Minutes of the BAA

Special Meeting
June 16, 2022
DRAFT

Chairman Tyler called meeting to order at 11:00 a.m.
Roll call showed Tom Tyler & Donna Dubanoski and Lori Longhi Present.

The BAA discussed a supplemental Report to fully articulate the BAA’s decision in Appeal #0
which was made on May 20, 2020. It was very clear we did not consider any additional
evidence, nor vote or deliberate on the merits since the time had expired. It was to articulate
the BAA’s rationale supporting our decision in Appeal #0. After going over the draft report
and discussing the towns attempt to overrule BAA Decision, discussing that the town didn’t
send out the decision timely, reading the Todd Helems and Ellen Zoppo-Sassu letter that was
sent out, but not really sent out and going over the cases that Todd and Ellen had in this letter
the group moved a few things around. The BAA approved the report with the changes. The
chairman would send me a clean copy for the minutes with appellant’s telephone number
redacted on the official appeal form and the attachments.

Donna made the motion to approve the supplemental report that articulates the BAA decision,
with phone number redacted be filed with the Minutes Tom seconds, Unanimous 3-0

The BAA members discussed doing informational speaking at the town council meetings.
There were so many different topics to cover the group decided to assign the first group of
issues for the June 20, 2022 meeting. Each member was agreeable and assigned to cover a
different topic area.

Motion to adjourn by Donna seconded by Tom, Approved 3-0
Meeting adjourned at 12.10 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted

Lori Longhi
Recording Secretary



Enfield, CT, Board of Assessment Appeals

Supplemental Report on Decisions of Appeals of Assessments
Heard in April. 2022 and Decided in May, 2022

June 16, 2022

SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT:

The purpose of BAA issuing this “Supplemental Report” is to more fully articulate
the basis upon which our decision in Appeal # 0 was made on May 20, 2022. We
did not consider any additional evidence, nor did we deliberate and/or vote on the
merits of this appeal since the time to have done so expired on May 31, 2022. This

document is to articulate BAA’s rationale supporting our decision in Appeal # 0.

FACTUAL HISTORY:

Having been informed by the Tax Assessor that the Romano farm was no longer
classified as a farm under PA 490 because no income had been produced Mr.
Romano decided to file an appeal of those decisions. As a farm, Mr. Romano’s
assessment in 2020 was $13,520.00; however, after farm status was removed, the
assessment in 2021 increased by over 11 times to $150,900.00.

Accordingly, on March 18, 2022, Mr. Romano went to the tax assessor’s office
and requested an appeal form to complete and file, then and there. The Tax
Assessor came out from his office to engage Mr. Romano at the front counter
wherein the Tax Assessor personally denied Mr. Romano’s request for an
appeal form. He informed Mr. Romano that he could not file an appeal because
he no longer had a farm. Mr. Romano begrudgingly accepted the Tax Assessor’s
representation at that time and went home to the farm that has been in his family for
about 100 years.

Because Mr. Romano’s aftorney was unavailable to immediately meet with him, it
was not until April 8, 2022 that Mr. Romano’s attorney provided an appeal form
which was completed, signed by Mr, Romano and mailed directly to the BAA
Chairman at his home address. That appeal form was received by the BAA
Chairman on April 11, 2022 and he assigned “Appeal # 0" to the Romano file.
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A BAA hearing was scheduled for Appeal # 0 on April 21, 2022 at 5:30 pm.;
wrilten notice was provided to Mr. Romano more than 7 days in advance of the
hearing. On April 21, 2022 about 5:30 pm, Mr. Romano and his lawyer, Attorney
Richard Tatoian, appeared, testified and gave documentary evidence to
support his claims: 1%, that his appeal would have been timely filed but for the Tax
Assessor’s refusal to provide him with an appeal form on March 18, 2022; and, 2™,
in support of grievances regarding declassification and/or removal of PA 490 status
of the farm and a grossly excessive increase in the assessment at 54 Virginia Avenue.

On May 20, 2022, the BAA deliberated and veted unanimously to “recognize
March 18, 2022 as [the] Filing Date” for Appeal # (” (See Exhibit # 1: BAA’s
Official Decision and Minutes regarding Appeal # 0, dated 5/20/2022). In its May
20, 2022 Decision Minutes, BAA expressly noted: “On 3/18/22 at Tax Assessor’s
Office, Mr. Raymond [sp. “Romano”] Confirmed T.A. wrongfully declassified
because “no income” therefore “not a farm” — T.A. Requested 1040 IRS/CT
Returns But Mr., R. Refused and Requested Assessment Appeal Form which
T.A. Refused to Provide on 3/18/22. We Recognize 3/18/22 As Filing Date —
Outrageous T.A. Actions.”

