
THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

 

ROCKINGHAM, SS       SUPERIOR COURT 

 

 

 

Town of Sandown  

P.O. Box 1756, 320 Main Street 

Sandown, New Hampshire 03873 

 

And 

 

Town of Danville 

210 Main Street 

Danville, New Hampshire 03819 

 

v. 

 

Timberlane Regional School District 

30 Greenough Road 

Plaistow, New Hampshire 03865 

 

VERIFIED PETITION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, PRELIMINARY 

AND PERMANENT INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, RELIEF PURSUANT TO  

RSA 91-A AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

 

NOW COME the Towns of Sandown and Danville, by their respective Boards of 

Selectmen, and through their attorneys, Wadleigh, Starr & Peters, PLLC, and respectfully 

petition this Honorable Court for preliminary and permanent injunctive relief, relief pursuant to 

NH RSA 91-A and a declaratory judgment, saying as follows: 

OVERVIEW 

 

1. The Towns of Sandown and Danville (“Petitioners”) request a Temporary 

Restraining Order, preliminary injunction, permanent injunction, a declaratory judgment, and 

relief pursuant to RSA 91-A against Respondent Timberlane Regional School District 

(“Respondent” or “District”).  The Timberlane Regional School District is a Cooperative School 

District comprised of the Towns of Atkinson, Danville, Plaistow, and Sandown.  Each town has 

its own elementary school or schools, and there is one regional middle school and one regional 
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high school in the District.  The District’s School Board is comprised of 9 members: 3 from 

Plaistow and 2 from each of the remaining three towns. 

2. The District’s March 2015 warrant included two special warrant articles seeking 

to raise and appropriate funds to operate the Sandown Central School.  Both of these articles 

failed; as a result, in accord with RSA 32:10, I(e), the District is prohibited from operating 

Sandown Central School during the 2015-16 school year.  Despite this clear statutory 

prohibition, on June 18, 2015, the District’s School Board voted to utilize Sandown Central 

School for a preschool, elementary school program (grade K, only) and its District-wide 

specialized pre-school program (Timberlane Learning Center) during the 2015-16 school year. 

3. The March 2015 warrant also included a warrant article that sought to appropriate 

$90,000.00 to construct playground space at the Sandown North Elementary School; this article 

was defeated.  On June 18, 2015, and without any contractual obligation in place, the Board 

voted to encumber the funds from the 2014-15 fund balance and issued bid solicitations for the 

same project.  At the time of drafting this Petition, the Superintendent has indicated this project 

will not go forward, but the Board has not yet reversed the encumbrance.  Further, upon 

information and belief and despite the Superintendent’s indications, a site walk was performed 

on the premises on July 6, 2015 in preparation for accepting bids. 

4. Finally, the Board, acting through its Superintendent, convened a study committee 

to study the consolidation of the Sandown Central and Sandown North Schools.  Both the Board 

and the Superintendent took the position that the committee’s activities were not subject to NH 

RSA 91-A. 

5. These actions are in direct contravention of  the decision of the voters in March 

2015, violating RSA 32:8, RSA 32:10, I(e), and in the latter case, NH RSA 91-A.  As a result, 

Petitioners seek preliminary and permanent injunctive relief, prohibiting the District from acting 
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in a manner contrary to the March 2015 vote, and NH RSA 91-A.  A copy of the proposed 

Temporary Restraining Order is attached as Exhibit A in accordance with Civil Rule 48(d).  The 

proposed injunction is specific in its terms and describes, in reasonable detail, the act or acts 

sought to be restrained.  Petitioners certify that they have provided Respondent written notice of 

the relief they seek. 

