10/13/2023 - 'Additional exhibits appended to the minutes.
Exhibits stamped and received October 3. 2023
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1. Roll Call
Present: Gina Cekala, Robert Cressotti, Matthew Despard, Douglas Finger, Nick
Hopkins, Michael Ludwick, Cynthia Mangini, Ken Nelson Jr., Marie Pyznar,
John Santanella, Lori Unghire |

Absent: None
Also Present were Town Manager, Ellen Zoppo-Sassu; Assistant Town Manager, Steve

Bielenda; Town Attorney, James Tallberg; and Enfield Assessor, Todd Helems.

Special guests were City of Bristol Assessor, Thomas DeNoto; City of Danbury Assessor,
Donna Murphy; Board of Assessment Appeals Chair, Attorney Tom Tyler; Board of
Assessment Appeals member, Lori Longhi; and Board of Assessment Appeals Counsel,

Rachel Baird.
2. Introduction of Moderator Scott Kaupin

Mayor Cressotti introduced Scott Kaupin, who acted as moderator of the meeting. Mr.
Kaupin is a former Enfield Town Councilor, Mayor and Chair of the 4th of July Committee.

"Mr. Kaupin reviewed the role of the moderator and indicated that he intended to run a fair
and impartial meeting in accordance with the rules that both sides agreed to. The Assessor
and the Board of Assessment Appeals each had one hour and fifteen minutes for their
presentations. This was a special meeting of the Town Council, and the presentatibns were

to the Council. It was not a question and answer session.

Mr. Kaupin reviewed the rules of the meeting and stated that following both presentations,
the Assessor and the Board of Assessment Appeals would take turns reviewing the
following six property appeals. They had ten minutes to present, followed by five minutes

in which to respond.
3. Presentation by the Assessor Todd Helems - 1 hour 15 minutes pfesentation with

special guests
Enfield Assessor Todd Helems, City of Bristol Assessor Tom DeNoto and City of Danbury
Assessor Donna Murphy began their hour and fifteen minute presentation. A copy of this

presentation is appended fo these minutes.
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Presentation by the Board of Assessment Appeals - 1 hour 15 minutes presentation
with special guests

Board of Assessment Appeals (BAA) Chair Tom Tyler, BAA Member Lori Longhi, and BAA
Counsel Rachel Baird began their hour and fifteen minute presentation. A copy of their
notes and information is appended to these minutes.

Discussion on Cases
The BAA and Assessor Todd Helems reviewed the following appeals:

A. Appeal #41 - Bay Street, LLC - 200 Fletcher Road

B. Appeal #307-310 - Jarmoc Farms LLC Broad Brook Rd - Nutmeg Solar Tax Stabilization
C. Appeal #300 - Jarmoc Farms, LLC - 45 Charnley Road

D. Appeal #352 - David & Lori Longhi - 78 Park Ave

E. Appeal #221 - Moose Club

F. Appeal #363 - Scott & Kimberly Delorge - 336 Geo. Washington Road

Video of the discussions may be viewed at the following link:

https://enfieldct.portal.civicclerk.com/event/4171 /media_.

Attorney Mario Coppola of Berchem Moses requested two minutes to speak, which was
granted by Mr. Kaupin. Mr. Coppola stated that there were many defamatory comments
made regarding his work and that of his law firm. Mr. Tyler has made comments that the
outcome of the Independent Review was pre-determined and rigged. Mr. Coppola stated
that these comments were wholly unfounded and further stated that he has had numerous
discussions with Mr. Tyler and addressed his concerns regarding his work on this review.
Mr. Coppola stated that his work was completely independent, and never improperly
influenced by any town official, employee, or taxpayer. Mr. Coppola wanted to put on the
record his request that any defamatory comments made by Mr. Tyler about him and his firm
be publicly retracted. Mr. Coppola stands by his work and that of his law ﬁrm..

Adjournment

MOTION #6719 by: Cynthia Mangini, seconded: Ken Nelson Jr. to adjourn.

Upon a SHOW-OF-HANDS vote being taken, the Chair declared MOTION #6719 adopted
unanimously, and the meeting stood adjourned at 10:05 pm.
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Respectfully submitted,

Sheila M. Bailey, Town Clerk
Clerk of the Council

Lindsay Petrucci, Assistant Town Clerk
Secretary of the Council
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9/26/2023

Presentation from the
Assessor’s Office on the
Facts

September 20, 2023

Explanation on what the Assessor’s Role is as
well as Clarification on Certain BAA
Statements

»What does the Assessor actually do

»Discover, List and Value

» Rebuttal of allegations made since the 2021
Revaluation
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9/26/2023

What is the Role of
the Assessor - Part 1

Discover -

Newspapers, Business filings,
Canvassing, Neighbors, Social
Media

What is the Role of
the Assessor - Part 2

Compile a list of all property
located in Enfield -

Real Estate (RE) - Vision DataBase

Personal Property (PP) - QDS
Personal Property Module

Motor Vehicle (MV) - List from
the CT DMV (twice a year)
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9/26/2023

What is the Role of

the Assessor - Part 3

Put a Fair Market Value on
Property

RE -.15,908 parcels - residential
homes based on sales

PP - 2,079 Accounts - Self
reported / Audits

MV- 37,304 Received priced from VALUATION

the DMV + 5% valued individually

PA 490 / Farms /
Open Space
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9/26/2023

PA 490 “Farms”

» Created spreadsheet of 77 properties that needed
more information - out of 248 properties (177 approved / 71 remov

» 10 Properties under Open Space classification
» 11 properties with no updated application (Sale / Transfer)

» 13 properties no application

> 4 Properties which | had a discussion with the owner and was told they
no longer farmed

> 1 application denied (asked owner to completely fill out application
twice - missing information)

> 24 properties - change of use
> 14 properties reviewed and left in PA490

COMMERCIAL BUSINESS, APPLICATION FOR ORCHARD,
CHANGE F USE - 6 properties

|

BRAINARD RO, BILL’S LANDSCAPING
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9/26/2023

RESIDENTIAL, PERSONAL HORSE,

WAS XMAS TREE FARM, NO LONGER IN BUSINESS - 3 propertie

1552 KING ST

10
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9/26/2023

NO FARMING ACTIVITY, OVERGROWN FIELDS - 11 prope
} S B y I 44 ‘.I' ". ¥ ' ‘.

173 MOODY RD

PA490 STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

» Joan Nichols - Executive Director CT Farm
Bureau

» State Representative Doug Dubitsky -

District 47 (Canterbury, Chaplin, Franklin, Hampton, Lebanon,
Lisbon, Norwich, Scotland and Sprague)

» Agricultural Commission meeting @ Annex-
! March 2022

» Changing Classifications - Tillable, Pasture,
Orchard, etc.

12
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PA490 STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

> Unlike many statutes, PA490 includes a Declaration of Policy - The
PA490 Guide. Below are some of the guidelines in the Policy

> Factors an assessor considers in Farmland Classification - pg. 11

> Acreage, Portion of Land in Actual Farming Use, Productivity, Gross Income,
Equipment Used.

