Unapproved Minutes
BAA Hearings Meeting
April 13,2026 2:00pm Shailes YU Baday

Nominations: Andrew Urbanowicz made a motion, Dan DeGray seconded that Lori Longhi
he nominated Chairman, motion unanimously passed.

Dan DeGray made a motion, Lori Longhi seconded that Andrew Urbanowicz be nominated
Vice Chairman, motion unanimously passed.

Andrew Urbanowicz made a motion Lori Longhi seconded that Daniel DeGray be
nominated Recording Secretary, motion unanimously passed.,

Hearings for Assessment Appeals, deliberations and or decisions. See attachment for
appeal number and names.

Lori Longhi recused herself at 2:10pm for the Spazzarini Const appeal hearing

Lori Longhi re-entered at 2:20pm

Dan DeGray recused himself at 5:00pm for the Hadley St George DeGray appeal hearing
Dan DeGray re-entered at 5:10pm

Motion was made by the Vice Chairman Urbanowicz and seconded by Secretary Dan
DeGray to adjourn the Meeting at 6:00pm motion unanimously passed.

Respectfully submitted,
Daniel DeGray

BAA Recording Secretary
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2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: / /

,  Decision Date: _ %}~ 14 + 4l
Property Ownet/Agent: S/ BERES 1 (2 en St~ / /é'é? /',)Z’ / ?W//

Property Type & Location: (p@f \WI ,,a/ ;Df‘foﬁ.af @ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppoyt of t? appeal was received in the above matter,
by;jvay of oral testimony from: A /e Adaer, f%.}‘ s ey, FlaT A Sodoaf
roaf— cb)cﬁ,ﬁv?.jjj/—MM% Blia ,‘7 ’746’/}@49&/4 &)QfV/ Ao

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

/\/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the mexits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION W/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray Nt Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Nay A b shean
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land

Building

Out Buildings -

Personal Property /3. 130 - wd 52§ i

Totals A3136 25765500 SY74,00




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: gg

Decision Date‘ 4 / 81 47".77 G

Property Owner/Agent: KM e L&Q\Mé (D"N)‘L\ Sm S ot CC‘NP
Property Type & Location: (Zb (0 M"'{\\“— @ers. QNW\%X * . Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,

by way of oral testimony from: Tesrmen . ’{iﬁﬂr eouiiny (Aes D(U{W-f

ke \puke Tl 2N 54 3eAh iy o D sy | *M o8
M."j %brcdumw@w)% o H1.OY

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

2; HASPROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR :
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA@DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __+*Yay  Nay
Lori Longhi _“Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _t"Yay___ Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessmmenft  Difference

Land

Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property

Totals gj_Z)LQD_ 5~: 00‘1 SD »—-32l350~3’




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Numbet: \

Decision Date: 4 ‘ ) la(a

Property Owner/Agent: LW"&“" ?ﬂl(‘) eny Ovd'Ne'? 55! ,Ll WTTO?\\‘ I -
Property Type & Location: CW’W\ LE 110 Hezwd fue , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of 0 al teshmony from: %m Wy Sl o (e "»DPL‘L
' ol app Ghatvony  BOWCH (Mo aidbe (ep ey 0O ppoY.
’zem\—u) o Vatfnd Kndliheace. » Mo 0ro§iid on Qo
D=1, Se- @xXihify Ewd by e LT - ’
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation™f all'evidence in the above~1eferenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield's Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAI'LED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS GRANTED/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous l/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
. Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Agsessment Difference

Land R 3¥160 O —335200.%0
Buildin * 1A% 100 =233, 1D0 00
OutBui?dings 3Y300 —_3%, 300.60
Personal Property

Q
(@)
Totals 3/} DY,,{QOO Q - 5:1 /0‘/3(700 0




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: g“\(

Decision Date; é — /PR 6

Property Owner/Agent; C r \}ﬁ/\z\ﬂ/(/\ fons @TWML{»—C——
OWwsin TV '
2(5 9 S O] mrw/h , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppott of this appeal was 1ece1ved in the above matter,
by way of oral tegtimony from: Ttucls g drecles Sowly Ny 6
RO, TEyeimded  Qefdend 2 r&-wﬂ*ﬁ 7

