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- VARIANCE APPLICATION FOR

Jeff Murdock, Trustee of the Murdock Living Trust (the “Applicant™), owner of property
located at 15 Lafayette Road, Portsmouth, NH 03801, which is further identified as City
Assessor Map 152, Lot 2 in Portsmouth, NH 03810 (“Property”). The Property is located within
the City’s General Residence A Zoning District (the “GRA District”).

A. Introduction and Propertv Description

As depicted on the Proposed Subdivision Plan enclosed herewith as Enclosure 1, which
was provided by James Verra and Associates, Inc. (the “Plan”), the Property is 17,301 sf (.4
acres) in size and is improved by an approximate 2,000 sf single family residence which is
situated on the western portion of the Property where it derives access from Lafayette Road. See
Plan; see also Enclosure 2 (City Assessing Card). The Property enjoys 73.8 ft of frontage along
Lafayette Road. The rear of the Property is unimproved open space. Uniquely, the Property
enjoys 102.3 ft of additional frontage along Orchard Street. See Plan; see also Enclosure 3 (GIS
Map depiction of surrounding properties). In fact, no other properties in the area have dual (front
lot and rear lot) frontage on public roadways.

The Property is situated within the GRA District which has the following foundational
dimensional standards:

- Minimum Lot Area: 7,500 sf

- Minimum Lot Area per Dwelling Unit: 7,500 sf

- Continuous Street Frontage: 100 ft

- Depth: 70 ft

- Minimum Front / Side / Rear Setbacks: 15 ft / 10 ft/ 20 ft
- Structure Height: 35 ft

- Maximum Building Coverage: 25%

- Minimum Open Space: 30%

See Zoning Ordinance, Article 5, Section 10.521 of the Zoning Ordinance, the Table of
Dimensional Standards — Residential and Mixed Residential Districts (the “Table of Dimensional
Standards™). The Property complies with the Table of Dimensional Standards save for minor
encroachments into the side yard setbacks caused by the existing dwelling which are legally
nonconforming.

The Property is located in a densely settled neighborhood comprised primarily of single
family, two-family and multi-family residential uses. However, the Property is significantly
larger than the vast majority of properties in the area. More specifically, and pursuant to
available City Assessing data, the Property is nearly twice the average lot size of the 53 lots
which it is most approximate to, which is .22 acres. This conclusion is based on lot-size data for
the residential lots along Lafayette Road south of the Property until Lafayette Road’s intersection
with South Street (City Assessor Map 152, Lots 3, 4, and 5 and City Assessor Map 151, Lots 9,
10, 10-1, 11, 19, and 20), the lots along Lafayette Road north of the Property until Lafayette
Road/Middle Street’s intersection with Lincoln Ave (City Assessor Map 152, Lots 44, 48 and 49;
City Assessor Map 149, Lots 61 and 63; and City Assessor Map 148, Lots 21 and 22), the lots
along Middle Road running west from the Property (City Assessor Map 152, Lots 7, 8,9, 11, 12,
18, 19 and 47; City Assessor Map 151, Lot 7; and City Assessor Map 168, Lots 17, 19, and 27-
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1), the lots along Willard Avenue running east to its intersection with Orchard Street (City
Assessor Map 151, Lots 12, 13, 13-1, 14, 15, 17, and 18 and City Assessor Map 150, Lot 46),
and the lots along Orchard Street running north from Willard Avenue and then west until
Orchard Street’s intersection with Park Street (City Assessor Map 149, Lots 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
38, 39,40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 49).

In summary, the Property is unique in its size, and in its dual front/rear — lot frontage on
public roadways.

