
MEETING OF 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 

PORTSMOUTH, NH 

 

Remote Meeting Via Zoom Conference Call 

 

To register in advance for this meeting, click on the link below or copy and paste this into your 

web browser: 

https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_i3LNqZb_SWeMYcD2nH7MmQ 

 

You are required to register in advance to join the meeting over Zoom, a unique meeting ID and 

password will be provided once you register. Public comments can be emailed in advance to 

planning@cityofportsmouth.com. For technical assistance, please contact the Planning 

Department by email (planning@cityofportsmouth.com) or phone (603) 610-7296. 

 

Per NH RSA 91-A:2, III (b) the Chair has declared COVID-19 outbreak an emergency and has 

waived the requirement that a quorum be physically present at the meeting pursuant to the 

Governor’s Executive Order 2020-04, Section 8, as extended by Executive Order 2020-5, and 

Emergency Order #12, Section 3. Members will be participating remotely and will identify their 

location and any person present with them at that location. All votes will be by roll call. 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                        June 03, 2020 

                                                                                                                            

AGENDA (revised on May 29, 2020) 

 

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. May 07, 2020 

2. May 13, 2020 

3. May 20, 2020 

 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 133 Islington Street 

2. 14 Mechanic Street 

3. 140 Court Street 

4. 142 Congress Street 

 

III. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL EXTENSION REQUESTS 

 

1. Petition of ED PAC, LLC, owner, for property located at 152 Court Street, wherein a 

1-year extension of the Certificate of Approval granted by the Historic District Commission on 

https://zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_i3LNqZb_SWeMYcD2nH7MmQ
mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com
mailto:planning@cityofportsmouth.com
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July 10, 2019 is requested, to allow new construction to an existing structure (rebuild original 

wall on previously demolished rear façade) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 37 and lies within the Character District 4 (CD 4) 

and Historic Districts. 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. (Work Session/Public Hearing) requested by Maher Family Revocable Trust of 2018, 

John R. and Sky W. Co-Trustees, owners, for property located at 50 Austin Street, wherein 

permission is requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (add an enclosed 

porch on the rear of the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property 

is shown on Assessor Map 136, Lot 1 and lies within the General Residence C (GRC) and 

Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the June 03, 2020 

meeting.) 

 

B. Petition of John S. Guido Jr., owner, for property located at 35 Howard Street, #35, 

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

(10) existing windows on the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 83-2 and lies within the General Residence B 

(GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the June 

03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

C.  Petition of Jeffrey L. and Dolores P. Ives, owners, for property located at 44 Gardner 

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

(remove rear porch and replace with sunroom and expand kitchen bay) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103, Lot 42 and lies within the 

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 07, 

2020 meeting to the June 03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A.  Work Session requested by 132 Middle Street LLC and 134 Middle Street, LLC, 

owners, for property located at 132-134 Middle Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (re-pointing brick, roof replacement, add ADA 

accessible entry, and front entrance renovations) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 127 as Lots 11 and 12 and lies within the Character 

District 4- L1 (CD 4-L1) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the May 13, 2020 

meeting to the June 03, 2020 meeting.) 

 

B. Work Session requested by St. John’s Church, owner, for property located at 105 

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

structure (construct new addition for ADA compliant entrance) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 106 as Lot 62 and lies within the 

Civic, Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. (This item was continued at the May 13, 2020 

meeting to the May 20, 2020 meeting.) 
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VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MINUTES 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 

ONE JUNKINS AVENUE, PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

EILEEN DONDERO FOLEY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

  

6:30 p.m.                                                                                                         May 07, 2020 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Vincent Lombardi; Vice-Chairman Jon Wyckoff; 

Members Reagan Ruedig, Dan Rawling, Cyrus Beer and Martin 

Ryan; City Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternate Margot 

Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Alternate Heinz Sauk-Schubert 

  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

A. April 15, 2020 

 

Mr. Ryan recused himself from the vote because he did not attend the April 15 meeting. 

 

The April 15, 2020 minutes were approved as amended by unanimous roll call vote, 6-0. 

 

It was moved, seconded, and approved by unanimous roll call vote, 7-0, to postpone 

Administrative Approval items #1 and 2 to the May 13, 2020 meeting, and Petitions 2 and 4 to 

the June 3, 2020 meeting. 

 

II. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 403 Deer Street, Unit 13 (continued from the April 15, 2020 meeting.) 

 

It was moved, seconded, and approved by unanimous roll call vote, 7-0, to postpone the item to 

the May 13, 2020 meeting. 

 

2. 73 Daniel Street (continued from the April 15, 2020 meeting.) 

 

It was moved, seconded, and approved by unanimous roll call vote, 7-0, to postpone the item to 

the May 13, 2020 meeting. 

 

3. 3 Pleasant Street 

 

Mr. Cracknell noted that there were seven changes to the previously-approved project. The 

project architect Tracy Kozak representing the client was present. She said she also wanted to 
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add an anchor plate detail where the string lights were connected. She reviewed the rest of the 

changes and additions and explained why they were necessary.  

 

Ms. Ruedig asked why the new louver vents were larger. Ms. Kozak said it was due to the 

restaurant’s cooking equipment. She said an additional change was a star-shaped painted steel 

anchor bolt. In response to Ms. Trace’s question, Ms. Kozak said they were proposing real 

copper for the parapet and not painted metal. Ms. Trace asked if the same copper would be used 

on the round part of the fourth story. Ms. Kozak agreed and said they were approved for a green 

patina copper on the parapet roofs and that the cornice could be the same green or a natural mill 

finish. It was further discussed. Mr. Rawling said the cornice under the parapet would be better 

in green because it would be less subjected to weathering and more consistent in coloration. Ms. 

Kozak said the solar panels would only been seen from the back parking lot of the bank and from 

the Starbucks café and not from the street level. The applicant Mark McNabb verified that the 

parapet would be copper and not metal. He said the copper on the dome and standing seam on 

the parapet would be copper and that the panels and most of the trim for the existing windows 

would also be left in copper. 

 

Ms. Kozak said they would use seven 4-inch pulls mounted on the wall at the north side of the 

alley if they had trouble attaching the string lights to the bricks. Mr. Cracknell said the 

Commission would need approval from both abutters, and he suggested stipulating it. Mr. Beer 

said he would move to approve the project but asked for a third stipulation that the applicant did 

not have to return if pulls were needed. Ms. Reagan seconded. Vice-Chair Wyckoff and Mr. 

Rawling disagreed, noting that pulls were a major change and that the Commission had to know 

what they looked like. Mr. Beer said he would withdraw his stipulation, and Ms. Ruedig agreed. 

 

Mr. Beer moved to approve Administrative Approval Item #3, with the following two 

stipulations: 

1. Star-shaped, painted anchor plates shall be used for the string lighting in the alleyways 

and be subject to written approval from the abutting property owners. 

2. Raw copper shall be used on the dome, parapet, and cornice. 

 

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

 

4. 410-430 Islington Street 

 

Mr. Cracknell said there were four requested changes to the approved plan: changing the window 

trim and modifying the siding on the new addition of Building 410, and changing the gable 

window trim and the trim of the roof above the patio door on Buildings 422 and 424.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve Administrative Item #4, and Ms. Ruedig seconded. The 

motion passed by unanimous roll call vote, 7-0. 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

1. (Work Session/Public Hearing) requested by Maher Family Revocable Trust of 2018, 

John R. and Sky W. Co-Trustees, owners, for property located at 50 Austin Street, wherein 
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permission was requested to allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (add an enclosed 

porch on the rear of the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property 

is shown on Assessor Map 136, Lot 1 and lies within the General Residence C (GRC) and 

Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 06, 2020 

meeting) 

 

Mr. Rawling recused himself from the petition. 

 

The applicant Skye Maher reviewed the petition. Ms. Ruedig asked about the bulkhead. Ms. 

Maher said they would remove it and put a stairway inside the porch. Ms. Ruedig said the new 

porch would be appropriate because it would face away from Middle Street and would be in 

keeping with the building. Vice-Chair Wyckoff noted that there weren’t many details, and Ms. 

Trace agreed. In response to their questions, Ms. Maher said she wanted to put small divided 

lights at the top of the window, install large venting windows, use Azek on the building 

addition’s trim and a flat panel with Azek under the windows, asphalt shingles for the roof, no 

gutters, and perhaps a ClearView door. 

 

 Mr. Ryan asked Ms. Maher to return with a list of materials at a future meeting. He thought a 

metal roof would be better than an asphalt one. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Mr. Beer moved to continue the work session/public hearing to the June 3, 2020 meeting, and 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff seconded. The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote, 6-0. 

 
 
2. Petition of John S. Guido Jr., owner, for property located at 35 Howard Street, #35, 

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

(10) existing windows on the structure) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 103 as Lot 83-2 and lies within the General Residence B 

(GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 

06, 2020 meeting) 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote to postpone the petition to the June 3, 

2020 meeting. 

