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Pittsfield Planning Board
Town Hall, 85 Main Street
Pittsfield, NH 03263
Minutes of Public Meeting

DATE: Thursday, March 3, 2016

AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order

Chair Clayton Wood called the meeting to order:@5P.M.
AGENDA ITEM 2. Roll Call

Planning board members present:

Clayton Wood (chair),

Pat Heffernan (vice-chair),

Jim Pritchard (secretary),

Daren Nielsen,

Gerard LeDuc (selectmen’s ex officio member), and
Paul Nickerson (alternate)

Planning board members absent:
Roland Carter (alternate) and
Larry Konopka (alternate for the selectmen’s excadsfmember)

Members of the public appearing before the planboayd:

David Alden Moore, of Alton Rollinsford, LLC, 18 Wght Acres Road,
Bedford, NH 03110;

Jason Rokeach, 81 Tan Road, Pittsfield, NH 03263;

Garry Turman, 53 Tan Road, Pittsfield, NH 03263.

“Members of the public appearing before the plagronard” includes only
members of the public who spoke to the board.odischot include members
of the public who were present but who did not Egeahe board.

AGENDA ITEM 3: Public Hearing - Review and Recommendation of
Proposed Sales of Town-Owned Properties at TaxR4d4p Lot 6 and Tax
Map R-44, Lots 7 and 8. (RSA 41:14-a.).
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Jim Pritchard recused himself.
Paul Nickerson sat in Jim Pritchard’s place.

Clayton Wood reviewed guidelines for the hearind amggested that the
board look at the proposed sales from two pointges: (1) as if the
properties had not been auctioned and (2) by takitegaccount all
available evidence, namely, that the propertiestd®sh auctioned and who
the successful bidders were. Clayton Wood saittiigaboard would hear
testimony on both properties together. Clayton Wsaid that this hearing
was the first hearing that the board had ever dower RSA 41:14-a, |, for
the sale of town-owned property. Clayton Wood ¢laad the conservation
commission had met last week to do that board'eveand
recommendation. Clayton Wood said that the lawXR$:14-a, |) does not
require the planning board to have a hearing.

Clayton Wood opened the hearing to public input.

Garry Turman said that he was concerned about hewuyers would
develop the properties. Garry Turman said thdivieel on Tan Road and
was an abutter. (Comment of recording secretanyRhtchard: Garry
Turman lives at 53 Tan Road and abuts tax map R84, across Tan
Road. Tax map R-44, lot 7, abuts Blake Pond. yYGRurman and tax map
R-48, lot 6, also known as the pest house lotparthe same side of Tan
Road but are separated by three lots: 63 Tan Rdadian Road, and 81
Tan Road. 81 Tan Road abuts the pest house lot.)

Jim Pritchard said that his mother was the prospebuyer of tax map R-
44, lots 7 and 8, (known herein as the Blake Potjdahd that his mother
had submitted to the board a proposal to buy this(Comment of
recording secretary Jim Pritchard: tax map R-d#48] is a nonexistent lot.
The area shown on tax map R-44 as lot 8 is lantdJthaPritchard’s mother,
Mary Pritchard, owns as the trustee of the Marykichard Trust. See
Merrimack County Registry of Deeds plan 9338 andrivieack County
Registry of Deeds Book 2062, Page 1511.)

Jim Pritchard said that, in deciding whether a t@noperty should be sold,
all of the three boards involved—the conservatiommission, the planning
board, and the board of selectmen—should be coadewmth how the
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property will be used. For example, if the uséhef property would be the
same before and after the sale, then the town wartdinly not care about
the mere identity of the owner. In the case ofgees that the zoning
ordinance requires of contiguous nonconforming lotder common
ownership, the purpose of the merger requiremetot jisevent uses that do
not conform to the zoning plan. In every case, ktwsvsale of town property
would result in a new use of the property will faaih whether the sale is in
the town'’s best interest, and whether the sale ke town'’s best interest is,
of course, the fundamental question that shouldrobwhether the town
should sell the property.

Jim Pritchard said that his mother had submittedohaposal for why the
town should sell tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, to Herorief, her proposal
said that the town should sell the Blake Pondddtdr because (1) the
Pritchards have no plans to change the lot's @e¢hé Pritchards have
never posted their land and have no plans to pedBlake Pond lot if the
Pritchards should succeed in buying it, (3) thertavill generate current use
tax income from the sale, and current use tax irc@Ethe best income that
a town can get, and (4) the Pritchards will be aenstable owner than the
town would likely be going forward. The fact thhé town auctioned this
property to the highest bidder shows that, whatdwetown may have been
in the past, the town cannot be counted on todialde owner of this
property in the future. The Pritchards’ 49-yeasttuy in Pittsfield proves
that they are stable owners.

Jim Pritchard said that the conservation commiskamhrecommended that
the town should have what the conservation comonssalled a “dry
hydrant.” Jim Pritchard said that he did not knehat a dry hydrant is, but
he suggested that, under the circumstances ofdbkes, the town should not
take any easement at this time. Jim Pritchardtkaidhe did not know that
the town needed an easement, and Jim Pritchardhsdithe Hertel
development across Tan Road had not needed swedsament in the
development’s 10-year history. Furthermore, JirtcRard said, the town
misrepresented the Blake Pond lot at the auctierhgps accidentally, and
this misrepresentation led to a cascade of evkatddd to the Pritchards
already paying much more than they would have bamhy if the town had
disclosed what it knew and what it did not known Pritchard said that the
Pritchards had agreed on a price that assumessemeats, and he said that
he would ask that the town use the eminent domaiogss if, in the future,
the town finds that it actually needs an easement.



Pittsfield Planning Board approved minutes of Ma3¢cR2016 Page 4 of 24

Jim Pritchard referred to the pest house lot ardtiteat he had submitted to
the planning board the approved subdivision plattfe Hertel development,
adjacent to the pest house lot, on Tan Road. {Macok County Registry of
Deeds plan 16737, endorsed in January 2004.) dioh&d said that he
had been present when the planning board appritvesddrtel subdivision
and that both the planning board and members afdhang board of
adjustment had been concerned about preservingthlecharacter of Tan
Road. Jim Pritchard referred to the 1994 mastar phd said that 1994
master plan had said that Tan Road should keeprascharacter. Jim
Pritchard said that the planning board had waritedHertel development to
have the highest quality possible, that Van Hdmtmiself had agreed that the
development should have high quality, and that Martel had agreed to
100-foot minimum setbacks from Tan Road and fromé&sor's Road.
These setbacks are conditions of the Hertel sufidiviapproval. Jim
Pritchard said that the pest house lot is veryleWvakbout 115 feet deep
from Tan Road. Jim Pritchard said that puttingpade on the pest house lot
consistent with the Hertel development plan wowddrbpossible. Jim
Pritchard said that the houses in the Hertel d@weént had trees in front of
them and that the neighborhood was very nice. Rtitchard said that a
building on the pest house lot would be out of abter with the Hertel
development and would likely devalue the Herteledepment.

Jim Pritchard said that he had researched the @ctgp buyer, Alton
Rollinsford, of the pest house lot and found thibA Rollinsford owns 110
rental apartments in Pittsfield. Jim Pritcharaighat he was concerned
about rental properties creeping into the Tan Raaghborhood. Jim
Pritchard said that 165 Governor's Road had regé&@tome a rental
property, as had 680 Tan Road. Jim Pritchardtbaid680 Tan Road,
which is very near the pest house lot, is partityiloubling because the
company that owns 680 Tan Road, White Manageme&atBioston
company that does rental properties as the compdmginess. Jim
Pritchard said that he strongly urged the boam@tommend against selling
the pest house lot under current conditions.

David Moore, of Alton Rollinsford, said that Jimitehard sounded much
like Jim Pritchard’s mother, Mary Pritchard, andtthe, David Moore, had
been e-mailing Jim Pritchard’s mother. David Mosa&l that Jim Pritchard
had said that he had communicated directly withbtinger (David Moore).
David Moore asked that the recording secretary @ittchard) verify
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whether Jim Pritchard said that he had communiaditedtly with David
Moore.

Jim Pritchard said that he had been reading ans¢aitiefrom written notes
and that he had said that he had “researched”uperb

David Moore said that he was confused about hoviawe could have
singled out two lots from the other auction projesrfor this process of
review before the sale. David Moore said thatlttisrney had checked the
town’s title, that the title was fine, and that tyguys have done a fine job in
your taking.” David Moore said that he was heafmgt in my back yard”
type of statements. David Moore said that everymatea right to bid at the
auction. David Moore discussed auction sale 5rfitap R-44, lots 7 and 8)
and opined that tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, weceltts. David Moore said
that someone from the conservation commission (B#gkoe) had bought
tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8. David Moore said thitperson (Bill Miskoe)
was not present at tonight’s planning board meetidgvid Moore said that
tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, and tax map R-48,,lar® a total of three lots.
David Moore asked why any of the sales would b&lvathree of them (tax
map R-44, lots 7 and 8, and tax map R-48, lot &)raralid. Alternatively,
some person with “deep pockets” might ask why tiwentcould single out a
few lots but not all lots. David Moore said that\Wwas hearing that he could
not do anything with the lot. David Moore saidttha disagreed. The lot is
a residential lot. David Moore referred to his aHncorrespondence with
Jim Pritchard’s mother, Mary Pritchard, and sagat tie had discussed some
of his, David Moore’s, plans for the lot, includiagental dwelling. David
Moore said that he had e-mailed Mary Pritcharclio to her about what he
might do with the lot and had said that he ownedaleproperties. Many
people would want to rent out dwellings that confdo zoning. “Not in my
back yard” is spot zoning. David Moore said thatyas doing nothing
wrong. David Moore said that he had helped thentbwparticipating in the
auction. David Moore said that the town was tryimgaise money at the
auction. David Moore said that he was the backdgdr for a number of
lots and that the backup bidding assured the tahit was getting good
bids. David Moore said that he had had the winibiiglgon two properties
but that he had bid on 3/4 of all of the propertiBavid Moore said that
Mary Pritchard, through her son, Jim Pritchard, seagng that David
Moore was a terrible person for buying the pestkdat. David Moore
asked how the town could single out these two saldsnot “nix” the
remaining sales.
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Garry Turman asked what David Moore planned to db the pest house
lot.