B. Project Proposal and Requested Variance

This application seeks zoning relief from the Table of Dimensional Standards to facilitate
the minor subdivision of the Property into two lots, one of which lots, the remanent parcel (the
“Remanent Lot”) will continue to derive access from its driveway along the 73.8 ft of frontage
the Property currently enjoys along Lafayette Road (the “Project”). While this frontage is less
than the 100 ft required in the GRA District, the Property also enjoys, as pointed out above,
102.3 ft of frontage along Orchard Street, which is why the Property is not currently
nonconforming as to frontage. Post-subdivision, the Remanent Parcel will continue to comply
with the Table of Dimensional Standards as to minimum lot area (9,129 sf of lot area where
7,500 sf is required), minimum lot area per dwelling unit (9,129 sf where 7,500 sf per dwelling
unit is required), lot depth (124.7 ft where 70 ft is required), structure height (less than 35 ft),
building coverage (19% where 25% is maximum), front and rear setbacks, and minimum open
space (2,803 sf proposed where 2,739 sf is required), and will remain legally nonconforming as
to the Zoning Ordinance’s side setback requirements. The See Plan.

However, though the Remanent Lot will continue to derive access from its frontage along
Lafayette Road, post-subdivision, the Property will no longer benefit from its 102.3 ft of frontage
along Orchard Street which, incidentally, is used to satisfy the 100 ft frontage requirement but is
never used for access. Id. As aresult, variance relief from the Table of Dimensional Standards
is required to create a lot (the Remanent Lot) with less than the required frontage even though
the proposed frontage for the Remanent Lot, is the same frontage the Property has derived access
from forever.

On the contrary, with a proposed 8,172 sf of lot area, the proposed new lot will comply in
all respects with the Table of Dimensional Uses and will derive access from its conforming 102.3
ft of frontage along Orchard Street where there is already an existing gravel driveway (the “New
Lot”). See Plan.

Once subdivided, the Remanent Lot will contain 9,129 sf of lot area (209 acres) and the
New Lot will contain 8,172 sf of lot area (.188 acres). As a result, the two lots will be
substantially similar in size, and totally consistent with, the average lot sizes of the 53 lots in
closest proximity to same, which average .22 acres in size. See Enclosure 3.

If the Applicant is successful with this Application, he will proceed to the City’s Planning
Board for minor subdivision review and approval.

C. Statutory Variance Criteria

Pursuant to RSA 674:33, to obtain a variance in New Hampshire, an applicant must show
that: (1) the variance will not be contrary to the public interest; (2) the spirit of the ordinance is



observed; (3) substantial justice is done; (4) the values of surrounding properties are not
diminished; and (5) literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an
unnecessary hardship, where said term means that, owing to special conditions of the property
that distinguish it from other properties in the area: no fair and substantial relationship exists
between the general public purposes of the ordinance provision and the specific application of
that provision to the property; and the Proposed use is a reasonable one; or if, and only if, owing
to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area, the
property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the ordinance, and a variance is
therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it. See RSA 674:33, 1 (b).

D. Analvsis

1. The variances will not be contrary to the public interest.

The New Hampshire Supreme Court has indicated that the requirement that a variance
not be “contrary to the public interest” is coextensive and related to the requirement that a
variance be consistent with the spirit of the ordinance. See Chester Rod & Gun Club v. Town of
Chester, 152 N.H. 577, 580 (2005); Malachy Glen Associates. Inc. v. Town of Chichester, 155
N.H. 102, 105-06 (2007); and Farrar v. City of Keene, 158 N.H. 684, 691 (2009). A variance is
contrary to the public interest only if it “unduly, and in a marked degree conflicts with the
ordinance such that it violates the ordinance’s basic zoning objectives.” Chester Rod & Gun
Club, 152 N.H. at 581; Farrar, 158 N.H. at 691. See also Harborside Associates, L.P. v. Parade
Residence Hotel, LLC, 162 N.H. 508, 514 (2011) (“[m]ere conflict with the terms of the
ordinance is insufficient.”’) Moreover, these cases instruct boards of adjustment to make the
determination as to whether a variance application “anduly” conflicts with the zoning objectives
of the ordinance “to a marked degree” by analyzing whether granting the variance would “alter
the essential character of the neighborhood” or “threaten the public health, safety or welfare” and
to make that determination by examining, where possible, the language of the Zoning Ordinance.