- Property Type & Location:

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as mote fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property

Owmer
_'m‘{HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR

FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA DENIED by VOTE as follows:
Unanimous / J

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property ‘ 3,146 @) — 13146

Totals I 377’ Lo O ~13,726




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals
Appeal Nomber: 20
Decision Date: H-13-9
Property Owner/Agent; UMW c fFeoms WO
Property Type & Location:__LALS . Qs el hj , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received i the above matter,

by way of oral testimony from: S, o = LAR
C.mv-’('w:& "**51 0°s ok von ef{)u‘:\(‘) [t S Y W”'T

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

‘ \/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motlon to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Dantel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS@DENTED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Loti Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment  Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property AL OSSO (@) — 2[00 0

Totals 2| bow O — 7| DO




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: 2 ;

, Decision Date: _‘%_:Lﬁ;g b
—
Property Owner/Agent: U()‘ cyog ) 0‘00(. O LA

Property Type & Location: (P'U 2 O" UW\'L'\ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter
by ng of oral testimony from; __ YAJun XC Dty L Olon_a pltt (‘l
7340 OS5 €83 ) i

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the abovereferenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property

Oyﬂ
HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
___FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WD\E/N]ED by VOTH as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray —_Yay____ Nay
Lori Longhi —_Yay__ _ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz — Yay__  Nay

Old Assessment New Assessmeni  Difference
Tand
Building
Odt Buildings

Personal Property / o U% 0 O —26 730
o

Totals 1 ;7 30 ~ 7 130




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number; Z g
Decision Date: ’IL 4520
Property Owner/Agent: :)—M s O w CLLC {2 J("r O M{ CSM\L

Property Type & Location: I Qroed ®rosit 629 , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of thxs appeal was received in the atter
by way of oral testimony from: n)\i&.s o2 Fb—s o »Rer C\&
o Mﬂaﬂ«St Propedey  sobjet &6 %fou—*—" U‘—%S*L
D ealre Schadulal oy, -

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referencéd
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owmner

HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR

FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA® GRANTEDY DENIED by VOTE as follows;
Unanimous ‘/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land ~ &9/, (00 O — &7 100
Building - 458, Q00 o - 458 900
Out Buildings = {30, 962 @) =120, %00
Personal Property

Totals 4280900 8) 4 280, o




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: 2"i
Decision Date: é ~/¥ Ja)é

Property Owner/Agent: j SO C FOL{?'V\j (LC 4 Jormg, ealg stede L(«C,
Property Type & Location: 63 %("WD Bruthe. 0 , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of4his appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from:

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner '

v/ HASPROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Loti Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment — New Assessment Difference

Land \5'3", 44 o ~58, 560
Building . A

Out Buildings
Personal Property

Totals 58§00 O ~5 ¢, §00




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

o

Decision Date: H ~| 5 *‘2@

Property Owner/Agent: J 6MOL &(M ( A AT omg Fel G/SITA‘QL{’C—

Appeal Number:

Property Type & Location: %F‘S‘*—b @f—m‘)’& Q'b . , Enfield, CT
Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of thi p'peal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from:

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property

Ov\\m/e:
HASPROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderarnce of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THERBFORE, THIS APPLICATION WADENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Daniel DeGray ___Yay__ Nay
Lori Longhi .. Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz __ Yay___ Nay

Qld Assessment Nev.v Agsessment  Difference
Land 36.9, 200 ~0 - -359,200
Building
Out Buildings
Personal Property

Totals 3 56)‘, 00 -0~ w3 5?:; d0D




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: E '

Decision Date:_~N~13 = {p
Property Owner/Agent: ’:SO“(W\\“L ‘:WM‘S L L }“G_M Q“"k &Mﬁ. L\;C——-
Property Type & Location: %m ~) WRrott Q‘U W\ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppott of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: S L2 . i%

