From: Kimberli Kienia

To: Kimberli Kienia
Subject: FW: Planning Board - Public Comment: Solar zoning amendments
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 11:52:52 AM

From: Effie Malley <effie.malley@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 10:39 AM

To: Jessica Blasko <jesspblasko@gmail.com>; Fred Calcinari <fred.calcinari@icloud.com>; Peter L. Britz
<plbritz@portsmouthnh.gov>; Jillian Harris <jharris@portsmouthnh.gov>

Cc: John Tabor <johnktabor@gmail.com>; Councilor Beth Moreau <councilor.moreau@portsmouthnh.gov>
Subject: Planning Board - Solar zoning amendments

I submitted online to the Planning Board for their meeting Thursday.

Thanks for your efforts moving the zoning amendments that will promote solar. I look forward to the Planning
Board's moving them to the City Council. I would like to suggest two changes to the amendments:

1. ADD to 10.121 General purpose.
8. To decrease the community’s reliance on fossil fuel power sources and to achieve carbon reduction goals.

9. To enhance the reliability and resiliency of the local power grid and make more efficient use of the local electric
distribution infrastructure.

10. To promote consumer choice and allow residents and businesses to use local, renewable energy while displacing
fossil fuel use.

Rationale: Solar energy is a crosscutting planning and development issue, as emphasized in the City's Climate
Action Plan. The zoning ordinance's General Purpose section needs to reflect this.

2. Change a word in the Sustainability Objectives

10.122 1. Reduce dependence upon fossil fuels, extracted underground metals and minerals and promote the use of
alternative energy sources such as solar and wind;

Change from "alternative" to renewable. Rationale: this clarifies the topic, and emphasizes the importance of
renewables.

A question about the permitted accessory uses (10.811). What is the rationale for the panels' limitation to 25%
maximum? It seems this could be limiting, and an unnecessary impediment.
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Again, I appreciate the Planning Board's work on the vital issue of solar, and look forward to the amendments being
approved and passed to the City Council.



Meeting: Planning Board
Date: 09/18/25
RE: Zoning Changes

Dear Members of the Planning Board,
There are some questions which could be addressed regarding the new zoning regulations being proposed.

1. Could green roofs be added as another energy efficient alternative? There are a lot of penthouses
proposed in Portsmouth quite often. These would be a great opportunity for green roofs to not only help
with the excessive heat all the massive buildings give off but also by providing interest for other roof top
penthouses. Green is always much nicer than asphalt or concrete.

2. Ground mounted solar is a great idea for parking lots for larger projects. It should be noted they give off
a lot of shade which is a great plus for parking lots, fields where farm animals live, green spaces which
people may use for walking, biking or recreationally. However, in residential areas the shadow cast by
some ground mounted solar may need to be considered as part of the Conditional Use Permit,
when the shadow falls into the abutter’s back yard.

3. By definition AADU and DADUSs can only be added to single family residences. Why do they show as
permitted in MRB, CD4-L2, CD4, CD5, G1 and G2 in the table of uses? Even if a development plan
includes 3 or 4 single family homes on one lot, these still would not fit the definition. Please consider
correcting the uses table to match the definition.

Thank you for your time regarding the proposed zoning changes.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Bratter
Property Owner
159 McDonough St



From:
To:

Kimberli Kienia
Kimberli Kienia

Subject: FW: 84 Pleasant transformer location

Date:

Wednesday, September 17, 2025 3:45:12 PM

From: WSPLLC GBLLC <workingstiff@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 10:29 AM
To: Peter L. Britz <plbritz@portsmouthnh.gov>
Subject: 84 Pleasant transformer location

Hi, Peter:

| submitted a message online to the planning board chair and the staff
liaison. | will paste that below. In that message, | forgot to include the
issue of the transformer. | will upload the transformer issue to the
online web messaging page, but | do have a question for you for
which | would appreciate a reply.

We ask that the Planning and TAC boards pay particular attention to the
proposed location of the transformer, at the rear corner towards Court St,
of the 84 Pleasant property. We understand the ordinance is being
updated to require that mechanicals sit a minimum of 5 feet from the
property line. While it is difficult to suss out the exact distance from the
applicant’s drawings online, it seems that the transformer and pad are not
5 feet from the exterior CMU wall which directly abuts our property at 92-
94 Pleasant.

The el of our property at 92 Pleasant contains a leased salon space where
clients receive what are supposed to be relaxing spa treatments. The
constant hum of a transformer is not conducive to this existing use.

We would like to see the developer place the transformer on the opposite
corner of their ground level garage such that the transformer nuisance
noise effects their own tenants and not ours.

Also, a question: does the 5-foot minimum apply to contiguous
abutting properties, built side-by-side, where the new mechanicals

are proposed to be adjacent to an abutter’s conditioned and used
space? 5 feet seems too little in this regard.

