





crossing(s). If private, the City is not responsible for the crossing and related
infrastructure. It is likely that crossings and their related equipment and long-term
maintenance are significant cost factors. If this facility(s) is publicly owned, then issues
would be addressed differently. Regardless of “option”, long-term responsibility is
costly. If the private option is followed in this scenario or even in another type scenario,
long-term viability would be a public concern. If, for example, the private entity
becomes fiscally constrained, who ultimately is responsible for all of the private
responsibilities?

Recommendations — August 16, 2007: At this preliminary stage, while a number of issues have been
identified and options are available to the Board, more information, is needed from the applicant or
independent sources. The department does not find this Rezoning Report to be complete. It needs
supplementing when and as new information is made available. Accordingly, the department offers the
following recommendations and options at this time.

It is appropriate for this proposal to be reviewed and analyzed by independent parties. There
is much to analyze and review. The proposal is based on other projects. Much of what will
be needed for this review can be generated and ultimately reviewed. In the final analysis, it
is a decision of whether or not the this project model defines and meets what the City
anticipates or expects as defined by the Master Plan. Accordingly, the following should
assist in this process.

1. This proposal is based on a for profit model. To function properly, residents must
meet certain income requirements in order to qualify. This model and “industry”
trends do not advocate/provide for nursing bed type services and/or only limited
assisted care units. It is likely, then, that this same “for profit model” is not
economically supported if these services are provided.

2. Since the emerging trend is not to provide nursing beds and only limited numbers
of assisted living units - Who provides these, if existing facilities are unable to
accept new residents/patients? Will demand for these outpace supply due to the
creation of facilities such as this model proposes?

3. Given the economic resources that are needed to stay in such a facility, what
happens if one’s financial resources become exhausted? Who then becomes the
responsible party?

4. More review of the economic factors is required to determine among other issues
whether this model serves as a viable option for City residents or is it designed
primarily to accommodate markets other than the City or the ”Local Area”.

5. How does this project impact the City’s long term demographics and do these
demographics represent a viable long-term trend that the City will support as
service/public needs change?

6. The proposed zoning amendment is too encompassing and simplistic in its reach.
If it is to be considered, much drafting will be required. For example, more
review and analysis of the following is recommended as a preliminary step:

e Applicability to other areas of the City;
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Proposed residential density — is it excessive in terms of the City’s
expectations?

Heretofore age restricted housing has been problematic in terms of
enforcement, more review and analysis is needed to ensure long-term
compliance and accountability;

The proposed parking requirement is inadequate;

Design review issues;

7. Is this site appropriate for the establishing of a “neighborhood”, or does it
contribute to sprawl? Is it compatible to the immediate area?

8. Some Site Review aspects need to be identified at this point of the review as
these may involve a policy aspect and could be relevant regardless of what use(s)
are proposed:

System improvements are likely for public water and sewer services;
Public and private street responsibilities and liabilities;

Rail crossing (s);

Traffic study for the immediate area and selected intersections/streets;
Emergency access/egress;

Public and private utility services relative to streets and rail crossings;
Liability;
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Findings: Impact Cateqgories

Exhibit I contains the Informational Matrix, which was prepared by the department. It combines the
department’s ratings with those provided by the applicant. These combined ratings help identify areas
of interests where the Board’s attention should be directed. The use of the symbol “>" and the bolding
of a particular criteria highlights those instances of interest.

l. Land Development

Conformance with Master Plan and Zoning
1. Is the proposed project:

a) consistent with the City’s Master Plan? Potentially Beneficial and Potentially
Adverse — Requires More Study.

As the applicant demonstrates, this proposal does conform to some Master Plan
goals, each of which, helps to bolster a particular development scenario.

Other Goals require some consideration too and a few merit comment, as well.
In the department’s perspective, what is at stake is fundamentally Portsmouth’s
perception of its future and how that perception should frame this analysis of
how best to develop this site. At this preliminary stage, the department finds that
more study is needed so as to frame this discussion better. This finding is in
conformance with the Master Plan.

LU-7.6 Carry out a comprehensive planning study of the
existing Office Research district located between Islington
Street and Borthwick Avenue to determine the appropriate
long-range policy and zoning for this area. The study should
address the environmental carrying capacity of the site
(including impacts on upstream flooding, wildlife habitat and
municipal water supplies), potential reactivation of passenger
rail service, the potential for expansion of office campus
development from Borthwick Avenue, and traffic circulation
and access (emphasis added).”

From the department’s perspective, most of the above-mentioned
recommendations remain outstanding. Some cooperative and independent
efforts to resolve these are suggested.

Given the existing Office Research designation, there are other Master Plan
goals that are served beyond goals pertaining to housing. For example, the
following is cited, as well:

> City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
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ED-1 Maintain a balanced economy serving the commercial,
service, financial, and employment needs of the community.®

Additional comments that are based on the applicant’s submittal are contained
in Exhibit I11.

b) consistent with plans of other agencies, special districts and/or boards, both state and
local, in various functional areas? No Impact Anticipated.

This property is in private, non-public ownership.

c) in compliance with the City’s Zoning Regulations for the requested district? No.
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Without the adoption of the proposed amendments, this proposal does not
comply.

The proposed amendment needs more documentation as to what may happen in
other areas of the City as this amendment evidently would apply to other
properties.” Attached as Exhibit V is a representation of the Zoning Map
showing all Office Research districts in the City.

These proposed amendments are significant and need to be considered in the
context of each eligible site and on their overall impact upon the City as a
whole.

d) in compliance with the City’s Subdivision Rules and Regulations? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

This issue is most likely resolvable through the project approval process.
Additionally, it would need consideration no matter what the project application
encompasses. The component for this finding follows:

1. Access and continuous street frontage to a public street;
2. Issues arising from a rail crossing (public/private);

3. Potential traffic related concerns;

4. Providing of utilities — both public and private

Urban Impact and Land Use Compatibility

2. Will the proposed project:

a) be compatible with existing land uses and zoning in abutting areas? Potentially
Adverse Requires More Study.

Positive benefits are posed by this proposal to Portsmouth Regional Hospital,
other medical offices in the area, a financial service office and other service
type offices located on Borthwick Avenue.?

¢ City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 38.

" Attorney Malcolm McNeill. Planning Board Public Hearing. June 21, 2007.

8 June 19, 2007: Letter from William J. Schuler, President and Chief Executive Officer, Portsmouth Regional Hospital to
David M. Holden, Planning Director, City of Portsmouth.
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Additionally, this proposal proposes a new zoning standard. Approximately, 450
Congregate Care (Independent) Living Units are proposed to be set on 35 acres
of land. This density equates to one residential unit for every 3,388 s.f. of lot
area.’ For this housing option, a minimum density of 2,500 s.f. is proposed (see
Exhibit I1).

No proposal is made to limit the total number of units on a lot or in a building
(see Exhibit II). Consequently, this proposal likely will create high density
developments that exceed any standard currently allowed in the City.

For example, if this site had been zoned Apartment or Garden Apartment, the
zoning requirement would allow either a minimum density of 3,500 or 10,000
s.f. per unit respectively, and would place some limitations on the number of
units per structure.®

Assisted Living Project Densities: If this site had been zoned Single Residence A
(or B) or General Residence A (or B) a proposal could be made for an Assisted
Living Planned Unit Development at a Moderate Density. In this instance, the
maximum allowable density would have been 5,000 and 2,500 s.f. per unit with
a maximum project size of 25 units and 20 units respectively per lot. If a High
Density Assisted Living project had been proposed, it would allow for a
maximum of 100 units per lot with a density of 2,000 s.f. per unit (Single
Residence A or B districts only).*

A Residential Density Incentive Planned Unit Development Project: Another
standard whereby a maximum density is calculated, however, this calculation is
based on affordable units as defined by the Ordinance.* This project is not
directed at that group:

“Housing for low-income elderly (e.g., HUD, Tax Credits)
was not included in the analysis because it has maximum
allowable income eligibility requirements which cannot be met
by those who can afford a private pay model.”*®

Issues identified by this overview:

1. What is the City’s vision for the future as expressed by the Master Plan?
2. Residential density and project scope need further evaluation;

.... We believe that the proposed use would be complementary to the services provided by Portsmouth
Regional Hospital, and will meet an ever-growing need for residential services for elderly citizens of
Portsmouth.... In my opinion, the proposed development of this site would be in the long-term interest of
both Portsmouth Regional Hospital and the City....
® Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

10 City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance as Amended. Article XV, Section 10-1505 (D) and (E). Pages XV-8 and XV-9.

