Karen Edwards

From: Eric Lund <lund@atlas.sr.unh.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, February 09, 2022 9:50 AM

To: Karen Edwards

Cc Rick Taintor

‘Subject: Mill Road Plaza: follow-up to my previous letter

Dear members of the Planning Board:

This letter is a follow-up to my comment of 2 February 2022 on the Mill Road Plaza. | attach scanned images of all four
pages of the appraisal report with addendum that was created prior to the purchase of my house in 1998. The second
page, which contains the analysis of comparable sales, is the page | submitted previously. | apologize for the quality as
these are scans of a document that was faxed to me. The scans were unable to capture the following text that appears
at the bottom of page 3 below the words “Final Reconciliation”: “Of the three approaches, primary emphasis is given to
the Sales Comparison Approach as this approach most accurately gauges the actions of market participants within the
residential market. There was sufficient....”

A point | wish to emphasize is that a report similar to this one is normally commissioned for any real estate purchase
that involves a mortgage. | have no reason to think that either of the two Faculty Road properties mentioned in Mr.
White’s appraisal report were purchased with cash. Therefore comparable sales data for these two properties should
exist, and the lack of such data in Mr. White’s report is notable. Contrary to the language in Mr. White’s letter of 11
January, the ordinance places the burden of proof on the applicant. Without comparable or paired sales data, which
have still not been placed in the record for this application, the applicant cannot demonstrate the claim that the project
would have no adverse impact on the value of abutting properties. This is a basic principle of data analysis which is not
restricted to appraisals (for the record, as a Ph.D. physicist | have expertise in general principles of data analysis).
Therefore, the applicants have not demonstrated that they meet the sixth conditional use criterion, “The proposed use
will not cause or contribute to a significant decline in property values of adjacent properties.”

Eric Lund
31 Faculty Rd.
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-P ope _J - '::;Facutt[ Road C2y Durham State NH ZipCode 03824

i Description_Book 810 Page 112 4/66 County Strafford

Aassosor's Parcal No. Map 6 Lot 7-52 TanYew O7/89 RE T 4,5681.79 ial Ascesyments § NoneDscld
[ oroner Eric Lung _ Curecd Owner_Estate of R Vresiand _Ocaupsnt | | Owner | | Tenamt  [X] varamt
o]l Progerty rights aporpiea pe Sievgle | | Lusvehold Project Type | | PO [ | Condominim (HUDNVA only) HOAS NIA Mo
] Neighbothood or Project Name Not Applicable Msp Refererce Ating15 Cenous Tract 0802 00

Sele Price § 160,000 Qate of Sale P&S 8/28/88 3 of joen jors fo id by seler None Disclosed

LendertClient CHASE MANHATTAN MORTGAGE Addrers 340 Commercial Street, Manchaster, NH 03101.

ppraner Thomas A Mullin : a7 Brook Drive Rochester, New Hampshire 038687

Location ban - Suburban || Rurel Pregominant Single family housing | Prezent lond use % | Land use change

Bull vp [ ] overrsw  (X) 25.75% Under 25% | ®eSupancy L ACE " Onatamty _ 75% | [ Nottkety [ Uity

Gownrata || Rapid Slsbis - Siow Owner 5% | 130 Low __ New |24 famiy In procass

Property values ] increasing Stale || Deckining _| Tonant 250 100 | Mulivbariy To: Vacant to Single

Demandieupply || Shortage bsiance || Overappy Vocant (@) [zl 225 Commercial __ Family Dwellings

qtimg | ] Under3mon [X] 38mos { | Oversmen | [ | oo VacRes , 25%

 Nota: Rece and the raclal composition of the nelghberhood are not appraiasi factors,

Neghbarhood baundaries snd characteristics: Mill Pond Road to nerth, College Brook to east and Oyster River to south by southwest.
f5] Residantial area of comparabie dweilings that appear to be weil maintsined. ,
E Factors that wffect the marksiabiity of the properties in the neighborhaed (proximity lo employment and amenitles, employment stability, appeai te markel. eic ):
5} The Campus of the University of New Hampshire is located in the downtown ares of the community. This area is within walking
3 distance (2110 of & mite) and it festures typical services found in a coflege town, such as grocery stores. convenience stores gas
] stations, restaurants, book stores, small retail stores and municipal sefvices. Additions! shopping and employment ¢enters ara ]
H located within 8 10 to 15 minute commute in the nesr by communities of Portsmouth and Newington with good access via Route 4.