 
 
3.  Petition of Hoerman Family Revocable Trust of 2019, Walter A. and Mary Ellen 

Hoerman Trustees, owners, for property located at 56 Dennett Street, wherein permission was 

requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (construct rear addition) and exterior 

renovations to an existing structure (replacement windows and clapboard siding) as per plans on 

file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 140 as Lot 13 and lies 

within the General Residence A (GRA) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the 

April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 06, 2020 meeting) 
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Vice-Chair Wyckoff recused himself from the petition. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The applicant Walter and Mary Ellen Hoerman were present and reviewed the petition. Mr. 

Hoerman said they wanted to keep the current front door and recreate the siding and trim but 

replace a lot of it with new materials due to leakage and moisture damage. He said none of the 

windows were original. He said the proposed addition would be added to the 1985 back addition. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said it was nice that there were muntins and thin spacer bars for the front windows, 

even though the windows weren’t very old. She asked that the new windows be as small as 

possible so that they had a historic look, and that half-screens be used. Mr. Hoerman agreed and 

said they would also remove the aluminum storms. Ms. Trace noted that the specification called 

out a stainless steel bar and perimeter. Mr. Hoerman said they wanted wooden windows and not 

steel ones and that he would verify that they were the Marvin Heritage wood windows. Mr. 

Rawling said that metal was typical for single divided lights (SDLs) and that he agreed with Ms. 

Ruedig that 5/8” mullions would be more appropriate. He asked whether the windows were 

whole or sash replacements. Mr. Hoerman said everything would be wood and that he would 

recreate the window surround.  

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR, AGAINST THE PETITION 

 

No one was present from the public, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

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

stipulations: 

1. A 5/8” muntin pattern shall be used on the replacement windows. 

2. Half screens shall be used. 

 

Mr. Rawling seconded. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said she hated to see old windows go but noted that they weren’t very old or original. 

She said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and would be consistent with the 

special and defining character of surrounding properties. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous roll call vote, 6-0. 
 
 
4.  Petition of Jeffrey L. and Dolores P. Ives, owners, for property located at 44 Gardner 

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

(remove rear porch and replace with sunroom and expand kitchen bay) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 103, Lot 42 and lies within the 

General Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 

2020 meeting to the May 06, 2020 meeting) 
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It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote to postpone the petition to the June 3, 

2020 meeting. 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A. Work Session requested by Vaughan Street Hotel, LLC and Stone Creek realty, LLC, 

owners, for properties located at 299 Vaughan Street and 53 Green Street, wherein permission 

was requested to allow the partial demolition of an existing structure and the construction of a 

new free-standing commercial structure (5-story Hotel) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said properties are shown on Assessor Map 124 as Lot 10 and Assessor Map 119 as 

Lot 2 and lies within the Character District 5 (CD 5), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. 

(This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 06, 2020 meeting.) 

 

WORK SESSION 

 

Carla Goodknight was present on behalf of the applicant. She said several of the Commission’s 

suggestions from the previous work session were incorporated into the project, including raising 

the parapet, developing some recessed areas, adding a mix of textures, and adding a new playful 

vertical brick façade. She reviewed the petition in full.  

 

Mr. Rawling said the changes made a lot of difference in the building, including fenestration 

change in the upper floors and the playful brick. He liked the extended canopy around the 

building and the expression of the ground-floor piers relating to the bays and spacing on the 

upper floors. He said some items still needed work, like the 5-story blank panel, the entrance to 

the park and underground passage, and the screening fence for the generators. He said the 

walkway  was the most important public realm space but still had a creepy feeling that someone 

was sneaking past the dumpsters to have a smoke. He also noted that he previously suggested a 

trellis. He said the building still felt off-balance at the ground level due to the large opening but 

that bringing the grid work across would have the effect of a sliding panel or door and act as a 

balance. He also suggested infill panels between the piers for more cohesiveness. 

 

Mr. Ryan said the landscape plan looked terrific and gave a different sense of what that space 

could be. He said if the dumpsters and generator had the proper fencing and barriers, it could 

work well and be a successful space. He liked the way the public space around the building’s 

street level looked but was bothered by the big, black multi-story statement at the center of the 

building. He said it looked ominous and had such an enormous scale that one would expect to 

see Godzilla come out of it.  He said the signage was improved. He said there were no visual 

connectors between the stair and the outside, and he suggested more glazing for more 

transparency. He recommended something more artistic for the big panel, but in general thought 

the building’s mass was good. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed and recalled that the Commission had 

previously discussed all those items and had a lot of suggestions for glass panels, whether they 

were muted or translucent so that the stairs couldn’t be seen. He said his favorite part of the 

building was the Green Street elevation because it was pulled back from the street, and that some 

of the playfulness in the brickwork looked a little too playful but was okay because it was pulled 

back from the street. He said the colonnade wasn’t strong enough and suggested a contemporary 

arch-type design to beef up the entry so that the building didn’t look like it would fall over. He 
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also suggested some screening to connect the columns so that one wouldn’t see the fencing 

around the dumpsters and generators. 

 

Ms. Trace said she agreed that the dark mass in the front was very foreboding, and she suggested 

doing the panel in dark reflective glass instead of having it be opaque. Ms. Ruedig said it was an 

interesting part of the building that broke it up, but she thought the problem was that it went all 

the way down to the ground. She said if that part signaled the entrance and had something at the 

base of it to give it some interest instead of being a dead bookend in the center of the building, it 

could work. She said the rest of the building was greatly improved, noting that the fenestration 

changes added a lot of interest. She said she was pleased to see the blocks of darker brick 

between window and how they broke up the monotony. She said the vertical brick was 

interesting but that she had to think about it more. Regarding the walkway under the building, 

she said the base could be heavier so that it looked like it was supported or it could be lighter to 

give the illusion that half of the building was floating in space. 

 

Mr. Rawling said the black panel could be treated like a slab by breaking through the cornice line 

and not being held in by a fascia and be more of an abstract element. Mr. Beer said the signage 

looked like a 60-ft advertisement and felt like an enormous weight to the building and that the 

glass on the first floor didn’t look like it could hold the weight above it. He thought the vertical 

brick looked fake. Chairman Lombardi said that having a glass element extended up without 

framing might be interesting but that he felt that an element with light coming through it would 

be better. He also suggested making the interior stairway more architecturally pleasing so that it 

could be seen through the glass at night. He said the vertical brick went against the concept of 

brickwork and didn’t connote strength, and he suggested that tile or another material would be 

more appropriate. He said the building’s suspension made him uncomfortable but thought the 

spacing was better and that the balconies and top cornice were improvements. He said the 

entrance was so understated that it didn’t read as an entrance. Mr. Rawling also suggested 

extending all the horizontals across from the window mullion patterns through the center of the 

building and then adding some vertical elements to break it up. 

 

Ms. Trace said if the stairway were painted pink like the Moxy sign and the panel was glass so 

that the stairway could be seen, it would create a diagonal pattern that would be different from 

anything else. She suggested extending the fencing all the way down the walkway to make the 

area look less industrial. Mr. Ryan said the vertical brick didn’t bother him because it was 

unique, but the big front panel was like an all-black canvas that needed something. Ms. Trace 

said she liked that the back of the building seemed to be floating, noting that it was a modern 

building in an area that respected artistic themes, but thought the center panel needed something. 

(At this point, Ms. Doering joined the meeting). She said she didn’t see much change in the 

building that reflected the Commission’s previous discussion. She suggested using a diagonal 

decorative element like polished jib-shaped sails that would be a statement that could draw 

people in. She said the rectangular box did not help the building’s aesthetics. 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 
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It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote to continue the work session to the June 

3, 2020 meeting. 

 

B. Work Session requested by Bow Street Theatre Trust, owner, for property located at 

125 Bow Street, wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing 

structure (replace roof, add insulated cladding on two walls) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 105 as Lot 1F and lies within the 

Character District 4 (CD 4), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. (This item was 

postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 06, 2020 meeting.)  

 

WORK SESSION 

 

The project architect Tracy Kozak was present on behalf of the applicant. She reviewed the 

petition and pointed out that the metal roof had with rows of snow guards and would have 

different-colored ribs and a secondary color for the flat panel, and the snow guards would match 

the rib color. Mr. Beer said the roof was a big improvement and that he could support the project. 

Mr. Ryan said he appreciated the batten system because it was a good compromise that softened 

the blow of losing a beautiful modern space. He said he wished he could see less of the side 

walls and more transparency. Ms. Kozak said the alley wall would be for an art gallery but the 

triangular gable pieces were open for debate. She said the back and side walls had some glass but 

could go either way.  Mr. Ryan recommended keeping as much transparency as possible. He said 

the roof would be impressive to the theatergoers and that he could support the project. Ms. 

Doering said she was also in support and thought the 1980s glass panel was a good compromise. 

