requires ground-floor commercial uses with the 

intention to activate the street edge and enhance the pedestrian experience.   

 

 

Figure 5 – Existing Streetscape showing Residential Land Use Pattern on Hanover St. 

 

Unfortunately, in this particular area along Hanover Street Figure 6 shows that only 293 Hanover 

Street is designed for and used as a commercial use.  Moreover, except for the non-conforming 

Peral Street Church property, all other nearby properties on Hanover Street and the intersecting 

streets are all residential uses (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 6- Commercial Use at 293 Hanover Street  

To the east, Bridge Street is essentially the edge of the downtown commercial district and Islington 

Street – a mixed-use commercial corridor linking the downtown to the West End – provides 

intermittent commercial uses that support the adjacent neighborhoods (see Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7 - Commercial Use at 63 Islington Street  
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Thus, along with the question of the economic viability of this location, the concerns and 

compatibility issues with the surrounding residential neighborhood led us to continue to evaluate 

the more suitable ground-floor use of residential dwelling units; consistent with the existing 

neighborhood context.  

4. Pedestrian Circulation 

During the Design Review process suggestions were made to consider and provide for pedestrian 

connections between the proposed project and the public parking garage on Foundry Place.  In 

review of the serious physical challenges of opening the City’s existing retaining wall along Foundry 

Place to introduce a stairway to Foundry Place we evaluated other less-challenging options.  In 

particular, we reviewed the approved site plans for the abutting 53 unit project at 89 Foundry Place.  

The approved plans show a 6-8’ wide public pedestrian accessway connecting the entrance of the 

public parking garage on Foundry Place with Hill Street (see Figure 8 below).  The entrance to the 

public parking garage is less than 300 feet from the proposed multi-modal way that is proposed 

within the project.  Thus, visitors and any spillover parking can utilize this pedestrian passageway to 

easily access the Foundry Place Public Parking Garage. 

ar

 

   Figure 8 – Pedestrian Connector at 89 Foundry Place 

89 Foundry Place Project 

(Pedestrian Connection to Foundry Place & Hill St.) 

Foundry Place Parking Garage Entrance 

(600 +/- Spaces) 

361 Hanover St. 

Project 

FOUNDRY PLACE 
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5. Building Design 

Some Board members and most members of the public suggested we reevaluate the proposed 

architectural style of the proposed building(s) along Hanover Street with a clear preference for 

buildings that are more consistent with the quality and historic character of the surrounding historic 

buildings.  More specifically, suggestions were made for smaller building footprints, reduced height 

and volume, and the application of traditional building principles that would better reflect the 

historic architecture of the surrounding neighborhood.  

Alternative CUP Plan 

Overall Building and Site Design 

The alternative CUP Plan seeks to address the core issues listed above by adhering to the goals and 

objectives of the North End Vision Plan.  Moreover, it also seeks to redevelop the property by employing 

a context-sensitive approach that steps down and transitions from a high-density newer development 

along Foundry Place and Hill Street to a moderate density along Hanover Street and lower density along 

Rock and Sudbury Streets.   

 
Figure 9 – Proposed “As-of-Right Plan” showing a large Mixed-Use Building fronting on Hanover St. 

Figure 9 illustrates how the previously proposed 3 ½ story mansard building along Hanover Street 

occupies the full street frontage along Hanover Street and overpowers some of the smaller abutting 

buildings.  In contrast, Figure 10 illustrates the alternative CUP Plan where the larger building has been 

broken into three separate buildings with reduced height and volume to better align with the lower 

density context of the western side of the site.  

As we discussed within the Design Review process, the CUP Plan also proposes to increase the height of 

the Kearsarge Building along Foundry Place – in a historically sensitive manner – to reestablish the 

volume, height, and historic character of the building and support the transfer of development rights 

from Hanover Street to Foundry Place as intended in the North End Vision Plan and the Character-Based 

Zoning. 
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Figure 10 – Proposed Lower-Scale, Traditionally-Designed Buildings along Hanover Street 

Ground-Floor Residential Uses 

Given the questions of economic viability and the potential for adverse impacts on the surrounding 

neighborhood (i.e. spillover parking, noise, and light pollution), the CUP Plan proposes a residential 

ground-floor use in all four buildings.  