6. Respondent has acted unlawfully in disregarding its voters’ rejection of certain 

appropriations and actions, including unlawfully transferring funds to establish a preschool, 

special education pre-school, and kindergarten at Sandown Central School, after the voters 

rejected the warrant article(s) seeking to fund the operation of Sandown Central School, and 

approved the general operating budget article that had “zeroed out” the line items pertaining to 

funding staff necessary for the operation of Sandown Central School, as well as attempting to 

encumber funds that were unexpended from the 2014-15 fiscal year in an unlawful manner.  

Additionally, Respondent has held unlawful nonpublic committee meetings and has refused to 

keep minutes of said meetings, in violation of New Hampshire’s Right to Know Law.  There is 

no plain, adequate, or complete remedy at law for Respondent’s unlawful acts and therefore 

injunctive relief and a declaratory judgment are the only outlets available to Petitioners.  

Jurisdiction and Venue 

7. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to RSA 491:22, RSA 498:1, and RSA 91-

A:7.  

8. Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to RSA 507:9, because Petitioners, as well 

as Respondent, are located in Rockingham county.   
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Legal Standard 

9. A temporary restraining order is a form of preliminary injunction.  It may be 

issued when it “clearly appears to the court” that Petitioners will succeed on the merits of their 

request for a preliminary and permanent injunction.  Civil Rule 48(a)(1).   

10. “A preliminary injunction is a provisional remedy that preserves the status quo 

pending a final determination of the case on the merits.”  N.H. Dep’t of Envtl. Servs. v. Mottolo, 

155 N.H. 57, 63 (2007) (citation omitted).  To obtain a preliminary injunction, petitioners 

typically must demonstrate a likelihood of success on the merits, “an immediate danger of 

irreparable harm…, and [t]hat there is no adequate remedy at law.”  Id.  

11. “Any person claiming a present legal or equitable right or title may maintain a 

petition against any person claiming adversely to such right or title to determine the question as 

between the parties, and the court’s judgment or decree thereon shall be conclusive.”  RSA 

491:22. 

Factual Background 

I. Voters’ Rejection of Warrant Articles 4, 5, and 11 

12. During the March 2015 Official Ballot Law session, Timberlane Regional School 

District Warrant Articles 4, 5, and 11 were put to a vote. 

13. Article 4 sought to raise and appropriate $1,160,544, with $744,299 to be used for 

the operation costs of Sandown Central Elementary School and $416,245 to be used to renovate 

the kitchen at Sandown Central Elementary School, with the $416,245 being withdrawn from the 

existing School Building Construction, Reconstruction, Capital Improvements and Land 

Purchase Capital Reserve Fund.  See Warrant Articles 4, 5, and 11, attached hereto as Exhibit B.  

In addition, the proposed General Operating Budget (Article 2) “zeroed out” the custodial, 
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nursing and administrative costs of operating the Sandown Central School.  See 2015-2016 

Budget, attached hereto as Exhibit I. 

14. While typically a school’s operating costs are treated as a line item in the general 

operating budget warrant article, the Board presented Sandown Central’s operating budget as a 

separate article and tied its operation to a major capital improvement.  This approach was not 

done as to any other school in the District.   

15. Article 5 sought to raise and appropriate up to $90,000 for the expansion and 

upgrade of the Sandown North Elementary School Playground.  See id. 

16. Article 11, a Petitioned Warrant article, sought to raise and appropriate up to 

$602,528 for the continuing operation of Sandown Central as an elementary school.  Article 11 

noted that it would be void if Article 4 passed.  See id.  This Petitioned article gave the District’s 

legislative body another opportunity to vote to operate Sandown Central School, without tying its 

continued operation to the capital improvements set forth in Article 4. 

17. Although the general operating budget passed, all three of the Special Warrant 

Articles failed. 

18. Respondent has nonetheless made efforts to unlawfully execute the actions 

contemplated in Articles 4 and 11 to continue to operate elementary school programming in the 

Sandown Central facilities, in spite of the fact that there is no operating budget for the school.  In 

addition, on June 18, 2015, Respondent voted to encumber funds for playground renovations at 

Sandown North Elementary School, but did not have a contract or other legally enforceable 

obligation in place by June 30.  See RSA 32:7, I.  To date, the Board has not taken steps to 

reverse this encumbrance.  