The regional emplayment appears stable and the neighborhood has average market appesl. No Adverse influences were observed. -

Markel conditions in the subject neighborhood (including support far the sbave eonclusions related to the Irend of properly vatues, demandisupply, and marketing time

« « such a3 dala on compslifive properties fer sale in the weighborhaad, deseription of 1he prevalenca of sales and financing concessions, elc.):

Conventions! fingncing is availsble from local lenders. Based on market data contained in this repart and recent appraisals performed

by this appraiser in this market segment, property values appear in be stabie and marketing time s estimated to be 3 to 8 months, An
analysis of recent supply and demand units revealed that this market seqment appears fo be in balance Setler paid concessions upto

3% are common, but not pervasive.

PN Project Informatian far PUD (if applicable) - - ts the developeribuider in toniral of the Home Gners’ Asancistian (HOAY? Llves [no

| Approximale lotal numiser of units in Iha subject project  Not Applicable . Approximate tolal number of unita for sale in the subject projact Not Applicabie .
IR Describe common slements S04 recrestional fatiities: Not Agplicable

Dimensions 132" on road / Dimensions - See attached | Description Topography Relatively Level
Skearsn 19350 Sq. Ft. Copnar Lot Yea No | Sae Typical for area
Specific zoning classification and description RA Residential Min.Req. _Ft. of area Shape Roughly Rectangular
Zoniog comptiance () Legst _[X] Legal nemcorfrming (Grandtathered use) | im I ] o zoming Drainage Appears adequate

ghest & boot use ou jmproveg: [ X] Pressntuse [ ] Other use (e View Neighborhaod k
Utllities Public Other Off-atte Improvemants Type Publie Private| Landecaping Typical ;

Y] Cloctricty 8 200 Amp C.8. Steet  Asphalt X] [ | owewsyswises  Asphait ‘

B Can None : Curbiguiter Granite o Appareni sasemenis See Comments f‘
Water | Sdewatx  Asphatt FEMA Speciel Flood Hazard Area | Yo 1) Mo
Sanlory sewer Skeetights Incandescent FEMA Zone "X  Map Date S/3/80 |
Siorm aewar X Asey None/Typlcal for aren FEMA Map Mo 330146 00058 o
Comments (apparent adverse easemants, encroachments, special assessments, sfide areas, iegal or lagal nonconforming 2ohing, use, elc.); According to the R
attached teqal iption, the site is subjsct to covenants A of fastrictions was not provided to the N
appraisar. This appraisal assumes fhat these covenants are not adverse to the subject’'s marketability. i
GENERAL DESCREPTION EXTERIOR DESCRIPTION FOURDATION BASEMENT INSULATION :
No.ofUnts =  One Foundation Concrete Ssb NA AsaSqFt. 1052 | Root X) |
No. of Stories Two Exterior Wals Wood Shekes | CmSeace N/A % Fiished  None Celing Cncld [} |
Trpe (DebiAft) Detached | Roof Surface Asph. Sh. B 1 Full Ceiing Eloor Joists | wals Cncld
Design [Style) Calonial Gutiers & Dwospis.  Adeq. O.H. Survp Pusmp None Ghaerved | Wals Concrate Foor  None

(8l ExntingProposed  Existing Window Type Doubie Hung | Dampress None Observed | Floor Concrete None

Rl Age (Yrs.) 35Years | siomScwens  AlumiYes Settiemard None Observed | Outsste Ertry Walkout | wwem -

] Effectiva Age (Y1z,) 15 Years tactured House No Infagiation None ] — |

f) ROOMS | Foyer | Liing | Dining | Kichen | Den | FamiyRm[ Rec Badrooms | §Baths | Laundry | Other r_ﬁglgft.