> Leased Land is eligible - pg. 12

> Horse operations - “If the landowner has a horse for pleasure, and not for
some business related activity, the land use may not be valued as
farmland” pg. 12.

> “New deeded landowners are required to notify the assessor of a change
of ownership and must complete the appropriate applications.” pg. 32

> “Applications that are not filed within the prescribed time frame or are
incomplete will not be accepted for PA490...” pg. 9

13

PA490 Sale / Transfer

One of the 2 reasons a property owner must file
a new / updated application.

Every sale or transfer, regardless of the parties
involved, must file an application with the
assessor.

Joan Nichols interview confirmed that any
transfer or change in ownership..., even an
excepted transfer...requires a new application to
the assessor.

Even excepted transfers - of which there are 15

eligible reasons- see page 37 of the PA490 Guidebook
Farm Bureau Publication

14

9/26/2023
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9/26/2023

PA490 - Continued

The 2nd reason for termination of PA490 is a change of use

CGS Sec. 12-504h - The use of such land is changed to a use other
than that described in the application for the existing
classification.

A property can lay fallow or inactive for a period of time. Once it
becomes apparent that the owner no longer plans to farm the
property, the PA490 classification should be terminated.

As stated earlier - an assessor must consider the “Portion of Land in
Actual Farming Use, Productivity, Gross Income, Equipment Used”.

Once a property doesn’t meet any of these factors, the property is no
longer considered a farm.

All property owners were contacted and given months to supply
the proper documentation to maintain their PA490 status.

15

Change of Classification

Not many New Applications have been filed in recent
years

During my review of PA490 applications, | discovered that
some classifications had been changed from the original
application.

Following Joan Nichols philosophy of “land doesn’t grow
feet and change classifications”, | returned the
classification to match the original application. I didn’t
choose the classification, the farmer did.

Another property, which changed from Forest to Tillable, |
used the classification of all of the surrounding property -
which will be discussed later on.

16
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9/26/2023

v

Smyth’s Trinity Farm
Vision Appraisal changed to partially commercial
Owner refused inspection by assessor for 2021 Grand List

One building placed on wrong property in 2016, before | was the |
assessor

Vision Appraisal added building to right property but failed to delete
from the other property - building taxed twice for 2021

Owner did not appeal to BAA in 2021

Owner granted an inspection by the assessor and town manager in
2023

Problem could have been avoided with inspection in 2021

A different building discovered not taxed since at least 2005. By
statute, assessor could add building going back 3 years - | did not do
that.

A refund was issued for the overpayment.

17

v

v

Open Space

Even though | discovered prior assessor’s granted properties under
Open Space, | discovered that the town did not have a local Open
Space ordinance

Asked several departments to research - P&Z, Town Clerk, Town
Attorney

Called previous Town Planner to see if he remembered anything

Town Clerk found council minutes that the 10-yr plan was approved
but the local ordinance was tabled and never voted on.

Older applications, as indicated by the BAA, granted Open Space but
also have notes saying that the town did not have the local option.

BAA claim of Equitable Estoppel - Gave BAA Superior Court case
that states this doctrine does not apply, prior to the 2022 appeal
hearings’. The BAA made the same error and granted Open Space.

18

18
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9/26/2023

Equitable Estoppel

» What is it? Fancy legal term - from NF&W Superior
court case - “it is the burden of the person claiming
estoppel to show that he exercised due diligence
to ascertain the truth and the he not only lacked
knowledge of the true state of things but had no
convenient means of acquiring that knowledge”.

» Does it apply here in Enfield? - NO

» Superior court cases NF&W Cooke Ltd. P’ship v. Town
of Branford 2012, Aspetuck Country Club, Inc v. Town
of Weston and Birchwood Country Club, Inc. v. Board
of Tax Review -

» Kamerer, Margo and William v. Town of Enfield

19

Miscellaneous PA490 Issues

» Trespass - Ct statute Section 53a-110a - Simple trespass: Infraction. (a) A person is
guilty of simple trespass when, knowing that such person is not licensed or privileged
to do so, such person enters or remains in or on any premises without intent to harm
any property. State statute 1 2-62(3)|_authorizes an assessor to inspect property for a
legitimate reason. See Bassilakis v. Town of Bloomfield - Decision states that it is
ge;:.essary for an inspection to be completed for the assessor to perform their

uties.

» Easy Pickens - Looked at Google Maps as they were the most current, but there is no
property lines. We now have up to date GIS aerials with property lines. This issue was
cleared up before it changed anything about the property. This is why it is important
to have open communications with farmers, Things like this can be cleared up
before they become an issue.

» Kogut Farms - added 5 barns with year built of 2021 and wood vs. particle board

p Brian Kogut - 76 Park St - Vision Appraisal was refused access to property. | visited
pr?perltyto? 11/19/2021 during my PA490 review. Viewed from the street due to the
refusal status.

> In J.C Penney Corp. v. Manchester, this case talks about an owner denying an
inspection - “owner, in such a case, cannot complain if the assessor, acting in good
faith, makes an error in judgment in the valuation process”.

20

Page 13 of 283

10



9/26/2023
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76 Park St - Brian Kogut

Miscellaneous PA490 Issues - Cont.

» BAA states in meeting that 78 farms were over assessed due to the
BAA using the wrong numbers, based on a chart of values for
farmland, supplied to the BAA by the Assistant Assessor.

» Concerning that an appraiser that specializes in farmland didn’t know
chart was appraised value and not assessed.

> Assessor’s office was not certain what the BAA was doing with values
as it has never been done the way the BAA calculated things before.

> BAA overstepped authority by trying to calculate tax dollar refunds -
not their purview. Only created problems with taxpayers because of
wrong refund amounts.

> Luckily, Brian Kogut informed the BAA’s of their error, of which | found
out that Brian was the one who discovered it, at a much later date,

22
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9/26/2023

Miscellaneous PA490 Issues - Cont.

| instruct the assessor staff to not even discuss an owner’s tax bill but
instead instruct the taxpayer over to the tax clerks. Assessor’s office
does not know the status of a taxpayer's tax account.

Antonacci Farm - Arrived and found someone in stable. They made a
phone call, and | was allowed to inspect the property. | was never
asked to leave.

Only 2 properties that | recall where | was asked to leave the property
- Smyth Trinity farm and Jarmoc. Jarmoc later that same day drove
me around to each of his properties.

Tom Tyler stated in the BAA meeting of 8/16/23, at the 1:05 mark that
“l don’t think his records are that accurate anyway”. These are town
records, compiled over decades. Very concerning a sitting BAA
member stated this.

23

» Basics of how a reval(uation) works - It is a tightly regulated process.
> My office sends a sales report, monthly, to Office of Policy & Management

vy ¥

Revaluation

(OPM) of all of the properties that have sold.

Reval company completes the reval after running numerous reports and ratio
studies of data.

Once reval is complete, my office sends all documents to OPM for
certification. OPM runs their own statistical analysis to confirm that values
are consistent with the prior years sales (those monthly reports we send).

If the data is outside a certain set of parameters, the town is required to
review the data again to fix any problems.

OPM review and certified Enfield’s 2021 revaluation with no issues found.