David Moore said that he planned to own the pesséadot.
Garry Turman asked whether David Moore would lineloe pest house lot.

David Moore said that he would do whatever zonilkgged him to do.
David Moore said that he had bought six propestiisin the last 10 days
and that he could not say specifically what he wald with each property.
David Moore said that he buys 45 to 60 properties\eyear.

Garry Turman said that he wanted to know what Dadwbre would do
with the pest house lot and that the matter wa®rtapt because he, Garry
Turman, lived on Tan Road.

David Moore said that he could not see that how&e going to use the
pest house lot was any concern of Garry Turman'’s.

Garry Turman said that David Moore was refusingag what he would do
with the pest house lot. Garry Turman repeatethbdived on Tan Road,
and Garry Turman said that he was concerned al®ptdperty value, that
a rental property on the pest house lot could devhis property, and that
the planning board should stop such a developrm&m planning board
were able.

Pat Heffernan asked for clarification that David dW® was interested in the
pest house lot.

David Moore said that he did not know that he wdsrested in the pest
house lot, but that he had “contractual right®pest house lot.” David
Moore said that he had a contract and that he ivad ghe town money to
pay for the lot.

Pat Heffernan asked for clarification of where plest house lot was.

Paul Nickerson directed Pat Heffernan to tax magBRlot 6.
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Jason Rokeach said that he lived on what he cdde8.” (Comment of
recording secretary Jim Pritchard: Jason Rokdaeh bn tax map R-44, lot
9, with street address 81 Tan Road.) Jason Rolszadhhat he abutted tax
map R-48, lot 6, that he abutted tax map R-447 Jaeind that he was
diagonal to tax map R-44, lot 8. Jason Rokeadhtkai, before he came to
Pittsfield, he had lived in suburban or urban aréest his wife had grown
up in the country, and that he and his wife hadte@ito return to the
country. Jason Rokeach and his wife had lookedaaty homes before
choosing their land on Tan Road. Jason Rokeaclha&siged the pristine
rural character of the Tan Road neighborhood aad @®-foot minimum
street setback. Jason Rokeach said that thecsalkedsnim because the sale
could “shatter the reasons that we’re even infigitts” Jason Rokeach said
that he loved Pittsfield, that he had no plans cv@ranytime soon, but that
the sale scared him. Jason Rokeach said thathegted 50 minutes every
day and that he could have a much shorter comrhbtelived elsewhere.
Jason Rokeach said that the issue before the toanmal® was whether to use
the board of selectmen’s discretion to sell properta certain person; the
Issue was not whether to prohibit a current owrnanfa certain use on that
owner’s own property. Jason Rokeach said thaistwee before the town
boards was what was right to do for the town amddsidents such as him.
Jason Rokeach said that the town boards could @b wdss right and that he
appreciated the planning board’s protecting hiperty.

Clayton Wood asked Jason Rokeach to clarify whaté er sales concerned
him.

Jason Rokeach said that he was primarily conceahedt the sale of the
pest house lot but that the sale of the Blake Raincbncerned him too.
Jason Rokeach said that the pest house lot wash&dlow to provide “a
buffer from that road.”

David Moore said that he understood the appealpoistine rural
environment. David Moore said that he would prdypakevelop the pest
house lot with some structure. David Moore saat the pest house lot had
had a big sign advertising the auction sale ofaheDavid Moore asked
whether abutters had been at the auction andgyfhlad, why they had not
bid on the properties given that the propertiesaviieexpensive.

Jim Pritchard said that he would be happy to answer
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David Moore said that he was specifically askingpdaRokeach.
Jason Rokeach said that his finances were not DMea@re’s business.

Garry Turman said that he should not have to buytesn property to protect
his own property.

Jim Pritchard said that his family had decided thate were two auction
properties that his family especially needed tdgmiothe family’s own
property. These two properties were (1) the BR&nd lot (sale 5, tax map
R-44, lots 7 and 8) and (2) the schoolhouse |d¢ (54, tax map R-30, lot 1).
Jim Pritchard said that the Blake Pond lot (salkk) been the first of the
auction properties that had interested the Pritihand that the schoolhouse
lot (sale 11) had been the last of the auctiongmags that had interested the
Pritchards. Jim Pritchard said that Bill Miskoallentered the auction
saying that he, Bill Miskoe, would ensure that Eréchards did not get the
Blake Pond lot because he, Bill Miskoe, thought tha Pritchards should
not own all of the Blake Pond frontage on Tan Rodich Pritchard said that
Bill Miskoe had bid the price of the Blake Pond Ut to $39,000. Jim
Pritchard said that he had chased Bill Miskoe'sha$38,000. Jim
Pritchard said that Bill Miskoe’s bids appearedhimdsight to be fraudulent
because Bill Miskoe promptly defaulted on his adier the auction, but,
Jim Pritchard said, during the auction, he, JinicRard, could not know
what Bill Miskoe would do, and, Jim Pritchard s&ié,feared that Bill
Miskoe would bid the price of the schoolhouse lotvery high. Jim
Pritchard said that Bill Miskoe’s conduct in thecaon forced him, Jim
Pritchard, to bid conservatively on the propersielsl between the Blake
Pond lot and the schoolhouse lot. Jim Pritchaidl that this situation was
what he had meant when he had said earlier thabth@s
misrepresentation of the Blake Pond lot had setation a cascade of
events that have been very expensive and very wecoent for the
Pritchards.

David Moore said that he had much experience inngugroperty at
auction. David Moore said that the purpose oftian is to have
competitive bidding so as to get the highest piacghe seller. David
Moore said that an absolute auction, which hasserve, “is a pretty fair
test of value.” David Moore admitted that the ddtféghat Jim Pritchard had
described “doesn’t sound quite right if it was &gac in that regard,” but
David Moore said that an absolute auction is a@régmat for selling
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property. David Moore said that the pest housamak the other lots are lots
of record. David Moore said that the objectiondéwelopment on these
lots is a “not in my back yard type of situatiorDavid Moore said, “Why
can't | say that about the lot that | own, whicii,tbe way, | own the pest
house lot. The deed’s in hand; the money’s beah gdhaven’t recorded it
yet, but | own it. It's in hand.” David Moore sdihat he could ask the town
to require the abutter to demolish the abutterisseaf David Moore did not
like the abutter’'s house. David Moore said thatéxample was “a little
ridiculous,” but, David Moore said, “the point thjs is the way you have
subdivision rules and regulations.” David Moor&sdn the State of New
Hampshire, if you give cash and you get a deetinieally you're supposed
to record it on the record, let the world know thati own it, but you don’t
have to. Once you get that deed in hand, signgtdgeller, in this case the
town, it’s yours. It's a little tough to overtuthat. I’'m not uncooperative
and can work a deal with people. | do work intba&l estate world to make
a living. Some people might look at that as aigrebme people might look
at that as a scarlet letter. It's no importanceé& | make money this way.
We all make money in various ways, so, fortunatetgn be worked with. |
even let Mary [Pritchard], which might be Jim [Ehard], know that.”

David Moore repeated his question about why amhefales would be
valid if the sales of tax map R-44, lots 7 andr&] tax map R-48, lot 6, are
invalid: “If you can somehow overturn these saklesy about the others?”
David Moore said that he wanted to be fair to ialés.

(See RSA 477:3-a: “Every deed or other conveyaiceal estate and
every court order or other instrument which affeitks to any interest in
real estate, except probate records and tax li&anghvare by law exempt
from recording, shall be recorded at length inréggstry of deeds for the
county or counties in which the real estate lied such deed, conveyance,
court order or instrument shall not be effectivagainst bona fide
purchasers for value until so recorded.”)

Garry Turman clarified that he had not said thavpeosed all development
of the pest house lot; Garry Turman said that liewented to know how
the properties would be developed. Garry Turmahtbat he would not
object to development that would have value conigar@ the value of his
property. Garry Turman said that he would objec small rental property.
Garry Turman said that David Moore was refusingay what he would do
with the pest house lot and that David Moore dithaye to say what he
would do with the pest house lot, but that Davidavowas saying that he
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wanted to work with everyone but that David Moorswefusing to say
what he would do with the property.