May 21, 2007.

11 City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance as Amended. Article 11, Section 10-206 Table 2 Number 3 and Atrticle 111, Section
10-302(A) Residential Table 8 Dimensional Requirements. Pages 11-206 1 and I11-4. May 21, 2007.
1212 City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance as Amended. Article XV, Section 10-1508 (G) (1). Pages XV-16. May 21,

13 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
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3. The proposed zoning change is not similar to what is used in other

residential applications;

Is the use appropriate to the zone;

Assisted Living is a regulated use so should this use be treated in the same

manner or, if not, what is the rationale for the different treatment;;

6. Should Independent Living be regarded as a residential use or is it
something else and should be considered by other standard(s);

o s

b) have an adverse effect on the economy of the core City area (i.e., will it contribute to
urban sprawl or displace economic activity from the CBD)? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

As proposed, this site would become the primary residence for a substantial
number of elder people whose access to the downtown is most likely via
Borthwick Avenue, on to the US Route 1 Bypass and then to the local street
network (see Exhibit V).

A more direct route, via Islington Street, is precluded under this proposal.
Whether or not this prohibition is appropriate needs to be evaluated. With such
a prohibition, vehicle miles traveled on other portions of the street net work will
increase. The preclusion of Islington Street as a through street may well be
favored by Islington Street residents and if so should be a factor in determining
what the most appropriate approach is for the City. Such information is needed
so as to conduct an analysis of traffic impacts on the whole street network. This
evaluation is also appropriate regardless of the proposed use.

Similarly, while this use would benefit the economy of the core area, so would
other types of non-residential development, such as an office-complex, for
example. Whether this scenario, which proposes five story structures (four story
over garage™*), equates to a ““country campus” or does “not contribute to
sprawl’ is likely debatable.

c) induce other development which will alter existing land use or which will be
incompatible with the existing scale and density of development? If yes, will these
changes be regarded by the community as beneficial or negative? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

A better understanding of where else this use could be located is needed.™

Slope

Does the project proposal call for development on a steep slope? If so, does the plan include
measures to overcome potential erosion, slope stability and runoff problems? No Impact
Anticipated.

1414 Applied Economic Research. Comparitive Property Tax Impact Analysis: Proposed Borthwick Forrest Age-Restricted
Living Community Portsmouth, NH. June 2007. Page 1.
1> Attorney Malcolm McNeill. Planning Board Public Hearing. June 21, 2007.
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Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.

Do any surveys mention that slopes are unstable for any of the soils on the site? No Impact
Anticipated.
Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.
Is there a history of slope failure in the project area? No Impact Anticipated.

Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.

Is there visual indication of previous slides or slumps in the project area? No Impact
Anticipated.
Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.

Erosion

7. Does the proposed project:

a) involve development of an erosion sensitive area (near water, on a steep slope, on
sandy or silty soil)? If yes, is erosion control included as part of the plan? No Impact
Anticipated.

Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.
b) create slopes by cut and fill? No Impact Anticipated.
Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process.
8. Does site clearance require vegetation removal? If yes, how many acres will be affected and
for how long? Yes — 35 acres.

Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process. Due to wetland type conditions, good silvaculture
practices will be required regardless of what development scenario is followed.

9. Is there evidence of erosion or sedimentation? No Impact Anticipated.

Under any development scenario, this issue would be addressed as part of the
application review process. Due to wetland type conditions, Best Management
Practices will be required regardless of what development scenario is followed.

Soil Suitability
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10. Is there visible evidence of soil problems in the neighborhood of the project site (i.e.
foundation cracking or settling, basement flooding, etc.)? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

No evidence is really available. Some flooding complaints have been received
from the Islington Street area. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would be addressed as part of the application review process.

11. Have soil borings been made for the area? If so, what soil conditions do they indicate? No
Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is really available. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would be addressed as part of the application review process.

12. What mitigation measures should be undertaken to address poor soil conditions? No Impact
Anticipated.

No evidence is really available. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would be addressed as part of the application review process.

Hazards & Nuisances, Including Site Safety

13. Does the project involve any potential hazards such as shadows, steep stairs, inadequate
street lighting, uncontrolled access to ponds and streams, improperly screened
drains/catchment areas, circulation conflicts, road safety, erosion? Yes. Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

Some issues are identified as follows:

1. The rail crossing needs additional definition, regardless of what use(s) are
eventually brought to this site.

2. Residential or non-residential uses would offer different concerns..

3. The premise that this is a “...little-used railroad connection...””* should be
considered along with these branch services: it connects to the main-line at
Rockingham Junction; connects to Kittery, ME (serves the PNSY), provides
connections for the Newington Branch; and, the Pease Development
Authority has maintained a possible Tradeport connection to this branch.

4. The Islington Street crossing is over the less used Hampton Branch. (This
branch is the one that connected to Boston via Seabrook.)

5. Regardless of use type, this site will require lighting, sidewalks, drainage
improvements, including, the possibility of detention ponds. The nature of
these to some degree is use dependent.

14. Are there project users or neighboring populations whose special health and safety needs
have not been anticipated in the project design? No Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is really available. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would be addressed as part of the application review process.

1¢ Attorney Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 4. April 5, 2007.
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15. Have actions been taken to protect children from “attractive nuisances”? Yes. Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

The department disagrees with the applicant. Children would have an impact on
such a facility. One assumes, for example, that visitors will include children
(adults?), grandchildren and likely even great grandchildren! Some
understanding of this scenario needs to be considered in planning for such a
project. However, under this type of scenario, this issue would be addressed as
part of the application review process. This likelihood also affects parking
demand.

16. Is the project located in the Clear Zone or Accident Potential Zone of Pease AFB? No
Impact Anticipated.

However, no evidence is really available.
Energy Consumption

17. Does the location of the site have any special energy related advantages or disadvantages?
Can these be maximized or overcome? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Most utilities are readily available in this project area, though rail crossings
will be required for these. Whether these should be public or private needs to be
determined, as well.}” Given the proposed use, the proximity to the Portsmouth
Regional Hospital is a likely benefit to residents.'® *°

18. Have the architectural plans taken full advantage of potential energy saving measures?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

No evidence is really available. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would be addressed as part of the application review process.

19. Is the location of the project in close proximity to transit, shopping, services and
employment locations? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

The department finds, as the applicant likely has, that this site is in close
proximity to transit, shopping services and the like via Borthwick Avenue and
the US Route 1 Bypass (downtown and the Lafayette Road US Route 1 corridor).
Not identified though, is any estimation of the benefits/non-benefits of having or
not having access and egress directly to Islington Street. This street is an
integral commercial connection and has commercial hubs at such places as the

17 Applied Economic Research. Comparitive Property Tax Impact Analysis: Proposed Borthwick Forrest Age-Restricted
Living Community Portsmouth, NH. June 2007. Page 2.

“...any off-site capital improvements required to serve the development will be paid for by the

developer.”
18 June 19, 2007: Letter from William J. Schuler, President and Chief Executive Officer, Portsmouth Regional Hospital to
David M. Holden, Planning Director, City of Portsmouth.
9 Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 5. April 5, 2007.
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Plaza 800. Many services are offered along this corridor. These should be a
factor for consideration — both pro and con.?

Noise

1. Considering the existing ambient noise and estimated future noise levels of the site, is the
site appropriate for the proposed activities and facilities? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

In the submitted materials, the applicant allows for the potential use of rail as
supported/indicated in the Master Plan, how this use and that objective are
compatible is not addressed.

Due to the proximity of a railroad branch lines, noise arising from train
movements is anticipated. It is most likely that noise arising from these
operations would be found disruptive by residents of this or any other
residential community, which is located in proximity to rail lines.

Given that the rail use is pre-existing, the identification of this use should be
recognized formally and noise mitigation should be included in the building
program.

Residential mitigation and mitigation for other non-residential type uses may
differ and so require some assessment.
2. Will the project be exposed to noise levels, which exceed either Federal or State noise
standards? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Due to the proximity of a rail line, noise arising from train movements should be
anticipated and, if noise mitigation is incorporated into the building program
there should be no violation of standards.