Building Placement & Open Space 

As shown in Figure 11, there is parking available on-site to support up to 48 dwelling units within the 

four (4) proposed buildings.     

 
Figure 11 – Alternative CUP Plan showing Proposed Buildings and Driveways and Open Space 
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Building Design 

As shown in Figures 12-15, all four buildings have been redesigned to be more consistent with the 

historic character of the surrounding neighborhood.  Understanding this property is located outside the 

Historic District, we have intentionally redesigned these buildings to reference the historic elements in 

the surrounding context versus the more contemporary buildings being constructed along Foundry Place 

and Deer Street in the North End. 

 

 

 

Figure 12 – Building A: 4½-Story “Apartment” Building (the Kearsarge Building) 
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Figure 13 – Building B: 3-Story “Rowhouse” Building 

 

Figure 14 – Building C: 3-Story “Duplex” Building 
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Figure 15 - Building D: 3½-Story “Apartment” Building 

 

Community Space 

As required under the CUP, at least 10% (3,853 SF +/-) of the property would be deeded as Community 

Space.  As shown on Figure 16, the proposed Community Space would be a 4,500 +/- SF Shared Multi-

Modal Way connecting Rock Street to Hill Street.  The shared street would include formal landscaping, 

lighting and street furniture.   
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Figure 16 – Proposed Community Space - Multi-Modal Way  

Workforce Housing 

As required under the CUP, at least 10% of the proposed dwelling units would be deed restricted as 

rental Workforce Housing Units and be rented to a household with an income of no more than 60% of 

the median family income for a 3-person household.  Such units will be at least 600 SF in GFA and are 

proposed to be located within the 1st and 2nd floor of Building A (the only building located within the 

North End Incentive Overlay District). 

Zoning Relief 

Table 1 shows how the proposed four (4) buildings align with the development standards for the CD5.  

 

 Table 1 – Zoning Table showing Development Standards for each Building 

As illustrated with the shaded boxes in Table 1, to support the CUP Plan, zoning relief from the Board of 

Adjustment (BOA) will be necessary.  The following variances are required to permit and construct the plan: 

1. To allow the ground-floor use of the buildings to be residential. 
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2. To allow for an “apartment”, “rowhouse”, and “duplex” building type in the CD5. 

3. To allow the ground floor height of Building A (the Kearsarge Building) to be 10’ versus 12’. 

4. To allow the penthouse level of Building A (the Kearsarge Building) to exceed 50% of the total 

floor area of the floor below and have a setback of 8’ from the roof edge. 

 

Summary 

After consideration of the many valuable comments, issues, concerns, and suggestions provided by the 

Board and members of the public within the Design Review process for the “As-of-Right Plan”, we 

believe the proposed CUP Plan meets the goals and objectives of the North End Vision Plan and, subject 

to the granting of zoning relief from the Board of Adjustment, exceeds the findings and criteria needed 

for approval of a CUP.   

In closing, we would respectfully request the Board consider an informal vote in support for the CUP 

Plan.  Doing so would not only acknowledge our collective efforts to address the concerns raised during 

the Design Review process but also “right-size” this development and demonstrate our common goals to 

make this project a success for urban infill and redevelopment in downtown Portsmouth.  Moreover, it 

would also be likely to have a positive effect on the BOA’s review and provide them a deeper 

appreciation and understanding of how these design changes were collaboratively developed.  In the 

end, we believe this CUP Plan better aligns with the Board’s and the public’s strong desire for a more 

balanced, respectful, and context-sensitive, redevelopment of this property; one that also includes 

Community Space and Workforce Housing. 
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