In this case, and as described below, not only does the requested variance not conflict
with the basic zoning objectives of City’s Zoning Ordinance, but the Project advances the same,
and advances the implied purposes of the Table of Dimensional Standards. Put another way, this
case represents the reason why variance relief exists in the first place, because strictly
interpreting the Zoning Ordinance to apply to this Property, under these circumstances, does not
advance at all the purposes of said Ordinance.

The Table of Dimensional Standards does not have an express purpose provision.
However, its implied purposes vis-a-vis the frontage requirement are consistent with the Zoning
Ordinance’s general purposes which are “to promote health, safety and the general welfare of
Portsmouth” and implement the goals and objectives of the City’s Master Plan. See Zoning
Ordinance, Article 1, Section 10.120. Frontage requirements are also oriented towards safety
and maintaining aesthetic consistency of lots in zoning districts.

Here, not only does the Project not conflict with the public health, safety, and general
welfare, but it promotes the same and promotes the City’s Master Plan. Specifically, granting
the variance will facilitate the creation of a new lot for residential development at a time when
such development and new housing stock is direly needed. See Portsmouth 2025 Master Plan
(the “Master Plan”), pgs. 15 — 16, and Goals 1.2, 3.1, and 3.2. Further, the New Lot will be fully
compliant with the Table of Dimensional Standards and there will be no discernible difference to
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the appearance or operation of the Remanent Lot which will continue to function, as it has for
decades, as a single-family dwelling with access via 73.8 ft of frontage along Lafayette Road.
Because the Project will provide additional housing opportunities while not altering, in any way,
the existing condition along Lafayette Road via the technically nonconforming frontage the
Remanent Parcel will continue to enjoy, the public health and safety, and core objectives of the
Zoning Ordinance and Master Plan are being advanced.

Additionally, there will be no impact at all to the safety of the ingress/egress from the
Remanent Lot, which will remain the same in this regard, as it has always existed. The New Lot
will derive access via its 102.3 ft of conforming frontage along Orchard Street.

Accordingly, in this case, the proposed variance is neither contrary to the public interest
or violative of the spirit of the ordinance because the proposed variance and the net result of the
Project will advance the general purposes of the Zoning Ordinance, specific provisions of the

Master Plan, and will not at all conflict with the safety purposes of the frontage requirement in
the GRA District.

The Application also satisfies the case law tests applicable to the public interest prong of
the statutory variance criteria because for the very same reasons, the requested variance will not
alter the essential character of the neighborhood, and will not threaten the public health and
safety. On the contrary, once subdivided and as pointed out above, the Remanent Lot will be
209 acres in size and the New Lot will be .188 acres in size, such that they will be substantially
similar to all the lots around them. See Enclosure 3. In this sense, the character of the
neighborhood is advanced beyond the existing conditions which include an anomalously large
Property settled amongst significantly smaller properties.

As the Applicant’s Project will advance the general and implied purposes of the Zoning
Ordinance and Table of Dimensional Standards, support the Master Plan, enhance the character
of the neighborhood and have no negative impact on the public health or safety, it would be
reasonable and appropriate for the ZBA to conclude that granting the Applicant’s variance
request will satisfy the public interest prong of the variance criteria.