S Bassment

1:: Loval 1 Area 1 1 1 1 1H —] 1052

o Level2 4 1F1H 884

o

Bl Finithed area above grade containe: B : 4 3 1F2H 1,936 Square Fes! of Gross Living Area

4 INTERIOR Materisia/Condition HEATING KITCHENEQU®P. | ATTIC AMENITIES CAR STORAGE:

5] Floors Haws/CrptiVinyUAv | Type  FHW ; None Fropaca(a)sOne (X] | none [

&) wals Sheslrock/Avy Fusd Qi Staim Patia Gatage Polcas
TrmfFemh  TypicalAvarage | CondiionAvy. Drop Star Deck Mached  One |
BathFlocr  Vinyl/Average | COOLING Sautile Porch Detached
Bath Waknscot Fiberglass/Avg | Central None Floor Fance Guil-In
Doons Wood PaneiiAvg | Other 1 Well Unit Haated Poal ___ Carpont , B

CondtionA £ | Finished Drivewny 2+4s
Addiional festures {special energy efficient ftema, ste }  Other tha i mentioned # 1o sdditional features were observed. The wail

unit air conditioner is focated in the family room. This itam enhances the subject's appeal, but adds oniy nominal market vaiue,

& Conddion of the impravements. depreciation (phyaical, functional, and exiernal), repairs nceded, quatily of construction, remadelingladditions. efc.. See Aftached |
Addendum.

B

Adverse envircnmenlal conditiona (such s, but not Timited to, haanrdous wastes, toxic substances, oic.) present in tha improvemeats, oa Lhe site, or ﬁ the

immediate vicinity of the subject propenty: There were no detrimental enviconmental conditions observed or known to appraiser See item #6
of the of ] itions. Fuel storage tank located in basement.

Li




. 40,000] Commeats on Cost Approach (such

T P T SPE LT

ESTIMATEDSITEVALUE, ... . . . . ... ..., ..

s e swes e o

... =% 28, source of cost estimate,
ESTIMATED REPRODUCTION COST-MEW OF IMPROVEMENTS:; sie vaiue, square foot celculadion and for HUD, YA and FmHA, the
Dweling 59 F @3 =$ estimaied remaining economic ife of tha properly).
__SaF.@$ = Cost Approach has been excluded. Given the difficulty in
— accurately measuring all forms of acerued depreciation in a
SR @$ = dweiling of this cheonological age, the Cost Approach is not
Totdl Esterntod Cont New .. e =5___ considered to be 3 reliabie indicator of value. Site value
Lext Phyasal lrmm] External based en recent land sales per MLS and RETD. See
Depreciation =% sftached sketoh page for building dimension.
Oepreciated Vais of Improvements . .. =3 .
“As-g° Valua of Ste Imgrovements . ... &
INICATED VALUE BY COST Hooooo. . 0§ Excluded ;
ITEM _ SUBJECT COMPARASLE NO_1 COMPARABLE NO. 2 COMPARABLE NO. 3
31 Faculty Road 49 Oyster River Rosd 18 Davis Street 3 Ambar Way
Address Durham Durham Durham Durham
imity 1o Su Y 0.26 Miles Sou 0.95 Miles Northwest 1.48 Miles Northeast
Sates Price : : e BN S
Priot/Grons Lin. Asn (3 82,64 ¢ _ =0 105.27 @ Somsions sy 83.00 @
Data andlor Insp.118ep 1008 | Selling Agent/MLS Selling Agent/MLS Seiling Agent/MLS
Vi Municipai Racord | Municipal Records Municipal Recer Municipal Records
v 3t  2{2fAdwtrens | _ DE g
Sales of Financing 31 Conventional Fin, ¢ Conventional Fin. ! Conventiona! Fin. :
Concettions No Conc. Discld : Na Conc. Discld _: No Conc. Discid . _
Dute of Saie/Time -{ Closed 8/7/88 | Closed 6/16/08 | Closed 6/29/98 | R
" Similer i Similar ' Similar
LemshcidFee : Fee Simple : Fee Simple : Fee Simple : —_
Sita 183508q. Ft. _ 111325S8qFt |  Nominal[15000SqFt. .  Nominal|408601 SqFt _ . _ Nominal
View Neighborhood Similar ! Similgr " Similar :
and Colonisl/Average | Garrison/Average : Garrison/Average : GambrelAverage :
Conduxtion | Average Superior $8/8F ¢ -8.900 | Similar : Similar i -
35 Years 48 Years A ‘|34 Years : 24 Years :
Contition Average Similar ; Similar __ } Simitar : —
Above Geade Joiol (Mame | Bemw  |Teel | Baws | gate | Teot | B | H Tabsl | bes
RoomCourt 19 Bi 4! 1F2H| 7 4 2F1H; -1,500| 8 3 1F1H: +1,500{ 8 4 2F1H: «1,500
=Y Gross Living Ares 1,938 s¢F1, 1,884 5gF1. | Nominal 1,500 sqFt._: +8,500 1,976 Sqft. Nominat
Basovert L Fished | Full Basenent  |Full Basement | Full Basement | Full Basement !
Rooms Below Grade | Unfinished Family room ! -1,500 | Unfinished : Family room -1,500
Y Functiongi Ly Average Similar ] Similar : Simifar : )
L FHW Mominal FHW/Ng A.C. ‘ FHWiNe A.C. FHWINo A.C. -
% | Typical Typical ' Typical ' Typical '
GarageiCarport 1 Car Attached |1 Car Attached 1Car AH81CxPort : -1,500|2 Car Basement +500
Porch, Patio, Deck, | None Nons ; Patio : -500 | Dack : -300
Finpisca(s) et | Fireplace Fireplace . _|Fireplace : No Fireplace ! +2,000
Fence, Pocl etz. | None of Value  [None of Velue . None of Value ! None of Value
Other None None H None .
. s N e + {X)- 12,8001 [X] + a,
o able et ek 164,100 = §