Jim Pritchard said that he had entered negotiatiotinsthe board of
selectmen to buy the Blake Pond lot and that hetl@mthoard of selectmen
had agreed on a price but that the town admingstretd then sent him an e-
mail saying that she had learned from a planniraydanember, not Jim
Pritchard, that the board of selectmen had not pegmerly authorized. Jim
Pritchard said that he had researched the law ad@dnfirmed that the
board of selectmen had not been properly authgresedl Jim Pritchard said
that he had approached the board of selectmenaxthddked the board of
selectmen to consider selling the Blake Pond ItthéoPritchards. Jim
Pritchard said that he had not complained andhthédtad recognized that the
Pritchards had to make their case. Jim Pritchaidithat the Pritchards had
made their proposal explaining their intent andrthistory as Pittsfield
landowners. Jim Pritchard said that, whatevebthead of selectmen’s
previous intent may have been with a purchase aledagreement, the
decisive question is whether the board of selectinaehauthority to sell the
property, and Jim Pritchard said that he had rezedrthat the board of
selectmen did not have the authority to sell tloperty. Jim Pritchard said
that he had worked in that environment—that thedoé selectmen had not
had authority to sell the property—and that thig &pplied the same to
everyone else.

David Moore said that he wanted to address Garryn@no’s question of
what David Moore would do with the pest house IBavid Moore said that
he would intend to build something on the pest bdas If the lot is small,
then the lot’s small size would restrict the typdwoilding that could be built
on the lot. David Moore said that the purposéhefdevelopment would be
to find a way to make a profit from being involweih the lot. David
Moore said that he did not have a specific develagmlan but that he
thought that the lot should be improved with sotnecture. David Moore
said that the goal of his development plan wouldoomake a profit and not
to live on the pest house lot. David Moore saat thuilding a house for sale
and building a house for rent were two possibgiti®avid Moore said that
the development would have to be a single-familjméo David Moore once
again repeated his question about why any of tles seould be valid if the
sales of tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, and tax mdg,Ret 6, are invalid:
“The question is, if these two sales are in quastmd now | understand
perhaps why, | would think everything in the salewd fall under the same

10
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concern. If the town has gone and conveyed, upl@ssan explain why
these two lots, these two sales get singled out flee rest that were held
that day, at the auction.” David Moore referredita Pritchard’s refusal to
pay $38,000 for the Blake Pond lot and said thatriéfusal was a default on
the backup bid and that he, David Moore, had thigyato buy tax map R-
44, lots 7 and 8, if the town were to auction taapriR-44, lots 7 and 8, and
“if someone is looking to work against me.”

Paul Nickerson asked whether he could explain wkymap R-44, lots 7
and 8, and tax map R-48, lot 6, were different ftbmother properties.

Clayton Wood said no.

David Moore once again repeated his question abytany of the sales
would be valid if the sales of tax map R-44, losnd 8, and tax map R-48,
lot 6, are invalid.

Clayton Wood said that he would answer David Maorpiestion in due
time.

Garry Turman said that David Moore had made cleatr David Moore’s
development would not improve the value of Garryritan’s property and
that David Moore’s development would actually dimmthe value of Garry
Turman’s property and the value of other propexie§dan Road.

Clayton Wood closed the hearing to public input.

Clayton Wood said that the planning board was egewing the sales of
tax map R-48, lot 6, and tax map R-44, lots 7 amuh&he planning board’s
own motion. Clayton Wood said that the planningrdowas reviewing
these sales at the board of selectmen’s requestdiicg to RSA 41:14-a, I.
Clayton Wood said that the board of selectmen lzadb@en properly
authorized to sell these two properties. Claytao@said that the sales had
been a mistake that a member of the planning duaddeported to the
board of selectmen. Clayton Wood said that therpiey board’s
recommendation to the board of selectmen is nomgndClayton Wood
said that, before the auction, the board of selesthad not sought the
planning board’s recommendation or the conservatommission’s
recommendation and had not had two public hearig8se RSA 41:14-a,
[.) Clayton Wood said that the two properties urclerent consideration

11
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differ from the other properties in that the twoperties under current
consideration were not tax deeded while all ofdtieer properties were tax
deeded. Clayton Wood said that the town had tifferént procedures to
sell town properties and that the choice of procediepended on whether
the property had been tax deeded or not. Claytondaid that the town
meeting had adopted the provisions of RSA 80:8dd€uarticle 12 of the
1994 annual town meeting warrant) and that thigpado “initiates a
different process.” Clayton Wood said that thenaneeting had also
adopted the provisions of RSA 41:14-a (under &g of the 2007 annual
town meeting warrant). Clayton Wood said, “[RSA}#4-a is very clear
that it can’t be sold without a very rigid procés€&layton Wood explained
the process of RSA 41:14-a and its timing. Claywéood emphasized that
the planning board’s recommendation is only adyisord that the board of
selectmen would have to have two public hearindsrbehe board of
selectmen can complete the sale. (RSA 41:14-a, 1.)

Paul Nickerson said that the two properties undereat consideration
differ from the other properties in that the twoperties under current
consideration were not tax deeded while all ofdtieer properties were tax
deeded.

Paul Nickerson said that tax map R-48, lot 6, ishwildable with a septic
system and a well.

David Moore asked whether Paul Nickerson were riafgto regulations of
the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Sewsui

Paul Nickerson said yes.

Clayton Wood said that he wanted to discuss thedtmeecommendation as
if the auction had not happened. Clayton Wood satithe board should
understand the purpose of RSA 41:14-a, |. ClayjMmod said that the pest
house lot was generating the most controversyyt@iaWood said that the
pest house lot was a concern because the lot mon@wrming to the zoning
ordinance and because it is much too small to keldpeed in the Rural
District. Clayton Wood referred to the Hertel siviiglon plat (Merrimack
County Registry of Deeds plan 16737) and saidttteplanning board had
avoided what would have been a suburban developnyemaving the lots
somewhat larger and by moving the houses back tin@mnoads. Clayton
Wood said that the planning board had allowed #s Oevelopment

12
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possible by following not only the zoning ordinarié also the master plan.
The 100-foot street setback was outside the zamdigance but was
consistent with preserving rural character. Clayood said that the
master plan says that rural character is an assle¢ttown. Clayton Wood
said that the planning board should use the makarfor guidance and that
this guidance indicates that lots for developmernhe rural district should
“follow the historical pattern of Pittsfield.” Thihistorical pattern indicates
that development in Pittsfield’s urban center stidag denser while the
development in Pittsfield’s rural areas should f&rser. The pest house lot
would be nonconforming even under the lot-areadstethfor the Suburban
District (1.5 acres without municipal water and seage). Clayton Wood
said that building on the pest house lot “withoattiance or some kind of
change there” would be impossible.

Paul Nickerson said that building on the pest hdoseould be impossible
even with a variance.

Clayton Wood said that he was not sure that thelmesse lot was not
buildable but that he was sure that any developmietiite lot would be very
nonconforming to both the zoning ordinance andhtlaster plan.

Paul Nickerson repeated his opinion that buildinghe pest house lot
would be impossible because of setbacks necessaayskeptic system and
for a well.

Pat Heffernan asked where the schoolhouse lot was.

Jim Pritchard described the location of the schoadie lot (tax map R-30,
lot 1) in the middle of the frontage of Jim Pritatia sister’s land (tax map
R-30, lot 1A) on NH Route 107.

Pat Heffernan asked for clarification that Daviddve had a deed to the pest
house lot and that David Moore already owned tis peuse lot. Pat
Heffernan said that any building would have tosgtihe building

inspector’s requirements. Pat Heffernan askedtiése is difficulty in
conveying the Blake Pond lot to the Pritchards.

Jim Pritchard said that the Pritchards are in #mesposition as is David

Moore in that the board of selectmen had not beepegsly authorized to
sell the lot in question. Jim Pritchard said tinéd problem was why the

13
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Pritchards had had to ask the board of selectmeartonue the sale process
and why the Pritchards had had to submit a buygoposal. If the town
were already committed, then the Pritchards wouolchave had to do any of
these things.

Pat Heffernan asked whether the sales might beneedo

Jim Pritchard said that the sales are being redome Jim Pritchard said
that the law (RSA 41:14-a, I) invalidated his maoth@urchase and sale
agreement.

Pat Heffernan and Clayton Wood discussed that dlaedoof selectmen had
made a mistake in auctioning the two lots withonihg the process of RSA
41:14-a, |, first

Daren Nielsen said that the use of the propertgidened for sale was
important and that the board of selectmen shoutdider covenants if the
developer did not want to say how he would useptbeerty. Daren
Nielsen asked how many rental properties there weltee Tan Road area.

Jim Pritchard identified 165 Governor’'s Road (Dub&yd 680 Tan Road
(Charles White Management).

Clayton Wood said that the planning board coul@mamend covenants.

Daren Nielsen said that the town’s best interedtided considering the
abutters’ best interests and the abutters’ propatiyes. Daren Nielsen said
that property values had been an important topikeatecent meet-the-
candidates event (on February 29 at the Pittské&dnentary School).

Daren Nielsen said that the town’s high tax rate partly because of
spending and partly because of the diminution opprty values. Daren
Nielsen said that the board should try to protesperty values especially in
an area like the Tan Road neighborhood. Darersbietaid that these
considerations gave the board a need to know hewothk being considered
for sale would be used.