After voting unanimously to accept Appeal # 0 as “effectively filed on March 18,
20227, the BAA proceeded to consider the second tier of Mr. Romano’s Appeal # 0.
Accordingly, BAA deliberated and voted unanimously to reduce the assessment
from $150,900.00 to $15,788.00, recalculating farm land values using most recent
OPM recommendations. BAA also ordered that “This property be restored and
reinstated to its prior PA 490 Status and classification(s) on the 10-1-2020
Grand List with exception(s) only for the above assessment calculation(s)
immediately” (See Exhibit # 1: BAA’s Official Decision and Minutes regarding
Appeal # 0, dated 5/20/2022)

TOWNATTEMPTS TO OVERRULE BAA DECISION:

“In reviewing the decisions made by the Board of Assessment Appeals
(“BAA™),” wrote the Tax Assessor (in conjunction with the Town Manager) when
they provided the BAA Chairman with their June 1, 2022 Legal Opinion that “Mr.
Romano did not file a timely written appeal” and “Subject matter jurisdiction
cannot be waived by the parties.” Their legal analysis concluded: “Therefore, WE
[emphasis added] believe the BAA overstepped its authority by granting this
appeal.” (See Exhibit # 2: 6/1/2022 Email from Vicki Rose included a copy of a
letter from the Tax Assessor directed to Tom Tyler but addressed to 820 Enfield
Street, instead of his home or office address. The letter has not yet been delivered.)
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In support they cited two cases, neither of which had anything to do with a BAA
being reversed by a court of competent jurisdiction for applying an exception to the
Doctrine of Equitable Estoppel in recognizing the effective date an appeal was filed.
In fact, in one of those cases (Connecticut Post Limited Partnership v. City of
Milford), the Court showed deference to a BAA decision rejecting an assessment
appeal; accordingly, our BAA would expect to be shown a similar deference
invoking an exception to the Doctrine of Equitable Estoppel recognizing an effective
filing date as was decided in Appeal # 0.

On June 11, 2022, Mr. Romano received a letter from the Tax Assessor notifying
him that “In my review of the Board of Assessment Appeals (“BAA”) decisions,
vou went before the BAA without filing the required appeal form by March 18,
2022.” The Tax Assessor then provided his Legal Opinion: “My office considers
the actions of the BAA void as they had no legal standing to hear your appeal.”
(See Exhibit # 3: 6/8/2022 Tax Assessor Letter to Mr. Romano).

Incidentally, although the Tax Assessor had neglected or refused to mail BAA’s
Official Decision and Minutes (See Exhibit # 1, dated 5/20/2022) to Mr. Romano
by 5/27/2022, as required by the very same statute CGS 12-111 the Tax Assessor
and Town Manager pointed out to BAA, it also stated: “Must send written
notification of the final determination of such appeals to each such person
within one week after such determination has been made.” (See: Board of
Assessment Appeals Handbook, “A Guide to Property Tax Administration for
Connecticut’s Municipal Boards of Assessment Appeals” Revised Edition 2017,
at Page 9). The Tax Assessor apparently stuffed it into the same envelope he mailed
fo Mr. Romano on June 8" without specifically referring to it.

REBUTTAL: TOWN’S POSITION IS FATALLY FLAWED BY THE LAW:

It appears as though the Town is trying to create an “illusion” that it is up to the
Tax Assessor and/or Town Manager to “review” BAA decisions and act as final
arbiters in determining which BAA decisions fo overrule, affirm or dismiss.
Unfortunately, for them, (but fortunately for taxpayers) they have it backwards. The
Tax Assessor and Town Manager are the “Town” and the BAA is an official
municipal agency designed to serve as an appeal body for taxpayers who believe that
the town erred in the valuation of their properties or erroneously denied them
exemptions. The BAA is the review body serving independently. (Sce: Board of
Assessment Appeals Handbook, “A Guide to Property Tax Administration for
Connecticut’s Municipal Boards of Assessment Appeals” Revised Edition 2017,

at Page 1).
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Assessment review in Connecticut “relates to procedures that ensure property
valuations are just and equitable. An extended and involved process,_it begins
with the Assessor and ends with the Board of Assessment Appeals.” (Ibid, at

Page §)

“Numerous statutes ... provide an oversight of the valuation process and a
critical part of that oversight is the Board of Assessment Appeals. The boards of
assessment appeals are provided by statufe to act as an independent body of
review for property owners who wish to appeal their assessments after
exhausting more informal channels of appeal such as the Assessor or the
revaluation company.” (Ibid, at Page 5).