3. If there is a potential noise problem, what kinds of mitigation measures are proposed for the
project? No Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is really available. However, under any development scenario, this
issue would/should be addressed as part of the application review process.

Air Quality

1. If appropriate, have all permit requirements been satisfied (installation permit, operating
permit, or indirect source permit)? No Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is currently available.
2. Is the project located in the vicinity of a monitoring station where air quality violations have

been registered? If so, will the project add to air quality problems in the area? No Impact
Anticipated.

? City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
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A NH DES Air Quality Monitoring Stations are/were located off Vaughan Street
and Court Street at the Central Fire Station.

3. If potential users (i.e., elderly, children) of the project might be particularly sensitive to
existing levels of air pollution, or those expected 10 and 20 years hence, has the project been
designed to mitigate possible adverse effects? )? No Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is currently available.

4. Will the proposed project begin a trend which, if continued, may lead to violation of air
quality standards in the future? No Impact Anticipated.

No evidence is currently available.

5. Will the proposed project have parking for 100+ cars or generate traffic of a corresponding
magnitude? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Required off-street parking for “Dwellings™ is 1.5 parking spaces per unit.
Parking for “Elderly Housing™ is 1 per dwelling unit. Parking for *““Assisted
Living Facilities™ is 0.75 per bed. Evidently, the applicant proposes that this
project should be viewed as a ’Congregate Care Housing” #* project. The
department does not find that the existing zoning table of uses adequately
recognizes this use type. This finding is best demonstrated, perhaps, by the
applicant’s proposal for a new definition. It is therefore, in the department’s
opinion, doubtful that the “E1derly Housing™ parking requirement is sufficient
for t?zis type of use given the likelihood of service providers, visitors and the
like.

Traffic studies will needed for whatever use is proposed for this site.

V. Environmental Design

1. Will there be destruction or physical alteration of the natural or man-made environment? If
yes, will the effects be positive or negative? Please discuss in detail. Yes. Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

Natural constraints, including wetlands, are an identified concern.?®

No evidence/details are available at this preliminary stage. The initial review
does offer some considerations, however, such as the following:

1. “*Only a very small portion of the site is within the mapped aquifer
boundary;”

The site only offers a minimal recharge of the aquifer;

The flow from a majority of the site is directed away from the Collins Well;
The use low impact development (LID) techniques is advised;

The wetlands act to protect surface water quality.?*

arwN

! Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 6. April 5, 2007.
22 City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance. Article XII, Section 10-1204 Table 15 Off-Street Parking. p. XII-14.
% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
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2. Will elements (size, scale, style, height, materials, etc.) of the proposed project be out of
character with the existing physical environment in the project’s vicinity? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

As previously cited: Whether this proposal, which proposes five story structures
(four story over garage®), equates to a “country campus” or does “not
contribute to sprawl’ is likely debatable.

Regardless of use type, the Office Research district allows for building heights
of 60 feet.”® Given other constraints, such as parking requirements, open space
and building coverage most structures are limited as to number, location and
size. The Portsmouth Regional Hospital and the Jackson Gray Building, for
example, are tall and do not use much of the available building coverage as the
need for parking spaces must be considered even to the point where additional
parking resources are being pursued).

This proposal represents a likely concentration of structures and with some
limited internal parking so as to achieve the balance between open space,
building coverage and required parking. This same balance is illustrated too in
the Office Research districts located off Commerce Way and Borthwick Avenue.
In the latter street, one example would be the recent Northeast Credit Union
building expansion.

3. Will the proposed project reduce or increase activity in the project area? Will the increase or
reduction in activity have a detrimental effect on the area? Please discuss in detail. Yes.
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Some analysis is needed to demonstrate the applicant’s finding of “No.
Potentially Beneficial.””?" For example, Trip Ends for this proposed use and that
of a general office building are estimated by the applicant as follows: %

Period Office Space Senior Housing
AM Peak 293 90

PM Peak 275 117

Weekday Total 2,054 1,670

Lacking is whether these figures include service providers, visitors or what
variations in office type uses. In either instance, the weekday totals are not all
that much different.

Additionally, activities/impacts vary by use type and will require infrastructure
improvements.

2 NHSC Incorporated. Borthwick Forest, LLC, Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007. Appledore
Engineering. Un-numbered 2 pages.

%2 Applied Economic Research. Comparitive Property Tax Impact Analysis: Proposed Borthwick Forrest Age-Restricted
Living Community Portsmouth, NH. June 2007. Page 1.

26 26 City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance Avrticle 111, Section 10-305 (A) Table 11. Page 111-10.

" Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 6. April 5, 2007.

%8 GPI, Incorporated. Borthwick Forest, LLC, Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007. Appledore Engineering.
Page 2.
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4. Will the proposed structure(s) block or degrade views, change the skyline or create a new
focal point? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

This criterion is difficult to evaluate in the absence of building elevations.
Obviously, the development of this site, regardless of use, will change the
skyline and create new focal points. Much development should be possible
without creating an adverse impact or an undue concentration. It is the
compatibility of the design that will need consideration.

5. Will objectionable visual pollution result directly or indirectly due to loading docks, trash
collectors, and/or parking? What mitigation is planned? No Impact Anticipated.

Under any development scenario, this issue would/should be addressed as part
of the application review process.

6. Will there be interference with or impairment of ambient conditions necessary for the
enjoyment of the physical environment (i.e. increased ambient levels of air and noise
pollution, vibration, dust, odors, etc.)? No Impact Anticipated.

No comment was submitted by the applicant for this category. However,
notwithstanding this lack, under any development scenario, this issue would be
addressed as part of the application review process.

V. Historic Value

1. Does the project area contain any structures/properties of historic significance? Are they
listed on the National Register of Historic Places? No Impact Anticipated.

Site is currently used as open space.

2. What information does the Historic District Commission or the State Historic Preservation
Office have on the project area? No Impact Anticipated.

While not anticipated, some documentation should be required to complete this
review.

3. Are there other properties in the vicinity of the project area that appear to be historic and thus
require consultation with the Historic District Commission to determine their historic value
and/or National Register eligibility? No Impact Anticipated.

A preliminary review does indicate the possibility of at least one site — Gun
Powder House Park, which is located off Islington Street. The Plains Ball Field
is also located in the general vicinity.

4. If so, has the applicant prepared documentation that states the results of these consultations?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Some minimal effort in this matter should delineate better whether all sites have
been identified.
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5. Does the Historic District Commission response indicate that a memorandum of agreement is
needed to avoid or reduce effects of the proposed project on historic properties? No Impact

Anticipated.

The City’s Historic District Commission has no jurisdiction in this area. No
impact is anticipated, unless, a more formal review finds some issue as yet not
identified (or expected).

VI. Socio-Economic Impacts

Demographics and Neighborhood Characteristics

1. What identifiable neighborhoods lie within the sphere of likely impact of the proposed
project? What factors contribute to the character of these neighborhoods? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

This criterion is difficult to address. For example, where this project is
proposed, there is no neighborhood because a residential use is not “Permitted”
in either the Industrial or Office Research zoning districts. This location,
therefore, benefits little from having/possessing a neighborhood context.
Surrounding uses, other than those represented by the hospital, various medical
offices and a financial institution, do not present a “neighborhood”’.

As mentioned, commercial centers are accessible by vehicle via Borthwick
Avenue and the US Route 1 Bypass. However, the neighborhood connection to a
downtown, as represented by the ones surrounding the downtown or even the
Plaza 800, for example, is lacking. Instead, this community would be more like
Elwyn Park, Maplehaven or the Woodlands. It would be centered away from
business/commercial centers. In this instance, this action is based, in part, on
the decision to not have access/egress (other than emergency vehicles) from
Islington Street. This approach presents an opportunity cost and the pros and
cons do need further evaluation so that the end result, what ever it is, is the best
overall determination.

The applicant cites the rail line as a benefit due to its serving as a separating
buffer from Islington Street. Separating neighborhoods is not easily construed to
constitute a benefit, nor is rail often found to be by residents in its proximity as a
desirable use.

2. Will the project significantly alter the demographic characteristics of the neighborhoods? No
Impact Anticipated and Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.
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In terms of the immediate ““neighborhood,”” no impact is anticipated as there is
no neighborhood.