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Bnfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the metits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WASDENIED by VOTE as follows:
Unanimous l/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Loti Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land (lt, 300 0 ~ (/4,300
Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property

Totals ' [;g[i‘é 300 O ""Q’/% 300




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: \ &Q

Decision Date: *’lt - ]3“29
Property Owner/Agent: S “'(70 % 2 LO(X\ L‘\"C-' |>x1 €r\c. Heustt

VIV

ALy A
Property Type & Location: I3 I7 J'Ow*"l’\«@ﬁ"‘-fq r , Enfield, CT
\—6{3 orelL Y |
Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal wds received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: __ Exdiioits 5\ d, s K Y for wrédwer
23%% VQM&\*"
o fosy | pd ey wsynei ORTitR Should he. O
AN wax bk in Zo Y
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Bnfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

m_\l HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION w@ D?ED by VOTH as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray ___Yay___ Nay
Lori Longhi —__Yay_ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz __ Yay__ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Qut Buildings
Personal Property % §HOJ D) - ¥t00

Totals $400 O ~ $%00




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: ) i

Decision Date: H-13 -2
Property Owner/Agent: ( (M&\ \IU./\ g J("é’@,,b{ ‘\& D‘Q C\f“ 0-#\/
Property Type & Location: ?"G(S‘Sr&wd @ (DT}&(T[)] 237 (’f Lot fhfe Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this ag\peal as received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: SIS G ks
([ceoakrey™ vm .e,q,g wp e

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in_the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Bnfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property

7
HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
_ Lor't Longh
Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Bam@aéa?

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __ Yay____Nay Recused
Lori Longht V Yay____Nay

Andrew Urbanowicz S Yay ____ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings -
Personal Property L/Srb’ O [ — % 5 Q
Totals YS’B?D O /%L‘Yg 8




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: \ 2

Decision Date: "/ -13 -2

Property Owner/Agent: N%w W’\r Le-&"d"’ ‘;]6: .

e ol

FR I VIFTE I
Property Type & Location: " Ry Estett®  (ST7 Sourin QGNQ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: ____§lee, airk

) .
TN M Tk oo hu::krru\ﬂﬁ' fotaf’ A307, 0l ¢er “inuoie,

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced

matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
\/FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THERBFORE, THIS APPLICATION WASGRANTAY @. VOTE as follows;

v

Unanimous X

Daniel DeGray ‘' __ Yay__ Nay
Lori Longhi _ _Yay_ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _ Yay Nay

Old Agsessment  New Assessment  Difference

Land 2id 900 Q2,760 O
Building : 271 900 37, 709 o
Out Buildings HH 00 4, 900 O
Personal Property

Totals (29,700 edq, 700 &)




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: 57
Decision Date: _14=] 5o
Property Owner/Agent: %1&{ Ocdar of Pose 55 Wil Curtter Pep
Property Type & Location:__{A " Sevef “Rog.ch , Bnfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above ma;tfr,
by way of oral testimony from: __ 70 _Jdexial  of M@ oFFT Sfau
I ez oo SOV Y nonprekrn
BRowded o (oxuen\ ) Prook of SkAus .

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as mote fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

\/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREBFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA@ DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment  Difference

et empt
Land 79 900 o —79,900
Building 291, 400 o ~ 49(, 200
Out Buildings e, Q0O O - ty000

Personal Property
Totals 3 7/7'. 100 D. “‘5'77,/00




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: ,H_D_m__
Decision Date: &/~/7 20026
Property Owner/Agent: L&Moﬂ/ Ordo of Muose, 1595 W g Cutier @Qf
Property Type & Location: ?{ (sl Qf Sp-RL "‘1 , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence, in support of thi ap peal was received in the abgve matter,
by way of oral testimony from: p (2o o€ Ao~ profii
SheYS s TThea  axc® Vo S‘om R A esnydrofia—
Shaye S (eieon ey Qlook OF Sfetus