The BAA’s claim that I’ve targeted certain properties and/or classes of
property, couldn’t happen within the framework of a revaluation.

24
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9/26/2023

> 23 Betty Rd - BAA’s example of the “Fountain of Youth”

» Every town that uses the same software does this the same way _
» 23 Betty Rd 2015 field card compared to 2016 field card, etc. - see handouts

v

v

Effective Year built (EYB)

Field cards they showed were from the 2015 and 2016 revaluation. This only
proves the point that this is not something | created but that it is the way it
has always been done.

» Grand List 2015 2016 2018 2021
» EYB 1984 1989 1989 1992
» Depreciation 73 73 73 71

BAA was looking at “print dates” and not the Grand List year field card was
associated with. They only showed back side of cards. They were only
concerned with the EYB date and not the actual depreciation.

Even though there may be no major updates to a property, most owners
maintain their property, thus extending its useful life.

25

v

Effective Year built (EYB)

June Perry (Vision Appraisal) interview -

> “when we put a condition on a property, that is average or good, that is creating
that EYB”.

We do not manually enter the EYB on any property record card. The Actual
Year Built (AYB) and the Condition (fair, average, good) is what determines
the depreciation. The EYB is an after product from this.

Every revaluation, using the Vision software, has done this the same way. One
can look up field cards from the 2016 (BAA’s example) reval, the 2011, 2006
reval or any other that we have records on.

“Fountain of Youth” is just another distraction to have you look the other
way.

Jim Williams (Vision Appraisal) interview - “so they can manipulate the value
in the interim years”. | believe what he is talking about is so that any new
homes built between revaluations will be valued at the same rates as
everyone else.

26
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9/26/2023

» BAA stated that there was over 700 appeals
» Fact -

BAA Appeal Hearing

»Grand List Year  Spring  Fall
»2006 - Update 630 12
»2011 - Full 147 23
»2016 - Update 124 2l
»2021 - Full 389 166
»2022 220 7?

27

BAA Appeal Hearing

Important to note about the 2021 appeals number of 389. 94 were taken out by
one property owner, Jarmoc as owner or agent.

122 appeals (32%) were for motor vehicles. This is first time in memory where the
regular list of MV’s were heard in the Spring.

15 appeals were for Personal Property.

215 appeals on Real Estate. This is the number that should be compared with
previous Grand List numbers (630, 147 & 124)

The remainder of the appeals either withdrew before hearing or did not show up.
So there were only 352 appeals heard for 2021, 56% compared to 2006.

Of the 215 Real Estate appeals, there were 111 individual property owners. Some,
like Jarmoc and Kogut, filed appeals on several properties. 11 properties were
appealed by an out of state company (Tax Rep) that solicits owners during a
revaluation year.

By statute, the BAA is not required to hear appeals of properties assessed at
1,000,000 or more. The BAA did hear these appeals, lowered some and they still
appealed to the Superior court. This only puts the town at a disadvantage as we
are now starting at a lower valuation. This hurts the town.

28
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9/26/2023

BAA Appeal Hearing

» 2022 Spring BAA appeals - 235 - 220 actually heard by BAA

» 15 No show or Withdrawn

» 73 Real Estate - Some were repeats from the 2021 hearings

» 33 Personal Property appeals

» 114 Motor Vehicle appeals

» The BAA is supposed to be an impartial municipal body. Its purpose is neither
to assist the appealing property owner nor support the decision of the
assessor.

» My comment in the IR concerning how the BAA handled the appeals - BAA was
acting as advocates instead of an impartial board. BAA’s job is not to coach
taxpayers but to review all evidence , from both sides, and make an unbiased
decision based on those facts.

29
Motor Vehicle Issues

> BAA alleges that the assessor never received anything from the DMV.
That the assessor sent out letters based on a lie.

» Every town is notified by the DMV of the registered vehicles in
their respective town.

b Receive data twice a year. The data from these files is used to
generate the letters in question so that we can obtain information on
the unknown vehicles in the lists.

» New software, which helps to identify incomplete (listed as cab &
chassis from DMV) vehicles, generates letters to be mailed to ask for
more information.

» The message contained in the letter was seen as confusing to some.
The language has been changed for 2022 and going forward.

30

Page 18 of 283

15



9/26/2023

Motor Vehicle Issues

P Antonacci - 15 Mullen Rd - Had 131 commercial trailers registered in

Maine for 2021

> 114 commercial trailers in 2023. 107 of these are in both years,
meaning they have been registered in Maine from at least 2021-2023.

» 2021 estimated assessed value - 2,052,070 Town Tax loss $57,232
Estimated Tax loss in 2022 - $67,295

» Total 2-year tax loss (subsidized by every taxpayer) - $124,527 just

on these trailers alone

» Contacted business rep from Antonacci - asked several times where
the trailers were located. That if another town listed them in their
town, then Enfield wouldn’t have to. Never received an answer - only
that they didn’t leave from or return to Enfield (that is what the
statute states). Statute also allows a town to claim the vehicles if not
claimed by any other town. The town can claim the vehicles using the
mailing address of the vehicles. - see email thread in handouts

31

Connecticut Vally/Jarmoc
2021 MSRP on truck (photo)- 64,320
BAA Value for 2021 - 20,000

2021 F450 Regular Cab Dual Rear
Wheel 4-wheel drive -not in pricing
guide but it is a larger truck

BAA Value for 2021 - 20,000

Just 2 examples of the 123 MV
appeals heard in the spring. 64 of
these, as the 2 examples above,
were from Jarmoc. These 2 trucks
alone account for around a $1,000
reduction in taxes for Jarmoc.

2021 Ford F-350 King Ranch Cre

32
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» Other Jarmoc vehicles -
» CT Valley Transport (Jarmoc) owned 2 identical

Motor Vehicle Issues

semi-trucks - 2006 Peterbuilt 379

» Trucks 1 & 2 - Town value for 2021 - 47,560
» Truck 2- BAA’s value - 2,500

» Jarmoc sold Truck 1 on 12/4/2021 - $84,000

» This bill of sale was given to the BAA prior to
their hearings and it was ignored.

33

Motor Vehicle Issues

BAA keeps saying that the Kelly Blue Book (KBB) can be used for
values. This is wrong information. The same pricing guide (JD Power)
should be used for all taxpayers to ensure a fair and equitable
process. Since KBB is lower, then every vehicle priced with it, by the
BAA, is being subsidized by everyone else. The BAA has allowed many
different pricing guides as well as owners spreadsheets for values.

BAA alleges that | changed the Antique Plate application. That | added
the mechanics affidavit and that it needed to be notarized. The same
application has been used since at least 2014. This allegation is
just another distraction to get people to look away from what
actually transpired.

Tom Tyler files an Antique application for one of his vehicles for the
past several years. He should know that the form hasn’t changed.

| have changed the form, removing the mechanic and notarized
section for the 2023 Grand List.

34
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» Donna Dubinowski stated that if you are due a refund from the BAA’s

MISCELANEQUS ISSUES

overvaluation, that you have until this October 15t to request it. That
is wrong. For a refund on your 2021 Grand List bill (due on 7/1/2022),
you have until 6/30/2025 to request the refund.

