










April 9, 2025 

To the TDR Workshop Committee ~  

After reviewing the TDR portion of the zoning regulations and attending planning board 

meetings involving TDR projects, I have a few suggestions to try to make TDR fairer for 

abutters and neighbors and perhaps a little easier for citizens to understand. 

• It should not matter if a development has lot lines or not. If it looks like a 

subdivision or open space subdivision and fits all other requirements for an open 

space subdivision, then it should be treated as a subdivision. Developers are 

using this now to get in under site plan rules when their intention is to sell off the 

units. 

 

• A clear distinction between when to use a site plan versus a subdivision plan 

would be appreciated. Perhaps by type of development. For example, if you are 

adding x amount of single housing/ single-multi-housing on a lot, then it requires 

a subdivision plan regardless of method used to determine TDR units.  

 

• The definition of Unsuitable Development Area should be expanded to include 

land that cannot be developed, due to some type of easement and law required 

buffer. Some lots have a considerable amount of land that can’t be developed for 

reasons other than wetlands or steep grades, for example, utility easements or a 

law required buffer such as a cemetery buffers. 

 

• What method is used to determine the number of TDR units should be 

immaterial. All TDR residential projects should follow the same regulations! The 

same is true for all TDR commercial projects.  

 

• Since the 30’ buffer seems to be a problem, then something else that is 

reasonable should be developed. Perhaps the buffer should be based on the 

type of development, amount of land to be disturbed, or the number of single 

standing units being proposed or if a project adds units in excess of the TDR 

units allowed then the buffer applies. At a bare minimum, I would suggest varying 

the width of the buffer so there is some buffer. 

 

• It would be nice to have a question and answer period for abutters and citizens 

during the public hearing to make the process fairer. From what I have seen, the 



concerns and questions from citizens and abutters are often overlooked when 

asked in the current format.  

 

• Although the State of NH requires 10-days notice to abutters and neighbors, 

there is no reason that Dover can’t do better and increase it to 14 days or more. 

As it is now, abutters and neighbors receive notices on a Saturday and can’t ask 

any questions to better understand what is happening for a few days. TDR 

projects are major changes and neighbors need more time to understand what it 

all means. 

 

• Developers should be required to provide a yield plan/ sketch or a plan/ sketch 

that follows regular zoning as well as the proposed TDR plan so the differences 

can clearly be seen. These plans should be made in good faith and not an 

exaggeration that would never seriously be considered. 

 

• It would be nice if there was a way for TDR decisions to be appealed within the 

city. 

 

• No funds from TDR units should go into the General Fund. All money raised 

through the purchase of TDR units should go directly to an account held for 

Conservation. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely, 

Dorna Hamer 

18 Tuttle Lane 

 

 

 



 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Donna Benton, Director of Planning 

  TDR Subcommittee 

From:  Fergus Cullen 

Date:  June 2, 2025 

Re:  TDR ordinance changes 

 

As the TDR subcommittee continues its review of Dover’s TDR ordinance, I submit some 

comments and suggestions for the committee to consider. 

 

1) The pathways for TDR applications need simplification, consolidation, and clarification. 

Industrial, residential, two different single-family methods, by purchase, and the catch-all 

“regardless” method – it’s too many paths. Get this down to two or three at most.  

 

2) If our practice is to allow one additional unit “by right” with no TDR fee because an existing 

unit can be converted into a duplex, we should codify that practice by adding a section saying 

so. 

 

3) The question of whether existing or added units may be converted to duplexes or have ADUs 

in the future should be codified. 

 

4) Throughout: Sections D and E make references to “sending” and “receiving” areas and 

geographically limiting references such as “east of the Spaulding Turnpike”. These are 

anachronistic and should be deleted. Apply the ordinance to residential zones city-wide, 

subject to other conditions, and leave it at that. 

 

5) Footnotes about duplexes in land use tables need to be reviewed for consistency with the 

TDR ordinance, and vice-versa; and for internal consistency. Pay specific attention to: 

a) R-12, Footnote 6 and 7. Note 6 discusses 4,000 sq ft per unit for duplex conversion, but 7 

suggests 9,000 for a new duplex – which suggests 18,000 sq foot lot minimums on lots 

intended to be 12,000 sq ft. 

b) R-20, Footnote 6 and 7. Note 6 discusses 4,000 sq ft per unit for a duplex conversion, but 

7 suggests 15,000 sq ft for a new duplex – which suggests 30,000 sq ft for on lots 

intended to be 20,000 sq ft. 

c) R-40, Footnote 6. (Note absence of #7 on this table. This may need to be reconsidered.) 

 

6) D(1) and F: Given that there has been no use, or effectively no use, of the industrial TDR 

district, are these sections necessary at all? Is there another way to continue to the intent – 

allow TDR in the IT and CM districts, subject to conditions?   