2. The spirit of the Ordinance is observed.

As referenced in Section E(1), above, the requested variances observe the spirit of the
Zoning Ordinance and New Hampshire jurisprudence regarding the “public interest” prong of the
variance criteria because the Applicant’s Project will advance the general and implied purposes
of the Zoning Ordinance and the Table of Dimensional Standards, and support the Master Plan.
Further, the Project will not compromise the character of the neighborhood or threaten the public
health, safety, or welfare. The two lots will be consistent with the neighborhood. As the New
Hampshire Supreme Court has indicated in both Chester Rod & Gun Club and in Malachy Glen,
the requirement that the variance not be “contrary to the public interest” is coextensive and is
related to the requirement that the variance be consistent with the spirit of the ordinance. See
Chester Rod & Gun Club, 152 N.H. at 580. A variance is contrary to the spirit of the ordinance
only if it “unduly, and in a marked degree conflicts with the ordinance such that it violates the
ordinance’s basic zoning objectives.” Chester Rod & Gun Club, 152 N.H. at 581; Farrar, 158
N.H. at 691.




As aresult, for the reasons stated above, the Applicant respectfully asserts that it would
be reasonable and appropriate for the ZBA to conclude that the variance will observe the spirit of
the Zoning Ordinance.

3. Substantial justice is done.

As noted in Malachy Glen, supra, ““‘perhaps the only guiding rule [on this factor] is that
any loss to the individual that is not outweighed by a gain to the general public is an injustice.’”
Malachy Glen, supra, citing 15 P. Loughlin, New Hampshire Practice. Land Use Planning and
Zoning § 24.11, at 308 (2000) (quoting New Hampshire Office of State Planning, The Board of
Adjustment in New Hampshire, A Handbook for Local Officials (1997)). In short, there must be
some gain to the general public from denying the variance that outweighs the loss to the
applicant from its denial.

In this case, there is no gain to the public by denying the requested variance because to do
so, will not advance any of the general or implied purposes of the Zoning Ordinance, the Table
of Dimensional Standards, will not support the Master Plan, and will not enhance the character
of the neighborhood or protect public health and safety. In fact, the opposite is true. Granting
the requested variance supports the health and welfare of the public and supports the Master Plan
by creating additional housing opportunities and facilitating the reasonable use of land in a way
that is consistent with the neighborhood. Further, there will be no discernible difference in the
operation of the Remanent Lot which will continue to derive access via Lafayette Road. For
these reasons, the public gains by granting the variance.

Of course, if the variance is granted, and assuming the Applicant is able to get the
Planning Board relief it will need to subdivide the Property, the Applicant will benefit from the
same because it will be able to reasonably use its property in a way that is consistent with the
Zoning Ordinance and in a way that advances the public welfare and supports the Master Plan.

As the requested variance benefits the public and the Applicant alike, there is no gain to
the general public from denying the Applicant’s application that outweighs the loss to the
Applicant from its denial and this prong of the variance criteria is satisfied.

4. The proposal will not diminish surroundinge property values.

The Project will not diminish the value of surrounding properties. To be clear, the
variance requested pertains to the creation of a lot which will either comply or otherwise
maintain its legal nonconformities in all respects and only needs a variance at all, because it will
no longer enjoy legally compliant frontage along Orchard Street, even though the Property never
derived access from Orchard Street. In other words, the Remanent Lot will continue to function
as it always has and there will be no discernible difference in the operation of the Property from
Lafayette Road. Because this variance is so narrow in scope, there is no legitimate argument that
it will diminish surrounding property values because that status quo is being maintained vis-a-vis
frontage and access for the Remanent Lot via Lafayette Road.

The variance will support the ultimate subdivision of the Property into two lots, however,
which lots will be vastly similar in size to all of the lots around them and will be utilized in
conformity with the Zoning Ordinance unless additional relief is sought and approved by the
ZBA. See Plan, Enclosure 3. Accordingly, there is no evidence in the record that could
reasonably support the conclusion that the requested variance will diminish surrounding property
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values and common sense requires that the ZBA find this prong of the variance criteria is
satisfied.