She suggested a design element, like a rainbow that would be moved from one panel to another. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the new roof system was very appropriate and attractive and worked with what 

was there before. She said she would not want to see a slate blue color that was glaring or tacky 

or contrasted from the whole piece, but that she would rely on the applicant’s architectural and 

artistic judgements. Mr. Rawling said the new roof system was a great improvement to the 

design, with interesting texture that was lacking before. He said it broke up the mass quite a bit, 

and he was fine with the color choices. He suggested making the front and corner panels glass to 

make the lower level more transparent. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he was also pleased with the 

new roof and the colors. He said LED lighting like the Memorial Bridge used could be done to 

the roof and controlled from a Smartphone so that the colors could change. Mr. Ryan said he 

preferred a color that would look like glass and be reminiscent of what was there before instead 

of a jarring opaque solid roof. Ms. Trace suggested a finish for the roof that would make it less 

matte or give it a reflective quality that would let it change color on its own with the weather and 

be more lifelike. She thought the roof could become too matte and look like just a blue roof with 

black lines. She also wished that the first three panels on the side could still be glass.  

 

Chairman Lombardi said it was a great project and thought some of the Commission’s 

suggestions were interesting, especially using LED lighting color combinations on the roof.  

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION 
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The applicant stated that she would return for a public hearing at a future meeting. 

 

V. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault  

HDC Recording Secretary 

 

 
 
 
 



MINUTES OF THE 

THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 

 

Remote Meeting Via Zoom Conference Call 

 

6:30 p.m.                                                                                                         May 13, 2020 

                                                                                                                                                           

MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Vincent Lombardi; Vice-Chairman Jon Wyckoff; 

Members Reagan Ruedig and Martin Ryan; Alternates Heinz 

Sauk-Schubert and Margot Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Dan Rawling, Cyrus Beer, City Council Representative Paige 

Trace 

  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

  

1.  403 Deer Street, Unit 13 (postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the May 13, 2020 

meeting.) 

 

Mr. Cracknell said there were 12 changes since the project was approved in 2019 and that most 

of them were minor field changes that the contractor made, independent of the applicant or the 

HDC. He emphasized that screens were not specified on the approval and that full screens were 

not requested. He said the contractor installed full screens on all of the building’s 40 windows. 

He reviewed the changes, which included the installation of transoms with three lights and doors 

with nine lights because the originally-approved lights were not available. 

 

The full screens were discussed. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the screens should have been 

mentioned during the original presentation and that he didn’t feel badly about requesting that half 

screens replace the full screens. Mr. Ryan said it was the Commission’s fault that half screens 

weren’t noted and that they didn’t have the right to impose the added cost on the applicant. 

 

Ms. Doering asked how the left-hand railing got aligned with the opening between the two 

buildings and had to shift to the left. The applicant Doug Palardy said the original plan was to 

keep the deck in place but they eliminated it due to the rot. He said there was also an issue with 

footings on the ground to make the deck a stable platform, so the stairs were rebuilt and the 

railing got shifted to the right and sort of married with the door and the landing on the left-hand 

side. Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked why the 3-light tall transom was installed instead of the 5-6 

small panes of glass. Mr. Palardy said it never dawned on him to check the transoms at the top of 

the door. Vice-Chair Wyckoff verified that the units were ordered with the transom installed on 

the top already. Mr. Palardy said it came as a complete package from the manufacturer and that 

he would see if it could get changed. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said that plugging in a unit out of a 

catalog was a new construction method that shouldn’t have been done on a historic building. 
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The half screens were further discussed. Mr. Cracknell said that some of the burden was on the 

Commission but that the Commissioners had approved what they saw, which was no screens. 

Ms. Ruedig said it was unfortunate that the full screens were installed because they were black 

mesh screens that hid the windows. She asked whether some screens could be removed and 

others left on guestrooms that weren’t seen from a main view. Mr. Palardy said he would contact 

the manufacturer to see if it was possible to get half screens. Ms. Ruedig said the other items 

were fine and thought the light fixtures were more interesting than those that were originally 

approved but that the 9-panel door looked like new construction and was more inappropriate than 

the transoms. She suggested that the applicant check with the contractor to make sure the full 

screens weren’t the contractor’s fault and might have been a mistake in the manufacture. Vice-

Chair Wyckoff said that, because the windows were Andersen ones, it would make no difference 

to the window by removing the full screens and installing the half screen. He also thought the 

contractor might have ordered the wrong door and transom. Mr. Cracknell suggested approving 

the application with a stipulation that a subsequent administrative approval would be needed for 

the screens to be replaced by half screens and for the door and transom to be replaced with the 

originally-approved door and transom. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve Administrative Approval Item #1 with the following 

stipulation: 

1. The applicant would return for an Administrative Approval for the window screens, 

door, and transom window. With a preference for Half-Screens and the originally 

approved door and transom window.  

 

Ms. Ruedig seconded. The motion passed by unanimous vote, 5-0. 

 

2.  73 Daniel Street (postponed at the May 07, 2020 meeting to the May 13, 2020 

meeting.) 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the request was to install a 6”x6” louver vent on the building that would be 

painted the color of the brick and sized the brick’s length and width. He said there were two 

options for its location, one high up in the arch and one lower. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he 

didn’t like either location. Ms. Ruedig said she preferred the one in the lower position because it 

didn’t compete with the arch. Mr. Ryan said he wouldn’t vote for either one, noting that it was an 

air intake and not an exhaust. He asked why it couldn’t be in the interior, seeing that it was for a 

boiler. At this point, Mr. Sauk-Schubert joined the meeting. He said the applicant had previously 

mentioned that they had to bring fresh air from the rear of the building. Mr. Cracknell said the 

Inspection Department required the intake vent for the boiler room and that there was no other 

viable exit because of the restaurant. Ms. Doering said she wouldn’t approve it if it wasn’t 

necessary but that she’d opt for the higher location because it wasn’t right next to the door. Vice-

Chair Wyckoff said he preferred it down because he thought there could be a light fixture at the 

upper location. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said he liked the idea of a light fixture/intake combination, 

and several Commissioners agreed. Mr. Cracknell suggested stipulating that the vent be made 

smaller and return as an administrative approval if the smaller dimension didn’t work. He also 

thought that a light was a tasteful way to screen the vent. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said a lot of 

buildings had a bronze or copper nameplate with the building number and client name on it that 

stood out from the building a few inches and allowed airflow in the back of it. 
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Ms. Ruedig suggested continuing the request to the next meeting. Mr. Ryan also asked that Mr. 

Cracknell confirm that the vent was a code requirement.  

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (6-0) to continue the item to the May 20, 2020 

meeting. 

 

II. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

A.  Work Session requested by 132 Middle Street LLC and 134 Middle Street, LLC, 

owners, for property located at 132-134 Middle Street, wherein permission is requested to 

allow exterior renovations to an existing structure (re-pointing brick, roof replacement, add ADA 

accessible entry, and front entrance renovations) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. 

Said property is shown on Assessor Map 127 as Lots 11 and 12 and lies within the Character 

District 4- L1 (CD 4-L1) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 

meeting to the May 13, 2020 meeting.) 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed unanimously (6-0) to postpone the petition to the June 3, 

2020 meeting. 

 

B.  Work Session requested by GBK Portsmouth, LLC, owner, for property located at 134 

South Street, wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing 

structure (add roof deck) and renovations to an existing structure (update lower façade, 

entrances, decks, and exterior lighting) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said 

property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as Lot 64 and lies within the General Residence B 

(GRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 

13, 2020 meeting.) 

 

The applicant Ben Kelly and the project architect Brandon Holben were present to speak to the 

petition. Mr. Holben noted that the Commission’s prior feedback was taken into consideration.  

He reviewed the petition in full. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the applicant took the Commission’s comments seriously, especially by 

making the trim look beefier around the balconies. He said it was a nice positive look to the old 

building and that he was in full support of the project as it was. Ms. Ruedig agreed. She said the 

Commission didn’t have purview on colors but thought that the applicant could be creative and 

buck the current trend of blue and gray. She said the rooftop addition was great and that cleaning 

up the back was a big improvement. She said she preferred to see wood balconies instead of 

metal ones on a building in the middle of the south end and thought the façade needed to be 

treated more conservatively. Mr. Ryan said he felt the same way about the rails but thought they 

were fine. He suggested using a wood cap on the top portion of the handrail so that it didn’t look 

so severe. Ms. Doering agreed with Ms. Ruedig that the railings shouldn’t be so modern, 

especially if they were original to the building. Mr. Holben said the railings were not original and 

were poorly constructed, and he explained that heavy posts would have to be placed on the 
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corners to make wood railings work and that it would look too heavy. He said the lighter material 

simplified it and let the original trim show through. He said the wood cap was a good idea. 

 

Mr. Sauk-Schubert suggested that a wooden top railing might enhance the façade a bit. He 

suggested a separate base for the rooftop structure to delineate the progression from the deck to 

the exit enclosure. Mr. Holben said they wanted to keep it simple. Chairman Lombardi said he 

agreed that such a traditional building should have a traditional front façade and that he would 

miss the wood on the front. He also thought that a wood top rail would be a good compromise. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

 There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant said he would return for a public hearing at the June 3, 2020 meeting. 