19. It is also important to note that Petitioned Article 19 passed, which pursuant to 

NH RSA 195:25, authorized a statutory committee to study the feasibility of the Town of 
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Sandown withdrawing from the Cooperative School District. Petitioner Town of Sandown has 

begun studying the process of withdrawing from the District, through the creation of a minority 

committee. 

20. In the event of its withdrawal, the Sandown Central facilities in which 

Respondent is attempting to establish and operate its consolidated school would lawfully be the 

property of Petitioner Town of Sandown.  See RSA 195:28 (“If a pre-existing school district 

withdraws from the cooperative school district, the cooperative school district shall transfer and 

convey title to any school building and land located in the withdrawing district to the 

withdrawing district.”) 

21. Therefore, the Town of Sandown, as the equitable, and potential owner of the 

Sandown Central facilities, in the form of the Sandown School District, may seek declaratory 

judgment from this Court.  See RSA 491:22. 

II. Intentional Refusal to Comply with RSA 91-A, New Hampshire’s Right to Know 

Law 

22. Among other actions, Respondent has convened, through its Superintendent Dr. 

Earl F. Metzler II, the Sandown Elementary Schools Consolidation Committee (“Committee”) to 

study the “impact of consolidating the Sandown North and Sandown Central Elementary 

Schools.”  See Timberlane Regional School District Sandown Elementary Schools Consolidation 

Report and Recommendations (May 19, 2015), attached hereto as Exhibit C.  During the winter 

of 2015, the District’s School Board discussed, over several meetings, the possibility of 

consolidating the Sandown Central and Sandown North Elementary Schools.  The Committee 

was convened on March 18, 2015. 
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23. The Committee was comprised of a Sandown School Board Member, a Sandown 

Selectman, Sandown residents and parents, a Budget Committee Member, a teacher, principals, 

and District administrators.  See Exhibit C.   

24. Upon requesting further information regarding this Committee so that she may 

either access the minutes or attend the meetings herself, Ms. Cathleen Gorman, a Sandown 

resident, was told that the meetings were nonpublic and that she therefore could not attend.  See 

Email from Nancy Steenson, Timberlane RSD Board Chair to Cathleen Gorman (March 24, 

2015 at 8:54 PM), attached herein as Exhibit D.   

25. The Superintendent, apparently engaging in legal analysis, also took the position 

that the Study Committee was not subject to the Right-to-Know Law, even seeking to distinguish 

the case of Bradbury v. Shaw on the basis of the fact that he was not a publicly elected official.  

See Email from Superintendent Earl Metzler to Cindy Buco (May 6, 2015 at 10:34 PM), attached 

hereto as Exhibit E; see Bradbury v. Shaw, 116 N.H. 388 (1976). 

26. The Superintendent was acting as an agent of the School Board in establishing the 

Committee.  The Respondent is required to provide superintendent services as required by RSA 

194-C:4, but it is not “required to have a superintendent and may assign these services to one or 

more administrative personnel working full or part-time.”  See RSA 194-C:5, II(a).  Respondent 

has elected to hire an individual to provide its statutorily required superintendent services, and 

the superintendent serves as the agent of the School Board.  In creating this committee, the 

Superintendent was responding to several months of discussion and Board votes pertaining to the 

status of Sandown Central School.  The Committee was charged with making recommendations 

“to support and facilitate the effective consolidation of the two Sandown schools,” which is 

precisely what the Board had been discussing and debating since at least January 2015.  See 

Exhibit C. 
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27. This Committee, although technically created by the Superintendent, as agent of 

the Board, was performing an activity for the School Board itself (i.e., to study consolidation of 

the schools).  Therefore, these advisory committee meetings were subject to New Hampshire’s 