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Ownet

w\[mHAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray — Yay_ Nay
Lori Longhi — Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz e Yay____ Nay

QOld Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land
Building
Out Buildings

Personal Property - 5?’??, 020 o — K 2{; 020
Totals | '“53’76,0&0 o _ ““;?tf;. OQ@




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

3A
(3 Q5

Property OwnetfAgent: TOVML Corws L+ J oo L B -
Property Type & Location: (Bf()““-‘) Q)m‘ﬁ‘-_ 2. , Enfield, CT

Appeal Number:

Decision Date:

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from) ien_ ’:2-—'%;J '

262/‘“' (ZU&UM\’ WL R o~ GHB‘:W&«B__,
o+ his Solac punels

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WA DENIED by VOTH as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __Yay___ _Nay
Lori Longhi _ Yay____ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _ Yay__ _ Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment  Difference

Land O
Building €
Out Buildings 0
Personal Property O
Totals 0

Assessoic. Jhd ot Fondr ool

A5 sosma - Wondeee




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: 3 5

Decision Date: ’,‘f =13 J&'

Property Owner/Agent: TMM& Forws LU+ J oo g U
Property Type & Location %\’bw Qamb\\@ Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral tesﬁmon&om %&Q '%
X5 W (e T S To, PUrul

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-teferenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

\/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WASDENTED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous v’

Daniel DeGray __Yay__ Nay
Lori Longht — Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _ Yay.  Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment  Difference

Land O
Building o
Out Buildings O
Personal Property V)
Totals @

AsSessar Do o~ Frovde gy 2/ed
A5 s5m et 1V pmbez s




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Numbex: S ]

Decision Date:_ 13 2o
Property Owner/Agent: % C C'("C MmSLALC T N-‘DQ(R"“C"\ Skl L
Property Type & Location: @‘(’ﬁ e @Fbé o m N , Enfield, Cr

Having been duly sworn, evxdence é sup o;?%‘us appeal was received in the above matter,
by way o /rjr/al testimony from 'Q—'é
— [

WMM/ < % (JM\
¢

After due consideration and thoughtful deltberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
‘Owner

\/ HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

TEHEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WADENIED by VOTE as follows:
Unanimous ‘/

Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land 0]
Building )
Out Buildings 0]
Personal Property O
Totals &

Assessoe o) ac? Frou, S gy 877
ﬂgpfma a /(/f/f?"é@ Y




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Ly~d
Appeal Number; ~)~>

Decision Date: "f I (/
/’”ﬁ . p——
Property OwnerfAgent: ?WM C (i v LLC Do  fLexcu
Property Type & Location: @("(ru) w@m Q)(_., @_{) ‘ Bnleld, CT

Having been duly swotn, evidence i m supp01t of%us appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testim L?ny from:

\m,_u VET RSN aatity

v/

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield's Board. of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

/HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR :
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal inade by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS@/ DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Danie] DeGray ___Yay__ Nay
Lori Longhi —_Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz __.Yay_ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land O
Building Q
Out Buildings | ¢)
Personal Property O

Totals O
Ass essse- Dobnod~ Frove way Aol
/ij‘fs;jmw’?L T /@ec




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number; J:Li_
Decision Date: é ~/ 3Bl
Property Owney/Agent: I & & GrawpllT by Fucis Naterm
Property Type & Location: ?e,( Jorel Vr‘o(‘?@tf \3\ ’ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,

by way of oral testimony from: . .
‘ L Tinaely Ciled and OHKS FO
EZRRTR RNV ,

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property

4
V' HASPROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

Motion to approve appeal made by Andrew Urbanowicz and seconded by Daniel DeGray

THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION W@/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous \/

Daniel DeGray Yay _._ Nay
Lori Longhi | Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbahowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land
Building ‘ '
Out Buildings - -
Personal Property bt O( [CX{"] dqoo() -ﬂ D

Totals FDE b\m q Qoo - 7); (Q\{O