 

C. Work Session requested by KWA, LLC, owner, for property located at 165 Court 

Street, wherein permission was requested to allow renovations to an existing structure (renovate 

store-front with new glazing and new canopy system) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 116 as Lot 27 and lies within the 

Character District 4 (CD 4), Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. (This item was 

postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 13, 2020 meeting.) 

 

The architect Brandon Holben was present on behalf of the applicant. He reviewed the petition 

and said they wanted to improve the street appeal with storefront glazing and a new canopy 

system. He showed a few canopy designs and said they wanted to tint the upper level windows 

and storefront windows and do the canopy in a lighter accent color.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it was a nice, clean renovation. He noted that the rods went up to the 

brick but that there was no plate. Mr. Holben said the rods might become more decorative and 

explained that tabs would be bolted onto the steel beam at the base and that the frame elements 

would attach. He said the canopy would be supported like a sun shade. He said there was a plate 

and that a few bolts would be anchored into the mortar and would look more crafted. He said the 

rod would be at least ¾” thick. He said they would do more exploratory work when they 

removed the existing canopy and that they might have to add another steel plate or tube to get the 

new canopy supported properly. He said the custom-made canopy would have a polycarbonate 

made of a higher-grade material that wouldn’t become cloudy over time.  

 

Ms. Ruedig said she was glad the canopy would have a steel frame but would miss the brush 

aluminum for the window finishes, which she felt was an important aspect of the building’s 

design and timeframe. She asked if the canopy had a slope. Mr. Holben said the existing one 

sloped into the building but the new one would slope out. He said the canopy had some diffusion 

to it so that it wouldn’t let a lot of light in and would protect the interior elements. Chairman 

Lombardi said he agreed with Ms. Ruedig about the aluminum windows but didn’t have a 

problem with the dark color. He noted that the canopy followed the trapezoidal shape of the 
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corner and the street had a curve, so he wondered what the canopy would look like curved. Mr. 

Holben said they had considered it but favored the current shape of the canopy. Mr. Sauk-

Schubert asked if the black finish was the anodized aluminum storefront or the painted black 

aluminum storefront. Mr. Holben said they could go anodized, which would have a more metal 

look and would contrast between the painted wood above and the metal storefront below. The 

canopy was further discussed.  

 

Chairman Lombardi noted that the glass windows were fewer and larger. Mr. Holben said they 

gave more consistency to the sides of the panels. Mr. Sauk-Schubert verified that the frame of 

the canopy was welded and he suggested that the pieces closer to the core extend into the corner 

and attach to the angled piece where the angle would bisect. It was further discussed. Vice-Chair 

Wyckoff compared it to a hip roof going around the corner and thought it would accent the 

storefront entrance better than the proposed rods going way out on each sidewalk of the square. 

Mr. Cracknell said it would require an easement from the City.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT  

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

The applicant said he would return for a public hearing in at the June 3, 2020 meeting. 

 

D. Work Session requested by St. John’s Church, owner, for property located at 105 

Chapel Street, wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing 

structure (construct new addition for ADA compliant entrance) as per plans on file in the 

Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 106 as Lot 62 and lies within the 

Civic, Downtown Overlay, and Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 

meeting to the May 13, 2020 meeting.) 

 

The project architect Michael Campbell and a member of the project team, Rob Stevens, were 

present. Mr. Campbell reviewed the petition and said the purpose was to provide handicap access 

to the church that would begin in the lower parking lot. He also noted that the addition had three 

French doors that would spill out into the courtyard for interior and exterior events. 

 

Chairman Lombardi asked if the large sanctuary window would be kept. Mr. Campbell said it 

would become a doorway to the church foyer but that all the other windows would remain 

windows. He said the doors on Chapel Street at the top of the handicap ramps would be replaced 

by two 2’8” doors and one 3-ft door with a sidelight. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he wasn’t 

comfortable with that. He said the marble keystone detail looked out of place and complicated 

and thought it should be the same brick material as the church or smaller. Mr. Campbell said the 

intent was for them to match what was on the church. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said it was a nice addition and connection to the two buildings. She said she would 

do away with the keystones and just match the brick arches of the side of the 1950s building. She 

said the ramp fit in very well. Mr. Ryan said the addition was placed onto a very prized example 
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of historic architecture in Portsmouth and should not confuse people about its time and place. He 

said it concerned him that the applicant was copying a lot of the details of the church and trying 

to make the addition seem like it had always been there. He said the back of the building was 

more successful and should also be he same kind of language used on the front of the building 

that would eliminate any confusion about the history of the building complex. He said the 

proposed design was crowding the detail of the entrance into the 1950s building and was a bit 

awkward by trying to compete with the church and the parish hall. 

 

Ms. Doering said she agreed with the comments about the keystones being heavy. She said the 

HDC guidelines indicated that the addition not compete with the main building and that it be 

more diminutive. She agreed that the back side of the building could also work just as well on 

the front and would allow people to see the different eras and the building’s progression without 

taking too much away from the aesthetic. She said should could support either design and would 

encourage the church to consider going with something more daring. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the addition was clearly a contemporary one, even though it used a lot of the 

same language as the church. She said the windows were big and spaced closer together, which 

made the addition airier and brighter, but thought the windows could be even bigger to make the 

building even lighter and the more transparent structure. She said it should still be traditional 

because the church was one of the focal points of downtown Portsmouth and had a rich history. 

She said there were ways to make the addition a traditional 2020 building and thought the 

applicant was going in that direction. Vice-Chair Wyckoff agreed but said he felt that it was too 

complicated as far as the keystones and maybe the cornice. Mr. Ryan said the building would 

present as a 2020 addition and would look ‘fake historic’. He said the arched windows were not 

needed or genuine and felt that the addition was almost mocking the church’s history and doing 

it a disservice by grabbing elements off the church and creating the new addition. He said the 

other rendering in the presentation was more appropriate and tasteful and wouldn’t compete with 

the church. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the keystones should also reflect the pier at the corner and 

that the fascia should return and make a clean cut toward the original building. He said he liked 

the handicap ramp and the capping and thought the cut stone wall was handsome but couldn’t see 

the elevation and how it interfaced with the other elevation. He said the contemporary addition 

looked handsome but wasn’t sure about the brick arches. 

 

Chairman Lombardi said the cornice crowded the building a bit but that he could understand 

why. He said he liked the addition’s massiveness but thought the ramp was also substantial and 

that the center of it could be lighter. Mr. Campbell said he would place a continuous cap on it 

and that the interior could be a metal railing and not masonry. Chairman Lombardi said he liked 

the back of the new building and thought it would be a wonderful addition to have a space that 

spilled out to the outside so easily. He thought the traditional approach for the addition was 

appropriate and had no problem with the arched windows. 

 

Ms. Ruedig asked about the window in the back behind the hip roof, noting that it could be a trap 

for water and snow. Mr. Campbell said insulation would get the water out from behind it and that 

the hip roof would make it blend it better. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
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There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

It was moved, seconded, and passed by unanimous vote (6-0) to continue the work session to the 

June 3, 2020 meeting. 

 

III. ADJOURNMENT  

 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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THE HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MEETING 
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MEMBERS PRESENT:      Chairman Vincent Lombardi; Vice-Chairman Jon Wyckoff; 

Members Reagan Ruedig, Cyrus Beer and Martin Ryan; City 

Council Representative Paige Trace; Alternates Heinz Sauk-

Schubert and Margot Doering 

 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Dan Rawling 

  

ALSO PRESENT: Nick Cracknell, Principal Planner, Planning Department 

 

 

Alternate Ms. Doering took a voting seat for the evening. 
 

I. ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS 

 

1. 73 Daniel Street (this item was continued at the May 13, 2020 meeting to the May 20, 

2020 meeting.) 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the item was postponed because the applicant’s plumber still had to run 

airflow calculations and that it may not need an administrative approval if the numbers worked. 

 

2. 250 Market Street  

 

The request was for a small vent and some mechanical equipment. Mr. Cracknell recommended 

a stipulation that the vent be painted to match the material behind it. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to approve the item with the following stipulation: 

 

1. The applicant shall field-paint the vent to match the existing brick. 

 

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

 

3. 111 Maplewood Avenue 

 

Mr. Cracknell said the applicant was seeking minor changes and a few significant design 

changes, which included the following: 

- The window and storefront material was changed; 

- A shallower trellis ran along Maplewood Avenue; 

- the canopy on the corner of Raynes Avenue and Vaughan Street was removed; 

- the fourth floor was 10-20 percent bigger; 
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- lighting was added; and 

- the overhang on Raynes Ave for the 2nd and 3rd floors was moved from 4 feet to 6 feet. 

The applicant’s representative Chris Lizotte was present and reviewed the minor and major 

changes in more detail. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the building basically looked the same in spite 

of all the changes and that he didn’t see any major modifications except for the larger overhang, 

which he preferred. Mr. Ryan agreed and said the spirit of the building that the Commission 

previously approved was still intact. Chairman Lombardi said the overhang was fine. 