Right to Know Law, codified at RSA 91-A.  See RSA 91-A:1-a, I (defining “advisory 

committee” as “any committee, council, commission, or other like body whose primary purpose 

is to consider an issue or issues designated by the appointing authority so as to provide such 

authority with advice or recommendations concerning the formulation of any public policy or 

legislation that may be promoted, modified, or opposed by such authority”).  Allowing the 

School Board to circumvent RSA 91-A by characterizing the Committee as by and for the 

Superintendent would be contrary to the stated purpose of RSA 91-A, which is “to ensure both 

the greatest possible public access to the actions, discussions and records of all public bodies, 

and their accountability to the people.”  RSA 91-A:1.  It is the activity itself and its ultimate 

purpose that should determine whether it falls under RSA 91-A’s ambit, not by whom it was 

technically created.  

28. The Committee reported to the School Board during the May 21, 2015 Regular 

Meeting.  The Committee recommended consolidation and the School Board, relying on the 

Committee’s recommendations, voted to consolidate.  See Timberlane Regional School Board 

Meeting Minutes (May 21, 2015), attached hereto as Exhibit F.   

29. Relying on the Committee’s recommendations, Respondent has stated its intent to 

use the Sandown Central facilities for preschool, special education preschool, and kindergarten 

classes.  Respondent believes that this is acceptable because, in its view, the voters’ rejection of 

Warrant Articles 4 and 11 only prevents it from operating Sandown Central as an elementary 

school.  Respondent believes that the rejection does not prevent it from transferring or expending 

funds to operate preschool, special education preschool, and kindergarten in the Sandown 
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Central building.  However, as set forth below, the voters’ rejection of warrant articles 4 and 11, 

and their approval of the operating budget, which appropriated $0 for various line items 

necessary to operate the Sandown Central School facility, prohibits the District from operating 

the Sandown Central School during the 2015-16 school year. 

30. Therefore, not only did the Committee perform an activity for the School Board 

itself (as opposed to solely for the Superintendent), but the Board expressly relied upon the 

findings and recommendations of the Committee in voting to consolidate the schools in the 

Sandown Central building despite the fact that the voters failed to appropriate any funds to 

operate the Sandown Central School building.  As a result, the action of the Respondent’s Board 

should be invalidated and the Committee should be ordered to reconvene with meetings held in 

accord with the requirements of RSA 91-A.1  RSA 91-A:8, III. 

III. Proposed Unlawful Operation of Sandown Central School Facilities in 

Derogation of Warrant Article Votes 

31. By rejecting Warrant Articles 4 and 11, the voters appropriated zero dollars in 

funding for any elementary school in the Sandown Central facilities.  See RSA 32:8, 32:10, I(e). 

32. In addition, by approving a general operating budget with the “zeroed out” line 

items for Sandown Central School operations, the citizens voted not to operate any programs at 

the school during the 2015-16 school year.   

33. Respondent has attempted to negate these actions by claiming that using the 

Sandown Central facilities as a preschool, special education preschool, and kindergarten is not 

within the purposes proscribed by the failure of Warrant Articles 4 and 11.  This limited 

interpretation ignores the fact that the Board elected to “zero out” the line items pertaining to the 

                                                           
1 In requesting that the Committee be required to reconvene, the Petitioners acknowledge that the Committee’s 

recommendations may not change; however, the Committee’s meetings should be open to the public in accord with 

RSA 91-A. 
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operating of the Sandown Central School in the general operating budget article, which was 

approved by the voters.  As is explained more thoroughly in Petitioners’ enclosed Memorandum 

of Law, this is an unlawful activity based on an inaccurate interpretation of RSA 32:10. 