However, in the broader view of the City, some impacts are identified. Based on
the applicant’s submittal, these are as follows:

1. Potential affects arising from demographics changes due to an increase in
population numbers of a specific age group;
2. The defined market area for this project;
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3. The potential residents for this project;
4. The size of this proposal is large in comparison to other projects;

Further information in this regard is included in Exhibit I1I.

3. Will the project result in physical barriers or difficult access, which will isolate particular
neighborhood or population group or make access to local services, facilities and institutions
or other parts of the City more difficult? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

As mentioned, commercial centers are accessible by vehicle via Borthwick
Avenue and the US Route 1 Bypass. However, the neighborhood connection to a
downtown as represented by such neighborhoods as those surrounding the
downtown or the Plaza 800 are lacking. This community, like Elwyn Park,
Maplehaven and the Woodlands, is remote from business/commercial centers. In
this instance, this condition would be based on the decision to not have
access/egress (other than emergency vehicles) to Islington Street. This approach
does have an opportunity cost and the pros and cons do need further evaluation.

4. Will the project severely alter residential, commercial or industrial uses? No Impact
Anticipated.

Regardless of what use is proposed, it would “alter” the area. With proper
review, no use type should ““severely’ alter the area. The actual issue is what
happens by allowing one use over another.

5. Will the proposed project result in the destruction of or harm to any community institution
(i.e. a neighborhood church)? No Impact Anticipated.
No demolition of a structure is required.
6. Will the project directly displace individuals or families? If so, how many persons will be
affected? No Impact Anticipated.
In terms of the immediate ““neighborhood,”” no impact is anticipated as there is
no identified neighborhood.
7. Will the project destroy or relocate existing jobs, community facilities or any business
establishment? No Impact Anticipated.
No demolition of a structure is required and the site is currently serving as open
space.
8. Are relocation funds available for families or individuals who may be directly displaced? No
Impact Anticipated.
No demolition of a structure is required.

9. Will identifiable groups be affected — older persons, single parent families, income groups,
minorities, etc.? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.
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The benefit cited by the applicant is a narrow one as the benefiting party is the
facility’s residents and rises from their proximity to medical services.” In as
much as the facility is age restricted, the benefiting party is also limited:

*“...The developers of the proposed development want to build
up to 450 age-restricted (ages 62+) living units
(approximately 400 independent living and about 50 assisted
living units) on a site....”"*

In practice, the target age group for independent housing is defined by two
qualifying factors — age and income. In this instance the age group is targeted to
households headed by someone age 70 or older.*

Within the applicant’s defined market area (both area 1 and 2), the total market
area population in the year 2000 is 645,389. In 2012, this number is estimated
to increase to 705,745 (9% increase). *

In terms of families, it is understood that children are not expected to reside at
these residents. Given this condition, how is it enforced? What recourses are
available to the operating entity and residents to enforce it? Who is the
enforcing agent? What is the role of the municipality in this type of situation?
Do custody issues have any affect on these matters? The department notes that
these issues are likely resolvable; however, their acknowledgement is needed.

The other acknowledged qualifier is income. Two income groups are included in
the submitted analysis. These are households (head of household = someone 70
or older) with income of $50,000 or more and $100,000 or more. However, the
“Primary Income Market” is households with an annual income of $100,000 or
more in the year 2012.

“This is based on a maximum income allocation to monthly
fees of 60% of household income, which equals
$5,000/month. The market with incomes of $50,000 to
$100,000 is considered to be a potential secondary
market.””*®

10. Are replacement facilities or housing units available within the neighborhood affected or
nearby neighborhoods? How will the receiving neighborhoods be affected by this
relocation? No Impact Anticipated.

No replacement housing units are needed as new residential units would be
proposed.

2929 Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 9. April 5, 2007.

% Applied Economic Research. Comparitive Property Tax Impact Analysis: Proposed Borthwick Forrest Age-Restricted
Living Community Portsmouth, NH. June 2007. Page 1.

*! Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 18.

% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 5.

% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 18.
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Employment and Income Opportunities

11. Will the project significantly increase or decrease employment opportunities? Will it create
conditions favorable or unfavorable to commercial, industrial or institutional
development? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

The department concurs that the project would *“...increase employment
opportunities” and it may serve ““...to create favorable economic development
on Borthwick Avenue.”**

Not addressed, is the alternative development of an office building. Depending
on use, the tenants would likely represent a variety of professional services.
These employment opportunities could well be significant. For example, located
off Borthwick Avenue, between High Liner Avenue and Liberty Mutual is a new
office complex. When originally proposed, it was to be built to general office
standards (required less parking). However, rather than office uses, the use in
these structures has become predominantly medical. The additional parking is
being provided through underground parking.

The employment advantages/disadvantages between uses has not been
completely evaluated.

12. How many permanent jobs will be created by the project? How many temporary?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

There is no great issue posed by this finding. Rather, it serves as an
acknowledgement that temporary jobs are created by whatever type of project is
built. The structure (s) need to be built and will take X amount of time to be
completed whether done immediately or in phases.

It is the long term employment implications that need some quantification. What
are the classifications for the full time employment? Based on that information,
what issues need considering? What are the long term benefits and how does
office related employment spread out through the local and regional economy?

13. What is the profile of new jobs created by the project? What is the distribution of skill and
income levels? How do these relate to the skills and income of project area residents?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

It is the long term employment implications that need some quantification. What
are the classifications for the full time employment? Based on that information,
what issues need considering?

14. What number of new jobs will likely go to area residents? To low income residents?
Potentially Beneficial.

In this matter, the department concurs that the local labor market will benefit
from ““service sector employment™ and that *““opportunities for low and
moderate income wage earners are expected.”*

¥ Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 10. April 5, 2007.
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The related issue is whether this result was the best that could be expected.

15. Where are the new employees likely to come from? Potentially Beneficial.

In this matter too, the department concurs that the ““regional local labor
market” will benefit from “service sector employment.”

Again, the related issue is whether this result was the best that could be
expected.

VIlI. Community Services and Facilities

Educational Facilities
1. Will additional school age children in the proposed development exceed the capacity of
existing or planned school facilities? No Impact Anticipated.
No school age children are anticipated.
2. Does the potentially affected school(s) have adequate and safe access facilities given any
projected population increase resulting from the project? No Impact Anticipated.
No school age children are anticipated.

3. If no, what additional or alternative facilities will have to be provided? No Impact
Anticipated.

No school age children are anticipated.

4. What measures will have to be taken by the School Board to resolve any potential
problems/conflicts? No Impact Anticipated.

No school age children are anticipated.

Commercial Facilities

5. Is there adequate, convenient access to retail services? Is the range of services adequate? No
Impact Anticipated.

The only issue is, perhaps, with ““convenient” and that has been cited as part of
the access/egress issue with Islington Street.

6. Do projected area retail services meet the needs of project occupants/users? No Impact
Anticipated.

The only issue is, perhaps, with ““convenient” and that has been cited as part of
the access/egress issue with Islington Street.

* Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 10. April 5, 2007.
% Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 10. April 5, 2007.
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7. Will existing retail and commercial services be adversely affected by the proposed project?
No Impact Anticipated.

The only issue is, perhaps, with *““convenient™ and that has been cited as part of
the access/egress issue with Islington Street.

Health Care

8. Is the proposed project within approximately 3-5 minutes of emergency health services
(ambulance, fire and police personnel)? No. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Estimated response time is likely more than five minutes. The preferred
approach would likely be to use the Islington Street access. Some measures
would be needed to ensure availability.*’

9. Can ambulance trips to the hospital or other health care facility be made within 10-15
minutes from the initial call? Yes. No Impact Anticipated.

Estimated trip time to the hospital would be short - assuming the road from the
site to Borthwick Avenue is not blocked — either at the rail crossing or by some

other incident. A longer trip time is needed if the Islington Street emergency
access/egress is used.®

10. Is the number of doctors, dentists, nurses and other trained medical staff in realistic
proportion to the increase in residents/users? If not, can provision be made for additional
skilled staff? Yes. Potentially Beneficial.

No issues cited by the hospital.*®

Social Services

11. Will the project result in an increase in demand for social services that will overburden
existing facilities and trained staff? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.*’

This proposal is primarily to provide independent living units and some
independent units. The proposal does not yet address how the transition to
assisted living and nursing homes would be managed.