 

Mr. Ryan moved to approve the item as presented, and Vice-Chair Wyckoff seconded. The 

motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

II. CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL- EXTENSION 

 

1. Petition of Joseph J. & Jennifer Almeida, owners, for property located at 103 High 

Street, wherein a 1-year extension of the Certificate of Approval granted by the Historic District 

Commission on June 05, 2019 was requested, to allow new construction and exterior renovations 

to an existing structure (modify front elevation by adding store-front, landing, and stairs) as per 

plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 118 as Lot 22 

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

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to grant the request for the extension, and Ms. Ruedig seconded. The 

motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Petition of Patrick Beat and Egle Maksimaviciute Diggelmann, owners, for property 

located at 137 New Castle Avenue, wherein permission was requested to allow new construction 

to an existing structure (add roof over existing rear patio) as per plans on file in the Planning 

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 101 as Lot 55 and lies within the General 

Residence B (GRB) and Historic Districts. 

 

SPEAKING TO THE PETITION 

 

The project architect Sarah Hourihane representing the applicant was present and reviewed the 

petition. She noted that the roof would be supported by a square column. 

 

City Council Representative Trace said the column’s upper molding protruded and that she’d 

like to see the molding underneath the roof. Ms. Hourihane said the meet of the column 

supported the corner. Mr. Beer said the molding standing proud was a standard classical detail 

and that he supported it. Ms. Ruedig said it was well fitting and that extending the roof to cover 

the porch worked well and that there was just enough to clear the doorframe. She thought it was 

a great, easy solution. Chairman Lombardi agreed. 

 

SPEAKING TO, FOR, OR AGAINST THE PETITION 
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No one was present to speak to the petition, and Chairman Lombardi closed the public hearing. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff moved to grant the Certificate of Approval for the project as presented, and 

Mr. Beer seconded. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the project would preserve the integrity of the District and help 

preserve surrounding property values. He said its relationship to the historic and architectural 

value of the existing structure was excellent. Mr. Beer concurred. 

 

The motion passed by unanimous vote, 7-0. 

 

IV. WORK SESSIONS (OLD BUSINESS) 

 

Mr. Beer recused himself from the petition. Alternate Mr. Sauk-Schubert took a voting seat. 

 

A. Work Session requested by 3A Trust, Guy D. and Elizabeth R. Spiers Trustees, 

owners, for property located at 241 South Street, wherein permission was requested to allow 

new construction to an existing structure (remove rear porch and replace with new attached 

garage and porch) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on 

Assessor Map 111 as Lot 36 and lies within the General Residence B (GRB) and Historic 

Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 13, 2020 meeting.) 

 

The applicants Elizabeth and Guy Spiers were present. Ms. Spiers reviewed the petition, noting 

that there were three garage door options and that she and her husband preferred favored Option 

2 that was a fiberglass door with wood overlay.  

 

Ms. Ruedig said wood doors were preferable because they were real material and she didn’t 

think the design of Option 2 was appropriate. She said she was fine with the fiberglass but 

wanted to ensure that it could be painted so it didn’t have a glossy fake appearance. She also 

asked that fake straps or hinges not be put on the door and that it be kept simple. Vice-Chair 

Wyckoff agreed. He said he preferred the third option because it had vertical panels that were 

similar to something seen in an old carriage house door, and if that design could be found in 

fiberglass with a wood finish, it would be fine. He said he also liked the option of using transom 

windows on the side and back of the garage. He noted that the Matthews window did not have 

removal single divided lights (SDLs) and that it should have the grill attached inside and out to 

the sash permanently. He asked if the clapboards, trims, and corner boards would all be the same 

as the house. Mr. Spiers agreed. Ms. Spiers asked if the clapboards for the garage could be 

HardiPlank. Vice-Chair Wyckoff asked why the applicants would change to cement claps on the 

garage when they had a Colonial house with wooden claps. Chairman Lombardi agreed that the 

doors should be chosen carefully because they faced the street and that the windows needed to 

have lights separated internally and externally. He said he would discourage fiberboard and 

preferred to see wooden clapboards on the addition. Mr. Ryan agreed and said he couldn’t 

approve the Option 2 door because it didn’t look right. He recommended Option 3. He said he 
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also had a problem with the gliding doors in the back but since it was in the back, he thought it 

was probably acceptable in the District. 

 

Ms. Doering said she agreed with all the comments and preferred Option 3 for the garage door 

because she liked the big wide door versus the one with the verticals and it looked like it had a 

strong thermal protection behind it. City Council Representative Trace said Option 3 was the 

most appropriate. She said she preferred to see wood siding on the house because of its age and 

importance in the south end. The Matthews windows were further discussed. The applicants 

indicated that they would go with the Andersen 100 Series windows. 

 

The garage door was further discussed. Mr. Spiers asked if Option One was acceptable. Ms. 

Ruedig suggested that he find an actual photo of Option One instead of the presented illustration 

to see what it looked like in real life. She said she preferred a wood door but didn’t have a 

problem with the fiberglass material because it would be painted. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said 

Option 3 made more sense because the house was a prominent one in the District but that he 

would approve Option One if it was field painted. City Council Representative Trace agreed. 

 

Ms. Spiers asked whether they could have 2’x2’ square windows on the side and back of the 

structure instead of the transom windows. Mr. Ryan said he would have to see it drawn before he 

could approve it. Chairman Lombardi agreed. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION  

 

The applicants stated that they would return for a work session/public hearing at the July 1, 

2020 meeting. 

 

Mr. Beer returned to his voting seat, and Mr. Sauk-Schubert returned to alternate status. 

 

B. Work Session requested by Todd and Jan Peters, owners, for property located at 379 

New Castle Avenue, wherein permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing 

structure (construct 2nd story additions) and exterior renovations (rebuild existing chimneys) as 

per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 207 as 

Lot 4 and lies within the Single Residence B (SRB) and Historic Districts. (This item was 

postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 20, 2020 meeting.) 

 

Architect Anne Whitney representing the applicant was present and reviewed the petition. She 

noted that several additions had been put on the late 1800s house over the years. She said the 

renovations would include extending the 2-story gable over the 1-story portion, rebuilding the 

porch, expanding the west side gable into two stories, adding a second-floor deck, replacing all 

the windows and siding on the building, and rebuilding the chimneys with brick. 
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Mr. Beer said he supported the massing and thought the project was a big improvement. Ms. 

Doering agreed, noting that Ms. Whitney overcame the crazy rooflines and hodgepodge 

additions and added her own interesting intersecting lines. She said she would be careful with 

some of the detailing due to the house’s size so that it didn’t become busy and lose its charm. 

Ms. Ruedig said the house was a rambling one and obviously had been done several times over. 

She liked that it was getting back to the simpler design that would be more appropriate to the 

original two-story block of the house. She said she struggled with the double height bay window 

on the end because it was a weird feature to have on the side of an early 19th century building, 

especially with the side large multi-pane fixed window that faced the street. Mr. Whitney said 

the bay window was part of the original foundation and that there was a lot of stone and brick in 

that area. She said the building was sitting on the original site, unless it got moved at some point. 

Ms. Ruedig said the two-story bay window looked strange nevertheless, but that going back to 

brick on the chimneys would be a positive change. 

 

Mr. Ryan said he liked the existing fieldstone chimneys and that he wasn’t as troubled with the 

double height bay as he was with the extended gable on the right east side elevation. He said 

there was an awkward silence after the great pattern of widows and suggested something that 

could either pick up the rhythm or extend the roof up better to deal with the awkwardness. 

Ms. Whitney said the porch helped balance it and didn’t want to add something that would draw 

the eye away from the five bay Colonial and thought it wouldn’t really be seen because of the 

way the house was oriented. She said putting another 6x6 window would be awkward and 

thought some square windows might be better. Mr. Ryan said he would leave it up to Ms. 

Whitney because it wasn’t a deal breaker but he still thought something wasn’t right about it. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said he had the same problem with the second-floor addition and that, even 

though it couldn’t be seen from the road, some respect had to be given to the historic house. He 

said that extending the roof in the same plane using modern framing and trying to roof over the 

whole thing so that no one noticed it was awkward, and that it seemed better to offset the roof 

and have it a bit shorter. It was further discussed. Ms. Whitney said she could re-establish the 

corner board and make a separation and maybe have just one window to offset the blank wall.  

 

City Council Representative Trace said she understood Vice-Chair Wyckoff’s issue with adding 

onto an existing roofline, but she thought the project would change so many hurts that the house 

had suffered over the years and that it would look like a multi-generation house that had been 

added onto in the right way. Chairman Lombardi said he agreed with all the comments and that 

he’d like to see a break in the roofline or in the addition. He said the house has gone through so 

many iterations that anything would be an improvement. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT  

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION 

 

Ms. Whitney said she would continue the work session to a work session/public hearing at either 

the July or August meeting. 
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C. Work Session requested by Donna P. Pantelakos Revocable Trust, G.T. and D.P. 