34. Despite Respondent’s belief, kindergarten falls under the statutory definition of 

“elementary school.”  RSA 189:25.  Respondent also seems to disregard the fact that, during the 

January 15, 2015 Public Hearing on the 2015-2016 Proposed Budget, Superintendent Metzler 

represented the opinion of Respondent’s own counsel to voters that if both Articles 4 and 11 

were defeated, then the School Board would be unable to expend funds to keep Sandown Central 

Elementary School open per RSA 32:10.  See Meeting Minutes from January 15, 2015 Public 

Hearing, attached herein as Exhibit G (“Dr. Metzler stated he recently found out from the School 

District attorney, if both articles regarding the operating costs for Sandown Central fail to pass, 

then the School Board is not legally allowed to spend any funds to keep Sandown Central open 

in 2015-2016”); see also 2015 Deliberative Session Presentation at 46, attached herein as Exhibit 

H (the intent of Article 4 is “[t]o raise funds to keep Sandown Central School open for the next 

school year, consisting of $416,245 for the renovation of the school kitchen and $744,299 for 

operational costs”). 

35. Therefore, if the Respondent is permitted to proceed with its consolidation efforts, 

it will do so in direct contradiction of the voters’ decision not to raise and appropriate funds to 

operate Sandown Central School and, therefore, in violation of RSA 32:10, I(e) and RSA 32:8.  

IV. Respondent is Unlawfully Attempting to Encumber Unexpended Funds from the 

2014-2015 Year for the Unlawful Purpose of Upgrading the Sandown North 

Elementary School Playground 

36. Additionally, Respondent has voted to encumber surplus funds from the 2014-

2015 fiscal year for the purpose of upgrading the Sandown North Elementary School 
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playground, under the guise of renovating “field and greenspace.”  This action is an unlawful use 

of unexpended funds as contemplated by RSA 32:7.  RSA 32:7, I-VI.  It is also an effort to 

circumvent the voters’ rejection of Warrant Article 5. 

37. The only enumerated exception to RSA 32:7 that could possibly apply here is 

RSA 32:7, I.  This section mandates that Respondent may only encumber unexpended funds 

from the previous year if the amount has “become encumbered by a legally-enforceable 

obligation, created by contract or otherwise, to any person for the expenditure of that amount.”  

RSA 32:7, I.  Respondent has no such legally-enforceable obligation and therefore may not 

legally encumber the unexpended funds to upgrade the Sandown North Elementary School 

Playground. 

38. Nonetheless, Respondent has made representations that it intends to begin 

accepting bids from contractors for the playground upgrades on July 13, 2015.  Although the 

Superintendent represented on July 1, 2015 that this project would not move forward, the Board 

has not taken steps to reverse the encumbrance.  Further, upon information and belief, the Board 

has performed a site visit in preparation for accepting bids.  Therefore, it is of the utmost 

importance that this Court schedule a hearing on the requested preliminary injunctive relief as 

soon as its docket permits to prevent Respondent from taking any further unlawful action.  

Argument 

39. Under New Hampshire law, injunctive relief will be granted only where a 

petitioner proves (1) that the petitioner is likely to succeed on the merits; (2) that the petitioner 

has no adequate remedy at law; (3) that it will suffer immediate irreparable harm if the injunctive 

relief is not granted; (4) that there will be no hardship to the respondent if the injunctive relief is 

granted, or the hardship to the petitioner if the injunctive relief is not granted is greater; and (5) 

that the public interest will not be adversely affected if the injunction is granted.  Unifirst Corp. 
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v. City of Nashua, 130 N.H. 11, 13-15 (1987); Murphy v. McQuade Realty, 122 N.H. 314, 316 

(1982); Meredith Hardware, Inv. v. Belknap Realty Trust, et al., 117 N.H. 22, 26 (1977); 

Timberlane Regional School District v. Timberlane Regional Ed. Association, 114 N.H. 245, 250 

(1974). 

40. Although injunctive relief is normally only appropriate when warranted by 

imminent danger of great and irreparable damage, where “clear violations” of law are involved, 

the irreparable harm requirement is considerably relaxed.  New Hampshire Donuts, Inc. v. 