 

7) E: Procedural requirements: 

 

a) Consider adding a provision requiring the applicant to submit a project narrative 

addressing how the applicant meets the TDR criteria. 

 

b) Consider adding a provision – perhaps more specific than the existing E(4)(a) – requiring 

a staff memo commenting on the application’s consistency with the TDR ordinance. 



 

 

c) Consider creating a codified path for an informal PB “concept review,” in which an 

applicant could present a concept of a proposal for the purpose of receiving less formal, 

non-binding feedback from the board prior to submitting a formal application. While 

concept review may often happen at the staff level, or at TRC, it has been rare at the PB 

level. I’m thinking about the various iterations involving 131 Littleworth Road and 210 

Tolend Road as examples where this mechanism could have helped. 

 

d) Consider whether to continue to allow TDR approval (i.e., determining the number of 

units allowed) and site plan approval (i.e., where those units will be placed) to occur as 

separate actions at separate times. I think the project at 512 Sixth Street illustrates the 

need for this question to be reviewed. If approved for TDR without a full site plan, the 

final site plan should be limited to not more than the number of units approved except via 

a new TDR application. 

 

e) Consider more precisely defining what level of site plan design and engineering is 

required with applications. I think there needs to be some balance here between not 

requiring an applicant to pay for full-blown engineering plans in advance of an approval, 

and giving the Planning Board more information about the overall development so they 

can make a decision about units in the context of the overall proposal. Perhaps there 

could be a threshold test: A plan resulting in three or fewer units, sketch plan is adequate; 

four or more, a site plan with some level of detail as to layout is required with the TDR 

application (to include a boundary survey and proposed layout with utilities sketches, but 

not to include things like stormwater or traffic or other advanced engineering studies).  

 

f) If there is going to a provision about requiring service by city water and sewer, clarify 

whether that service must be existing at the time of the application, or whether an 

applicant has the option of extending existing service, at the applicant’s expense, to 

achieve this. If a project is going to include new water/sewer lines (Wildcat Drive is an 

example), it seems reasonable to allow an applicant the option of extending a line to 

reach a property. Perhaps a distance limit could be placed on this option (e.g., 500 feet, 

with an opportunity to seek a relief for a longer run). 

 

8) G, Residential Performance Standards:  

 

a) (1): In setting the price of purchased units, consider making this a two-year lookback 

instead of one, to reduce the impact of spiking; and soften the language to make this a 

guide to making a recommendation on rates, as opposed to the prescriptive language 

contained now. 

 

b) (3)(a) Consider eliminating (a) as a separate path or formula, and just allow the 

straight purchase route outlined in (b). I don’t understand the rationale why this 

distinction was made in the first place, but perhaps there is a good reason. If this (a) 

method is maintained, the committee needs to have some specific discussion about 

the calculations language to understand the rationale behind the existing language, 

and to inform potential changes here. 

1) If an open space subdivision can count undevelopable land as open space, 

why can’t a TDR project use undevelopable space in its calculations? 



 

 

2) Why reduce the base lot by 15%? Isn’t this redundant with (3)? Aren’t 

roadway limits addressed by impervious surface limits? Consider 

eliminating these reductions, use one standard reduction, or develop a 

more rational formula.  

 

c) (3)(a)(ii) and (iii) Note this language using exterior dimensions needs to be checked 

for consistency with measuring interior dimensions. Clarification on this point is 

needed. (This question applies to all size limits, such as those for ADUs.) A row of 

townhouse condos would typically talk about interior dimensions, for example. 

 

d) (3)(a)(vi). Consider revising this section to clarify what circumstances make a 

proposed project a major subdivision vs a minor subdivision, and to define the 

different requirements for each path. There seems to be some subjectivity in how this 

is determined now. I’m thinking about the original concept design for 566 Sixth 

Street. 

 

e) (b)(ii) The “village theme” concept needs to be re-examined, looking at the few use 

cases. The rates need to be reconsidered. I believe projects at Grapevine Drive and 

Pointe Place are examples.   

 

f) (4) The language about no-cut, no-disturb buffers needs to be clarified to exclude 

frontage not covered by side set-backs. A retrospective look-back provision could be 

added (suggestion: two years) to prevent the removal of existing buffers in advance of 

an application, with a requirement that restoration take place if applicable. 

 

g) Consider whether condo associations, HOAs, or fee-simple legal structures need to be 

addressed in the ordinance. 

 

h) When duplex units are being proposed, consider relaxing requirements that duplexes 

look like single family homes, or create a path for relief from this. The 131 Sixth 

Street project – a new street that is duplex-only – is an example where this 

requirement seems unnecessary. 