Clayton Wood said that RSA 41:14-a, |, did not egjthe town boards to
know in advance who the buyer would be or how tingeb would use a
town property but that the statute did not prohib& town boards from
working with a known buyer and asking him how haulgause the property.

14
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Clayton Wood said that covenants should have beea diready if
covenants were going to be done. Clayton Woodtkaidthe town should
try to sell problem lots to abutters for mergefay@on Wood said that the
nonconformance of a lot is an important consideraitn what to do with the
lot and that, in the case of the pest house lawkmg exactly what the buyer
might do is not necessary because building on awgrhall lot will be out of
character with the rural neighborhood no mattertiina buyer puts on the
lot.

Paul Nickerson said that the pest house lot is orwiocming and not
buildable and that the planning board should recenththat the board of
selectmen sell the pest house lot as nonconforamignot buildable. Paul
Nickerson said that the Blake Pond lot has muclsmand little potentially
buildable area. Paul Nickerson said that any mglén the Blake Pond lot
should be restricted to the area shown on tax médg Bs lot 8 so as to have
enough area for a septic system.

Clayton Wood said that the Blake Pond lot is a coning lot. Clayton
Wood asked for clarification that Paul Nickersorswgaggesting that “both
lots” be sold with a caveat that the lots are noldable.

Paul Nickerson said that the pest house lot coelgdid to an abutter for
merger or could be used to park a camper but coatithe used for a

permanent residence. Paul Nickerson said thabaiging on the Blake
Pond lot should be restricted to the area showtaomap R-44 as lot 8.

Pat Heffernan said that the sale of the pest himtisgppeared to him to be a
“done deal” because David Moore has “a deed ipbcket to the pest
house lot.” Pat Heffernan said that the planniogrd had some say in the
sale of the Blake Pond lot. Pat Heffernan asked the town could say that
the buyer of the pest house lot could not buildase there.

David Moore said that he had come to find middeugd.

Clayton Wood said that David Moore and the Pritdifamily are in the
same situation.

Pat Heffernan said that he disagreed because Déade has a deed.

15
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Clayton Wood said that a purchase and sale agréemasrabout as good as
a deed.

Pat Heffernan continued to disagree. Pat Heffesaaohthat the board’s
recommendation should be to learn from the mistakesmove on.

Daren Nielsen asked whether the planning boardsmenendation on the
two lots were really a mere formality.

Clayton Wood said that he is trying to follow thpess of RSA 41:14-a, 1.

Pat Heffernan said that the planning board’s recendation on a property
should be to sell the property or not to sell thepprty.

Daren Nielsen asked whether the planning board g&irg to compose its
recommendation right now.

Gerard LeDuc said that the board of selectmen hadkra mistake because
the board of selectmen had not known that two efptoperties were not tax
deeded.

Clayton Wood said that the planning board woulg m&l one by taking
three weeks to two months to develop a recommemdatClayton Wood
said that he expected to develop recommendationghid

Daren Nielsen suggested that the planning boaahre®nd that the town
get the highest quality development possible. D&telsen said that the
pest house lot probably could not be developed avitigh-value building
and should have a covenant that the building cap@oénted if the lot is
buildable.

Paul Nickerson asked Gerard LeDuc for confirmatiat no one had a deed
to any of the auction properties.

Gerard LeDuc did not know whether deeds were rexbrd
Clayton Wood opened the hearing to more publictinpu

Jim Pritchard said that his mother had a purchadesale agreement on the
Blake Pond lot but that the agreement has no nuooe than a gentlemen’s
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agreement because the board of selectmen wasap#rfyr authorized. Jim
Pritchard said that the Pritchards do not haveea.ddim Pritchard said that
the planning board had asked, at the February Binge whether deeds
had been recorded. Jim Pritchard said that otleediax-deeded properties,
sale 3 (tax map R-11, lot 13, sold to Alton Rollorgl) had not been
recorded. Jim Pritchard said that his understandias that, if a property
were sold twice, then the person who records tle fiest is the person who
owns the property. (RSA 477:3-a.)

Paul Nickerson agreed.

Jim Pritchard referred to David Moore’s questionwahvhy sales besides
the two currently under consideration would beds#lthe two currently
under consideration are not valid. Jim Pritchaid shat deeds to the tax-
deeded properties had been recorded, and, bedessedeeds have been
recorded, they cannot be unrecorded even if theg vezorded by mistake,
and the town has no practical way to reasseiitlgs tJim Pritchard said
that, where a deed has not been both issued aoitiegk; the buyer has not
bought the land.

Paul Nickerson asked again, “have any of thoseslbedn given out.”
Gerard LeDuc said, “Not as far as | know.”

David Moore disagreed with Jim Pritchard and shat tleeds do not have to
be recorded and that a double sale would involweadr

Clayton Wood said that the implications of recogdor not recording a deed
are not relevant to the planning board’s recommemila

David Moore asked how the town had acquired thélpmsse lot.
Paul Nickerson said that the town had bought tis¢ Ipguse lot in 1900.

David Moore said that he thought that the New HdrmpsDepartment of
Environmental Services would approve a septic syste the pest house lot.

Paul Nickerson disagreed.
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David Moore discussed the bidding war betweenBilkoe and Jim
Pritchard at the auction on November 7, 2015.

Clayton Wood repeated that the deeds to the pesiehot and the Blake
Pond lot are not the planning board’s concern.yt6laWood said that the
use of the land and the recommendation to the bafagdlectmen is the
planning board’s concern.

David Moore said that he thought that the pest @doiswas buildable.
David Moore said that he did not know that the dead been conveyed,
and, David Moore said, he was not opposed to cangatyback on some
terms. David Moore said that he was motivatedrofitp David Moore
said that he owned much property and did not neegest house lot.

Garry Turman said that the town boards are notgithirir jobs if they
auction properties to development that will devalearby properties.

Jason Rokeach said that the covenants on the tteddslots in the Hertel
subdivision had encouraged him to buy his lot mkertel subdivision.
Jason Rokeach suggested that the pest house ot $tave covenants.

Jim Pritchard said that he had spent six yearsaratidience of the planning
board before he became a member of the board atdathile in the
audience, he had often been an abutter. Jim Brddaid that this
experience as an abutter is the most important #sstehe brought to the
board. Jim Pritchard said that he had been predss the board approved
the Hertel subdivision and that he had seen wheabttard was trying to do.
Jim Pritchard said that he had recalled that agnorocess as he
considered what development on the pest houseidittmo to Jason
Rokeach and Garry Turman. Jim Pritchard saidibavondered whether
the auction could have been conducted in a worgeawd in a manner less
considerate of property owners in the area. Jitchard said that neither
the pest house lot nor the Blake Pond lot shouw lheeen auctioned to the
highest bidder. Jim Pritchard said that the nunab@uction properties that
abutted either Pritchard land or Wesson land (@t@dvernor's Road) was
difficult to understand. (Comment of recordingregary Jim Pritchard: six
of 14 auction properties abut either Pritchard lantWesson land, with sales
5 and 6 counted as one property.) Jim Pritchaditeat the town has
betrayed the people who bought property in thediegvelopment. Jim
Pritchard said that he wanted to buy the Blake Rwoogderty and that the
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sale was proper because the board of selectmeshbas that the town is
not a stable owner and because the Pritchard$adoie swners.

David Moore said that he would be willing to restithe pest house lot deed
or trade the pest house lot for the Blake PondD#yid Moore said that the
zoning ordinance should govern the restrictionpraperty.

Clayton Wood closed the hearing to public input.

Clayton Wood moved the planning board to recomnaggainst selling the
pest house lot, tax map R-48, lot 6. Clayton Weaid that building
restrictions would not be sufficient protection d@hdt the town should either
offer the lot to an abutter or keep it. ClaytonM®ieaid that a 1-acre lot in
the rural area should not be developed for residame. Clayton Wood
said that the situation would be different if tbeédlready had a house on it.
Clayton Wood said that the town should convey titéd an abultter if the
town wants to divest itself of the lot.

Pat Heffernan said that he was giving the benéfii® doubt to David
Moore’s statement that he already owned the pagtehimt. Pat Heffernan
said that the town should buy the lot back fromiDa@oore and give him a
profit.

Pat Heffernan said that the town should honor tirelase and sale
agreement to Mary Pritchard.

Pat Heffernan said that the town should considattats in the future.

Clayton Wood said that the planning board cannmimemend that the town
buy back the land.

Pat Heffernan said that the planning board shaddmmend letting the
sales happen.

Daren Nielsen said that the planning board is cmnsig the lots as if they
had not been sold. Daren Nielsen said that thedboast look beyond the
zoning ordinance and consider the town’s bestasterDaren Nielsen
suggested covenants that would protect propertyesgal
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Paul Nickerson said that the planning board shtalldhe board of
selectmen that the pest house lot is nonconfor@anpthat the board of
selectmen can dispose of it as they wish.

Gerard LeDuc agreed with Paul Nickerson and seab@iieyton Wood's
motion to recommend against selling the pest himistax map R-48, lot 6.

Daren Nielsen asked whether the board would givst af reasons.