I look forward to your reply—

Barbara
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Barbara Jenny, Manager
Working Stiff Properties LLC
94 Pleasant St A
Portsmouth NH 03801

Sent via city web messaging 9/16/25 to Planning Chair and staff liaison.

| write regarding the Floros development at State & Pleasant, and specifically 84 Pleasant St, often referred
to as “the Louie’s building.”

1.

The brick facing specified for the existing heightened CMU wall facing Court St is on our property.

The developer has specified that the existing 1950s CMU wall adjacent to our property will remain—is
excluded from demolition. (We are very curious to know the engineering plan to brace that wall as we have
an active tenant space adjacent to it.) The developer has also spec’d a brick veneer for the entire
heightened CMU wall.

Both cannot be true.

The extra 4-6 inches of mortar and veneer would encroach onto our property at 92-94 Pleasant St. In order
to build the project as approved, they will have to demolish the existing CMU wall, and build the new wall—
with brick veneer—within their property line.

2.

The developers have not yet informed any City board of the existence of the extant original rear fagade of
the 84 Pleasant St townhouse. The original clapboarded fagade—including windows, historic trim and
mouldings—remains, and was ‘discovered’ when firefighters, during the 2017 State Street Saloon fire,
removed a section of plywood that was covering the gap between the original fagade and the CMU addition.
(A photo from the Atheneum from 1950 shows the then-newly erected CMU addition with an actual window
from Court St into that gap which would have elucidated and actually lighted the original fagade.
https://athenaeum.pastperfectonline.com/photo/0CBO0E96-E82F-4722-BBCF-198092320124

Perhaps even those 1950 developers and/or the City had some level of respect for the original facade at that
time, and made a decision to preserve it.) If you read the any Floros applications, or watch video of the work
sessions and public hearings, you will not find one reference to the existing historic facade by the developer
or board members.

So if the developer has to demolish the CMU wall, anyway—in order to build the wall as approved by the
ZBA and dictated by the HDC—exposing the original townhouse fagade, perhaps the developer might
reconsider the rear design, and maintain the original historic townhouse fagade.

3.

The public should be notified—as per City Ordinance—that the historic structure—the entire rear fagade of
the 84 Pleasant townhouse is proposed to be demolished. And if that demolition is to proceed, the City
should require photo documentation of the fagade before demolition, as the City has done many times
before.

4.

The City should ask—before demolition of the existing historic facade, and erection of the 50 foot solid CMU
wall: does this allowed historic demolition and new approved whale-of-a-wall meet the standards of the
National Registry Downtown Historic District?

This board should also consider that the extra height at the rear of the “Louie’s Building,” that has been
approved by the ZBA and the HDC, will create a massive blank wall hovering over Church St, Court St., and
our historically restored townhouse at the corner of Pleasant and Court.

~For context, the City and its planning boards were very eager to say goodbye to the former “whale wall” by
Vaughn Mall, citing it's overwhelming mass.~

The extra height at 84 Pleasant St will allow the creation of an even more overwhelming, out of character,
and definitely not historic fagade. There have been thoughtful and historic restorations not just of our
property, but at the “Pumpkin House,” the Black Heritage Trail house, and the Treadwell mansion—direct
abutters to 84 Pleasant. In addition, the new “whale of a wall” behind 84 Pleasant would be in view from the
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Langdon House, as well as the painstakingly restored mansion at Pleasant and Junkins.

| invite the Planning Board and any concerned residents to inspect the extant rear fagade of the original
townhouse at 84 Pleasant. If the developer does not allow it, then from our el roof at 92 Pleasant St. |
recommend that you see for yourselves how much of the original, preserved fagade still exists, and consider
urging the Floros group to devise a new plan which preserves and truly honors the original 1850s row of
townhouses and the surrounding historic neighborhood.

5.

We ask that the Planning and TAC boards pay particular attention to the proposed location of the
transformer. We understand the ordinance is being updated to require that mechanicals sit a minimum of 5
feet from the property line. While it is difficult to suss out the exact distance from the applicant’s drawings
online, it seems that the transformer and pad are not 5 feet from the exterior CMU wall which directly abuts
our property at 92-94 Pleasant.

The el of our property at 92 Pleasant contains a leased salon space where clients receive what are
supposed to be relaxing spa treatments. The constant hum of a transformer is not conducive to this existing
use.

We would like to see the developer place the transformer on the opposite corner of their ground level garage
such that the transformer nuisance noise effects their own tenants and not ours.

Also, a question: does the 5-foot minimum apply to contiguous abutting properties, built side-by-side, where
the new mechanicals are proposed to be adjacent to an abutter’s conditioned and used space? 5 feet seems
too little in this regard.

Notice: Email Address Change
Our email domain has changed. Please use @portsmouthnh.gov instead of
@cityofportsmouth.com for future communications. Thank you for your attention!