5. Literal enforcement of the provisions of the ordinance would result in an
unnecessary hardship.

a. Legal Standard

As set forth in the provisions of RSA 674:33, I, there are two options by which the Board
of Adjustment can find that an unnecessary hardship exists:

(A)  For purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing to special
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area:

(1) No fair and substantial relationship exists between the general public purposes of the
ordinance provision and the specific application of that provision to the property; and

(ii) The Proposed use is a reasonable one.
(the “First Hardship Test”)
or,

(B)  If the criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be
deemed to exist if, and only if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it
from other properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance
with the ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it. (the
“Section Hardship Test”).

The Applicant respectfully reminds the ZBA that the mere fact that the Applicant is
seeking a variance from the express provisions of the Zoning Ordinance is not a valid reason for
denying the variance. See Malachy Glen Associates, Inc. v. Town of Chichester, 155 N.H. 102,
107 (2007); see also Harborside Associates, 162 N.H. at 2011 (“mere conflict with the terms of
the ordinance is insufficient”).

b. Summary of Applicable Legal Standard

The first prong of the First Hardship Test requires the Board to determine whether there
are special conditions on the underlying property which is the subject of a variance request. This
requirement finds its origins in the Standard State Zoning Enabling Act of the 1920s “since it is
the existence of those ‘special conditions’ which causes the application of the zoning ordinance
to apply unfairly to a particular property, requiring that variance relief be available to prevent a
taking.””! Importantly, the Supreme Court has determined that the physical improvements on a
property can constitute the “special conditions” which are the subject of the first prong of the
First Hardship Test. Harborside, 162 N.H. at 518 (the size and scale of the buildings on the lot
could be considered special conditions); Cf Farrar, 158, N.H. 689 (where variance sought to
convert large, historical single use residence to mixed use of two residence and office space, size
of residence was relevant to determining whether property was unique in its environment).

115 Loughlin, New Hampshire Practice, Land Use Planning and Zoning, §24.20 (4% Ed.) citing The Standard State
Zoning Enabling Act.



The second prong of the First Hardship Test analysis, pertaining to the relationship
between the public purpose of the ordinance provision in question, and its application to the
specific property in question, is the codified vestige of a New Hampshire Supreme Court case
called Simplex Technologies. Inc. v. Town of Newington (“Simplex™).> To summarize, the
ZBA’s obligation in this portion of its hardship analysis is to determine the purpose of the
regulation from which relief is being sought and if there is no specific purpose identified in the
regulation, then to consider the general-purpose statements of the ordinance as a whole, so that
the ZBA can determine whether the purpose of said ordinance is advanced by applying it to the
property in question.

The third and final prong of the First Hardship Test analysis is whether the proposed use
is “reasonable.”

The Applicant respectfully reminds the ZBA of the New Hampshire Supreme Court’s
substantive pivot in Simplex. The Simplex case constituted a “sharp change in the New
Hampshire Supreme Court’s treatment of the unnecessary hardship requirement.” The Simplex
Court noted that under the unnecessary hardship standard, as it had been developed by the Court
up until that time, variances were very difficult to obtain unless the evidence established that the
property owner could not use his or her property in any reasonable manner.””* This standard is no
longer the required standard in New Hampshire. The Applicant does not have an obligation to
affirmatively prove that the underlying Property cannot be reasonably used without the requested
variances. Rather, the critical question under the First Hardship Test is whether the purpose of
the Zoning Ordinance is fairly and substantially advanced by applying it to the Applicant’s
Property considering the Property’s unique setting and environment. This approach is consistent
with the Supreme Court’s pivot away from the overly restrictive pre-Simplex hardship analysis
“to be more considerate of the constitutional right to enjoy property”.*

The Second Hardship Test, which we will not focus on in this narrative, is satisfied by
establishing that owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish it from other
properties in the area, the property cannot be reasonably used in strict conformance with the
ordinance, and a variance is therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.

c. Analysis

The first prong of the First Hardship Test requires the Board to determine whether there
are special conditions on the underlying Property which distinguish it from others in the area and
the Board may consider the Property’s existing physical improvements in this context. See
Harborside. Here, the Property does have special conditions that distinguish it from others in the
area to include the fact that it is nearly twice the size (.4 acres) of the average lot size of the 53
lots in its immediate vicinity (.22 acres) and is the only lot in the area with dual front/rear
frontage on public streets. See Enclosure 3. These characteristics make the Property totally
unique from others in its area and translate into the Property being perfectly situated to
accommodate the Project proposal.

