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Unapproved Minutes L
BAA Hearings Meeting
April 16,2026 1:00pm

Roll Call: Lori Longhi, Dan DeGray
Vice Chairman Andrew Urbanowicz entered at 1:50pm

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

Motion was made by the Vice Chairman Urbanowicz and seconded by Secretary Dan
DeGray to adjourn the Meeting at 5:00pm motion unanimously passed.

Respectfully submitted,
Daniel DeGray

BAA Recording Secretary
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2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: ;L -
| pecison Date. 1L{2h
Property Owner/Agent: VM"‘ ) k‘“”’“\’f‘ NS MD
Propetty Type & Location: ‘PJ@ (5 UNVQ Q rop£( }"(;\ , Enfield, CT

Havmg been duly sworn, evidence i m pport of this appeal was received i m the above matt%r

wayoforltes ony from: (. CWsed Ta
ofJ ?‘& ")r'M( hi\\: clonwyy  he (Jiu-d\‘“’ IouJ:N.l.J, .
I hssuce e P pusxwd\ ngc(’nj okﬁs?b;ed of:

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

O\wy/
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.

2
THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS DENJED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray ___Yay___ Nay
Lori Longhi —_Yay____ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz . _Yay__ Nay

Qld Assessment  New Assessment  Difference
Land |
Building
Out Buildings

Personal Property ‘{ i O m |
i Y3 ’7‘l0 O —374D




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number; 3

Decision Date: j_ @1&01 (ﬂ
Property Owner/Agent: Q@ H (D“Q LO (‘\‘Q_,
Property Type & LocatzonC—P“Q‘(\J O(\'C"Q (\7( oy) a ha/ , Bnfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter, ? g
by wa ({of oral testimony from___STefLs e oresi®d  Send  \oukl
Moy . Repeat oF Failing foFile
éifz —hm&, Qamrpoqe ~&J)hring Prople 1n Compliarice Can
jeduce penatty however $atding Jo'-Lile. ve peatedly,
After due consideratidn and thoughtful delibetation of all eviddnce 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 WAS GRANTED/ y VOTE as follows:
Unanimous v
Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment MNew Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property 3(0 (O 101010 ~ O ~

Totals : 3(0(.{?0 Glele O ~ O -




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: L!

Decision Date: M’b
Property Owner/Agent: SC\/O H’ /—){ L)(C\ \_e/

Property Type & Location: @-’2—(\5 UM‘ Za uﬂb/ D‘f , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: __ ("' laims o Liled Youwt ~fhe_
N el e (Leeed of B\ BPryym0ed em topy
b v woay Clede Dated’t dady of hiearing, U
Repeart of fail Fo filte 0n Lime Wore than oné ear.
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-réferenced
matter as more fully identified, Hnfield's Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property
Owner

HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
_@AILED 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 WAS GRANTED/ENIED By VOTE as follows:

Unanimous 1/

Daniel DeGray —_Yay___ Nay
Lori Longhi ___Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz ___Yay_ __ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings i}
Personal Property 15750 / j/ 750 o

Totals /3750 /3, 750 o




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: __5___
peciion e 113126
Property Owner/Agent: 5 cotf “Delo rge_. .
Property Type & Location: _ o3« 0 G Weshi {tﬂﬂ i) 7‘“’1‘0) , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppozt of this appeal was received in the above matter,
bé Wfi of oral testimony from: Clenmed pofiow  1soued vk Hel 0
o, T[he oluation  Set  previovsty  hpy BAA T
St " Qlece ' I

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

OR

\}Aﬁ PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
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 WAS GRANTED I\HED Py VOTE as follows:

Unanimous
Daniel DeGray Yay Nay
Lori Longhi Yay Nay

Andrew Urbanowicz Yay Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land 52,59/ S6,5%1 @
Building RLZ,. 000 264,600 a
Out Buildings 53,800 93, 200 @
Personal Property

Totals ’3’7/, 500 57/, 500 O




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: (
Decision Date: i 1 { b' ﬂ(‘)?« (9
Property OwnerfAgent: T (ounces Becyy
Property Type & Location: @vﬁ Sone\ Q»éfé Pef \“J , Enfield, CT

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

by way of ox'a‘{.:g‘j%gtony fron (‘Pf" oy 1H  Aak wikTard

A2 r A WO e 1€ of ek
(Q’U_s"\ g Clayed pvee (O u’; oy S

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidencein the above-referenced
mattet 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
-~ BAILED 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 WADENI D by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray o Yay _ Nay
Lori Longhi _ Yay.____ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz . Yay___  Nay

014 Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land

Building , .