Commanis an Sales Compatison (inciuding the subject property's compaliblity to the neighborhood, stc. . See Attached Addendum.

ITEM SUBJECT .1 COMPARABLE NO. 2 COMPARABLE NO 3
Date, Price ond Data | No gold in past | No other sales in past year No ather sales in past year No other sales in past year
Source for prior s6kes | AT per per municipal records per municipal records per municipal records
within year of, | Municipal Record

mdmmwdm.m.wmdhWmmmﬁmwmdmwmmﬂhmmdhmdw
See Attached Addendum.

INDICATS0 VALUE BY SALES COMPARISON APPROACH . . . R T o a6 e A b $ 164,000
ICATED APPROACH Estimaled N/A o » Gross Ranl NA =§
This sppraisal s made  (X] “as v’ aubjict 15 1o repairs, seratinns, intpedinns or conditions listed below subject to completion per plans and speciications.

Condlions of Approicat No conditions of repairs required, appraisal is made bagsed on the "As Is” condition of the property as of the date of

vaiuation,

Final Reconclistion See Attached Addendum. The sttached addendum is an integral part of this appraisal report._Based on the

raple sales utilized and current market data, a reasonable marketing period for
The final value estimate contains no contributo i

vaiue for

onal property.

ihe subject is considered to be 3 to 6 months.

mmdmwihmmmmdhummnmmmhm based on the above conditions and the cartlication. contingent

and limiting conditions, and markel vakie defintion that sre stated in the aftachod Freddie Mac Forn 438 anris Meo Form 10048 (Revied 6/93 X
| (WE) ESTIMATE THE MARKET VALUE, AS DEFINED, OF THE REAL PROPERTY THAT I8 THE SUBJECT OF THIE RBPORT,ASOF _ 08/11/1098
{WAHACH 1S THE DATE OF INSPECTION AND THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS REPORT) TOBE §

164,000

SUPERVISORY APPRAISER (ONLY IF REQUIRED):

Signature Ood  {Joans
Moo Inspect Propedty |
Emssn_ﬂ
State Cortfication 8_NHCR-429 Stale NH __ Stste Certiication ¢ CrrS.
Or State License 7 — T S Or State Licanse # Sixte 1




ADDENDUM File No. S80ur153

Appraisal Development and Reporting Process:

This is a Summary Appraisal Report, which is intended to comply with tha reporting requirements, set forth under
Standards Rule 2-2(b) of the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice for a Summary Appraisal
Repon. As such, it presents only summary discussions of the data, reasoning and analysis that were used in the
appraisal process 0 develop the appraiser's opinion of value. Supporting documentation that is not provided with
the report conceming data, reasoning and analysis is retained in the a&ppraiser's file. The depth of the discussion
contained in this repont is specific to the needs of tha client and for the intended use stated in the repaort. The
appraiser is not responsibie for the unauthorized use of this report,

To develop the opinion of value, the appraiser performed a complete appraisal process, as defined by the Uniform
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. This means that no departures from Standard 1 were invoked.