FOIA - BAA stated they didn’t want to return documents because they
were afraid that they would be altered. They allege that some
documents had notes on them that they didn’t write. Why did they
suspect anything prior to turning them in. Put the town in legal
jeopardy by not returning documents timely.

Tom Tyler stated that he wanted a fair hearing for the taxpayer. By
disregarding the statutes, BAA actually favored those appealing and
passed the burden to the rest of the town. Everything they gave
away, someone else has to pay for.

35

MISCELANEOUS ISSUES

Tom Tyler made the statement of “Perception becomes reality”. This
can be a true statement, especially when you have multiple people
stating the same misleading statements and falsehoods.

Everything being said and done by the BAA since the 2021 hearings
is to distract everyone from the real truth.

There have been several prominent people spreading false information on
social media and the radio. What they are saying has no basis in fact and isn’t
true.

In the last Town Council meeting, just 48 hours ago, there were several
people stating that town employees don’t deserve to be attacked. That lies
on the radio are outrageous. The assessor’s office has been attacked on social
media and radio for more than 18 months. Multiple people making things up
and putting it on social media and the radio. Where is the outrage? One quote
from the meeting - * It shouldn’t happen to me and it shouldn't happen to
anybody else that’s sitting here.”

36
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- 9/26/2023

INDEPENDENT REVIEW (IR)

> The BAA has alleged that the IR was biased. They spin the facts to create
their own narrative and have put a derogatory name on things they don’t
like. “The Rigged Report” or “Star Chamber”.

» They allege a collaboration between the town and IR. Call it what you
want but an investigation requires that all parties cooperate.
“Homework” assignments were requests for documentation. How are they
able to investigate without all of the documents?

p» BAA didn’t cooperate initially and refused to turn over documents for
months. That is the only reason that they were interviewed near the end
and elongated the entire review process.

The BAA calls the report bogus. Rachael Baird states that you don’t have to
accept the report at face value. Apparently, they believe that the only thing
correct in the report is anything that paints the assessor in a negative light.

v

37

INDEPENDENT REVIEW (IR)

» The BAA has widely spread the comment on the IR - “Helems mostly
complied with the law”.

» What else does the report say about Helems -

> “generally complied with his statutory mandates and adhered to
accepted best practices.” pg. 4

P “Helems is qualified for his position”
> “was justified in removing PA490” pg. 40
> “Helems correctly applied C.G.S. 12-107e.” (Open Space) pg. 45

» The report does not state that the assessor ever
disregarded, misapplied or ignored any state statutes!

38

Page 22 of 283

19



9/26/2023

INDEPENDENT REVIEW (IR)

P> What the IR says about the BAA -

» “acted in an unnecessarily adversarial manner and, on several
occasions, disregarded the law” pg. 5

P “The BAA clearly misapplied C.G.S. § 12-504h and conflated its
application C.G.S. § 12-504c.” pg. 41

P “This statement is incorrect as a matter of law.” pg. 41

P> “The BAA erred in reinstating property owners’ PA490
classification where no new application and/or forester’s
certificate was filed” pg. 44

» “the BAA erred by reinstating those classifications.” pg. 47
» “It is a clear error for the BAA to hear an untimely appeal” pg.71

39

INDEPENDENT REVIEW (IR)

> What the IR says about the BAA (cont.) -

> “the BAA exceeded the permissible scope of its review and
exercised authority that it does not possess” pg. 56

> “the BAA improperly exempted real estate or reduced the value
of real estate to zero” pg. 58

P> “The BAA erred by reducing the assessment” pg. 58
P> “There is no legal support for the BAA’s decision.” pg. 62

p “The BAA improperly exempted carports located at 15 Mullen
Rd.” pg. 66

» “The BAA's withholding of the documents exposed the Town to
potential liability under FOIA” pg. 67

40
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HB 6893

Original Title - AN ACT ESTABLISHING A TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE
EXEMPTION OF VACANT LOTS FROM CONFORMANCE WITH ZONING
REGULATIONS. - SEE HANDOUT

As a point of reference, legislative session ended on 6/7/23

12-111 is the statute referenced by Rep. Hall in the BAA meetings that pertain
to when an assessor can change a BAA’s decision.

» 3/9/23 - Original bill submitted - nothing referencing 12-111

» 4/11/23 - Some activity up until this point- again, bill had nothing to do with 12-
111

» 6/7/23 (last day of session) House Schedule A submitted - Body of the bill was
completely replaced by new language for 12-111

» No public hearings
» No Fiscal Note provided except to say, To be determined

» Placed on Consent Calendar/Agenda - multiple bills were voted on as one

41

v

HB 6893

» Voted on and passed at 11:52 pm
» 6/21/23 Became Public Act 23-181
» 6/29/23 Vetoed by the Governor

Office of Policy & Management (OPM), Connecticut Conference of
Municipalities and the Connecticut Association of Assessing Officers (CAAQ)
were against the bill. They all lobbied on that last day against this bill.

There was no discussion from the State Rep. to any of these associations, that
| know of.

Only the lobbying against this bill resulted in the veto from the Governor.

Rep. Hall claims this was only a clarification of the language. In fact, it was a
substantive change that altered the statute. It removed language that was
just added in the last decade or so. Language that is deemed important to
have.

The manner in which this bill was added is often referred to as a Rat Bill.
Something someone tries to sneak in under the door at the last minute.

42
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» SUMMARY of 2021 & 2022 Appeals

»TOTAL TAX LOSS - $982,805+
»Guess who has to pay that loss?

»TAX LOSS IN 2021 - $650,289

»TAX LOSS IN 2022 - $332,516

43

» The IR does state that the BAA misapplied or ignored statutes.
» The BAA overstepped their authority by hearing a case where there was no

v

v

Summary

The IR does not state that the assessor disregarded or ignored any state
statutes, regardless of what is said in social media

application filed.
Work on communication needs to be improved by all parties.

Best practices should be defined by Enfield as to the attendance and/or
recording of BAA hearings.

The BAA should immediately return all documents, to the assessor, after their
deliberations are complete.

| plan to reflect and revise my decision making because of this ordeal. |
believe that it has made me a better assessor. My hope is that the BAA shares
the same sentiment and conducts future hearings in a professional manner.

44
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45 Charnley Rd

Property consists of 28.92 acres. Originally under the classification of
Forest.

In 2021, Jarmoc clear cut approx. ¥z of the property and converted
it to Tillable.

I noticed the change of classification upon my field review of the
PA490 properties.

I notified Jarmoc by email in mid December 2021, explaining that he
needed to file an updated application before the end of the year
or risk losing the PA490 status. — see email thread

Jarmoc filed the application in a timely manner.

Change of Classification

Jarmoc filed for 14.7 acres of Tillable C and the rest of
the property as Swamp/Ledge/Scrub

Upon review of the surrounding properties (see map), all
of the property surrounding 45 Charnley was classified as
Tillable B, per the owner's (Jarmoc) applications.