Skipitaris, 129 N.H. 774, 779 (1987) (involving “clear violations of restrictive covenants”). 

41. “Indeed, the injunction in this class of cases is granted almost as a matter of 

course upon [the party’s breach or clearly unlawful conduct].”  Id. (quotations omitted). 

42. Further, “[i]t is not for the court, but the plaintiffs, to estimate the amount of 

damages that arises from the injury inflicted upon them” as a result of a party’s clear breach or 

unlawful conduct.  Id. at 780. 

43. Because Respondent’s conduct here is clearly unlawful, the irreparable harm 

requirement should be considerably relaxed. 

44. Even using the more stringent standard, however, Petitioners would still be 

entitled to injunctive relief.  Allowing Respondent to continue its actions would result in 

irreparable harm to Petitioners.  Respondent will soon be starting the process of moving its 

preschool, special education preschool, and kindergarten classes to the Petitioners’ Sandown 

Central facilities, and may be accepting bids for an unlawful encumbrance.  Once Respondent 

has begun these actions, it will likely argue that reversing them would result in inequitable harm.  

Moreover, expending any funds to operate Sandown Central School is contrary to the March 

2015 vote and contravening the voters’ rejection would cause irreparable harm. 



13 

 

45. Further, at this juncture, bids have not been opened, schools have not been 

moved, and therefore granting of the requested relief preserves the status quo. 

46. Moreover, the public interest will be benefitted by granting the requested relief 

because such an outcome would adhere to the public directive as shown by the voters’ rejection 

of the Warrant Articles. 

47. Petitioners are also entitled to injunctive relief under RSA 91-A. 

48. “Any person aggrieved by a violation of [RSA 91-A] may petition the superior 

court for injunctive relief.  In order to satisfy the purposes of [RSA 91-A], the courts shall give 

proceedings under [RSA 91-A] high priority on the court calendar.”  RSA 91-A:7. 

49. “The petition shall be deemed sufficient if it states facts constituting a violation of 

this chapter.”  Id. 

50. Finally, “[i]f any public body or public agency or officer, employee, or other 

official thereof, violates any provisions of [RSA 91-A], such public body or public agency shall 

be liable for reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in a lawsuit under [RSA 91-A], 

provided that the court finds that such lawsuit was necessary in order to enforce compliance with 

the provisions of [RSA 91-A] or to address a purposeful violation of [RSA 91-A].”  RSA 91-A:8. 

51. Fees shall only be awarded when the court finds that the Respondent knew or 

should have known that the conduct engaged in was in violation of RSA 91-A.  Id. 

52. Here, Respondent knowingly and willfully created a Consolidation Committee 

which met in private and refused to keep minutes.  Respondent attempted to circumvent its 

responsibilities under the Right to Know Law by representing that the Committee was formed on 

behalf of the Superintendent and therefore not covered by RSA 91-A, but the purpose of and 

matters contemplated by the Committee indicate that it was acting on behalf of the School Board. 
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53. Per RSA 91-A, advisory committee means “any committee, council, commission, 

or other like body whose primary purpose is to consider an issue or issues designated by the 

appointing authority so as to provide such authority with advice or recommendations concerning 

the formulation of any public policy or legislation that may be promoted, modified, or opposed 

by such authority.”  RSA 91-A:1-a, I.   

54. For purposes of RSA 91-A, advisory committees to public bodies are considered 

public bodies themselves.  See RSA 91-A:1-a, VI. 

55. Therefore, because the Committee was acting on behalf of the School Board, it 

constitutes a public body for purposes of RSA 91-A and by not opening the meetings to the 

public and not keeping minutes, the Committee clearly and intentionally violated RSA 91-A. 

56. Petitioners are therefore entitled to injunctive relief and reasonable attorneys’ fees 

and costs as allowed by RSA 91-A.  