Pantelakos Trustees, owners, for property located at 138 Maplewood Avenue, wherein 

permission was requested to allow new construction to an existing structure (add 2nd story 

addition over existing garage) as per plans on file in the Planning Department. Said property is 

shown on Assessor Map 124 as Lot 6 and lies within the Character District 4-L1 (CD4-L1) and 

Historic Districts. (This item was postponed at the April 15, 2020 meeting to the May 20, 2020 

meeting. 

 

Architect Anne Whitney representing the applicant was present and reviewed the petition. She 

said the proposed addition would be a two-car garage with entry and living space on the first 

floor and the main living unit on the second floor. She noted that the neighbor had agreed to an 

easement that would allow windows on the side of the building that was situated 2’16” from the 

back property line. She reviewed the floor plans and elevations in detail. 

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said it was a charming garage and asked why the two arched garage doors 

wouldn’t be kept. Ms. Whitney said they were eight feet tall and nine feet wide and the header 

was set up for a square door and that they wanted to get some light into there, so she hoped to 

pick up the vertical pane size of the 2/2 double hung windows. She said the doors could be 7’6” 

doors, noting that they were wooden Masonite doors. Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the building, 

particularly in that location, demanded to have rows of windows on the second floor and thought 

the overhang was charming with the columns. He thought the roof was treated fairly and liked 

that the cupola would be kept. 

 

Ms. Doering said she was concerned about the massing, especially as it was seen from the 

waterside, but that she would go back to the site and look at it again. Ms. Whitney said the new 

roofline would be below the existing one and thought the perspective in the pictures was 

dramatic because the pictures were taken from below. Ms. Doering said something felt out of 

rhythm between the size of the garage doors and the more diminutive front doors, and then the 

peak overhang of the left top gable. Ms. Whitney said she was trying to balance the double hung 

windows on either side but could add a window to the left of the front door. Ms. Doering 

suggested that it could be a decorative window up high to help balance it. 

 

Mr. Ryan suggested keeping the arches and infilling as necessary to retain some of the beautiful 

outbuilding structure. Ms. Ruedig said the building was a fairly recent one and not historic, but it 

seemed a little large for the massing. She said it would be fine as long as it was shorter in height 

than the main house and read as a secondary building. Mr. Sauk-Schubert said the existing 

garage structure was compelling just the way it was and thought that making it a two-story one 

would change its aesthetics. He also said he wasn’t in favor of keeping the two arched garage 

doors. Chairman Lombardi said he liked the proposed garage and thought it was a nice building, 

but that he didn’t have a strong opinion on whether or not to keep the arched doors.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There was no public comment. 
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DECISION 

 

Ms. Whitney said she would continue the work session to a work session/public hearing at either 

the July or August meeting. 

 

V. WORK SESSIONS (NEW BUSINESS) 

 

1. Work Session requested by 15 Middle Street Real Estate Holding Co., LLC, owner, 

for property located at 15 Middle Street, wherein permission was requested to allow renovations 

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

Department. Said property is shown on Assessor Map 126 as Lot 12 and lies within the 

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

 

Architect Brendan McNamara representing the applicant was present and reviewed the petition. 

He said the redevelopment of the Salvation Army Building was changed from a 28-room hotel 

and restaurant to a 15-room inn and restaurant, and that in the future they hoped to develop the 

third floor into three residential units. He said there were no substantial changes to the building’s 

exterior on the west elevation and that the dormers would not be added on the south elevation. 

He pointed out that the east and north sides of the wooden building had to have fire-rated 

sheeting and noncombustible siding, so they had to remove the wood siding and replace it with 

HardiPlank. He said the large chimney on the brick building would have to be rebuilt and that 

the center chimney would be rebuilt in appearance but would work as a venting structure for the 

elevator beneath it. He said 20 feet of the concrete block building would be demolished to 

expose more of the wooden church building and would be replaced with a dumpster enclosure.  

 

Vice-Chair Wyckoff said the most exciting thing about the project besides small dormers for the 

elevator faux chimney were the dormers that now would not be put on. Mr. McNamara said they 

were not approved to do the dormers but would try to do so on a year or two, pending Planning 

Board and City Council approval. He said the two structures were built at the same time, 

although the foundation at the perimeter of the buildings was not original. He said he would 

know more after the internal demolition in a few weeks. 

 

Ms. Ruedig said the brick building was 20th century and that the Athenaeum posted a photo of 

the original little wooden building that was part of the North Church. She said the wooden 

building had a fascinating history and suggested posting historic photos of it inside the building 

when it was finished. She said getting rid of the dumpsters on Porter Street would help clean it 

up. They discussed that some windows in the brick and wooden buildings would have to be 

blanked off and that the series of double hung windows on the north side of the brick building 

would have to be removed and blocked up due to the fire rating. Mr. Ryan said he fully 

supported any measures to get fire protection and thought that the back area in the alley was 

much improved. Mr. McNamara said they didn’t want to do HardiPlank but were forced to. 

 

City Council Representative Trace asked why the owner wasn’t going before the Board of 

Adjustment and City Council for the dormers. Mr. McNamara explained that the Traffic and 

Safety Committee felt that there would be an issue with Porter and Middle Streets for the 28-
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room hotel and that a lesser development could get their approval. He said they weren’t 

redeveloping the attached space, so there was no requirement to go before the Planning Board.  

City Council Representative Trace said she liked the dormers and thought it was unfortunate that 

they wouldn’t be done right away. Mr. McNamara said they were showing the dormers to 

capture the future needs of the building.   

 

Chairman Lombardi said it was a great project and that he’d like to see the dormers as well. It 

was decided that the Commissioners would do individual site visits due to the pandemic. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There was no public comment. 

 

DECISION OF THE COMMISSION  

 

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

session/public hearing at a future meeting. 

 

VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Joann Breault 

HDC Recording Secretary 
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Historic District Commission 
 

Staff Report – June, 2020 
 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS / OLD BUSINESS: 
 

Administrative Approvals: 
1.   133 Islington St. (LUHD-148) - Recommend Approval    

2.    14 Mechanic St. (LUHD-147) - Recommend Approval    

3.    140 Court St. (LUHD-146)   - TBD   

4.    142 Congress (LUHD-__)  - TBD  

 

Extension Requests: 
1.   152 Court St. (LU-19-127)  - Recommend Approval 

   
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – OLD BUSINESS: 

A. 50 Austin St. (LU-20-102)(Porch Addition)  

B. 35 Howard St. #35 (LU-20-32)(windows)  

C. 44 Gardner St. (LU-20-107)(Sunroom & Bay Window)  
 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 

A. 132-134 Middle St. (LUHD-105) (Façade & Roof) 
B.    105 Chapel St. (LUHD-117)(ADA Connector Addition) 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS / OLD BUSINESS: 
 

Extension Requests: 
1.  161 Deer St. (31293)   - Recommend Approval 

 

Administrative Approvals: 
1. 678 Middle Street (LUHD-150)  – Recommend Approval    

2. 73 Daniel St. (LUHD-131)   – TBD 

3. 105 Chapel Street (LUHD-144)  – Recommend Approval    

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS – NEW BUSINESS: 

1. 366 Islington St. (LU-20-64)(siding, hvac & trim details) 

2. 134 South St. (LU-20-81) (Façade & Roof Deck) 

3. 165 Court St. (LU-20-82)(Storefront Canopy) 

4. 125 Bow St. (LU-20-84)(Roof and Wall-Siding) 

 

WORK SESSIONS – OLD BUSINESS: 
1. 34 Highland St. (LUHD-142) (Window Replacement)  

2. 84 Pleasant St. (LUHD-141) (Façade & Rear Addition) 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  50 AUSTIN STREET 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #A (LU-20-102) 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRC 
 Land Use:  Single-Family  
 Land Area:  6,100 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1810 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories: 3.0 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  Limited view from Middle Street. 
 Unique Features:  NA. 
 Neighborhood Association:  Goodwin Park 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add an enclosed porch on the rear elevation. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Austin Street and is surrounded with many 

other 2.5-3 story wood-sided and brick buildings. Most buildings in the surrounding context have 

small front yard setbacks and shallow rear yards.   

J.   Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC requested additional details on the trim, windows, doors, paneling and roof material.  
  

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions: 

 The work proposed by the applicant is located along the rear elevation of the structure but has 

limited views from Middle Street.  The enclosed porch design has raised wood panels and is 

proposed to have a standing seam roof and large plate glass windows.   
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  RRooooffiinngg  ((0044)),,  PPoorrcchheess,,  SSttooooppss  aanndd  

DDeecckkss  ((0066))  &&  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

                                                                
 Proposed Rear Enclosed Porch 

 

 

  
 Ariel View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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50 AUSTIN STREET (LU-20-102)  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##AA  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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 GENERAL BUILDING INFORMATION (ESTIMATED FROM THE TAX MAPS & ASSESSOR’S INFO)  
1 Gross Floor Area (SF) 

MINOR PROJECT 
– ADD ENCLOSED PORCH ON REAR ELEVATION – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  35 HOWARD STREET (LU-20-32) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Two- Family  
 Land Area:  3,500 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1858 
 Building Style: Colonial 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Howard Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace 10 existing windows  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Howard Street in the South End and is 

surrounded with many other wood and brick, 2-3 story contributing structures with no front yard 

setbacks on narrow lots. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has not previously reviewed this application.  The condo association will need to approve 

of the proposed changes so the applicant is working on obtaining that approval.  As a result the 

Applicant has request to postpone this application to the July meeting. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 To replace 5 front facing windows, 5 side facing windows and 3 rear facing windows with Green 

Mountain concealed balance replacement window or sash and balance with vinyl track 

replacement window.  Windows will be replaced exactly as they are. 9 are currently 6/6 and will 

remain that way.  3 are 2/2 and will remain that way and 1 is 6/4 and will remain that way. 