The department believes this criterion can be addressed better and likely in a
satisfactory manner. However, more information is needed, such as more
information on the following:

> Is it possible for a resident to out live or exhaust their financial resources to
the point where their financial commitments cannot be satisfied?

¥ City of Portsmouth. Fire Department. Deputy Fire Chief, Steve Griswold. Interview. July 18, 2007.

% City of Portsmouth. Fire Department. Deputy Fire Chief, Steve Griswold. Interview. July 18, 2007.

% June 19, 2007: Letter from William J. Schuler, President and Chief Executive Officer, Portsmouth Regional Hospital to
David M. Holden, Planning Director, City of Portsmouth.

“0 City of Portsmouth. Welfare Department. Welfare Director, Keith Bates. Interview. August 8, 2007.

Draft Rezoning Report 21
Planning Department



> If this situation is possible, how does the operating entity for the residential
complex respond?

> If this entity lacks authority or does not act, what happens?

» What responsibility/liability does the municipality have in such a scenario?

Solid Waste

12. Will the existing solid waste disposal system adequately service the proposed project
without exceeding the facility’s design capacity? No. Potentially Beneficial.

Applicant indicates and the department agrees that collection/disposal would be
a private and not a public responsibility, regardless of use.**

13. Will the proposed project be adversely affected by proximity to these facilities? No. No
Impact Anticipated.

Facilities are located outside of municipal boundaries.

14. Does the City have an adequate number of vehicles to provide the project with collection
service? Yes. No Impact Anticipated.

Service is not a public responsibility. Private providers are available for this
service.*

Waste Water

15. Will the existing waste water system adequately service the proposed development without
exceeding the design capacity of these facilities? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

More information and review is needed in order to determine what
improvements to the infrastructure would likely be needed. The extent of these
needed improvements would be based on the proposed use. Regardless of use,
some improvements are likely and should be considered at an early stage.*

A related issue is the identification of what parts of this system would be private
and public. This determination is needed for a number of reasons, including, the
presumed need to traverse either one or possibly two rail rights-of-way.

16. Will the proposed project be adversely affected by proximity to these facilities? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

More information and review is needed in order to determine what improvements to
the infrastructure would be needed. It is possible, for example, that a pumping
facility might be needed.

The City’s primary treatment facilities are not located in this vicinity.

1 Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 12. April 5, 2007.
%2 City of Portsmouth. Public Works Department. Solid Waste Coordinator, Silke Psula. Interview. April 20, 2006.
*% City of Portsmouth. Department of Public Works. Steve Parkinson, Director of Public Works. Interview. July 18, 2007.
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17. In areas not serviced by the City’s wastewater system, are soils suitable for on-site
wastewater disposal (i.e. septic system)? Can permits be obtained? Yes. No Impact
Anticipated.

Project would be served by municipal wastewater system.

Storm Water

18. Will existing storm water disposal and treatment systems adequately service the proposed
project without exceeding the system’s design capacity? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

More information and review is needed in order to determine what
improvements to the infrastructure would be needed. The extent of these
improvements is a factor that is based on the proposed use. Regardless of use,
some improvements are likely and should be considered at an early stage of this
process.**

A related issue would be to identify what parts of the system are private or
public. This determination is needed for a number of reasons, including, the
presumed need to traverse either one or two rail rights-of-way.

A Federal Notice of Intent will be required.

Water Supply

19. Will either the City’s or an on-site water supply system adequately service the proposed
project? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

More information and review is needed in order to determine what
improvements to the infrastructure would be needed. The extent of these
improvements is a factor that is based on the proposed use. Regardless of use,
some improvements are likely and should be considered at an early stage of this

process.*® 4

A related issue would be to identify what parts of the system are private or
public. This determination is needed for a number of reasons, including, the
presumed need to traverse either one or two rail rights-of-way.

20. If an on-site system is utilized, is the water supply quality safe from a chemical and
bacterial standpoint? No. No Impact Anticipated.
Project would be served by municipal wastewater system.

21. Will the proposed project affect a sole source or other aquifer? Yes.*’ Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

* City of Portsmouth. Department of Public Works. Steve Parkinson, Director of Public Works. Interview. July 18, 2007.
*® City of Portsmouth. Department of Public Works. Steve Parkinson, Director of Public Works. Interview. July 18, 2007.
*® City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.

" Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Pages 13 and 14. April 5, 2007.
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Due to the proximity to the Collins Well and in as much as the site does extend
within the “mapped aquifer boundary” some evaluation of this criterion is
needed.

If 100% of the surface water is directed away from the Collins Well — where is it
going and will resulting volume/flows be intensified as a result of this
development (or any other development)?

Other considerations could be to determine if there is any benefit from trying to
recharge the aquifer or how best to use the low impact development techniques
that the applicant suggests to use.*®

Public Safety

22. Does the project location and design provide adequate and easy access to police, fire and
emergency medical services? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

As mentioned previously, the preferred route for emergency fire access could
likely be from Islington Street. Additionally, the approach from either Borthwick
Avenue or Islington Street must cross a rail right-of-way. The department
assumes, in both instances, an at grade crossing would be proposed (likely this
same proposal would be made regardless of use).*°

In terms of Police services, access/egress is less of an issue as the patrol routes
cover the entire City.”

Project design should not pose a concern.

23. Are the police and fire protection services available adequate to meet the needs of the
proposed project? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

As mentioned previously, the preferred route for emergency fire access could
likely be from Islington Street. Additionally, the approach from either Borthwick
Avenue or Islington Street must cross a rail right-of-way. The department
assumes, in both instances, an at grade crossing would be proposed (likely this
same proposal would be made regardless of use).>*

24. Will the project create a burden on existing facilities in terms of manpower and/or
equipment? No. No Impact Anticipated.
The department disputes the finding offered by the applicant that:

““Services needed to support congregate care facility should
be less than those required for Office Research use.””>

*8 NHSC Incorporated. Borthwick Forest, LLC, Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007. Appledore
Engineering. Un-numbered 2 pages.

% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
* City of Portsmouth. Police Department. Deputy Police Chief, Len DiSesa. Interview. July 18, 2007

*! City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
%2 Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Pages 13 and 14. April 5, 2007.
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Residential uses are the primary consumer of emergency Police and Fire
Services. Police/Fire/Ambulance calls to this facility, given its age group, is
likely to be higher than to any other non-age restricted residential neighborhood
or developments. Whereas an Office Park only rarely utilizes these same
services.”

The point being - a distinction exists between use types.
25. Is the design and/or architectural configuration of the proposed development such that it is
easily patrolled by police from the street? Yes. Potentially Beneficial.
These considerations would be included in the project review process.

Open Space, Recreation, and Cultural Facilities

26. Are open space and recreational facilities within reasonable proximity (i.e. walking
distance) to the project area? Are cultural facilities also within reasonable distance? Yes.
Potentially Beneficial.

The applicant indicates that these facilities will be provided on-site.>
Given the location, cultural facilities will need to be accessed by vehicle.
Some consideration should be given as to whether COAST transit offers any
possibilities.

27. Will this project cause any overload of the existing facilities? No. No Impact Anticipated.
The applicant indicates that these facilities will be provided on-site.> Parking
for these uses should be factored into required parking needs.

28. Will the special needs (i.e. tot lots, drop in centers, etc.) of specific population groups (i.e.

small children, elderly, etc.) be satisfied? Yes. Potentially Beneficial.*®
The department agrees with the applicant on this finding. In terms of children,
this issue has been identified previously and needs addressing.

29. If the proposed development is housing, has space for informal play for children of all ages
been included on-site? Have recreation areas for adults and elderly including areas for
passive recreation, been provided on-site? Yes. No Impact Anticipated.

Allowances need to be made for children, grandchildren and the like, as well as
for the residents who may be less mobile.

The site would be required to comply with the standards of the American with
Disabilities Act.”’

%% City of Portsmouth. Police Department. Deputy Police Chief, Len DiSesa. Interview. July 18, 2007 and City of
Portsmouth. Fire Department. Deputy Fire Chief, Steve Griswold. Interview. July 18, 2007.

> Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 14. April 5, 2007.

** Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 14. April 5, 2007.

*® Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 14. April 5, 2007.
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Transportation

30. Is off-street parking available and adequate? Potentially Adverse Requires More Study.

A new parking standard is needed as the existing Zoning Ordinance does not
consider this type of use. This use also puts a premium on outside services,
which, coupled with visitors, should translate to a high parking need.

As previously stated; required off-street parking for “Dwellings™ is 1.5 parking
spaces per unit and parking for “Elderly Housing” is 1 per dwelling unit while
parking for an “Assisted Living Facilities™ is 0.75 per bed. The applicant
proposes a new use type, albeit, residential - ’Congregate Care Housing™.>®
The department does find that the existing table of uses adequately recognizes
this use for determining parking. It is doubtful that the ““Elderly Housing™
parking requirement would be sufficient for this use given the additional

demand caused by service providers, visitors and the like.*®

31. Are there special transportation issues, which have not been adequately provided for (i.e.
bridge clearances for trucks, emergency vehicle access, etc.)? Yes. Potentially Adverse
Requires More Study.

Access/egress to the project site, regardless of use, would be a concern due to

the two rail lines. The status and geometry of the street/driveway will require

consideration as to what the standards should be to accommodate the proposed
60

use.

32. Will the project serve to reduce the mobility of any group? No. No Impact Anticipated.

Some allowances should be made for children, grandchildren and the like. The
department assumes such accommodations will be made.

The site is required to comply with the standards of the American with
Disabilities Act.*

33. Will the project encourage additional private vehicle trips? Yes. Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

The proposed use is based on access to private vehicles. A number of services
are proposed to be delivered by private providers. As mentioned previously,
visitors to residents should be common. The project itself does not contain either
Assisted Living Units or Nursing Beds, which means most residents will need a
vehicle or access to a transportation service.

%" City of Portsmouth. Building Inspections Department. Chief Building Inspector, Richard A. Hopley. Interview. April 26,
2006.

%8 Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 6. April 5, 2007.

% City of Portsmouth. Zoning Ordinance. Article XI1, Section 10-1204 Table 15 Off-Street Parking. p. XII-14.

% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.

¢ City of Portsmouth. Building Inspections Department. Chief Building Inspector, Richard A. Hopley. Interview. April 26,
2006.
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34. Will users of the project be encouraged to use both automobiles and public transportation?
Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

It is not evident from the materials submitted how this connection would be
made. COAST, for example, currently provides service along Borthwick Avenue.
Issues to consider include:

> Is a bus diversion off Borthwick Avenue being suggested?

> If yes, is the diversion to a public or private or some combination of street?
» What impacts would such a diversion have on the route and system?

> Passenger shelters, access to stops, etc. are issues requiring consideration.

35. Does the project design address pedestrian safety hazards (i.e. curbs designed with
wheelchair ramps, pedestrian activated traffic lights, traffic light timing adequate for elderly
pedestrians)? No. No Impact Anticipated

The site is required to comply with the standards of the American with
Disabilities Act.*

36. Will the project overload existing or proposed transportation systems or, conversely, create
a situation whereby facilities are seriously underused? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

As with a previous comment, some review of this issue is needed. Solutions likely
exist if a problem is identified, but at this stage the condition is not known.
37. Have special parking spaces been designated for exclusive use by the handicapped? No
Impact Anticipated

The site is required to comply with the standards of the American with
Disabilities Act.®®

VIIl. Natural Features

Groundwater and Surface Water Resources

1. Is the site subject to rapid water withdrawal problems, which change the depth or character
of the water table, affect water supply, and/or vegetation? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

As with a previous comment, a more thorough review of this issue is needed. The
project site abuts the Collins Well, an aquifer is identified, the use of low impact
development techniques are advised, etc. Regardless of use, this criterion needs
further answer.®*

82 City of Portsmouth. Building Inspections Department. Chief Building Inspector, Richard A. Hopley. Interview. April 26,
2006.

8 City of Portsmouth. Building Inspections Department. Chief Building Inspector, Richard A. Hopley. Interview. April 26,
2006.

% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
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2. Will the project use groundwater for its water supply? No Impact Anticipated
Regardless of use, a connection to the municipal water system would be
proposed.

3. Are there a large number of wells, or wells that pump large quantities of water from the

water table near the proposed project site? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

As with a previous comment, a more thorough review of this issue is needed. The
project site abuts the Collins Well, an aquifer is identified, the use of low impact
development techniques are advised, etc. Regardless of use, this criterion needs
further answer.

4. Will a lowered water table require deep pumping for water? No Impact Anticipated.
Regardless of use, a connection to the municipal water system would be
proposed.

5. Are septic systems presently being used in the project area? Will the project require use of

septic systems? Yes. No Impact Anticipated.

Septic systems do serve properties off Islington Street. A study of storm water
flow is needed as is proposed to be directed off-site.*®

Regardless of use, this site would be connected to the municipal system.

6. Is there a large variance in the water table elevation? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

Given the City’s well field some analysis of this issue is desirable.

7. Have septic disposal systems been properly designed, installed and maintained to prevent
effluent from contaminating groundwater supplies? No Impact Anticipated.

Regardless of use, this site would be connected to the municipal system.

8. Is there impact on a sole source aquifer? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

As with a previous comment, a more thorough review of this issue is needed. The
project site abuts the Collins Well, an aquifer is identified, the use of low impact
development techniques are advised, etc. Regardless of use, this criterion needs
further review.

9. Are there visual or other indications of water quality problems on or near the site? No.
Site is largely undisturbed.

10. Will the project involve discharge of sewage effluent into surface water bodies? If so, will
it meet State, Federal and other applicable standards? No.

8 NHSC Incorporated. Borthwick Forest, LLC, Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007. Appledore
Engineering. Un-numbered 2 pages.
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Discharge is through a municipal, permitted system.

11. Will the project involve a substantial increase in impervious surface area, and, if so, have
runoff control measures been included in the design? Yes. Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

Regardless of use, this criterion needs evaluation. The City’s Site Review
process includes storm water management.®®
12. Will the project affect surface water flows or water levels in ponds as a result of excessive
groundwater well pumping? No. No Impact Anticipated.

Regardless of use, no wells are proposed.

13. Will the project be located in a 100-year floodplain? No.

14. Will the project change the 100-year floodplain, or affect the floodway? (The floodway is
the portion of the floodplain that must be reserved in order to discharge the 100-year flood
without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than one foot at any
point). No.

15. Are there available alternatives to locating the proposed project or activity in the
floodplain? No Impact Anticipated.

16. Is the proposed project or activity in compliance with conditions set forth by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers concerning permits for dredge and fill activity? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

Due to amount of land disturbance, Federal and State permits are required.

Wetlands Protection

17. Does the proposed project have the potential to affect or be affected by a wetland?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process. Obviously, this criterion is significant in terms of this use.
18. Is the project in compliance with the City’s draft Wetlands Protection Ordinance?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.
Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process. Obviously, this criterion is significant in terms of this use.

19. Are there available alternatives to locating the project or activity in the wetland? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

% City of Portsmouth. Site Review Regulations. Planning Board. February, 2006.
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Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process. Obviously, this criterion is significant in terms of this use.

20. Is the proposed project or activity subject to compliance with Federally approved State
Coastal Zone Management Plans? No. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

The applicant indicates that this proposal would not be in compliance. Some
additional information in this regard is appropriate.®’

21. Is the proposed project or activity in compliance with conditions set forth by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers concerning permits for dredge and fill activity? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process. Obviously, this criterion is significant in terms of this use.

Coastal Zone Management

22. Is the proposed project or activity subject to compliance with the Federally-approved State
Coastal Zone Management Plans? No. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Conflicting information is provided as to compliance. Some additional
information in this regard is appropriate.®® It could be the situation that the
entire watershed is within this zone, for example.

23. Does the proposed project directly affect the coastal zone? If so, is it consistent with the
approved Coastal Zone Management Plan? No. Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

Conflicting information is provided as to compliance. Some additional
information in this regard is appropriate. It could be the situation that the entire
watershed is within this zone, for example.®

24. Will the proposed project location, construction, or activities of project users adversely
impact unique natural features on or near the site? No. Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

Some tree vegetation on this site may be significant and should be considered as
an overall part of a project review process, again too, regardless of use.
25. Will the project either destroy or isolate from public or scientific access the unique natural
feature? No. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

Some tree vegetation on this site may be significant and should be considered as
an overall part of a project review process, again too, regardless of use.

6" Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 18. April 5, 2007.
% Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 18 and 19. April 5, 2007.
% Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Pages 18 and 19. April 5, 2007.
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26. Will the unique feature pose safety hazards for a proposed development? No. No Impact
Anticipated.

Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process. Obviously, this criterion is significant in terms of this use.

Vegetation and Animal Life

27. Will the project damage or destroy existing remnant plant communities, especially rare or
endangered species? No. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. Given some of the
constraints posed by wetlands, the long-standing lack of disturbance, some
inventory is needed to document this criterion.”

Some tree vegetation on this site may be significant.

28. Will it damage or destroy trees without replacement and landscaping? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. Given some of the
constraints posed by wetlands, the long-standing lack of disturbance, some
inventory is needed to document this criterion. Any replacement planting is of
course for more mature vegetation with less mature ones and possibility of a
different species.

However, the Site Review process would include the approval and bonding of an
approved Landscaping Plan.™

29. Will the project create environmental conditions, which might threaten the survival of
existing vegetation, particularly changes in the native plant community habitats? Potentially
Adverse Requires Documentation.

Again, more review is needed than what has been provided.

30. Will it create conditions favorable to nuisance species? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. Given some of the
constraints posed by wetlands, the long-standing lack of disturbance, some
inventory is needed to document this criterion. Any replacement planting is of
course for more mature vegetation with less mature ones and possibility of a
different species.”

The Sige Review process includes the approval and bonding of a Landscape
Plan.’

" Malcolm McNeill. Rezoning Review Checklist and Informational Matrix. Page 19. April 5, 2007.

"™ City of Portsmouth. Site Review Regulations. Planning Board. February, 2006.

"2 City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
" City of Portsmouth. Site Review Regulations. Planning Board. February, 2006.
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31. Will the project create special hazards for animal life? What types of animals will be
affected and how? Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. Given some of the
constraints posed by wetlands, the long-standing lack of disturbance, some
inventory is needed to document this criterion. There is, for example, a loss of
upland areas. This loss is likely regardless of use and should be identified.

32. Will the project damage or destroy existing wildlife habitats? Potentially Adverse Requires
Documentation.
More review is needed than what has been provided. For example, what was
done to substantiate a finding.”
33. Will the project threaten any animal species listed by either State or Federal Agencies as
rare or endangered? Not determined. Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. For example, what was
done to substantiate a finding.”

34. Will the project damage game fish habitats or spawning grounds? Potentially Adverse
Requires Documentation.

More review is needed than what has been provided. Given some of the
constraints posed by wetlands, the long-standing lack of disturbance, some
inventory is needed to document this criterion. There is, for example, a loss of
upland areas.”

35. Will the project create conditions favorable to the proliferation of pest species? No. No
Impact Anticipated.
Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process.
36. Will excessive grading alter the groundwater level and thus cause the slow death of trees
and ground cover which in turn destroys animal habitat? No. No Impact Anticipated.
Regardless of use, this issue is addressable within the City’s application review
process.

Agricultural Lands

37. Will the proposed project be located on or directly adjacent to land that is categorized as
prime, unique, or of State or local importance? No. No Impact Anticipated.

No significant agriculture activities exist either on or adjacent to this site.

™ City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
"> City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
"® City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 27.
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38. Will drainage from the project adversely affect farmland? No. No Impact Anticipated.
No significant agriculture activities exist either on or adjacent to this site.
39. Will the project location, construction, or activities of project users adversely affect

important and productive farmlands on or near the site by conversion? No. No Impact
Anticipated.

No significant agriculture activities exist either on or adjacent to this site.
40. Will the project create problems by introducing nuisance species of vegetation, which may
spread to adjacent farmlands? No. No Impact Anticipated.
No significant agriculture activities exist either on or adjacent to this site.
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EXHIBIT I: Draft VI INFORMATIONAL MATRIX

1. PROJECT NAME AND IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: Borthwick Forrest

Impact Categories
. No Impact Anticipated
. Potentially Beneficial

. Needs Mitigation
. Requires Project Modification
. Source

~No ok~ WwDN

Impact Categories |

1

. Potentially Adverse — Requires Documentation
. Potentially Adverse — Requires More Study

2

KEY
X = Applicant’s Finding
+ = Staff’s Finding
> = Assessments differ — additional review

| 3 | 4 [ 5 | &8 |7

I. Land Development

1. Conformance with
Comprehensive Plans and
Zoning

X

2. Compatibility and Urban
Impact

3. Slope

X/+

4. Erosion

X/+

5. Soil Suitability

X/+

6. Hazards and Nuisances,
including Site Safety

7. Energy Consumption

vV + |V +

. Noise

1. Effects of Ambient Noise on
Project and Contribution to
Community Noise Levels

I11. Air Quality

1. Effects of Ambient Air Quality
on Project and Contribution to
Community Pollution Levels

X/+
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Impact Categories 1 2 3 4
IV. Environmental Design
1. Visual Quality — Coherence, X +
Diversity, Compatible Use >
and Scale
V. Historic Values
1. Historic, Cultural and X+
Archaeological Resources
VI. Socio-economic
1. Demographic/Character X +
Changes >
2. Displacement + X
3. Employment and Income X +
Patterns >
VIl. Community Services and Facilities
1. Educational Facilities X/+
2. Commercial Facilities X/+
3. Health Care X/+
4. Social Services X +
>
5. Solid Waste X +
6. Waste Water X +
>
7. Storm Water X +
>
8. Water Supply X +
>
9. Public Safety Police X
+
10. Fire X +
>
11. Emergency Medical X +
>
12. Open Space X
+
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Impact Categories

13. Recreation X/+
14. Cultural Facilities X/+
15. Transportation X +
>
VIII. Natural Features
1. Water Resources X +
>
2. Surface Water X +
>
3. Floodplains X +
>
4. Wetlands X +
>
5. Coastal Zone X/+ +
>
6. Unique Natural Features and | X +
Agricultural Lands >
7. Vegetation and Wildlife X +
>
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EXHIBIT 1I: COUNCIL REFERAL
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EXHIBIT I11: Additional Department Comment — Based on Applicant Submittals

I. Land Development — Conformance with Master Plan and Zoning
1. Is the proposed project:
a) consistent with the City’s Master Plan? Potentially Adverse — Requires More Study.

The applicant submits that this proposal conforms to the Master Plan based on:
‘LU-2 Redevelop commercial areas throughout the City in a
manner comparable with the quality of site and building design
that has occurred in the downtown core area.””’
Comment: Is this area representative of a “redeveloped commercial area” or
are the proposed residential structures consistent with the ““...quality of site and
building design that has occurred in the downtown area.”?

The applicant submits that this proposal conforms to the Master Plan based on:
‘LU-4 Maintain the existing balance of places to work, live,
recreate, and do business in the City through an appropriate mix
of commercial and residential growth and redevelopment.””®
Comment: Does this proposal “maintain the existing balance of places to work,
live, recreate, and do business in the City through an appropriate mix...””?

The applicant submits that this proposal conforms to the Master Plan based on:

‘H-1 Maintain and expand the existing range of housing options

in order to sustain neighborhoods and to accommodate

households with varying needs.”’
Comment: In as much as a residential goal is cited by the applicant, then the
supporting objectives of this goal are significant. Of these, some are supported,
such as: “Support creative options to meet changing housing needs.””®° Others
are not applicable, such as ones applying to “live/work housing™ or ““downtown
rental housing options”. However, three others are worth considering as to the
future vision for Portsmouth. These detail ““Maintain housing options that
include a range of structure types, tenure types, and cost levels; Establish
partnerships with developers to build affordable housing for middle income
households’; and, “Enhance the ability of residents on a limited income
(including seniors) to remain in Portsmouth.”®

" City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 15.
"8 City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 16.
" City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 32.
% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Page 33.
8 City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan. Planning Board. March, 2005. Pages 32 and 33.
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V1. Socio-Economic Impacts — Demographics and Neighborhood Characteristics

2. Will the project significantly alter the demographic characteristics of the neighborhoods?
Potentially Adverse Requires Documentation.