~ 67 Fletcher Rd started (20052) as Tillable A, per owner.
Owner changed it to Tillable B in 2016. Why the change if
land doesn't change classification? — see handouts
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45 Charnley Rd - Value

Development Right Restricted

2017 Appraised Value - 1,358,110 Assessed Value - 5,050 Forest
2020 Appraised Value - 1,307,040 Assessed Value — 4,860 Forest
2021 Appraised Value - 886,000 Assessed Value — 25,430
2023 Appraised Value — 347,700 Assessed Value — 25,400

Even BAA and Rep. Dubitsky have stated that people don't usually
look at appraised values on PA490 properties. Only concerned with
assessed value.
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45 Charnley Rd - Value

There was a mistake on how the data was entered into
the software to develop the appraised value.

This mistake was not caught due to the fact the value
was dbout the same in previous years.

Jarmoc did not question the high value in 2017-2020.

| run reports that compare previous years value to the
current year. Due to the fact the values were about the
same in previous years, the error was not caught. What
really mattered was the assessed value, which was
correct.

45 Charnley Rd - Value

The error would have been caught if the property was
ever sold, as it would then require a closer look if there
was fo be a conveyance tax.

» | have since correct this error for the 2023 Grand List.
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- 78 PARK AVE

History of the ownership of the property
January 7, 2003 — Helayna McGuire purchases property

quJ 22,2014 - Town of Enfield notices property for sale (tax
sale

May 26, 2016 — Longhi's win bid to purchase property

November 26, 2016 — Property officially transferred to the
Longhi's

Impeortant to note that the legal description for this property
was the same for all of these above transactions

Another important note — the buyer of a property, in a Taix
Sale, is responsible to research cny property they buy.
Meaning, the buyer is responsible to make sure the fitle is
clean, that it is a buildable property, etc. It is basically an “as
is" sale.

THE ISSUE: OWNERSHIP OF LOTe
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» Issues with the Title

» September 15, 2021 - Longhi's apply for a
building permit for the property with the
intent to sell property to the builder.

“WE DO NOT » | believe it was the builder, upon due

| diligence of researching the title,
@WVVINGITE discovered there was a problem with the
( legal description.

» March 25, 2022 and April 3, 2022 -Longhi's

ACTUAEEGSEES fix the problem with the deed / title.

» April 20, 2022 - BAA appeal heard with
(GO stated reason of problem with the title.
BAA granted appeal and set the value at
$0.00.

» April 21, 2022 - New deeds, signed on 3/22
& 4/3, 2022 filed with the Town Clerk

[

DO NOT OWN¥

Title issue are very common. They happen dll the time. While
they are an inconvenience and aggravating, it doesn't
mean you don't own the property.

Mainy of you have probably had an issue with a car fitle. It
doesn't mean you don't own the car.

Longhi's exercised every other right of ownership. The only
thing they didn't want to do was fo pay taxes on the
property.

They owned the property. Every document filed states them
as the owner.

They filed for a building permit. They paid almost $2,500 for
this permit. Does anyone pay money for something they
don't owne

They had a buyer for the property.
Every property has a value. Nothing has ZERO value.
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The value placed on this property, by the BAA, if there
wash't a title issue was $40,000.

The town's value was $65,600.

Switching propetties, for reference on the value of the
property, the Longhi's also owned 100 Post Office Rd. The
property is a single building lot albeit somewhat larger than
78 Park Ave.
The town's value on this property wais $80,000
The BAA re d the value to $55,000
The Longhi's just sold this property, on 8/31/2023, for $100,000

cial for some Enfield residents who

or their own benefit.

9/26/2023

Page 31 of 283



9/26/2023

200 FLETCHER RD

WHY IS THIS PROPERTY HERE?

» To be honest, | was not sure why the BAA picked this case to discuss, but
seeing as they went first, | have my answer.

« If you remember back to my original presentation, this is one of the 14
properties from the spreadsheet of 77 issues to be reviewed, that |
determined were to retain their PA4go status.

« This property never lost its exemption.

« There are only 2 reasons why | can think of that the BAA wants to talk
about this.

« The Appraised Value is done differently than on the next case by the BAA,
45 Charnley Rd.

» This property was done properly, and the appraised value reflects this.
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WHY ISTHIS PROPERTY HERE?

» Secondly, | do see that the property went from Pasture to Woodland.

« If one were to look at the photo, it is clearly evident that this property is all
woods.

« Perhaps | shouldn’t have changed it but my concern was to reflect what
the actual property was.

» There was a negligible change in value as there is a 110 / acre difference
between the 2 classifications.

9/26/2023
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Sl Creelie)e
Washington
Ne

Property consists of 16.25 acres.
QOriginally part of property under
PA490.

Upper end ranch style house —
2,529 square feel

Oversized garage almost the
same size as the house - 2,520 sf

Inground custom pool — 666 sf

Towns original value - 672,900
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Background Information

» Scott Delorge (SD) filed an appeal for the 2021 Grand List
» This is one property the | reviewed during my PA490 drive around.

» | visited the property on 11/21/2021. The owner was present, and we walked
around the property and confirmed that there was no farming activity on the
property. We talked on the property for approx. an hour. He confirmed that he
tried to grow Christmas trees, but the soil was to wet. He asked if | knew of any
other way that he could have a lower assessment on his land.

» |informed SD that | would have to remove the PA490 status as he was no longer
growing Christmas trees and was not aware of any other programs to lower his
assessment.

Barn / Pool House
/ Garage®?

During the Revaluation, Vision
changed the structure from
barn fo a pool house. One can
understand the rafionale as this
doesn't appear to be a barn from
the outside. Plus it's proximity to
the pool.

Upon my review, | was not allowed
access to the building, though |
did ask. |left the building as a pool
house.
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The BAA Appedal - 2021

» SD appealed this property for the stated reason of "said my garage is a pool
house™.

» His stated value of the property was 600,000. The towns value was 672,9200.

» The 600,000 value written on the application was crossed off, it appears af the
hearing, and the value of 431,200 (what appears to be in a different
handwriting) was written in.

» This seems to be a very specific number for a property owner to state. The more
likely scenario is that the BAA coached SD with that value,

» The BAA's final value was 442,060, a 130,840 reduction. For an appedal on
whether a building was a garage or a pool house.

The BAA Appedal - 2021

» SD did not state he was appealing his house or land values.

» The BAA lowered the house, land and outbuilding values. They
lowered the house value by almost 100,000.

» They also granted a PA490 status, even though the owner has
stated that he wasn't farming anymore and the town did not, at
that time, have a Open Space ordinance.
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The BAA Appeal - 2022

» Upon making changes for the 2022 Grand List, | changed the pool
house to a garage, according to both the owner and the BAA.

> As this property was refused for a complete inspection, | reviewed
the rest of the property information.

» | did change the pool from unheated to heated. With the quality
of construction of the house, and the nature of the custom pool, |
deemed this reasonable.

» Even though the BAA claims | increased the size of the pool, | did
not.

The BAA Appeal - 2022

» | also removed the PA490 status as the property was not being
farmed.

> | was asked by the Independent Review to provide them with a
summary of what happened with this property. | have provided
you this in the handouts.

» SD appealed again to the BAA, who, again, granted the PA490
status.
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The BAA Appeal - 2022

» During the appeal hearing, SD divulged that he had built a shed, it appears
that the shed is at least 400 square feet. The builder was identified as Rick
Cousineau. The BAA did not inform us of the new structure on the property.