1) 1t is important to take note that a taxpayer makes a formal appeal to the
Board of Assessment Appeals NOT the Tax Assessor (See: CGS 12-111).

2) It is the Board of Assessment Appeals NOT the Tax Assessor who decides
to accept or reject an appeal application if it is incomplete or if any items
are missing or if it is received after the deadline (Ibid, at Page 11).

3) It is the Board of Assessment Appeals NOT the Town Manager who
MUST hear appeals of persons claiming to be aggrieved by the actions of
the Tax Assessor (See: CGS 12-111 and CGS 12-504d).

4) Only the Board of Assessment Appeals NOT the Town Manager who has
the power to take appeals from taxpayers and review and correct the
work of assessors (See: CGS 12-111 and CGS 12-113).

EVIDENCE RECEIVED AT APRIL 21, 2022 HEARING

Mr. Romano’s Appeal # 0 was dated April 8, 2022 and received by Chairman Tom
Tyler on April 11, 2022. On its face this appeal was not received by March 18, 2022
but the appellant testified that he was prevented from filing his appeal by statements,
acts, actions and conduct of the Tax Assessor, upon which he had no choice but to
accept on March 18, 2022, which was to his substantial detriment.

Mr. Romano’s Attorney argued that under the circumstances in this case, an
exception to the general rule regarding the “doctrine of equitable estoppel”
should be applied. Although it is well established that a municipality cannot
generally be estopped by the unauthorized acts of its officers [Dupuis v. Submarine
Base Credit Union, 170 Conn 344, 365 A.2d, 1093 (1976)], this Tax Assessor did
or said something calculated or intended to induce Mr. Romano (o believe that he
could not file an appeal of his gricvances, and that even with due diligence he was
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unable to learn the true state of his rights. Also, Mr. Romano had no convenient
means of acquiring that knowledge until he was able to reach his attorney several
days later. Furthermore, Mr. Romano would be subjected to substantial losses if the
Town and/or its Tax Assessor were permitted to negate the acts or statements of the
Tax Assessor [Kimberly Clark Corporation v. Dupuis, Commissioner of
Revenue Services, 204 Conn 137, 527 A. 2" 679 (1987), but for which, Mr.
Romano would have filed his appeal on March 18, 2022,

DELIBERATIONS ON MAY 20, 2022

Recalling that the BAA is a quasi-judicial agency with equitable powers and
authority, the threshold issue, as we saw it, was: Whether the actions of the
Tax Assessor (in advising Mr. Romano that since he had no income derived from
the farm, then he no longer had a farm under PA 490; and, thereafter the Tax
Assessor refused to provide Mr. Romano an appeal form with which he could (and
would) have filed his appeal, then and there, in the offices of the tax assessor on
March 18%) indueced or prevented Mr. Romano (by removing the opportunity for
him to fill out and file a tax assessment appeal form because it was withheld from
him by the Tax Assessor) from exercising a legal right he had to file an appeal ?

If so, the BAA would have to decide whether or not Mr., Romano would suffer
substantial economic loss as a result ?

DECISION MADE ON MAY 20, 2022

The first tier of BAA deliberations and decision was to determine the “effective”
date the appeal was filed. In so doing, BAA found, by compelling evidence, that
Mr. Romano was induced by the Tax Assessor in reasonably (but without any
real choice) relying on erroncous and misleading representations made to Mr.
Romano’s econemic detriment which now threatened to subject him to
substantial loss if the town through its fax assessor’s office were permitted to
negate the acts of its tax assessor, especially without adequate substantive
and/or procedural due process of law., Additionally, removal of the Romano
farm from PA 490 Status would automatically result in such a drastic change
to its classification and valuation that it would be inequitable and/or oppressive.

Accordingly, the BAA recognized March 18, 2022 as the effective filing date by
Mr. Romano in Appeal # 0.




The second tier of BAA deliberations and decision in Appeal # 0 was recited
above in “FACTUAL HISTORY OF APPEAL # 0” and in its “Report on
Decisions of Appeals of Assessments Heard in April, 2022 and Decided in May,
2022 dated May 28, 2022” and, therefore, need not be repeated.