Clayton Wood listed the following reasons:
1-acre lot in the Rural District
nonconforming lot

violation of the master plan

zoning ordinance

Clayton Wood said that the town has an obligationta create a problem in
selling this lot.

Paul Nickerson said that the recommendation shioelichanged to reflect
the fact that the town could sell the pest hous®lan abutter.

After board discussion, Clayton Wood agreed andmdsd his motion, and
Gerard LeDuc rescinded his second of the motion.

Paul Nickerson moved the planning board to reconahtieat the board of
selectmen is not to sell the pest house lot, tax R1d8, lot 6, as a
nonconforming lot but can in the future sell thetgeouse lot to the three
abutters of the land.

Clayton Wood seconded the motion.

Discussion:

Clayton Wood said that such a sale would be an roypidy to merge the lot
into a conforming lot.

Vote to recommend that the board of selectmentisonsell the pest house

lot, tax map R-48, lot 6, as a nonconforming lat @an in the future sell the
pest house lot to the three abutters of the laradried 4 - 1 - 0. Voting
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“yes”. Daren Nielsen, Clayton Wood, Paul Nickersand Gerard LeDuc.
Voting “no”: Pat Heffernan. Abstaining: none.

Clayton Wood moved the planning board to recomntbatithe board of
selectmen sell the Blake Pond lot, tax map R-44,7aand 8, only to an
abutter.

Daren Nielsen suggested covenants on tax map R4/ and 8.

Paul Nickerson said that any building would haveegut on the area
shown on tax map R-44 as lot 8.

Pat Heffernan asked Jim Pritchard to clarify wihattown actually owned
as the Blake Pond lot and whether the lot was hhbitd

Jim Pritchard described the triangular part of téayout lot 103 that the
construction of Tan Road separated from the rekttdf03 in 1834. Jim
Pritchard said that the Blake Pond lot does ndtudethe area shown on tax
map R-44 as lot 8, because, Jim Pritchard saidnbtber, Mary Pritchard,
already owns this land. Jim Pritchard stated pision that the Blake Pond
lot is probably not buildable because the lot lma@smuch swamp and too
little dry land.

Pat Heffernan said that the planning board shaddmmend selling the
Blake Pond lot without covenants because the lobidbuildable.

Daren Nielsen agreed and suggested that the paboird recommend that
the board of selectmen sell the Blake Pond lontalautter.

Paul Nickerson said that he had done deed resaattthat he questioned
whether Mary Pritchard actually owned the area showtax map R-44 as
lot 8. Paul Nickerson said that he wanted proof.

Jim Pritchard discussed the town’s deed to thelpmsie lot and to the
Blake Pond lot. (Merrimack County Registry of Deddbok 339, Page
120.) The town’s deed to the pest house lot artidedlake Pond lot
describes the Blake Pond lot as being “of triangsiteape.” The deed does
not describe the Blake Pond lot as being shapedlikow tie (as the tax
map shows). Jim Pritchard said that his motharisl lhad been surveyed
extensively. (Merrimack County Registry of Deetm®338.)

21



Pittsfield Planning Board approved minutes of Ma8¢cR016 Page 22 of 24

Paul Nickerson repeated that he wanted proof tfaay/Mritchard owned the
area shown on tax map R-44 as lot 8.

Clayton Wood called a brief recess for a bathrooeak.

Clayton Wood said that the Blake Pond lot is a coning lot but is
probably not buildable.

Pat Heffernan seconded the Clayton Wood’s motiaile¢commend that the
board of selectmen sell the Blake Pond lot, tax Raft, lots 7 and 8, only
to an abutter.

Clayton Wood said that the large amount of swamgherBlake Pond lot
indicated that the lot should be conveyed to aritabu

Discussion: No further discussion.

Vote to recommend that the board of selectmertlselBlake Pond lot, tax
map R-44, lots 7 and 8, only to an abutter: cdrdie 1 - 0. Voting “yes”:
Daren Nielsen, Clayton Wood, Pat Heffernan, ancafgelceDuc. Voting
“no”: Paul Nickerson. Abstaining: none.

AGENDA ITEM 4: Sale of Town Property Policy Recommendation & th
Board of Selectmen

Jim Pritchard returned to the board.

Clayton Wood said that he would start getting infation from the board of
selectmen on what matters they would want the phgnimoard to consider
in future recommendations for the sale of town prop Otherwise, the
planning board cancelled this agenda item.

AGENDA ITEM 5: Approval of the Minutes of the February 4, 2016
Meeting and February 18, 2016 Meeting.

The board cancelled this agenda item.

AGENDA ITEM 6. Selectman’s Report
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The board cancelled this agenda item.
AGENDA ITEM 7: Members Concerns

Jim Pritchard asked the board to meet before M&bchvhen the board of
selectmen will meet to address an auction mategrdim Pritchard said that
the planning board should address before the hafeselectmen addresses
it. This matter relates to whether tax-deeded gntogs can be treated
differently from non-tax-deeded properties. Thanpling board agreed to
meet on March 14, 2016.

AGENDA ITEM 8: Public Input

The board cancelled this agenda item.

AGENDA ITEM 9: Adjournment

Pat Heffernan moved to adjourn the meeting.

Daren Nielsen seconded the motion.

Vote to adjourn the planning board meeting of M&8cB016: carried 5 -0
- 0. Voting “yes”: Jim Pritchard, Daren Nielsétgt Heffernan, Clayton
Wood, and Gerard LeDuc. Voting “no”: none. Alisitag: none. The
planning board meeting of March 3, 2016, is adjedrat 9:10 P.M.

Minutes approved: April 7, 2016

Clayton Wood, Chairman Date

| transcribed these minutes (not verbatim) on Mé&rck016, from a copy
that Chairman Clayton Wood made on March 4, 20ihetown’s digital
recording of the meeting.
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Jim Pritchard, planning board recorder and segretar

Attachments:

1. Mary Pritchard’s proposal to buy tax map R-#4s [7 and 8 (the Blake
Pond lot).

2. The planning board’s letter of recommendatiodanrRSA 41:14-a, I, to
the board of selectmen regarding the selectmenisgsed sales of tax
map R-48, lot 6 (the pest house lot), and tax maig Rots 7 and 8 (the
Blake Pond lot).

24



2l il
D iand

S

£

RECEIVED
FER 2016
February 11, 2016 ——

pittaficld, Nk

Pittsfield Planning Board

Pittsfield Conservation Commission
85 Main Street

P. O. Box 98

Pittsfield, NH 03263

Dear planning board and conservation commission:

The board of selectmen recently learned that the auction sales of the town-owned
properties designated as tax map R-48, lot 6, and tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, on
November 7, 2015, were procedurally defective because the board of selectmen had not
satisfied the requirements of RSA 41:14-a, I; that is, the board of selectmen had not
received recommendations from the planning board and from the conservation
commission and had not held two public hearings on the proposed sales.

As a result of the auction, the board of selectmen signed a purchase and sale
agreement to sell tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, to me for $15,000 with an additional $1,500
auctioneer’s commission, and I respectfully ask the planning board and the conservation
commission to recommend that the board of selectmen honor the purchase and sale
agreement because, for the reasons that follow, selling this property to me would be in
the town’s best interest.

Background:

Tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, lies on the southeast side of Tan Road and abuts

Blake Pond. The Town of Pittsfield purchased this property along with the so-called pest
house lot on the opposite side of Tan Road via a single deed, Merrimack County Registry
of Deeds Book 339, Page 120, for $200 in 1900. This deed differs from what the tax map
shows because the deed says that tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, is actually one lot and that it
is triangular. Deed research shows that tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, is the triangular part

of original town layout lot 103 that the construction of Tan Road in 1834 cut off from the
rest of lot 103. See the attached tax map R-44 with lots 103 and 104 overlaid on the map.

For ease of reference and because this property is a single lot abutting Blake
Pond, this letter will refer to tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, as the Blake Pond lot.

The area where the Blake Pond lot is located is one of the most rural parts of
Pittsfield. The lot is currently vacant and, in fact, has never been developed. The town
has never used the lot for anything. Between 15 and 20 years ago, the town’s highway
department put a large boulder in front of the only access path into the lot.



Although the Blake Pond lot abuts Blake Pond, the access path that the town
blocked crossed my land (tax map R-44, lot 6) en route to Blake Pond. Between the dry
part of the Blake Pond lot and the open water of Blake Pond lies a marsh with dense
vegetation that greatly impedes access to the open water. 1 own a nearby and far better
access to the open water of Blake Pond, and I have never posted this land since my late
husband and I bought it in 1969. (Tax map R-47, lot 1; Merrimack County Registry of
Deeds Book 1047, Page 370; and Book 1047, Page 372.) This access is much better than
the former access across the Blake Pond lot because, as tax map R-47 shows, the brook
flowing through Blake Pond exits Blake Pond on my land and keeps the marsh vegetation
clear there. My husband and I bought tax map R-47, lot 1, from a developer,
Consolidated Investment, in order to protect Blake Pond. (Merrimack County Registry of
Deeds Book 1047, Page 372.)

The Blake Pond lot will probably never be developed because it is mostly marsh
land and has very little potentially buildable area.