The following issues were identified in this section of the Report. Additional information
pertaining to each is provided herein:

1. Potential affects arising from demographics changes due to an increase in
population numbers of a specific age group

Portsmouth Population Age Distribution in 1990 and 2000 (US Census)®

Age Cohort 1990 Excluding Pease 2000 Percent Change
Air Force Base

0-4 1,276 1,009 -20.9

5-9 1,043 981 -5.9
10-14 910 997 9.6
15-19 1,048 886 -15.5
20-24 1,822 1,187 -34.9
25-29 2,507 2,021 -19.4
30-34 2,035 1,981 -2.7
35-39 1,673 1,888 12.9
40-44 1,523 1,636 7.4
45-49 1,119 1,503 34.3
50-54 900 1,449 61.0
55-59 938 1,021 8.8
60-64 918 841 -8.4
65-69 903 837 -7.3
70-74 755 792 4.9
75-79 590 698 18.3
80-84 482 517 7.3

85+ 414 540 30.4
Totals 20,856 20,784 -0.3

8 City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan Existing Conditions and Trends. Planning Board.
July 2003. Page 5.
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In the last decade the trends have been as follows:
A decline in the number of preschool children and young adults (20-29);
An increase in the number of adults in the peak working age groups;
These correlate to more adults/fewer children (declining average household sizes and increasing
number of homes);®® and,
The department notes how the third largest percentage gain, by cohort age, is the 85+ group.

It is likely to expect that age restricted congregate care facility(s) such as the one being proposed have
the potential to accelerate the growing divergence in certain cohort age groups, especially in the groups
70+. Changing demographics, regardless of which cohort group, will pose challenges, including, the
identification of what services will be required, how these services will be provided and maintaining
services for groups that are decreasing in numbers.

2. The defined market area for this project

The Total Market Area includes the following:
Parts of three states — NH, ME & MA,;
Encompasses 1,027 square miles;
Extends approximately east to west — 53 miles; and,
Extends approximately north to south — 61 miles.
This Total Market Area is refined further into sub-areas as Area 1 and Area 2

Parameters for these follows:

Area 1:
Extends along the US 1-95 corridor;
Includes Portsmouth and Rye as the “local area” (based on zip codes);
Extends south from Kennebunk, ME to Peabody, MA; and,
Encompasses 473 square miles.
Area 2:
Limited to NH — 554 square miles;
Extends east to west by 38 miles and north to south by 26 miles (doesn’t include Area 1).%*
Total Market Area
Selected Population Characteristics as Summarized from Submitted Materials:*®

Total 2000 Total 2012 2000 age — 70+ 2012 age — 70+
Population Estimated

Population
645,389 705,745 61,825 73,036

8 City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan Existing Conditions and Trends. Planning Board.
July 2003. Page 5.

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 2.

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 5.
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Estimated Number of Households Age 70+ and Percent of Those Households with Income of
$100,000+ in 2011 as Summarized from Submitted Materials®

Area/Municipality | Age 70+ Number / % of
Households® Households with
incomes greater
than $100,000 / %

Area 1 Subtotal 25,555 3,336/ 13%

Rye - Local Area 514 92/18%
Portsmouth - 1,819 177/ 10%
Local Area

Wenham, MA 337 100/ 30%
(highest ranking)

Wells, ME 980 49 /5%
(lowest ranking)

Area 2 Subtotal 18,040 1,837 /10%
Newfields 80 15/19%
Stratham 325 57/18%
Sandown (highest 155 41 126%
ranking)

Newmarket 365 11/ 3%
(lowest ranking)

Total Market 43,595 5,173/ 12%
Area

“In the Local Area (Portsmouth and Rye zips), among households headed by someone over the age of
70, approximately 11% (235 households) have annual incomes of $100k+, and 27% have incomes
between $50k to $100k.”

FEAAAAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAAAAkAAAkAAAkAAAAkrArAArArAAkrErhkrrhkrhhkhhhkhhhkhkkhhkhkihhkhkkrhhkrhikkihhkihhiiikkiiikkx

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Pages 9, 10 and 11.

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 9. [Note: Source document is confusing with other heading this category — “All Ages/Incomes”. Assumption being
that the number is actually for the total Households that are Age 70+.]

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 8.
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» “Overall, the market for the type of independent housing being proposed is limited to
homeowners. This assumption is based on the supposition that only those with assets associated
with the sale of their home would be able to afford the entrance fees at a new facility.”®

» Primary income market — households with annual income of $100,000+ annually by the year

2012.

0 “This is based on a maximum income allocation to monthly fees of 60% of household income,
which equals $5,000/month. The market with incomes of $50,000 to $100,000 is considered to

be a potential secondary market.”®

Area 1 Ranked Average Housing Value - April of 2006 to March 2007 - as Summarized from

3. The potential residents for this project

Submitted Materials®*

Place Name Average Value
1 Wenham $1,058,622
2 Manchester, MA $966,107
3 South Hamilton $615,593
4 Rye — Local Area $577,923
5 Topsfield $560,933
6 | Byfield $529,457
7 Newbury $499,563
8 Hampton Falls $497,115
9 Essex $489,553
10 [ Ipswich $489,305
11 | Kittery Point $472,600
12 | Rockport $448,080
13 [ Newburyport $427,518
14 | Rowley $423,718
15 | North Hampton $423,341
16 | Gloucester $414,699
17 | Danvers $390,159
18 | Greenland $388,023
19 | Cape Neddick $382,111
20 | Beverly $381,856
21 | Ogunquit $380,955
22 | Seabrook $374,286
23 | Portsmouth — Local $357,464
Area
24 | Peabody $343,519
25 | Hampton $336,591
26 York $334,271
27 | Salisbury $311,449
28 Wells $287,495
29 | Kittery $259,963

8 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

Page 18.

% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

Page 18.

° Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

Page 13.
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Summary of Select Assumptions Used to Measure Demand

Market for independent housing is defined by two qualifying factors — households headed by
someone age 70 or older and income of $50,000+ annually.

“...itis assumed that new housing, such as that being considered, would draw approximately 20%

of its residents from beyond the defined market areas.”

Household Home Ownership Rates by Income as Summarized from Submitted Materials %

Study Area Households with Income of | Households with Income
$50,000 to $100,000 of $100,000+
Total Market Area | 78.3% 91.6%
Area 1l 77.9% 90.7%
Area 2 78.7% 92.7%

Housing Unit Comparison by Owner and Renter in 2000 for the City and Rockingham County®*

Location Owner Units Rental Units Total Units Rental Tenure by
Percent
City of Portsmouth 4,936 4,939 9,875 50%
Rockingham 78,992 25,537 104,529 24.4%
County

KAAAAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAIAAAAAAkAAAkAAAkAAAAArAArArAAkrdrhkrkhhkhhhkhhhkhihhkhkhhkhkihhkhkrhhkihhkkihhkihikkiihkkiiikkx

%2 Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

Page 18.

% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.

Page 18.

% City of Portsmouth. City of Portsmouth New Hampshire Master Plan Existing Conditions and Trends. Planning Board.

July 2003. Page 43.
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4. The size of this proposal is large in comparison to other projects

Facilities with High-End Independent Living®

Facility Name Number of Percent of | Other Care
Independent Occupancy
Living Units

Brooksby Village (Area 1) 1,352 100% Assisted Living

/ Nursing Beds

Hillcrest Terrace Community (Area 2) 138 96% Assisted Living
/ Nursing Beds

RiverWoods at Exeter (Area 2) 201 96% Assisted Living
/ Nursing Beds

The Ridge at RiverWoods (Area 2) 92 96% Assisted Living
/ Nursing Beds

Total Market Area 1,783 99%

Proposed Projects within the Total Market Area as Summarized from Submitted Materials *°:

Name Number of Unit Type
Units
Brooksby 64 Assisted Living
(Peabody, MA)
Riverwoods 76 Independent
Living Unit
Apartments
28 Independent
Living Unit
Cottages
24 Assisted Living
Units
16 Nursing Beds
Kittery 123 Suites Not Available
Retirement
Residence
Total all units = | 331
Less Nursing
Beds = 315

% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 15.
% Gerontological Services, Inc. Market Analysis and Feasibility Study. Portsmouth Planning Board Meeting June 21, 2007.
Page 16.
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EXHIBIT IV: PLANNING BOARD MINUTES - EXTRACT FROM JUNE 21, 2007 MEETING
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