END OF SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

Report Approved: June 16, 2022

Motion o Accepl and Approve “Suppiemeniai Repori on Decisions of Appeals
Heard in April, 2022 and Decided in May, 2022” made by Donna Dubanoski,
seconded by Thomas Tyler was APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0 by Donna
Dubanoski, Lori Longhi and Thomas Tyler at a Special Meeting of Enfield, CT,
Board of Assessment Appeals on June 16, 2022.
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TH15 APPEAL FORM TO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEIVED ON OR BEFORE MARCH 18, 2022, AND MUST
BE COMPLETED [N ITS ENTIRETY, PROPERTY OWNERS OWNING MORE THAN ONE PROPERTY MUST FILE A SEPARATE FORM FOR
EACH ACCOUNT APPEALED. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIRLY,

L} T el <
praperty owner{s) __Raymond C. Romano o e n o

Name of agent {If different from owner} g e -
Pasition of agent (if different from owner) -
Property owner will be represented by (chack one): Self X Agant:

{If by agent, must attach evidence of authorization)

Name of Person and Address to which alf notices and correspondence should be sent (list ONE address onfy):
Name Raymond C. Romano

Strapt 52 Virpdinda Avenue ;
Clty, State, ZIp Code Enfield, OT 06082 ____Telephone (Daytime) ___ 65 :’.S??

e B B L O NN "
Torthe Siand Ustof Cotaber 4., sl £,

Description of the property being appealed [location if reat estate, year/make/model/marker number If motor vehicle)
MOTE: Regular Grand List Motar Vehicle hearing conducted in September.,

Real estate
{Real Estate, Supplemental Motar Vehicle, Pecsonal Property)
property tacation: ___ 54 Virginia Avenue, ‘Enfield, CT
{Number and Street} [Assessar Map/Lot If Real Estate}
Property Description: _17.46 acres farm land
{Business Name If Personal Property; Year, Make, Model, VIN If Motar Vehicie)
Reason for the Appeal; _The assessment does not reflect that the property is farm land.

Property Type:

Appellant’s estimate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being appeated: ___ $12,520.00

._ff‘.%fzrﬂﬂﬂ Aﬂ@ﬁé’w,@ April 8, 2022
Signatdire of owner and/or agent {Attach proof of authorization) DATE
{Position of signer: Owmer )

FOR BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS USE ONLY:

Property Deseription: 5 4 é/ RE A K ;:j{b’&:vtch

Street Address: Assessar Map ___ Lot iD Lack
Other:

_ /o> N é.tﬁ/ﬁ)
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME ATTHE TowN HAw:  ( SC/77 Co Koo 3 <
An appeal hearlng Is to be held (DATE) AP/ [( Zj 222 {TIME] j-’ 3o [AiMe

e Nour apphcatmn wWis g don___ {Act:on Date) g
_ Your apphcati1 \ction Date) 7 (D L& ry

ssessment Mew Assessment Difference
LAND _1_@39_2:____ 2N Ye T /55, 132

BLIILDINGS

outBLLDNGS e L

/50,77 /,5, 5L /yw

-."A‘\IRMAN B ARDC- ASQLQSME!\:T APPEALS I\A

This actlon miay bre appeated b Superior Comt withip fwo monthe of the maillng of the descing

820 ENFIELD ST | ENFICLD, CT 06082 | (R60) 253 6330 4
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2022 Decision Boare of Assessment Appeals  Appeal # ‘(/ o :
Decision Date: (/& ,/ =R

Motion fo approve Appea| made by Donna Dubanoski and seconded

by Thomas Tyler '