» Due to the fact that we didn't have this on the record, we were concerned
that we missed a building permit. Upon a search for the permit, it was
discovered that one has never been applied for.
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Solar Project — Jarmoc
Properties and Nutmeg
Solar Tax Stabilization
AdE SRl

Tax Agreement with Clear Language

» The Tax Agreement includes 6 different propetrties, all owned by
Nutmeg and identfified on Exhibit A as Property subject to Options io
Purchase

The Tax Agreement was for a stipulated tax amount of $319,432 for a
set 20-year period.

“The Town shall abate cll property taxes thatin the absence of this
Agreement would be imposed agdinst the Property.”

Property is defined in the agreement as “all real property that is owned
by Nutmeg and identified on Exhibit A as Property subject to Options to
Purchase"”. This includes only the é properties.

This is plain, clear language that excludes any property owned by
Jarmoc Farms, LLC or Jarmoc Readl Estate, LLC
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Tax Agreement with Clear Language

» With all that said, the Tax Agreement has no place being heard, or
presented to the BAA, as evidence.

The BAA's authority is on the valuation of a property, not on how much
they pay in taxes. By doing so, they exceed their statutory authority
granted to the BAA.

Fven with the Tax Agreement, all of the properties, the 6 properties
included for the $31%,432 payment, still have an assessed value. The
value of the property doesn't change because of the agreement, only
the tax due is affected.

If Jarmoc had an issue with the amount of taxes that they paid on the
property, they had 2 options. Go to the BAA to appeal the Appraised
Value of the properties, or the 29 option would have been to appeal
to the Town Council to craft their own Tax Agreement.

Tax Agreement with Clear Language

> At the risk of repeating myself, there is no agreement with Jarmoc and
the Town on these properties.

There is actually 1 other property that is not owned by either Nutmeg or
Jarmoc but is leased by Nutmeg Solar and used for the project. This
property has an assessed value and the owner pays the taxes on this
property.

These are income producing properties for Jarmoc. One of the
properties has buildings located on it. Jarmoc is collecting a fee for the
leased land and paying zero taxes on them.

One issue that the BAA made an error on, that any appraiser, or land
attorney, should know. BAA states that one of the properties was
merged into the others by the ZEO. The Planning and Zoning
department cannot legally combine properties. They can combine
properties for zoning purposes, but they are not legally merged. Lori
Longhi was on the PZC commission, she should know this fact.
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Tax Agreement with Clear Language

» Only the property owner can combine land by filing a new deed. No
new deed was ever filed for this property.

» Four properties involved in this appeal -

» 65 Broad Brook Rd Map 102/48 Assessed Value 1,024,900
» 69 Broad Brook Rd Map 102/49 Assessed Value 58,800
» Broad brook Rd Map 102/50 Assessed Value 359,200
» Broad Brook Rd Map 108/6 Assessed Value 614,300

Combined assessed value — 2,057,200

2021 Tax Loss - $57,375

2022 Tax Loss - $62,868

» Combined TAX LOSS - $120,243 all
subsidized by other fown residents.

9/26/2023
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he Loyal Order of the Moose

® This is a black and white case.

® State statute is relatively clear, and it has been more definitely defined through court
appeals.

® The Moose filed for exemption under C.G.S. Sec. 12-81(7), as a charitable organization.

® In 200g, there was a Superior Court case — St. Joseph’s Living Center, Inc. v. Town of
Windham. This case has been the benchmark in deciding whether a property should be
exempt.

® The case lists 3 elements, a tripod so to speak, that an organization must meet in order to
qualify for an exemption. If the organization fails any one of the 3 elements, they do not
qualify.

® The first element is—Organized Exclusively for a Charitable Purpose

® The Moose may pass this element as they do many altruistic, charitable things. The documents provided by

The Moose show this.

The only issue that could trip them up on this element is that it appears that most, if not all, of the proceeds
are to benefit the national organization — but lets say they pass this one.

Page 42 of 283



9/26/2023

The second element is - Is the organization self-supporting
® This element is clear —if the organization is self-supported, they do not qualify for the exemption.
® Upon review of all the documents provided, it is apparent that The Moose is self-supported.
® They are disqualified from the exemption at this point, and the courts would not even review the third
element —but I will
The third element is — Relieving a State/Municipal Burden

® As stated before, The Moose has many charitable qualities. It is an excellent organization that has many
altruistic, generous events.

® Butwould the State (or Enfield) be required to step up and do these same events if The Moose did not. The
answer is no.

* So, they are also disqualified from the exemption from not passing this element as well.

For further review, | wanted to be certain of how other municipalities classified The Moose.
A quick search showed that there were g other Moose clubs in Connecticut besides Enfield.
We called each municipality to ask their status. Every single municipality stated that The
Moose is not exempt and that they do pay taxes.

For further confirmation, we looked up other statutes—

Sec. 38a-604. (Formerly Sec, 38-215). Tax exemption. Every society organized or licensed under sections 38a-595 to 38a-
626, inclusive, 38a-631 to 38a-640, inclusive, and 38a-800, is hereby declared to be a charitable and benevolent institution,
and all of its funds shall be exempt from all state and municipal taxes other than taxes on real estate and office
equipment,

Sec. 38a-595. (Formerly Sec. 38-206). Definitions, Any incorporated society, order or supreme lodge, without capital
stock, including one exempted under subdivision (2) of subsection (a) of section 38a-625 whether 1ncoaporated or not,
conducted solely for the benefit of its members and their beneficiaries and not for profit, operated on a lodge system
with ritualistic form of work, having a representative form of government, and that makes provision for the payment of
benefits in accordance with sections 38a-595 to 38a-626, inclusive, 38a-631 to 38a-640, inclusive, and 38a-800, is declared
tobea fratemal beneﬁt society. When used in sections 38a-595 to 38a-626, mclustve 38a-631 to 38a-640, inclusive, and
38a-800, “society”, unless otherwise indicated, means fraternal benefit soclety and “premiums” means premlums rates or
other requlred contributions by whatever name known.