2 145 N.H. 727 (2001).
315 Loughlin, 24.16.
41d. citing Simplex, 145 N.H. at 731.



As there are special conditions of the Property by virtue ofits size and its dual frontage
on public roadways, the first prong of the First Hardship Test is satisfied.

The second prong of the First Hardship Test, pertains to the relationship between the
public purpose of the ordinance provision in question, and its application to the specific property
in question. To summarize, the ZBA must determine whether the purpose of the underlying
ordinance is advanced by applying it to the property in question. In this case, it is not.

Here, as discussed in great detail above, which analysis and discussion is incorporated
herein by reference, not only would denying the requested variance not advance the general and
implied purposes of the Zoning Ordinance and Table of Dimensional Standards, support the
Master Plan, or advance the safety or aesthetic consistency of lots in the GRA District and
surrounding neighborhood, the opposite is true: granting the variance will facilitate a Project
which will create housing stock which advances the public interest and supports the Master Plan,
and will do so in a way which will have zero impact on the function and operation of the
Remanent Lot and on the current traffic operations on Lafayette Road. See Enclosures 1, 3.

Because denying the variance won’t advance the general or implied purposes of the
Zoning Ordinance and Table of Dimensional Standards, or support the Master Plan, and because
granting the variance request will, the second prong of the First Hardship Test is satisfied.

The third and final analysis under the First Hardship Test is to determine whether the
proposed use is reasonable. Here, the Remanent Lot will continue to operate as it has for
decades with 73.8 ft of frontage it utilizes for access off of Lafayette Road. The Project is
otherwise totally reasonable and consistent with the neighborhood.

On these facts and analyses, the Applicant respectfully submits that its variance request
satisfies the final prong of the statutory variance criteria.

E. Conclusion

The Applicant respectfully submits that it has satisfied the statutory variance criteria in
this matter and its Application should be approved.
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15 LAFAYETTE RD

Enclosure 2

Location 15LAFAYETTE RD Mbiu 0152/ 0002/ 0000/ /
Accté 34748 Owner FRANCES MURDOCK
PBN Assessment $604,600
Appraisal $604,600 PID 34748
Building Count 1
Current Value
Appraisal
Vajuation Year Improvements Land Total
2022 $227,600 $377,000 $604,600 |
Assessment
Valuation Year improvements Land Total l
2022 $227,600 $377.000 $604,600
———— - T . - —— - —— - - SR RCIWRORE |
Owner of Record
Owner FRANCES MURDOCK Sale Price $0
Co-Owner C/O JEFF MURDOCK Certificate
Address 36 GARLAND RD Book & Page 2986/0959
NOTTINGHAM, NH 03290 Sale Date  01/28/1993
Instrument
Ownership History
Ownership History E
' Owner Sale Price Certificate Book & Page Instrument Sale Date 2
FRANCES MURDOCK i $0 20966/0969 : '

Building Information

Building 1 : Section 1

Year Built:

Living Area:
Replacement Cost:
Building Percent Good:

1942
2,076
$325,096
70

01/28/1993 |

= - » PY A, -



Replacement Cost

Less Depreciation: $227,600
Building Attributes
I Field T ,_“l.__ T ;)es;ri;ti;)r:— o
Style: ; Cape Cod
Model E Residential
Grade:— i - C+ -
Stories: : 175 o
Qccupancy i 1
éxié.r}o:\;glail 1 o ! Clapboard o .
Exterior Wall 2 :
Roof Structure: ! Gable/Hip
Roo; Cover  AshF GlsiCmp -