 According to the applicant, the windows are approximately 110 years old and in fair to poor 

condition.  Consistent with the Design Guidelines the applicant was directed to also explore 

window restoration as a preferred alternative. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  

&&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

                                    
 Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image  

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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35 HOWARD STREET  ((LLUU--2200--3322))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##BB  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– Replace 10 Windows – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 

3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4.  
4. 

 Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  44 GARDNER STREET (LUHD-107) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Single Family  
 Land Area:  6.267 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1895 
 Building Style: Queen Anne 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Gardner St. and Walton Alley 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a kitchen bay and porch and sunroom addition  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Gardner Street in the South End and is 

surrounded with many other wood, 2-2.5 story contributing structures with no front yard setbacks 

on narrow lots. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application and supported the design as presented.  The 

Applicant received a variance from the BOA on April 21st for the coverage requirement. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed sunroom and porch is designed to match the existing historic style and appearance. 

 The second floor window appears to be a different dimension and grill pattern than the other 2/1 

double-hung windows on the structure. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

       
 Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image  

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 



                          Page 8 of 24 
 

44 GARDNER STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--110077))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##CC  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– Remove rear porch & replace with sunroom & expand kitchen bay – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

B
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S
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N
 &

 M
A

TE
R
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LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  132-134 MIDDLE STREET (LUHD-105) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L1 
 Land Use:  Mixed-Use  
 Land Area:  11.060 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1865 
 Building Style: Mansard 
 Number of Stories: 3.0 
 Historical Significance: Focal 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Middle Street & Haymarket Square 
 Unique Features:  The Parrot House is a Focal building 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To repoint brick, replace the roof & made entryway improvements  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This focal historic structure is located along Haymarket Square and is surrounded with many other 

brick or wood-sided historic buildings between 2.5-3 stories in height.  The structure is located upon 

two lots which are included in this application. 

 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has reviewed this application and requested additional information on the original 

roofing material and trim details as well as requested a revised stair and cheek wall replacement 

material to match the brownstone finish. Note that there were no updated plans on file as of 5-28-

20 so this item may be postponed. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed improvements involve removal and replacement of contributing, character-defining 

and non-contributing materials. 

 The front entryway is proposed to be a pre-case brownstone material which should be made to 

match the color of the existing brownstone and sample should be requested. 

 The front doors should be considered for restoration given they are original to the structure. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  MMaaiinntteennaannccee  ((0033)),,  RRooooffiinngg  

((0044)),,  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  MMaassoonnrryy  aanndd  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077))  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

           
 Proposed Design and Street View Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

F 
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132-134 MIDDLE STREET  ((LLUUHHDD--110055))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##AA  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
– Replace Roof, Repoint Brick and Replace Front Entryway – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
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E
 D
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S
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N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    105 CHAPEL STREET (LUHD-117) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
    Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Civic  
 Land Area:  18,900 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1807 
 Building Style:  Federal 
 Number of Stories:  2+ 
 Historical Significance: F 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Chapel Street 
 Unique Features:  Connector to Saint John’s (a focal building) 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a connector building for ADA compliance. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished / Constructed: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alternations, additions or expansions) 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The church and rectory are located along Chapel and Bow Streets and are surrounded with many 

contributing and focal structures.   The neighborhood is predominantly multi-story, wood and brick structures 

with small lots and shallow setbacks from the sidewalk.  The church owns a large parking lot previously 

occupied by tightly-spaced buildings. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC has previously reviewed this application and provided feedback on the details 

associated with the connector building and the proposed façade or the connector facing Chapel 

Street.  Additionally, suggestions were requested to “lighten” the public access ramp to the 

connector. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant proposes to construct a single-story addition or connector building between the rectory and 

church.  The purpose of the connector is to provide covered pedestrian access to the buildings that is also 

ADA compliant. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  MMaassoonnrryy  aanndd  SSttuuccccoo  ((0077)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

    
Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image of Existing Conditions 

  
Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

F 
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110055  CCHHAAPPEELL  SSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUUHHDD  ––  111177))  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##BB  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE  PPRROOJJEECCTT))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
- CONSTRUCT A CONNECTOR BUILDING FOR ADA COMPLIANCE - 

 

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Storm Windows / Screens    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  366 ISLINGTON STREET (LU-20-64) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L2 
 Land Use:  Single Family  
 Land Area:  6,535 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1880 
 Building Style: Victorian 
 Number of Stories: 2.5 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Islington Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Goodwin Park 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace siding and trim and add HVAC equipment. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing structure is located along Islington Street and is surrounded with many other 

wood-clad contributing buildings.   Buildings along Islington Street have little to no front yard 

setback with step or stoop frontage along Islington Street. 

 

 

J.   HDC & Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 This project has not yet been reviewed by the HDC. 

 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055))  aanndd  SSiittee  

EElleemmeennttss  aanndd  SSttrreeeettssccaappeess  ((0099))..  
 

 

K.   Proposed Design, Street View and Aerial View: 

            
 Proposed Design and Street View Image of Existing Conditions 

 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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366 ISLINGTON STREET  ((LLUU--2200--6644))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##11  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– SIDING AND TRIM REPLACEMENT AND HVAC EQUIPMENT – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

B
U

IL
D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  134 SOUTH STREET (LU-20-81) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #2 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRB 
 Land Use:  Multi-Family  
 Land Area:  7,208 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1900 
 Building Style: Colonial Revival 
 Number of Stories: 3.0 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from South and So. School Streets 
 Unique Features:  Triple Decker 
 Neighborhood Association:  South End 

B.   Proposed Work:  To add a roof deck & update the façade, entryway and decks  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.    Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along South Street and is surrounded with many other 

wood-sided historic buildings between 2-2.5 stories in height.  The lots have shallow front- and side-

yard setbacks. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application and suggested the applicant consider a more 

traditional railing system on the street-facing façade with no curve on the balconies and 

modifications to the stairwell on the roof to minimize its appearance.  Other comments included 

making the railing system along South Street more traditional with the addition of a wooden 

handrail. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed improvements employ a somewhat differentiated design approach from the 

original historic Colonial Revival style of the building.  A variety of color options has been included 

and the stairwell on the roof deck is marginally visible from South Street. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

      
 Proposed Design and Street View Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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134 SOUTH STREET  ((LLUU--2200--8811))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##22  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– ADD ROOF DECK, LIGHTING, AND BALCONIES – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

 

B
U
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D

IN
G

 D
E
S
IG

N
 &

 M
A

TE
R

IA
LS

 

12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
IT

E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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    HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  165 COURT STREET (LU-20-82) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 
Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #3 

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: CD4-L1 
 Land Use:  Commercial  
 Land Area:  1,807 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1953 
 Building Style: Modern 
 Number of Stories: 2.0 
 Historical Significance: Non-Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Fleet and Court Streets 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To modify the storefront system.  

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Neighborhood Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, AC Hotel) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This non-contributing historic structure is located along the intersection of Fleet and Court Streets 

and is surrounded with many other brick or wood-sided historic buildings between 2.5-3 stories in 

height.  The building in this neighborhood have little to no front yard setback and shallow side yard 

setbacks. 

 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application and several members expressed a preference for the 

glass (tinted) canopy with more architectural detailing on the tiebacks for the canopy and leaving 

the exposed brick foundation unpainted. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The proposed improvements include adding new storefront windows and a new canopy along the 

sidewalk.  The tie-back cables and wall plates have been increased in size as requested. 
   

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee  ––  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  EExxtteerriioorr  WWooooddwwoorrkk  ((0055)),,  SSmmaallll  SSccaallee  

NNeeww  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  &&  AAddddiittiioonnss  ((1100)),,  aanndd  WWiinnddoowwss  &&  DDoooorrss  ((0088))..  
 

L.   Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

    
 Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
 Aerial View 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

NC 
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165 COURT STREET  ((LLUU--2200--8822))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##33  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– MODIFY THE STOREFRONT SYSTEM – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

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

 

S
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E
 D

E
S
IG

N
 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    125 BOW STREET (LU-20-82) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    PUBLIC HEARING #4 
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:  Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  9,489 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1890 
 Building Style:  Utilitarian Classical 
 Number of Stories: 3 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Bow Street 
 Unique Features:  Seacoast Repertory Theater 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace the roof & add insulated siding on the exterior walls. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

  Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive    Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alterations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

 
I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This contributing historic structure is located along Bow Street and is surrounded with many other 

brick or wood-sided historic buildings between 2.5-5 stories in height.  Most buildings have little to 

no front yard setback and narrow side yards. 