Out Buildings i &,’L a‘f
Personal Property [190 =0 - = 7[00 A 055

. £
Totals [{ 70 - 6 - ”‘{// 90 f{oP Hj




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: | i

Decision Date: '"“/ (0 "’Q-b

Property Owner/Agent: 2 ("d\b\( ‘\ (\) W/ PUCH_C(‘ gl’\(}{ {2 [ bb\ ‘Lifw\u C
Property Type & Location: C\> € UM-Q- Q [ WW Enﬁeld cr

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppo t of this appeal was receiyed in the ahove matter,
by-way of oral testimony from: ‘ﬂ ‘1 —? AnEY W
N e N T 2 S (I D )
JC9y WX Towtedd e WS Maud@_, et Sleoul D Reok
FRY oy e losed '
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

0:7"
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.

THERBFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS GRANTED/ WY VOTE as followsa:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray — Yay__ __ Nay
Lori Longhi ___Yay_ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _...Yay__ Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings i ;.
Personal Property {lobY 7RIS ~{ 6] U

Totals kb%o Cﬂ-(s "’IMD




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: %

Decision Date: L{ ‘O l?’ \O
Property Owner/Agent: Lﬂ”"‘c‘* 3"\((0,\)(\'\ QQ'\{"CS O™
Property Type & Location: ___ ? ;)\ ' {2’ PTS“)\" SJF('Q’Q‘J(—. Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this ap\peal was recejved in the abgve mattez,

)ggway &ozal testi ony from: __ Cleuin Naue e \
AT C\S Q/W‘Qﬂd"-

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

(i“?/
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 WAS.\}N?ED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __Yay____Nay
Lori Longhi _ Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz — Yay____ Nay

QOld Assessment New Assessment  Difference

Land. 56, (20 L6, (00 _;i,évL@
Building ZJO, 300 LOLFR0__ -

Out Buildings 7, €00 714?'(? O

Personal Property

Totals A4 100 170,200 ~ 4500




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: I ‘

Decision Date: lf& ""l lo "01(9
Property Owner/Agent: S\ 00')((‘ D&,L—oﬂaﬂl ﬁof n’\v\r:) wret HU#V ﬁ‘ef

Property Type & Location: ,/ ( Vol Eskdes , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was recgived in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony fro L Shosuaed ) haotod Sptea,
e, vxf?\) bt g il ”

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 ‘GRANTED/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Assessor doke ~Aglon, {@:@yanimous ‘/
‘He dad widh<re. Daniel DeGray . Yay_  Nay
Simshed BoSomen]  LoriLonghi _ Yay____Nay
OF. RE05T femovee],  Andrew Urbanowicz _ .Yay ____ Nay

(orcrete welis Flopy concrete
and po neotin pasment 1+

does have C&Ilmg, '

Old Asgsessment New Asgsessment  Difference

Land
Building (08,100 103,100 ~ 4, Hoo
Out Buildings

Personal Property

Totals 108, (0D (03,700 4400




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: l. O
Decision Date: Q(’ (b ' %’LKP
Property Owner/Agent: (\?QSY] - @ V\ '(U\f

Property Type & Location: (P LA S(J\NJ.SL Qf o Oﬂ«ﬁ-(?( , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in g,upport of this appeal was 1ece1ved in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from AN RN o Aoke . ¢k

(\(~€—§ O ey~ P8 S92 sinind™ -0 v dmaa
OM"\{ O—\ \ oY 44 LL}L\%)

\

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

l/I-IAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
BAILED 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 /DBNIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __Yay__ Nay
Lori Longhi — _Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _ Yay___ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment  Difference

Land
Building

Personal Propesty 0 VR Y XS SRl KAWL
Totals | %g%b §9‘§O - \‘3 ng‘




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: ;l O

m Decigion Date: “ (E ( Z‘Of)/ga
Property Ownetf/Agent: Gﬁ-‘—o\\’()\ﬂ\"b (:kr\hb () ()\j\ I\ ' 9 r&{) ﬁ»,(e HOLL 5@

Property Type & Location:(? € (Sened Q[ 0‘(‘\‘(4{\"4 , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: D(ﬁ Wang, Cedmil. gemaplfy
1

O Yo - Yeeloes | Filegl fo el . (]

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 WAENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray ___Yay___ Nay
Lori Longhi ___Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz ___.Yay___ Nay