: Asph/F Gls/Cmp

Interior Wall 1

i
1 Drywall/Sheet

Interior Wall 2

Interior Fir 1 .' Ebarpet
Interiorml-:'lr 2 k Hardwood
' Heat Fuel ' Gas
| Heat Typ‘e; S ) { Warm Air )
AC Type: o ) ! None
Total Bedrooms: i. 3 Bedrooms
Total Bthrms: [
Total Half Baths: ' El
Total Xtra Fixtrs: ; 0
Total Reoms: : 8
Bath Style: ‘- o - Avg Quality T
, Kitchen Style: i Avg Quality
! Ritcrlwen ér- I o o )
WE Fireplaces AT
Extra Openings { 0
Metal Fireplaces '0 o D
Exira Openings 2 Y

Bsmt Garage

Extra Features

Building Photo

(https:/limages.vgsi.com/photos2/PortsmouthNHPhotos/AOO\OO\S\(1.JPG

Building Layout

BAs
UM

| Tee
uBM

{ParcelSketch.ashx?pid=347488&bid=34748)

Building Sub-Areas (sq ft) Legend :
0 B . e B
]
! Code l Description Gross | Living :
i : Area | Area ;
» . - i - N
'BAS  FirstFloor IR VAT VILY
{TQs ! Three Quarter Story 884 : 663,
i t
sFEP . Porch, Enclosed 16 0;
3, 3, i
i . - - :
,FGR . Garage, Attached i 240 ° 0
) i H
: UBM 1 Basement, Unfinished f 972 f 0 i
; | | as2s, 2078

- - -t

Extra Features



Land

Land Use

Use Code
Description
Zone
Neighborhood
Alt Land Appr
Category

QOutbuildings

1010

SINGLE FAM MDL-01
GRA

103B

No

No Data for Extra Features

Land Line Valuation

Size (Acres) 0.40
Frontage

Depth

Assessed Value  $377,000
Appraised Value $377,000

Outbuildings Legend !
Na Data for Outbuildings

Valuation History
i Appraisal ) E
Valuation Year g Improvements Land ! Total %
2021 | $227,600 $377,000| $604,600 |
| 2020 ) B  sozrew|  sarroco! 604,600
2019 ; $227,600 $377,000 i $604,600 |
Assessment i

‘ Valuation Year Improvements E Land Total

| 2021 ) § $227,600 | 8377.000, $604,600 |
2020 ; $227.600 $377.000 % $604,600 %
2019 ‘ $227.600 $377,000 $604,600 ;

(c) 2023 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Enclosure 3

City of Portsmouth, NH
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15 LAFAYETTE RD
MURDOCK LIVING TRUST

Property iD 0152-0002-0000

Location

Property information
Owner




Enclosure 4

VIEW FROM INTERSECTION OF MIDDLE ROAD &

LAFAYETTE ROAD

e ————— e a—




VIEW FROM INTERSECTION OF

P

SRS

B A W

MIDDLE ROAD & LAFAYETTE ROAD

K 'I '. | -', E .
(T




VIEW FROM INTERSECTION OF
MIDDLE ROAD & LAFAYETTE ROAD




VIEW FROM ORCHARD STREET
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LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION
I, Jeff Murdock, Trustee of the Murdock Living Trust, owner
of property depicted on Tax Map 152, Lot 2, do hereby authorize
Donahue, Tucker and Ciandella, PLLC, to execute any land use
applications tc the City of Portsmouth and to take any action
necessary for the application and permitting process, including
but not limited to, attendance and presentation at public

hearings, of the said property.

Dated: 7-/7"3/202 3

MURDOCK LIVING UsS
’ng;é;%? _

ggf% fmardock, Trustee

S:\MP-MZ\MURDOCK, JEFF\2023 03 01 ZBA SUBMISSION\LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION.DOCX
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