Sec. 38a-596. (Formerly Sec, 38-207). Societies operating on the lodge system. A society having a supreme legislative
or governing body and subordinate lodges or branches by whatever name known, into which members are elected,
initiated or admitted in accordance with its constitution, laws, ritual and rules, which subordinate lodges or branches
are required by the laws of the society to hold regular meetings at least once in each month, shall be deemed to be
operating on the lodge system,

1t is also clearly understood that private clubs/fraternities are not exempt. The charitable exemption is meant for public
charities. Organizations like The Knights of Columbus or The Elks or similar organizations do not qualify for the municipal
exemption,

The BAA may take the stance that it should be grandfathered in or the use of equitable estoppel. These reasons are not valid
and do not apply in this case.
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From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfieid.org>
Sent; Monday, January 30, 2023 2:47 PM

o To: Mario F. Coppola <mzoppola@berchemmosas.coms
Subject; FW: Privileged and Canfidential

~=——%7 From: Helems, Todd <thelems@entield.orz>
| . Sant: Menday, January 30, 2023 12:45 PM s
: = To: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield args; Wilcox, fohn <jw Hicox@enfield.org>
| Subject; RE: Privileged and Confidential

See attached QDZ//)O/(ED ‘__?)90())_’/ - @ija @/—F/p

‘ Sincerely, 7{ v //gf Lro ey £
i 7a¢dvﬁfm4 A OYCZ, PIEHEATE

Todd Helerms CCMA  $PA ) T AN IUOC /@M
Foad— UAR el
o EFE

Supervisor of Assessient & Reveaue Collgction

Town of Enfield, CT 05082 .DZ ;/U n (gQ_) ﬂ _ f @49 ﬂ)ag Z s
f e A e St {‘f\!
r 5/23 @V;‘%M‘L;’ LL{’Z' 359 : ”7&4

From: ?cppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfieid.ore> N
Sent: Monday, Japuary 30, 2022 11:04 AW o y([ /l f@f O) ‘ lgﬁ"ﬂ A ) /
Ta: Wilcox, John <jwilcox@enfield org> / & - ég _ 3 A_pt &E %/-6 2

Cc: Helems, Todd <thelerms@enfield.org= &); i ey .’J{E’)]A / /(_) '

Subject: Privileged and Confidential ¢ Le M L3 : %
| HiJohn, i :

Attarney Coppola is interested in the Lax stabilization plan for the Jermoc solar plan. DO you have g copy and any

accompanying notes that we may submitto him? & - ==

Alsu, Todd, didn't you reference the fact that they came before the BAA in May 2021 when John Unghire was Chair and.
the BAA votad 3-0 to NOT grant their appeal, and then 1 year later, with Tom Tyler replacing Unghire as chair but the )

~ather two members the same, they voted 3-0 to sustain the appeal. Appeals 17,18 and 19 a3 the praperlies weren't
combined yet. 3 appesl applications and work papers 2s well as the minutes.

We will need to pull these items together as an exhibit that van be s¢anned to him.

X
7#? ﬁmy ,Dbé‘.';:'é}d-‘f” Lfw DSz & A2,
3 TOFERT T, S w2 sy  BAfeld1008
| TS LW A6 RTINSO
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TOWN OF ENFIELT
ASSESSIMENT APPEAL FORM

3 /0

Appeat No. _

TH)5_APPEAL FORMLTO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MIUST BE REGEWED ON OR BEFORE FEBRUARY 18, 2072, AND
MUST BE COMPLETED I ITS ENTIRETY. PROPERTY OWERS OWISING | MORE THAN ONE PROPERTY MUSYHILEA SEPARATE FORN

FOR EACH ACCOUNT APPEALED. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY.

froperty ovmar(s) Jarmce Faima LLG gnd Janmos Feal Estate LLG .

Name of agent {If different from owner) Quien Jarmag £

Position of agent (if different from owner) . Gonatel Mahagar i e . () &

praperty owner wilt be repyesented by (check onel; Self _Apent:__ % - S

{if by agent, imust attach evidence of authorlzatian) L’ §ooss i
+ - ] I

Wame of Person and Address to which ali notices and carespandence shaiild be sent {flst QUE addrass onfy): ;“‘Ti :' :

Mame Ot JUree g e REOT

Straet 520 Fall HAl Aoad - w2 i

City, State, Zip Code Scmers GT BEATY Telephone [Daytime) _, (850) 7165610 :

Forthe Grand List of Octobar 1, 2021

peteriptian of the property heing appaalted (location if resl estate, yearfmake/modelfmarker number if motor vehicle)

HOTE: Rogufar Grand Hét Mator vehicle hearing conducted in Septermber.

Preparty Type: | _Real Bxlate
{Reul Estate, Supg\l;:memnl ietarYehicl, Prtsonal Praperiy) "
Prapesty Lacatians___ % Broad Brook Road 7 102470042
{Nunber and Strect}) (Resersur Map/latif Reat fstate}
roperty Dascription: FarmLang .

{Businuss Siame i Parsensl Propetly; Voas, Wiake, dodal, VIR I Motor Veh

I.cle}
sramged with 1020418 does not exist

450,000 Appraitied $36,000 Aszezamint

Reason for the Appeal; Mot propeily Azsessed, Ped PA 440 and Past Balar Farm, Lot
Appeilant's-es‘tim;éﬂ'-of FAIR MA

-
i\/jyc of the property being appealed:

Fignature of owner and/or agent fittach proof of autherization}

-~

|Fosition af signevt __ Genersf Manags: )

oaf16/2022

DATE

e BT

‘#O7 BOAND, OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS, USE OFILY:

Proparky Description:

Othert

e

MOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THE TOWN HALL:
Anappest hearing is te be held {PATE) __

____Your application was denfedon
. Your application was granteil on

Ol ssessment -~ 7';: 3 ;b
LA (o R ! s
BUILDINGS s ARt 7 )
QUTAUILDINES 1 e
BERSONAL PROPERTY e s A
TOTAL LSE, D]

CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS

This action may be appesled to Superior |

870 EMFIELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 05082 | (B60) 263-6339

62

swostaddrass: B9 P37 08 AL AEOOK hssessor Map e o iack 00 H=ttal —0af S

(e sas RerideaTial
[

£ (actionDate) b fhoude - weved et
{Actio Date) -

o Paoyso- Ao
ﬁ[”f (voaTiot

jo0 i Solan Fﬁz,m'

LL-275
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o1z esision Beard of Assessmant Agpeals  fppeety /O
heviglon Pater 5 - F Ao
Motlot to approve Appesl wade by Donne Dubanesld and seconded by Thomas Tyier
afiter due canslderation and thoughift deliberation of all evidence in'the matier o this appaal
Enfield's Board of Asstssment Agpeals finds ot the Proparty DWner i dnng Fald

53

\/ Higg (07 fod 7 @ o : ap{ B
M kS PROVEN heyond 8 prepondeiance ot evidence the merits of this Appeal

s EBILEDTO PROVE beyand g praponidersice pfeviilencs the warits of this Appaal
THEREFURE, O APPLICATION WASGRANTESIDERIED by VOTE e follows:

R

Wrisnimons. PR
Gonas Dukanoskt e TRY o Nay
tar Longht . Vay it MY
Thewnas Tyler I £ L
. Appraised
Farin Land Code|  River Valleyl Acras Amount 1 Atount Asgassed Amount
Thianle & 70| 2,530 - _ .
Thablag | 741 a0l
Hiable C | 7dal L6800
THlehie D 4 7ia]l 170 . |
Qrchard £ N R D 1 - B F—— s
Pasturs _ iR 220 _ o RO | S
Swamp, Ledge | 716 B ap]
| Serul 7ig| 4D
1 L e
Woadland Porest|
Z Dper Space

ae ol 1305,
RN A g

Y

2

[ TR erRnEDs i praperly be vestosed and selaigtau 10 Tig ey P, 490 Statioend .
' o Lot with exceysinnis) ohly forthaebove .4

g;ia%tﬁaazw@g“as exizted on the $0-2-2020 Grand Liet Wit S0 22

assescrmant ealouiation(s) mmetistell EST— -
. n . ; 2420
ABPRAISED FURENF B2E 2021, sl
SANGUNT ASHEGSWIENT, | ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT

Lt & ‘ _ ’ L-_ ) Y '"?j’ ;?i,ii{,:‘f . i

Buildings

o Bulldings o _

Per&ma!‘é’mpeifa}f ) .