57. Finally, Petitioners are entitled to a declaratory judgment regarding the 

Respondent’s unlawful use of the Sandown Central facilities, which, upon its withdrawal, will 

lawfully be owned by Petitioner, Town of Sandown.  See RSA 195:28. 

58. Petitioners are likely to succeed on the merits of their claims.  Further support for 

Petitioners’ positions has been filed herewith in the form of a Memorandum of Law, the contents 

of which are incorporated by reference as if fully set forth herein. 

59. Petitioners have no plain, adequate or complete remedy at law. 

60. Therefore, the Court should grant the injunctive relief requested herein.  

WHEREFORE, the Town of Sandown and the Town of Danville respectfully pray that 

this Honorable Court: 

A. Schedule an expedited hearing on the Petitioners’ request for preliminary 

injunctive relief as soon as the Court’s docket permits; 
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B. Upon a review of the pleadings or preliminary hearing, issue a Temporary 

Restraining Order, enjoining the Timberlane Regional School District from 

performing any actions that will allow the continued operation of the Sandown 

Central School for the 2015-2016 school year, or from encumbering, spending, or 

using in any way funds from the 2014-2015 operating budgets as a means to 

circumvent the actions of the district voters; 

C. Upon a preliminary hearing, preliminarily enjoin the Timberlane Regional School 

District from performing any actions that will allow the continued operation of the 

Sandown Central School for the 2015-2016 fiscal year, or from encumbering, 

spending, or using in any way funds from the 2014-2015 operating budgets as a 

means to circumvent the actions of the district voters; 

D. Upon a hearing on the merits, permanently enjoin the Timberlane Regional 

School District from performing any actions that will allow the continued 

operation of the Sandown Central School for the 2015-2016 fiscal year, or from 

encumbering, spending, or using in any way funds from the 2014-2015 operating 

budgets as a means to circumvent the actions of the district voters; 

E. Issue a declaratory judgment in favor of Petitioners with regard to the dispute 

over the operation of the Sandown Central facilities; 

F. Invalidate Respondent’s actions taken as a result of its Right to Know violations 

pursuant to RSA 91-A:8, III and order that the Committee reconvene, with 

meetings held in accord with RSA 91-A;  

G. Award Petitioners their reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, pursuant to RSA 91-

A:8, II ; and 

H. Grant such other and further relief as may be deemed just and equitable. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

TOWN OF SANDOWN and 

TOWN OF DANVILLE 

 

By their attorneys, 

WADLEIGH, STARR & PETERS,     

P..L.L.C. 

 

Date: ___________, 2015    By:________________________________ 

       Dean B. Eggert, No. 742 

       Christopher P. McGown, No. 266162 

95 Market Street 

       Manchester, NH 03101 

       (603) 669-4140  
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VERIFICATION 

 

I hereby certify that the facts asserted in this Petition are true and correct to the best of 

my knowledge and belief. 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

                                                                                   Cindy Buco, duly authorized 

 

 

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

HILLSBOROUGH, SS. 

 

            Personally appeared the above named Cindy Buco of the Town of Sandown, being 

authorized so to do, and made oath that the facts contained in the foregoing are true to the best of 

her knowledge and belief. 

 

            Before me, 

 

                                                                                    _____________________________ 

                                                                                    Notary Public/Justice of the Peace 
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VERIFICATION 

 

I hereby certify that the facts asserted in this Petition are true and correct to the best of 

my knowledge and belief. 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

                                                                                    Kim Farah, duly authorized 

 

 

 

 

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

HILLSBOROUGH, SS. 

 

            Personally appeared the above named Kim Farah of the Town of Danville, being 

authorized so to do, and made oath that the facts contained in the foregoing are true to the best of 

her knowledge and belief. 

 

            Before me, 

 

                                                                                    _____________________________ 

                                                                                    Notary Public/Justice of the Peace 
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The next image is the 2015 – 16 SC operational budget showing the 

corresponding cuts:  

 



 