Qld Assessment New Agsessment  Difference

Land
Building
Out Buildings

Personal Property 150390 |2 plD  —~ 20000
Totals lq[oﬁb { 3 (0?70 — 26000




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: / 2‘

: Decision Date: ‘:[[[QLZ_D_Z (0
. .
Property Owner/Agent: Pﬂt 6%* ( \ /(’ N
Property Type & Location: /‘l)-e/( b ‘““"J‘ «(15 ) Gl }(j , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this 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

HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
OR
\A&ILED 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 GRANTEDY/ DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __ Yay___Nay
Lori Longhi —_Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz e Yay ___ Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment  Difference

Land
Building

Out Buildings
Personal Property /530 1230 O

Totals VRELS !53Q (8}




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: ( 3

Decision Date: M 226

Property Owner/Agent; r‘)((bp r Q,G,S()-H'\’ S l{SWN\ LN C
Property Type & Location: 7 ©:€ﬂb+ ,'J[*I ‘ p,\-, 0 CLC‘ , Enfield, CT

Pl sred (Prope
Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from:

“Pad nook a{;ioec&/”

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 Propetty
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 WAS GRANTEDy VOTE as follows:

Unanimotus

Darndel DeGray __Yay_ Nay
Lori Longhi ___Yay_ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz _ Yay__ Nay

0Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land

Building

Out Buildings

Personal Property SO AReo 20A[260O @

Totals RO 20 QOQI?(oO O




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: __ﬂ_
Decision Date: M%

K
Property Ownex/Agent: oob Ard-o |

Property Type & Location: __1O{ Plioe ni K yve. , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this eg:geal was received in the above matter,

by way of oral testimony from: _ Wha{ e pald [, 800,000 $o¢ (both | o H

'Qeople,. sdarted Jower. Had ad dppraleal showed s tntire
v ~dds ofers v

e P% . SubStantuated DY purchase pric€
After due consideration and thoughtfufdeliberation of al[ 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 by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray ___Yay___ Nay
Lori Longhi —_Yay___ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz ___Yay_ __ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Lend _ I52760 LA O
Building (53200 73200 ~5¥0000
Out Buildings M SO0 [NSOO o
Personal Propetty

Totals L2LO €80 ZMD MO0 r—S}?b{aoD




M,

2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number:

Decision Date: :% Zié 47&97 é
Property Owner/Agent: 5(9\5 # rﬁl o ( [

Propetty Type & Location: /@7 p/ (90 o #I/ i , Enfield, CT

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

by way of oral testimony from:
ee fppeel kY

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
RAILED 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 WASGRANTED/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous (/

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

0Old Assessment New Assessment  Difference

Land /7100 L7000 —O
Building YS5S000 AL oo — ¥09, ot/
Out Buildings EYFOO 5, Pov —o —
Personal Property

Totals (LB 900 Dep, 908 — Yoo oo




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: g /
Decision Date: é z/é / 07 N &

- ("’“h‘)
Property Owner/Agent; ?}0 % i 7%4%; ,/M <.

Property Type & Location: Z £5 P Dpﬁlv- £ d/ , Enfield, CT
Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: fannty

.| ! /\ i /
A7 b7 T 7
Alfter 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
BAILED 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

Daniel DeGray . Yay_ Nay
Lori Longhi - Yay__  Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz ___Yay_ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment  Difference

Land

Building

Ouat Buildings
Personal Propexty

Totals




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

77

Appeal Number: — —

Decision Date: ”{ ‘0! 1/0?/&19
Property Owner/Agent: C }’\ﬁ )h W NCL\JM!'() ? Mol $SA hog e
Property Type & Location: l’( 5" L’“m YV Enfield, CT

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

by way of oral testimony from: —
Do Nk Gx-{)u,p eol

After due consideration and thoughl:fui 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
EAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the mevits of this Appeal

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

THERBFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS GRANTED ’ VOTT as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray o Yay _ Nay
Loti Longhi . Yay__ Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz —Yay____ Nay

Old Asgessment New Assessment Difference

Land (00 - S0 O
Building 52.900 5 ATOO )
Out Buildings

Personal Property

Totals (0 GO jodLoo O




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: _ o2
Decision Date: __4~/{p —dlf
Property Owner/Agent: 17 07h 1¢f fHerbst ~ Atlorn e
Property Type & Loeation: _I00 (51911 Meadows Ass. LI Bnfield, CT

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

by way of oral testimony from: _ &2 sented 4 0@ Doy pn reasone, by i
Shonld po purchaSe price, Notlenauan docuwmentalion
o s 1o veducd +he a8Sessmer .