Basis of the town’s best interest:

The planning board and the conservation commission should use the master plan,
the land’s expected use, and the financial impact to the town in making the board’s or
commission’s recommendation.

Discussion of why selling the Blake Pond lot to me is in the town’s best interest:

Town-wide surveys that the master plan committee has conducted in the past have
consistently shown that the townspeople want to preserve the town’s rural character.
Selling the Blake Pond lot to me would help to keep the Tan Road neighborhood rural
and would, in fact, have no impact on the neighborhood at all because I plan to keep this
lot in its current, undeveloped state if the town sells the lot to me. Developing the lot
would be difficult in any case because the lot is mostly marsh land and has very little
potentially buildable area. Furthermore, the Pritchard family has a 49-year history as a
large landowner in Pittstield without having developed any of their land, excepting to
build a small cabin deep in the woods, or having posted any of their land. The Pritchard
family is likely to be a stable owner because members of the family are heavily invested
in the town. I have owned more than 100 acres since 1967; my daughter, Elaine Mahood,
owns more than 100 acres; and my son, Jim Pritchard, is an elected town official.

In respect to public use of the Blake Pond lot and any possible change of use, the
planning board and the conservation commission should consider the following facts:

1. The town itself blocked the only access path into the Blake Pond lot many years
ago.
2. The path that the town blocked crossed Pritchard land en route to Blake Pond.



3. Between the dry part of the Blake Pond lot and the open water of Blake Pond lies
a marsh with dense vegetation that greatly impedes access to the open water.

4. The Pritchards own a nearby and far better access to the open water of Blake
Pond, and they have never posted this land since they bought it in 1969.

5. The Pritchards bought their access to Blake Pond from a developer, Consolidated
Investment, for the purpose of protecting Blake Pond.

Selling the Blake Pond lot to me will benefit the town in the sale money that the
town will collect and in the tax money that the town will collect after the sale. Selling the
Blake Pond lot will not draw town services because I plan to keep the lot undeveloped.

Not selling the Blake Pond lot to me will likely harm the town because the town
will have to return, at tax payer expense, the auctioneer’s $1,500 commission that I paid
to the auctioneer. The return of the auctioneer’s commission will likely be at taxpayer
expense because the auctioneer has no fault in the town’s failure to process the sales of
this property properly.

Because of all of the following considerations—the fact that the I plan to preserve
the current condition and use of the Blake Pond lot, the money that the town will make
from the sale of the lot, the taxes that the town will collect following the sale, and the
money that taxpayers will have to pay if the town does not sell the lot—selling the Blake
Pond lot to me would be in the town’s best interest.

Thank you,

/1 Y o aedideas X

Mary H. Pritchard

Enclosures:

I. Purchase and sale agreement to sell tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, to Mary H. Pritchard,
trustee, Mary H. Pritchard Trust, for $15,000 plus a $1,500 auctioneer’s commission.

2. The town’s deed to tax map R-48, lot 6, (the pest house lot) and to tax map R-44, lots
7 and 8, (the Blake Pond lot) from Harlan Hillard to the Town of Pittsfield.

3. Merrimack County Registry of Deeds Book 339, Page 120, conveying tax map R-48,
lot 6, (the pest house lot) and to tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8, (the Blake Pond lot) from
Harlan Hillard to the Town of Pittsfield.

4. Tax map R-44 with original town layout lots 103 and 104 overlaid on the map.

5. Layout record of Tan Road in 1834.

6. Tax map R-47.

7. Merrimack County Registry of Deeds Book 1047, Page 370, conveying tax map R-
47, lot 1, from Fisher to Pritchard.

8. Merrimack County Registry of Deeds Book 1047, Page 372, conveying tax map R-

47, lot 1, from Consolidated Investment to Pritchard.



AGREEMENT AND DEPOSIT RECEIPT
THIS AGREEMENT made this 5“' h day of January, 2016 by and between the Town of
Pittsfield, a municipal corporation organized under the laws of the State of New Hampshire,
having a principal place of business at 85 Main Street, PO Box 98, Pittsfield, New Hampshire
03263, (hereinafter referred to as the “SELLER™), and the BUYER
. Mu H~ Pf-.l‘(_[\&lr;_’l fiV‘J") L
Mevy H. P.r\-k C Law-l = Ko kee 9 having an address of

J
52 Needbham St (0 Bop 7, Nevfel(, MA 000Se

WITNESSETH: That the SELLER agrees to sell and convey, and the BUYER agrees to buy
certain land with the improvements thereon, located in_P1++<f~eid , New Hampshire,
known as:

Map: KUY  Lots T4% : Location: |6n Kopdh

PRICE: The SELLING PRICEis$ 15,000 0¢ .

The BUYER’S DEPOSIT, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, is in the sum of
$ —

The BALANCE of the SELLING PRICE shall be payable at closing, and tendered in cash or
certified check in the amount of § 1S, 00000 .

BUYER’S PREMIUM DUE: The SELLING PRICE does not include the BUYER’S

PREMIUM of ten percent (10%) of the SELLING PRICE, due to the Auctioneer at closing.
& s.0e0.00

SELLING PRICE $ (£800.00at {0’/ % equals BUYER’S PREMIUM $_|, S 00 . 00
fwe

Payment of such an amount by the BUYER in accordance with the previous clause, by cash or
certified check at closing, is a prior condition of the Town’s obligation to convey title. This
BUYER’S PREMIUM is in addition to the SELLING PRICE and is payable directly to the
Auctioneer.

DEED: The SELLER agrees to furnish, at its own expense, a duly executed DEED, without
covenants, of the property.

POSSESSION AND TITLE: The property is sold in its AS IS, WHERE IS condition, without
any warranty as to its use or condition whatsoever, subject to all tenants and rights of use or
possession, limitations of use by virtue of prior land use approvals and/or interests secured or
inuring to the benefit of abutters, third parties or members of the general public, outstanding
municipal charges for sewer, water or betterment assessments/connection or capacity charges for



the same, or other matters of record which may impact the use of, or title to, the property, if any,
including mortgages, equity lines of credit, liens, attachments, orders to cease and desist, and any
State and Federal tax liens which have survived the Town’s acquisition of the property.

TOWN OF PITTSFIELD, NH
AGREEMENT AND DEPOSIT RECEIPT (Cont’d)

TRANSFER OF TITLE: Shall be given on or before thirty (30) days after the date of this
AGREEMENT. The place and time of TRANSFER OF TITLE shall be determined by mutual
agreement. Failing such mutual agreement, the time of transfer shall be as designated by the
SELLER and shall occur at Pittsfield Town Hall, 85 Main Street, Pittsfield. Time is of the
essence.

TITLE: Ifthe BUYER desires an examination of the title, BUYER shall pay the cost thereof.
BUYER acknowledges that TITLE shall be transferred by DEED without covenants. DEED and
BUYER’S TITLE shall be subject to matters of record and as described in the section entitled
POSSESSION AND TITLE above.

LIQUIDATED DAMAGES: If the BUYER shall default in the performance of his/her
obligations under this AGREEMENT, the amount of the deposit and any additional deposit given
by BUYER may, at the option of the SELLER, become the property of the SELLER as
reasonable liquidated damages. Further, all of the BUYER’S rights and interests in and to the
AGREEMENT shall, without further notice or further consideration, be assigned to SELLER.
Upon BUYER'’S default or failure to close SELLER reserves this unqualified right to sell the
property to the next highest qualified bidder. Alternatively, the BUYER may demand specific
performance of this contract to which the SELLER will acquiesce.

ACKNOWLEDGES AND AGREES: That the sale of the property as provided for herein is
made on an “AS IS” condition and basis with faults, latent or patent.

PRIOR STATEMENTS: All representations, statements, and agreements heretofore made
between the parties are merged in this AGREEMENT, which alone fully and completely
expresses their respective obligations, and the AGREEMENT is entered into by each party after
opportunity for investigation, neither party relying on any statements or representation not
embodied in this AGREEMENT. This AGREEMENT shall not be altered or modified except by
written agreement signed and dated by both BUYER and SELLER.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS:

ne -(urd/her h“"“f‘)/«“ﬂ\Ot/]




WITNESS: The signatures of the above-mentioned parties on the dates as noted below.