After due consideration and thoughtful delibecation of all evidence in the matter of this appeal,
Enfleld's Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property Owner /97 5{ Aoma 110
, .
ol HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appezl
OR
FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WASGRANTEDYDENIED by VOTE as follows:
Unanimous B =0
Denna Dubanoski . Yay Nay
Lori Longhl Yay Nay
Thomas Tyler Yay Nay
_ = Appraised
Farm Land Code River Valley| Acres Amount Amount Assessed Amount
Tillabie A 710 2,530
Tillable B 711 1,810
Tillable C 712 1,690
Tillable D 713 117005.00| S5£50C || 97, /L0
Orchard £ 714 990 i _
Pasture F 715 28015601 /Y00 21 _Sof -
Swarnp, Ledge 716 40[72, 4 19§ L2323
scrub G 716} 40
717
Woodland Forest] 610 320 :
Dpen Space 718 : P— - _
U 5700 sl T dEGXTSfr SE cdl M ot e S
LA, rolh gkl clec/eisihiad Le<foiz < ol neame A ra s
tprercdord ™ Nd i o deandiP X it el LHZD 2L 7Y
A AV AW e A W W I A=A ki /2
' (orp_ osisrcd T Aeriedis 75 LIRE =n> ZJ75 T
L% _RE oG BL 2/ ae il Dpide —| o0 G RE LS e
OTHER RELIEF ORDERED: This property be rastared and relnstated to lis prior B.A. 490 Status and A
classification(s) as exdsted on the 10-1-2020 Grand List with exception(e) only for the abeve
assessment calculation(s) immediately.
|TOTALS 1740 7548°° 1| 134,683 1| _75%¢ 2
APPRAISED NEW 2022 2021 2020
AMOUNT ASSESSMENT ﬁE‘.:SESSMENT ASSESSMENT
Land (34,585 5548 142 . Fow. " 5 AFO
Bulldings ; ; ,
Out Buidings 11,760 ¥, A40 §,20u,” _ §, 240
) T
B T o -7 ) S -
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Tom Tyler

From: Rose, Victoria <vrose@enfield.org>
Sent: Wednesday, lune 1, 2022 1:08 PM
To: Tom Tyler

Subject: FW: BAA Letter

Attachments: BAA Letter.pdf

Victoria Rose, CCMA IT
Assistant Assessor
Town of Enfield
(860)253-6337

From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Sent: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 12:04 PM
To: Rose, Victoria <vrose@enfield.org>

Cc: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
Subject: BAA Letter

Vicki,
Please forward the attached to Mr. Tyler.
Thank you

Sincerely,

Todd Helems

Todd Helems CCMA 1l SPA
Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

Phone: 860-253-6330
Email: thelems@enfield.org



o S g g Departiment of Assessment and Revenue Collection
PoCERriad, Fown of Enfield o
,z P s Y ©7 TB20°Enfield Street
? Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www,enfield-ci.gov

June 1, 2022

Mr. Tom Tyler

Board of Assessment Appeals
Town of Enfield

820 Enfteld Sireet

Enfield, CT 06082

Re: Assessment Appeal of Raymond Romano, 54 Virginia Avenue

Deat My, Tyler:

In reviewing the decisions made by the Board of Assessment Appeals (“BAA”™),
you granted an appeal to a property owner, Raymond Romano, regarding property
located at 54 Virginia Avenue; however, Mr. Romano did not file a timely written appeal.
Connecticul General Staiufes §12-111 establishes mandatory timeframes for filing
appeals and the actions taken by the BAA. These timelines go to subject matter
jurisdiction. Sce Connecticut Post Limited Parinership v. City of Milford). Subject
matter jurisdiction cannot be waived by the parties. A Better Way Wholesale Autos, Ine.
woSE Pauld, 338 Conn, 651, 661-662 (2021),

Therefore, we believe the BAA overstepped its authority by granting this appeal.

Sincerely,

Todd Helems
Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection

oo Ellen Zoppo-Sassu, Town Manager

— /0
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfietd

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 86(0.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

June 8, 2022

Raymond C. Romano
52 Virginia Ave.

~

Enfleid, CT 06082

Location: 54 Virginia Ave
PID: 6633

Dear Mr. Romano:

In my review of the Board of Assessment (BAA) appeals decisions, you went before the
BAA without filing the required appeal form by March 18, 2022. My office considers
the actions of the BAA void as they had no legal standing to hear your appeal.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call the office at 860-253-6339.

o

Sincerely,

i peb—

Todd Helems :
Supervisor of Assessment and Revenue Collection

Enclosures

~//
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ASSESSMENT APPEAL TORM ~—
Avpeal No. _tgg‘_(j__

THiS APPEAL FORM TO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEIVED ON OR BEFORE MARCH 18, 2022, AND MUSY
BE COMPLETED IN ITS ENTIRETY, PROPERTY OWNERS OWNING MORE THAN ONE PROPERTY MUST FILE A SEPARATE FORM FOR

EACH ACCOUNT APPEALED. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY,

Preperty owner(s) _ Raymond C. Romano
Name of agent (If different from cwner)
Position of agent {if different from owner)
Property owner will be represented by (check ane}: Self X Agent:
{if by agent, must attach evidence of authorization)

Name of Person and Address to which all notices and correspondence should be sent (list QNE address only):
name Raymond C. Romano

street 52 Virginia Avenue —
City, State, Zip Code __FEnf{ald, CT 0A0KR2 Telephone (Daytime) __ 8¢ &7 2D £4 c7Lt

Forthe Crand Vss of Makaba . v anal .
LREZRN TR R ERR TR SR R R S o T o} R PRV .