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

— 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 WAS GRANTELR{/ DENIED By VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

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

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land IeHIG00  sFSFsTo0 o
Building X558 600 /6253 @00 Q
Out Buildings : S@A500 IR SO0 O
Personal Property

Totals IRl PﬁOO %4 02 (95{f00 O O




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: v_ﬂL
Decision Date: Q Z/ M QC/’

Property Owner/Agent: @4[7@( 1Ne 6 a / Cr i
Property Type & Location: ___|H45 Hazard Avo. , Bofield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in suppott of this appeal was re ewed m the above matter,
by way of oral testlmo SX from: _ Waive lQszn a ﬁw
3’ (et

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
—_BAILED 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 WAé GRANTEQ DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimious \/

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

Old Assessment New Assessmnent  Difference

Land

Building

Out Buildings i} -
Personal Property L 740 &£/ Y 95/ M

Totals ‘;Zlﬂi 940 (;‘7/; LFG/ “5389




N

2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Numbes: _3@__““
Multiple preces

Decision Date: 4 ~f {, ~=2. fﬂ

Propetty Owner/Agent: C’F Mulch Dist '{lﬂ“’}' St DC/@‘M ¥

Qavl Landoling
Property Type & Location: Pp 10 Yh Wl ein Rl , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: __Reduced hu 7,335 _Sheuwld he douwble.
31491 Boyoust Ch. poer~, Eauyp Gy grinda Sheu\d e @!Qm]?f»
Wida 12-91 {7t:) Pecaise o501, Hhed eshdiad class g2
\S lloyprcsnot 0 deaars_put 1ts on mMbnuC Exemphon frm as s Yror
After due'consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced 109r;
matter as more fully identified, Enfield’s Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property il 8,4“@1f

Owner 3:#‘ apf’”m”"’
/ }emsifws
HAS PROVEN beyond a pteponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal abivs
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.

THEREFOR, THIS APPLICATION WA GRANTED/ DENTHD by VOTR as follows
Unanimous \/

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

Old Assegsment  New Asgsessment Difference

Land
Building
Out Buildings

Personal Property 3, QOE}F A 3076, bFF —XE LD
Totals F,208, 394 3,11, (o84 ~AF L0




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: 37
Decision Date: L\ [ “" (& b
Property Ownel/Agent K\W\\"h Y “’\Jz,w\ p(é\r\\q,\ (02

ol QOne l(w& W\w(
Property Type & Location: 'S/ Gt b\!é Steeest— , Enfield, CT

I—Iavmg been duly sworn, ev1dence in suBgozt of this appeal was received in the above matter,

f oral testHm fi Louw Crlonl, wl Sweal -e,t{\g,ul'(a,—-
CG 2. };wéxlo (tla ?;7 Oéyasirg o~ g Vil ofF T pepted Theom@

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

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 WASNIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray __ _Yay_ Nay
Lori Longhi __Yay___Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz v Yay ___ Nay

Old Assessment  New Assessment lefexence

Land “Tlp SO0 %
Building B Z2K4Yv 0 ::E]E[‘?

Out Buildings
Personal Property

Totals | @01 ?0 O 6‘6:3 ?’BL/ - i ‘ FW(D




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: L'

Decision Date: M‘D lb
Property OwnerfAgent: QD\ML\ ) L\(}«—\NQD

J
Property Type & Loacation: @—e (S Sro @(c(\}-e( ’(:)J\ , Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: Ot @ vVeluukven ot
WNCRON GRed ol VRkdeg

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 q{g’;ﬂ‘ nwu (PENIED Joy VOTE as follows:
iRy

Unanimous

Daniel DeGray — Yay___Nay
Lori Longhi . Yay ____Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz . Yay__ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land
Building
Out Buildings

Personal Property (ggg y I ) S&q W)
Totals Coj/g C( @ 5% c‘ O




2026 DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Appeals

Appeal Number: l 9\

| Decision Date: l “ @1&\0
Property Owner/Agent: W’\ \1 o WM o
Property Type & Location: \ O \_’\U\ &SQV\ S‘t( M Ré ", Enfield, CT

Having been duly sworn, evidence in support of this appeal was received in the above matter,
by way of oral testimony from: _Cloamg 1009y VB dasemlita, Swymiied
e Toeen,  Veodwm OTBT) cows ([ [3H,
e~y V& (087, disddded . "

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@ENTED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous ‘/

Daniel DeGray . YaY Nay
Lori Longhi _ Yay__Nay
Andrew Urbanowicz __Yay __ Nay

Old Assessment New Assessment Difference

Land HE40b 56900 O
Building 139400 O —~ 17100
Out Buildings AA© 2700 O
Personal Property

Totals 148 500 5’<%llj 06 —\ 37900