Purpose and Function of Appraisal:

The purpose of the appraisal is {0 estimate the market value of the subject property as defined herein. The function
of the appraisal is to assist the clien in evaluating the subject property for lending purposes. This is a federaily
related transaction.

Zoning classification and description

Due to insufficient area, the site Is considered a legal, non-conforming lot by the municipality. Based on a review
of municipal tax maps, legal non-conforming sites are common in this neighborhood and the subject's status as a
legal, non-conforming iot is not considered adverse to its marketability. Based on a brief review of municipal
ordinances, it appears that if the structure is destroyed il may be replaced with a structure of identical foot print
within on year. if the client requires a more definitive determination, a thorough review of the municipal ordinances
- by an attorney is recommended.

Condition of Improvements

The subject Is a Colonial style dwelling of average Quality construction. According to municipal records, the
Structure was built in 1963. The improvements appear to be well maintained and in average condition with no
evidence of defermed maintenance or advanced physical deterioration. Functional utility s average with adequate
$ize rooms and an operative floor pian. The property does not suffer from extemal obsolescence and no functional
obsclescence was gbserved.

Comments on Sales Comparison

The selection of the comparable sales utilized is based on the appeal and marketability of homes offering similar
size and ulility in this area. '

Due to the lack of recent comparable sales it was necessary to utilize a sale that is located in excess of ane mile
from the subject. There were other recent sales within a one mile radius of the subject, but the comparables
utilized more accurately refiect the appeal and marketability of the subject property.

The comparables wtililized differ stightly in style, but offer a similar utility, appeal and marketabilily.

The sites of the subject and comparables differ in size, but, based on a visual inspection of these properties, these
sites offer similar privacy and utility. Hence, no adjustments to value have been made for these differences.

Eiueé on municipal records and the seiling agent, Comparable Sale One is a custom built dwelling with kitchen
cabinels of cherry wood, numerous bullt -ins and custom interior maldings, Hence, this sale is considered to have
superior overall quality and a $5 per square foot quality adjustment has been made.

Differences in gross living area thal exceed 100 square feet have been adjusted at $15 per square foot, haif baths
at $1,500, basement finished rooms at $1,500, basement garages at $1,500 per bay, attached garages at $3 500
per bay, carports at $1,500, fireplaces at $2,000 and decks or patios at $500.

The adjustments utilized in this appraisal are market derived. They ere supported by the market data contained in
this report and/or by appraisals previously performed by this appraiser. No adjustments for differences in room
count or bedrooms have been made as the gross living area adjustment is considered sufficient compensation. All
adjustments have been rounded t0 the nearest $100 and all conclusions have bean rounded to the nearest $1,000.
These comparable sales are cansidered the best available at the time of ihe appraisal and have been weighted
equally in the final estimation of market. Current competing listings in the local Multipte Listing Service had aiso
been reviewed and appear to be supportive of the final estimation of market value.

Analysis of Current Agreement

Acconding to the listing agent and the local Multipte Listing Service, the subject property was offered for sale within
the past 30 days for $164,900. .

The attached Purchase and Sale Agreement was reviewed by the appraiser. This agreement indicated that
personal property was included. See attached P&S for a list of these items. The estimated contributory vaiue of
these items is considered 1o be nominal. The value of this personal properly was not included in the final value
estimate.

Final Recongiliation

PR A B a




ADDENDUM File No. S8DW153

comparative dsta available within the market to develop a well supported value estimate. The range of adjusted
values established by the comparable sales is nammow and atlows for a reasonabie conclusion to be drawn. Cost
Approach has been excluded. Given the difficully in accurately measuting all forms of accrued depreciation in a
dwelling of this chronclogical age, the Cost Approach is not considered to be a reliable Indicator of value, income
approach was excluded due to the lack of reliabie rentat dats 1o derive a gross rental multiplier, this type of
property is not typically purchased for income potential.