TOWN OF PITTSFIELD

By: (.{-M_ ,fj é,.//j&—r’

Its:
Duly Authorized

Date: Jan ; *T,. 7ol

Witness: C@U:{L fA M/Mﬁ'h%_z

BUYER
Its:
Duly Authorized

Date: jC&.h.MLnj S 20t

Witness: @Wx M. M/A/ﬂhw
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Know all Alen by these Presents, H/?_ pFeC

i el e amm o
for and in sonsideration of tho sum of VAT Prrnolred MCW

mm hand before the delivery hereof well and traly paid by m Gf\g—u.hn. JL pdm/ﬁ_"_bu

the receipt whereof 3 do hereby acknowledge, have gra , bargained nn%g old, and y | these presents do give, grant,
bargain, sell, alien, enfeoff, convey and confirm unto the said '
Jretem-and nsslgns orever

2 me%“
- Phal Al

the eaid
and treirs and assigns, to and their only proper use and benefit forever. And j’ the said

Hardpn L. HM 25 _ Teirs, executors and administrators
do lereby convenant, grant and agree, to and with the said Emﬂ
wndbeiva and assigns that until the delivery hereof 3 the lawful owner of

the said premises, and Ot~ seized and possessed thereof in WVW{~  own right in fee simple ; and have full power
and lawful authority to grant and convey the same in mamner aforesaid; that the premises are free and clear from all and
every incumbrance wlmtsoever and that and heirs, tors and administrators, shall and
will WARRANT and DEFEND the same to'the said Jo-taras b =

and tj‘;, Loiss gnd assigns, against the lawful elaims and demands of

any person or ns whomsoever.
And I,(Jm.{.'h] M , wife of the said %’1 MIM ;"_, HM in

consideration aforesaid, do hereby relinguish my right of dower in the before mentioned premises.
And we and esch of us do hereby release all rights of HoMEsTEAD, secured to us, or either of us, by Chapl,er 138 of the -

Public Statutes of New Hampshire, or any other statute of said State. m
In W‘.ltnesg whereof ‘Wihave hereunto set &4 hand ¢ and seal  this W ay of

in the year of our Lord 48 1" v
rf 7 Jém&(

Srg:zfd sealed and deltvered in presence of us: Y é .
&VW/‘-Q\S e A f/",a lia 1o

’/\@CD.»_,//J”
Z

To have and to'hold the said granted Pm?i“sl Eth all the privileges, and appurtenances to the same belonging to

State of Tew banmzbire,}\’\mwwu—% 86, Rl 3" A.D.+8~l 4oV
Personally appeared the above named HMQ&ME L. H bE.Lantf. H ¢ éea A cf

and acknnwiedged the foregoing instrument to be voluntary act and deed—Before me :

Feaan D N

MNSNAAAL . Justice of the Peace.

Edson C. Eastman, Publisher & Stationer, Concord, N, H.
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Know all Men by these Presents:

i il 2l of Clllfeld oo 2 Mossimach aud
Wm% i i

for and in consideration of the sum of (ZW

) gptdy in hand, before the delivery hereof, well and truly paid by %fﬂ@ww% W%

th receipt whe rej B’ﬂ do hereby acknowledge, have given, granted, bar

argained and sold, and by these presents do give, grant,
bargain, sell, alien, enfeoff, convey and confirm, unto the said W é@

heiss and assigns forever,

/ZZ?_CM@VMN M«/W&D

WW/&WW%

Mﬁmﬁ

Wé ' ,
% m@ %;; e

%o &JN and fo 6@& the sa|d granted premisesy with all the privileges and uppurtenances lot ¢ same belonging, 1o
the said it

i beiss and a.ssignai /Z‘ nd their only proper use and benefit forever.  And Bﬂ the said mﬁm

1nddy« heirs, executors and administrators, do hereby covenant,
grant and agree, to and with the said quf,W ﬁ

asd heies and assigns, that until the' delivery Hereof, JW the lawful owner of the said premises, and %éemd

and possessed thereof in own right in fee simple; and have full power and lawful authority to grant and convey the same in

manner aforesaid; that (W€ said- premises are free and clear from all and every incumbrance whatsoever,
and that andﬂ? heirs, executors and admi mstra.tors sh.ull d will warrant and defend the same to the said

and assng'ns against f!mﬁs and demands of any perso rsons whomsoever.
na1, e . wife of the said gp’é&%&é

in conslderatlon aforesaid, do hereby relinquish my right of dower in the before mentmned pTl:l'Ill.Ses

() we amct ea

,eecmza& WM ool éW/JW%

In 'mlfﬂm 'wg-mof, J#£  have hereunto'set gzed/. hand$ and seal , thi W day of W
in the year of our Lord /7Vf

Signed, scaled and delivered in presence of us:

Foondt & Dontbime Jga/zﬁm ¥ zﬁﬂw (L)
7 @/@mﬁ (s I 76 Mo (299

L3889 /90
D7l %L Do o i lnds %

-.voluntary act and deed —Before me,

ma@? st%;ﬁ%/fffm%ymm ——

Recorded and examined : . Attest, M %‘

&fate of (ew FHampsfire, ([I‘lemmac}g

Personally appeadf,,the above named .. & N/ CAALAFL

/
acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be.... A

Bated-the-

. REGISTER,
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TAN ROAD, CONTINUED, PAGE 2

Volume III — Page 467 — 1834

Return of a New Road laid out from Jacob Peaslee’s house on the Road to Olney
Thompson’s house.

Beginning near foot of a hill about one half mile from Jacob Peaslee’s and running North
61 ¥ degrees East — 58 rods on land of Daniel and David Philbrick to a stake in the fence
Thence North 63 degrees East — 60 rods to a stake and stones; thence North 45 degrees
East — 32 rods to land of Samuel Batchelder, being 92 rods on land of Thomas Furber:
Thence North 39 degrees East on said Batchelder’s land 37 rods and seven links to the
Old Road. Said New Road to be 3 rods wide ands compass points are considered as being
in the center of the road.

Damages awarded:
Thomas Furber $212.00
Daniel + David Philbrick $56.00

(Explanatory Note: Peaslee’s Corner to Pittsfield-Northwood State Road. Sometimes
called the Tan Road on account of the Peaslee Tannery located there on near Bear Brook)
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QUITCLAIM DEED

Milton W. Fisher and Altha D. Fisher, husband and wife,
both of Independence, County of Jackson, State of Missouri, for
consideration paid, granted to James L. Pritchard and Mary H.
Pritchard, 52 Needham Street, Norfolk, County of Bristol, Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, husband and wife as joint tenants with
rights of survivorship and not as tenants in common, with QUIT~
CLAIM COVENANTS, the following described premises:

A certain tract of land situate on Tan Road, so-called,
in Pittsfield, County of Merrimack and State of New Hampshire,
bounded and described as follows: BEGINNING at a point on Tan
Road, so-called, at a point where a stone wall is the boundary
line between said land and lot of land owned now or formerly by
the Town of Pittsfield, and running Easterly to Blake Pond and
to a maple tree to land formerly owned by Thomas Raymond; then
East by land of said Raymond to land now or formerly of Edwin C,.
Emerson; thence Southerly by land of said Edwin C. Emerson to
land formerly owned by Samuel Brown; thence Westerly by land of
said Brown and land formerly owned by Walter B. Drake to the said ]
Tan Road; thence Northerly by said road to point of beginning;
same containing thirty-five and one-half (35 1/2) acres, more or
less, and being a part of Lot #115 in Range 6 South of the Sun-
cook River, and formerly owned by David M. Philbrick.

Meaning and intending hereby to convey any interest we
may have in the same premises conveyed to the grantors by deed of
George B. Green dated May 24, 1968, recorded in Merrimack County
Registry of Deeds, Book 1034, Page 344,

Excepting and reserving any and all easements with
respect to the premises herein described, same having been granted
by predecessors in title for purposes of extending various utility
lines across said premises.

We, and each of us, being husband and wife, release to said

grantees all rights of dower, curtesy, homestead, and other

interests therein.

Consideration for this deed is less than $100.00.
WITNESS our hands and seals this 11th day of March, 1969.

dbenmn D e g/ﬁfﬁ%@%

ilton”’Ww. Fi?ﬂer

@
as to both QMJ AL \M‘_’u ’

Altha D. Fisher




State of Missouri March //~, 1969
Jackson, ss.

Personally appeared Milton W. Fisher and Altha D. Fisher
and acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be their voluntary
act and deed.

Before me,

Notary Public. -+

amigsion Expired C"*'f"g)*ju '2_-_,- y

Received and recorded Mar. 18, 11-15 A.M. 1969

A AL -




Know All Men By These Yresents

Inc,
THAT Consolidated Investment Corp.,/a corporation duly established
by law and having its office and principal place of business at Lee,
County of Strafford and State of New Hampshire,

for and in consideration of the sum of one dollar and other valuable consideration

to it  in hand before the delivery hereof, well and truly paidby James L. Pritchard
and Mary H. Pritchard of Norfolk, County of Bristol and Commonwealth
of Massachusetts,

the receipt whereof it do eshereby acknowledge, have granted, bargained and sold and by
these presents do  give, grant, bargain, sell, alien, enfeoff, convey and confirm unto the said

James L. Pritchard and Mary H. Pritchard as joint tenants, and
not as tenants in common, to them and their assigns, and to the survivors of them, and to the

heirs and assigns of such survivor forever,

A certain tract of land situate on Tan Road, so~called, in
Pittsfield, County of Merrimack and State of New Hampshire, bounded
and described as follows:

Beginning at a point on Tan Road, so-called, at a point where
a stone wall is the boundary line between said land and lot of land
owned now or formerly by the Town of Pittsfield, and running Easterly
to Blake Pond and to a maple tree to land formerly owned by Thomas
Raymond; then East by land of said Raymond to land now or formerly of
Edwin C. Emerson; thence Southerly by land of said Edwin C. Emerson
to land formerly owned by Samuel Brown; thence Westerly by land of
said Brown and land formerly owned by Walter B. Drake to the said
Tan Road; thence Northerly by said road to point of beginning; same
containing thirty-five and one-half (35 1/2) acres, more or less,
and being a part of Lot #115 in Range & South of the Suncook River;
and formerly owned by David M. Philbrick.

