


















CITY OF PORTSMOUTH 
Planning Department

1 Junkins Avenue
Portsmouth, New

Hampshire 03801 
(603) 610-7216

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
May 23, 2023

635 Sagamore Development, LLC
3612 Lafayette Rd Dept 4
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801

RE: Board of Adjustment request for property located at 635 Sagamore Avenue (LU-
22-209)

Dear Property Owner:

The Zoning Board of Adjustment, at its regularly scheduled meeting of Tuesday, May 16, 
2023, considered your application for the removal of existing structures and constructing 4 
single family dwellings which requires the following: 1) A Variance from Section 10.513 to 
allow four free-standing dwellings where one is permitted. 2) A Variance from Section 
10.521 to allow a lot area per dwelling unit of 21,198 square feet per dwelling where 43,560 
square feet is required.  Said property is shown on Assessor Map 222 Lot 19 and lies within 
the Single Residence A (SRA) District.  As a result of said consideration, the Board voted to 
deny the request initially because the proposed plan did not meet the hardship criteria. This 
motion failed. The Board then voted to approve the variances for the project as presented 
with the following condition:

The Board's decision may be appealed up to thirty (30) days after the vote.  Please contact 
the Planning Department for more details about the appeals process.

The minutes and audio recording of this meeting are available by contacting the Planning 
Department.

Very truly yours,

Phyllis Eldridge, Chair of the Zoning Board of Adjustment

cc:

Joseph Coronati, Jones & Beach
R. Timothy Phoenix, Hoefle, Phoenix, Gormley & Roberts, PLLC



Letter of Decision Form 

Findings of Fact | Variance 
City of Portsmouth Zoning Board of Adjustment  
 
Date: 5-16-2023 
 
Property Address:  635 Sagamore Avenue 
 
Application #:  LU-22-209 
 
Decision:    Grant      
 
Findings of Fact:   
 
Effective August 23, 2022, amended RSA 676:3, I now reads as follows: The local land use board shall 
issue a final written decision which either approves or disapproves an application for a local permit 
and make a copy of the decision available to the applicant. The decision shall include specific 
written findings of fact that support the decision. Failure of the board to make specific written findings 
of fact supporting a disapproval shall be grounds for automatic reversal and remand by the superior 
court upon appeal, in accordance with the time periods set forth in RSA 677:5 or RSA 677:15, unless 
the court determines that there are other factors warranting the disapproval. If the application is not 
approved, the board shall provide the applicant with written reasons for the disapproval. If the 
application is approved with conditions, the board shall include in the written decision a detailed 
description of the all conditions necessary to obtain final approval. 
 
The proposed application meets/does not meet the following purposes for granting a 
Variance: 
 
Section 10.233 Variance Evaluation 
Criteria 

Finding 
(Meets 

Criteria) 

 Relevant Facts  

10.233.21 Granting the variance would not be 
contrary to the public interest. 

 
 

YES   

• Having more conforming structures 
on the parcel is much better than 
the existing condition. 

10.233.22 Granting the variance would 
observe the spirit of the Ordinance. 

 
 

YES  

• The SRA zone limits one dwelling 
unit per acre, and the applicant is 
asking for four units on nearly two 
acres, which would be directly 
across the street, the SRB zone.  

• Comparing the four dwelling units 
at 21,200 square feet per unit to 
Tidewatch’s 122 units at 19,300 
square feet per unit, the project 
would be less dense. 

10.233.23 Granting the variance would do  
substantial justice. 

   
 

YES   

• The project would have no effect 
on anything across the street or at 
Tidewatch because one wouldn’t 
even see the properties. 



Letter of Decision Form 

10.233.24 Granting the variance would not 
diminish the values of surrounding properties. 

    
 

 
YES   

• The project would have no effect 
on anything across the street or at 
Tidewatch because one wouldn’t 
even see the properties. 

• The project would not alter the 
essential characteristics of the 
neighborhood because the large 
lot could not reasonably be 
subdivided based on its irregular 
shape and street frontage. 

10.233.25 Literal enforcement of the provisions 
of the Ordinance would result in an 
unnecessary hardship. 
 
(a)The property has special Conditions that 
distinguish it from other properties in the area. 
AND 
(b)Owing to these special conditions, a fair 
and substantial relationship does not exist  
between the general public purposes of the 
Ordinance provision and the specific  
application of that provision to the property; 
and the proposed use is a reasonable one. 
OR 
Owing to these special conditions, the 
property cannot be reasonably used in strict 
conformance with the Ordinance, and a 
variance is therefore necessary to enable a 
reasonable use of it. 

 
 
 

YES   

• The property has special conditions 
of being an oversized lot for the 
area as well as an angled and 
elevated one, and only so much of 
it is usable. 

• Limiting the lot to a single-family 
home would be a hardship and 
four single-family units on nearly 
two acres was a more than 
reasonable use and a huge 
improvement to the existing 
property. 

    
Stipulations  

1.  The design and location of the dwellings may change as a result of Planning Board review 
and approval. 
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