Description of the property being appealed (location if real estate, year/make/model/marker number If motor vehicle)
MOTE: Regular Grand List Motor Vehicle hearing conducted in September,

Real estate
{Real Cstate, Supplemental Motor Yehlcle, Personal Property)
Property Lacatlon: 54 Virginia Avenue, Enfield, CI
{Number and Street) (Assessor Map/Lot If Real Estate}
Property Description: __ 17,46 acres farm land
(Business Nare If Personal Property; Year, Make, Madel, VIN If Motor Vehicle)
Reason for the Appeal: _The assessment does not reflect that the property is farm land.

froperty Type:

Appellant’s estimate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being appealed; _ $12,520.00

ﬁ%gmﬂ{f. Wmezm April 8, 2022
signatfire of owner and/or agent (Attach proof of authorization} DATE

(Pasition of signer: Ouner } . i &

FOR BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APFEALS USE ONLY:

Property Rescription: 5 f tf/ VR E A K WMQ&"

Street Address: Assessor Map Lot D Lock

Other:

, _ O LI, 45@&1)
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME ATTHETOWN HA:  ( SC/77 Co Koostu 3 be -
An appeal hearlng Is to be held (AT APAIL 2/, 222 (TMe) G 3o A

. our application was denjed on o {Action Date) i
o ]2 Your appllcatt 5 2&7_—%[@4&::&!0:1 Date) j 7 Zpbm

Ol Assessment P New Assessment Nifference . —
— — Cond —
LAND /_521 FP, w?:\.& P ""-/3-51 /2.
BUILDINGS
OUTBUILDINGS 5, Ao, ~ = e Vi - S, T
/ 7

35,7787 T[S ANE. T RS I

CANRMAN, BEARD OF/ASSESSMENT APPEALS DATED

This actlon may he appealed to.Superior Court within two months of the mailing of the decision

BZ0 ENFIELD ST | ENFITLD, CT 0GD82Z | (860) 253-6339

(— / "Z_A P
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2022 Decision Board of Assessment Appeals  Appeal # O e ]
. Decision Date: {7 Foy Zo-
Motion to approve Appeal made By Donna Dubanoski and seconded by Thomas Tyler
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the matter of this appeal,
Enfleld's Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property Owner /94 ff Aoma i e
"
i
v’ 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
THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WASGRANTEDYDENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous B ~0
Donna Dubanoski Yay _ Nay
Lorl Langhi Yay Nay
Thomas Tyler e Yay —_ Nay
i i || Appraised |
Farm Land Code River Valley|Acres]  Amount Amount Assessed Amount
Thlable & 710 2,530 '
Tillable B 711 1,810
Tillable C 712 1,690
Tillable D 713] 1170{5.00| 5850 99, [0
Orchard £ 714 990 | i
Pasture F 715 280560 /400 37, 800
Swamp, Ledge | 716 40|72, 4 X498 47,:_4?4?3
Scrub G 716 : 40
717
Woodland Forest] 610 390
Open Space 718 : =
gx 2/ ol T ASPEEXISIT o) cd] LU L] ij:—*ih “t‘-f:‘#;a;;" Lacadad
] i 1, Mo IR 4
H._wroky :hf/;,; C;”-eﬁfu:%‘i' e é..:ee-&-od-e. = e o T Reruns
v AV AW W e e s
_ vy _osibicd TIH. RErBINEE 75 Vb LIRNE = 2 TR
; = ko B~ A _frreidie Dz — |0 TRE 6T ot §
OTHER RELIEF ORDERED: This property be restored and relnstated to lis prior P.A. 490 Status and A=
classification{s) as exlsted on the 10-1-2020 Grand List with exce an{s) only for the above
assessment calculation(s) Immediately, H
[TOTALS [746 7oHE° |l 434, 593 1548 20
APPRAISED NEWY 2022 2021 2020
ARMOUNT ASSESSMENT A§SESSMENT ASS_ESSMENT
Land 134, 582 L3548 14 o7 TTA RO
Bulldings - . -
Out Buildings 1,700 ¥, 240 S0, &, 2HO

Persenal Property . 7 -
TOTAL [9d, (93 15, 75% W" [ 4, 520
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