Meaning and intending to describe and convey the same premises
as conveyed to the grantor herein by deed of Milton W. Fisher and
Altha D. Fisher, by their attorney, James A. Stroud, dated in Sept-
Pexember of 1968,

Reference is also made to deed of George B. Greene to Milton

W. Fisher and Altha D. Fisher, dated May 24, 1968 and recorded in
Book 1034, Page 344,

PSHIRES.
TATE L
L i

T

b




To Have and to Hold the said granted premises, with all the privileges and appurtenances to
the same belonging, to the said Grantees as joint tenants, to them and their assigns, and to the
survivor of them, and to the heirs and assigns of such survivor, to their and their only proper use
and it forever. And it the said _grantor andits lﬁ’.}i@?&%%ﬂgéﬂﬂﬁ

i ators do hereby covenant, grant and agree, to and with the said Grantees as joint tenants,
with them and their assigns, and with the survivors of them and the heirs and assigns of such
survivor, that unt:] the delivery hereof it is the lawful owner of the said premises,
and seized and possessed thereof in 1ts own right in fee simple;
and have full power and lawful authority to grant and convey the same in manner aforesaid; that
the premises are free and clear from all and every incumbrance whatsoever, exeept-

and that it

and  its ReRs ensdors Snd-ciRasglStors; shall and will WARRANT and DEFEND the
same to the said Grantees as joint tenants, to them and their assigns, and to the survivor of them
and to the heirs and assigns of such survivor, against the lawful claims and demands of any person
or persons whomsoever,

And-,
wife- of-the said in-eonsideration aforesaid; de -hereby relinguish
my right  of -dower r-the-beforementioned premises,

And we and each of us do hereby release, discharge and waive all such rights of exemption from attachment
and levy or sale on execution, and such other rights whatsoever in said premises, and in each and every part there-
of, as our Family Homestead, as are reserved, or secured to us, or either of us, by Chapter 480 of the New Hamp-
shire Revised Statutes A tated, 1955, as ded, or by any other statutes of said State.

e ABitress Blhereaf, has hewe hereunto set its hand and seal

dayof ~PHarc A.D.19 69,
Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of us:

State of New Hampshire
County of Merrimack

On this the 18th day of March, 1969, before me, Richard B.
Couser, the undersigned officer, personally appeared James A.
Stroud, who acknowledged himself to be the President of Consol-
idated Investment Corp., Inc., a corporation, and that he, as
such President, being authorized so to do, executed the fore-=
going instrument for the purposes therein contained, by sign ,'og_r

. the name of the corporation by himself as President. -

In witness whereof I hereunto set my hand and official sé’a.I_

L S8 Lo

Richard B. Couser
Notary Public
‘My Commission expires April 12, 1972




CERTIFIED EXTRACT OF MINUTES

I, the undersigned, being the Clerk of Consolidated
investment Corp., Inc., a corporation duly established by law
and having its office and principal place of business at Lee,
County of Strafford and State of New Hampshire, hereby certify
that the following is a true copy of certain resolutions
adopted by the Directors of said Corporation, in accordance
with the By-Laws, and recorded in the Minutes of the Board of
Directors Meeting of Consolidated Investment Corp., Inc.,duly
held at Route #125, Lee, New Hampshire on March 17, 1969 at
3:00 P.M.

Those present were: James A, Stroud, €. Virgil Stroud,
and Thomas F. Soulnier, being all the Directors of the
Corporation; said €, Virgil Stroud being the Clerk thereof.

"YOTED" That the Corporation sell the real estate located
in the town of Pittsfield, County of Merrimack, State of New
Hampshire, being the same premises as conveyed to the
Consolidated Investment Corporation by deed of James A. Stroud
by virtue of his Power of Attorney for Milton W. Fisher and
Althea D. Fisher, said deed duly recorded in the Merrimack
County Registry of Deeds. The said Property is also described
in deed from George B. Green and Evelyn I. Green to Milton W.
and Althea D. Fisher, recorded in Merrimack Registry of Deeds,
Book 1034, Page 344.

"YOTED" That the President, James A. Stroud, be, and he
hereby is, authorized to execute a Warranty Deed from the
Corporation to James L. Pritchard and Mary H. Pritchard of the
real estate located in the town of Pittsfield, County of
Merrimack, State of New Hampshire.

I further certify that the foregoing resolutions have
remained in full force and effect since their adoption, and
have not been altered, amended, modified or rescinded, and
that James A. Stroud at the time of the preparation of these
resolutions, and at the present time, is the duly elected
President of Consolidated investment Corp., Inc.

Dated this 17th day of Mérch, 1969,

ST <
CONSOLIDATED I -+ INC.
v By €. Vifgil Stroud

Clerk LAW OFFICES
MICHAEL AND WALLACE

ROCHESTER, N. H,

- - Received and recorded
‘Mar. 18, 11-15 A.M. 1969




TOWN OF PITTSFIELD
Planning Board
Town Hall
85 Main Street
Pittsfield, New Hampshire 03263

May 16, 2016

Pittsfield Board of Selectmen
Town Hall

85 Main Street

Pittsfield, NH 03263

RE: Planning board recommendation to the boarctleicsmen regarding the sale of property at tax map
R-48, lot 6 and tax nap R-44, lots 7 and 8 purst@RSA 41:14-a.

Dear board of selectmen:

Pursuant to RSA 41:14-a, |, the planning boardewed the board of selectmen’s
proposed sales of tax map R-48, lot 6, (the passdétot) and tax map R-44, lots 7 and 8 (the
Blake Pond lot) on March 3, 2016.

For the pest house lot, the planning board reconds#rat the board of selectmen should
sell this lot only to an abutter so that any carngion associated with the lot will force the
merger of the lot with abutting property. (Zonimglinance article 4, section 2.) In developing
this recommendation, the planning board consid#éredollowing factors:

The area of the pest house lot: approximatelgré or less.

The depth of the pest house lot: approximdtéby feet from the Tan Road right-of-way

line.

3. The fact that the pest house lot’s area woulddreonforming to the zoning ordinance
even if the lot were in the Suburban District. Tdigls in the Rural District.

4. The adjacent Hertel development on Tan Roacd plénning board approved this

subdivision on condition of 100-foot minimum setk&érom both Tan Road and

Governor’'s Road. (Merrimack County Registry of Be@lan 16737.) The purpose of

these 100-foot minimum street setbacks is to ptékecrural character of the Tan Road

neighborhood.

The master plan and its finding that the towogpevalue rural character.

The master plan and its recommendation thgpdipelation density in the rural areas of

town should be sparse.

7. The zoning ordinance and its requirement thatanforming lots should be merged with

abutting property under common ownership. (Zomrdjnance article 4, section 2.)

A

oo

The planning board found that, because of thelpmsde lot's small area and shallow
depth, any development of the pest house lot woetdssarily conflict with the rural
development plan that the planning board estaldislyemposing development conditions on

Planning Board Members: www.pittsfield-nh.com/pb
Clayton Wood (Chairman) Pat Heffernan (Vice-Chaimjna Jim Pritchard (Secretary)
Daren Nielson Roland Carter (Alternate) Paul Niskar(Alternate)
Gerard LeDuc (Selectman Ex Officio) Larry Konogkdternate for Selectman Ex Officio)

Page 1 of 2



the Hertel subdivision. The planning board conetlithat such conflicting development would
likely degrade the rural character of the Herteladl@pment, that such conflicting development
would likely diminish the values of properties hretHertel development, and that to permit such
conflicting development by selling the pest housedd anyone other than an abutter would
betray the Hertel property owners’ reasonable eghea that the town would stand behind the
rural development plan that the planning boardbdisteed by imposing development conditions
on the Hertel subdivision.

For the Blake Pond lot, the planning board alsomanends that the board of selectmen
should sell this lot only to an abutter so that aogstruction associated with the lot will force
the merger of the lot with abutting property. (Zanordinance article 4, section 2.) In
developing this recommendation, the planning beartsidered the following information or
factors:

1. Mary Pritchard’s proposal to buy the Blake P&otd Mary Pritchard’s proposal stated
four major reasons for why the town should sellBteke Pond lot to her:
a. The Pritchards have no plans to change theusts
b. The Pritchards have never posted their lanchawe no plans to post the Blake
Pond lot if the Pritchards should succeed in buying
c. The town will generate current use tax inconoeifthe sale.
d. The Pritchards’ 49-year history as landowneBiitsfield shows that Pritchards
will be a more stable owner than the town woulellikoe going forward.
Mary Pritchard’s proposal is attached to the plagmoard’s minutes of March 3, 2016.
2. The fact that the Blake Pond lot is conformimgler the zoning ordinance but that a very
large fraction of this lot is swamp and that th&t i& the lot is probably too small in dry
land to be buildable. This lot has never had &img on it.

Sincerely,

7 Dl
Claytoh _Wood
chair

Pittsfield Planning Board

Planning Board Members: www.pittsfield-nh.com/pb
Clayton Wood (Chairman) Pat Heffernan (Vice-Chaimjna Jim Pritchard (Secretary)
Daren Nielson Roland Carter (Alternate) Paul Niskar(Alternate)
Gerard LeDuc (Selectman Ex Officio) Larry Konogkdternate for Selectman Ex Officio)
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