J. Previous HDC Comments and Suggestions: 

 The HDC previously reviewed this application on 2-12-20 and some members felt the proposed 

changes where character-defining changes that should be reconsidered to maintain some 

authenticity of this modern structure.  For example, some members felt alternate panels should be 

explored to enable more natural light to still enter the building. 

K.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

The roof panel pattern has been refined to reflect comments suggested by the HDC.   
 

DDeessiiggnn  GGuuiiddeelliinnee  RReeffeerreennccee::  GGuuiiddeelliinneess  ffoorr  RRooooffiinngg  ((0033)),,  WWiinnddoowwss  aanndd  DDoooorrss  ((0088))  

aanndd  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDeevveellooppmmeennttss  aanndd  SSttoorreeffrroonnttss  ((1122))..  
 

L. Proposed Design, 3d Massing View and Aerial View: 

    
Proposed Design and 3D Massing Model Image of Existing Conditions 

 

  
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 
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112255  BBOOWWSSTTRREEEETT  ((LLUU--2200--8822))  ––  PPUUBBLLIICC  HHEEAARRIINNGG  ##44  ((MMIINNOORR))  
 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MINOR PROJECT 
– Replace Roof and Add Insulated Siding – 

 

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and Windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware   

 

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Evaluation Form:  34 HIGHLAND ST. (LUHD-142) 

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

 
A. Property Information - General: 
  Existing Conditions: 

 Zoning District: GRA 
 Land Use:  4-Unit Multi-Family  
 Land Area:  5,230 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1890 
 Number of Stories:  2.5 
 Historical Significance: C 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  Full view of Highland Street 
 Unique Features:  Bifurcated by Historic district 
 Neighborhood Association:  Lincoln/ Broad Street 

B.   Proposed Work:  To replace side and rear windows. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished: 

 Principal  Accessory  Significant Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive   Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alternations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

I.   Neighborhood Context: 

 This structure is located along Highland Street at the edge of the Historic District.  It is 

surrounded with many other wood sided, 2.5 story contributing structures.   The front yards are 

shallow with wider side and rear yards. 

 

J.   Staff Comments and Suggestions for Consideration: 

 The applicant is seeking to replace all the existing historic windows in the structure with an 

Anderson 400 Series window. 

 Due to a misunderstanding of the prior feedback from the HDC the applicant has already 

replaced many windows on the side and rear of the structure.  It appears that the contractor 

also proceeded with the window replacement despite not having obtained a building permit 

for the work.  As a response, the city directed the owner to cease work on the project and 

seeking formal HDC approval for the replacement windows.  Also note that a single window 

was replaced on the front facade and the owner is seeking to either repair the removed 

window or replace it with a matching true-divided lite wood window.  

 

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

K.   Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

   
Aerial and Street View Image 

 
Zoning Map 

HISTORIC 

SURVEY  

RATING  
 

C 



                          Page 22 of 24 

34 HIGHLAND STREET (LUHD-142)  ––  WWOORRKK  SSEESSSSIIOONN  ##11  ((MMOODDEERRAATTEE))  
 

 

 

 

 

INFO/ EVALUATION CRITERIA SUBJECT PROPERTY NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
– REPLACE HISTORIC WINDOWS WITH NEW WINDOWS ONLY – 

-  

  

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

 

C
O
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TE

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

9 Placement (i.e. setbacks, alignment…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
10 Massing (i.e. modules, banding, stepbacks…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
11 Architectural Style (i.e. traditional – modern)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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12 Roofs    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
13 Style and Slope    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
14 Roof Projections (i.e. chimneys, vents, dormers…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
15 Roof Materials    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
16 Cornice Line    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
17 Eaves, Gutters and Downspouts    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
18 Walls    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
19 Siding / Material    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
20 Projections (i.e. bays, balconies…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
21 Doors and windows    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
22 Window Openings and Proportions    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
23 Window Casing/ Trim    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
24 Window Shutters / Hardware    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
25 Awnings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
26 Doors    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
27 Porches and Balconies    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
28 Projections (i.e. porch, portico, canopy…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
29 Landings/ Steps / Stoop / Railings    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
30 Lighting (i.e. wall, post…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
31 Signs (i.e. projecting, wall…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
32 Mechanicals (i.e. HVAC, generators)    Appropriate  Inappropriate  

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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 35 Fence / Walls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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  HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriicctt  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  
 

Project Address:    84 PLEASANT ST. (LUHD-141) 

Permit Requested:    CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL 

Meeting Type:    WORK SESSION #2  
 

A. Property Information - General: 

  Existing Conditions: 
 Zoning District: CD4 
 Land Use:   Mixed-Use 
 Land Area:  4,016 SF +/- 
 Estimated Age of Structure: c.1880 
 Building Style:  NA 
 Historical Significance: Contributing 
 Public View of Proposed Work:  View from Church Street 
 Unique Features:  NA 
 Neighborhood Association:  Downtown 

B.   Proposed Work:  Renovate 84 Pleasant St. and replace the rear addition. 

C.  Other Permits Required:  

 Board of Adjustment Planning Board  City Council 
 

D.   Lot Location: 

 Terminal Vista  Gateway  Mid-Block 

 Intersection / Corner Lot  Rear Lot  
 

E. Existing Building to be Altered/ Demolished / Constructed: 

 Principal  Accessory  Demolition 
 

F.  Sensitivity of Context: 

 Highly Sensitive  Sensitive  Low Sensitivity   “Back-of-House” 
 

G.  Design Approach (for Major Projects): 

 Literal Replication (i.e. 6-16 Congress, Jardinière Building, 10 Pleasant Street) 

 Invention within a Style (i.e., Porter Street Townhouses, 100 Market Street) 

 Abstract Reference (i.e. Portwalk, 51 Islington, 55 Congress Street) 

 Intentional Opposition (i.e. McIntyre Building, Citizen’s Bank, Coldwell Banker) 
 

H.  Project Type: 

 Consent Agenda (i.e. very small alterations, additions or expansions) 

Minor Project (i.e. small alterations, additions or expansions) 

 Moderate Project (i.e. significant additions, alterations or expansions) 

 Major Project (i.e. very large alternations, additions or expansions) 

 

 

 
 

I. Neighborhood Context: 

 The building is located along Church and Pleasant Streets.  It is surrounded with 2.5-5 story 

wood- and brick-sided structures with no front yard setbacks and little to no open space.  Note 

that the proposed buildings will be fully integrated into the recently-approved building for 278 

State Street (the so-called Times Building). 

 

J. Background & Suggested Action: 
 The application is proposing to renovate the façade of the historic building along Pleasant 

Street and remove and replace the non-contributing CMU block addition on the rear with a 3 ½ 
story masonry addition.  If feasible, the ground-floor along Church Street provides access to the 
underground parking area via a car elevator and subsurface turn-table system. 

  
K. Aerial Image, Street View and Zoning Map: 

    
Aerial and Street View Image 

 

 

  
Zoning Map 
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No. 

Project Information Existing 
Building 

Proposed 
Building (+/-) 

Abutting Structures 
(Average) 

Surrounding Structures 
(Average) 

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

MODERATE PROJECT 
– RENOVATE FAÇADE AND REPLACE MULTI-STORY REAR ADDITION – 

 

  

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

 

C
O

N
TE

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

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

TE
R
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LS

 

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

 

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

INSERT 

PHOTO 

HERE 

33 Decks    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
34 Garages/ Barns / Sheds (i.e. doors, placement…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
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35 Fence / Walls / Screenwalls (i.e. materials, type…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
36 Grading (i.e. ground floor height, street edge…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
37 Landscaping (i.e. gardens, planters, street trees…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
38 Driveways (i.e. location, material, screening…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
39 Parking (i.e. location, access, visibility…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 
40 Accessory Buildings (i.e. sheds, greenhouses…)    Appropriate  Inappropriate 

H. Purpose and Intent: 

1. Preserve the integrity of the District:  Yes  No 4. Maintain the special character of the District:  Yes  No 
2. Assessment of the Historical Significance:  Yes  No 5. Complement and enhance the architectural and historic character:  Yes  No 
3. Conservation and enhancement of property values:  Yes  No 6. Promote the education, pleasure and welfare of the District to the city residents and visitors:  Yes  No 

I.  Review Criteria / Findings of Fact:  
 1.  Consistent with special and defining character of surrounding properties:  Yes   No 3. Relation to historic and architectural value of existing structure:  Yes   No 

 2.  Compatibility of design with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 4. Compatibility of innovative technologies with surrounding properties:  Yes   No 
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Floor Plan
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Exterior Perspective 1
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Exterior Perspective 2
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Exterior Perspective 3
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Exterior Perspective 4
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Exterior Perspective 5
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Exterior Perspective 6
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Exterior Perspective 7
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Exterior Perspective 8
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Exterior Perspective 9
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Interior Perspective 1
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