TOETEL L R
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We have uploaded the updated plot plan and corrected the narrative on the naw permit

- system. We draw $he plot plan by curselves to save precious funds, might T gay that they are
 nice plot plans for farmers, We undergo the least cost option so that we can pay the

. erponheous taxes imposed by the Town of Enficld.

_;7 .

- Linda would you be kind enough to change the address in the narrative to 69 Broad

- Brook from 65 Broad Brook.
Best Regards,

- Dwet

On Tue, Apr6, 2021 ak 4:17 PM Rachele, Ricardo <rrachele @enfiold.org> wrote:

% ——‘7 M Jarmoc,

" The anly thing that is unclear are the poor plot plans that you tend to submit with your building permit
! applications. You will have to upload the new morea legible plot plan to your building permit application.
While your at it you should carrect your inaccurate narcative that states it is acrossthe street from g5

exlst anyraore sfuce it was merged with 69 Braad Brook d. -

* Byoad Brook Rd., which by the way dossn’t

Have a wontlerful day.

F&  Certified Zoning Enforcement Official

b:r/ﬂeﬂééb g (oo

© Enfield Planning Office
H60-253-6G358
Zrara: Owan Jarmoc sowen jarmoc@®jarnoctarms.com>

¢ Sank Tussday, April 6, 2021 11:04 AM

Tat Rachels, Ricardo <rraghele@enfield.owgs; Pacacha, Jennifer <jpacacha @eanfield orgy; Whitten,
Lauren c:ilgy,hitten@gm’gg[g' {org=; Steadward, Raymond <gstead ward @anfield orgs; Dupra, Stephen
esdupre@entiald.orgs; Patrick Martin <patmarin@jaunociarms.coms; Stephen Jarmoc

- esteve,jarnoc@jarmocfarms.coms; Campbell, Linda <Jcampbell@anfisld.org>
L Derek Donnelly <derek@donnellylawoffice.com>

* Subject: Fwd: FW: Open Gov Application #114374 View Pevmit TB-21-1374

. [i;‘?:i’ern;d Eouall: Use Caution n}ul{aﬁ apening attachments or r«lick'iﬁ'glln}m.

LL-Z'}?'PBE Sof &
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Town of Enfield,
Connecticut

Revised to June 11, 2020

Planning and Zoning Cemmission

Page 1 of 144
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Seetion 328 Regulations Applying To Existing Lots

Foxdisting lots and fots of record shall meet the reyuirements of this sestion.

3201 Building on Txisting Lots

A perinitted building, or permijtted uss shalf be allowed to be construcied or eytablished on-a Jot which, at the
timé of the effective date of the adoption of these ReguTaiions, s shown on a subdivision plan for residential.
property which has bee approved, prior (o the effective date of these Regulations, by the Commiss fott-oF other
body exercising the powers of such Commission, which plan is filed or recorded with the Office of the Town
Clerk, provided that the subdivision has not expired as sel forth in Conngaticut General Statutes o7 Regutations
or Regukition of the Town; However, all applicable-requirements including, but not Tecessarily limited 1o,
height, sethack, Jot coverape, floorarea, and parking area shall e adhered to.

3.20.2 LotofRecord

A, Bspept asprovided for under Sestion 4,30.21 of hese Regulations, aty 1ot ol record having less than 5,000
square feet or having less than 50 feet of fronage shall be considered not buildable, The Zoning Beurd of
Appeals shall have no authority 1o vary this provision; (Amended 04/19/10).

B. Any lotof record not considered merged ag set forth below, owned separately from ail adjoining lots, and
served by mimicipal sanjeary sewers, shall be considered o building Job I i containg al least 5,000 squiare-
feel of lof anea and has at Jeast 50 fect of frontage on e improved Town street,

C. A L6t of tecord that lias been separated from s merzed parcel without approval from the Commission or
the Zoning Board of Appeals; shall not be deemed "owned separately fipm all adioiniig lofs* as set forth
i (b) above: A spocial perimit in accordaice wilh (f) below is required prior to developing such lot;

D. Any lof of record shall be deemed to have merged with an adjoining lot of record If:

i, The cammon properdy line hashad & huilding, consructed thereupon ai any tine;

ii. The principal building has been constructed within ten (10 feet of the comimon Jot line;

.. The structure has been constructed on & Jot of record which is necessry to 2 principt
huilding or anadjoining 1ot of vécord; _ _

iv. Tholot of record has been used for deivewdy ol parking purposes for the adjaining lot of
vecord; of, _

v. The ot of record has been ssed it conjusiction with the adjoining loy

Any adjolning lots of récord, in tommon cwiership, shall be congidered merged untif the Rt area equals

thee minkesurn ol area of the applicable zoning district;

T, & division ofnterged fots may be approved as a Special Perinit by the Cotnmission and, where required, o
companion subdivision application for merged fots ulvecord has besn dpproved under Section 5. ofthe
Enfield Subidivision Repitlations, The Special Permit for the division of wicrged lots shall contain the
following tuformation: o

) A "relghborhood” where the nelghiborhand is defined as ali developed residentially zoned lots
wholly or partially within 500 feet of the lot in question having frontage oh {hie smie siveet as e
lat in question; however, in inusiial circumstances the Commission may modify the boundarfes
of the “neighborhoad”, where such modification served to best deseribe the neighborhaod of the
lait in question. L

i) “'he neighborhood map shatl show Fights-of-way widih, steet pavement widih, utilittes (storm,
sanitary, water lings, hydats, steectfights, ete;) and sidewalks within the neighborhood.

iii}. Colcwlations showing (1) afl fol sizes and a1l lot frontages of all developed residentially zoned lots
withint-the neighborhend, and (2) the resultant mediat Tob size and median lol frontage-in the
necighbothood;

=
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G. Toapprove any Special Permlt for the division of merged lots, the Commiission must find thai the standards
i Article IX and the following speeitic standards and griterid are mel!

i) Al proposed Joss shall equal v exceed the miedian Jot sizs and Jot_fipatabe of lofs in the

neighborhood except that the Commission saay modify this requiroment by not more than ten {10)

parcent wheri. it finds that this shall resull in a more computiblie relationship 16 Ute deighbarhood,

however, itno case shall any lot below 5,000 squire feet inaren nor Jot fioiiaee below 50 feet be
ajlowed:

i) Al lots of record shall adhere 1o all the applicable requirements of the district within which thoy

ave proposed, including, but not necessarily limited to, height, lot coverage, {looraven, and parking
a5 sel forth in Bection 4.10.2.H of the Zoning Regulation except for the following:
The required front sethack shall be.the avernge of the front setback lines of the main building o
the two lols adjacent to or nearest to the propeséd Jot(s) on the siirie side of the gtreet, but iit ng
ease shall & font setback fine greater than the required minimum front setback csuablished for the
distrit be requiced. (Amended 2/22/05)

{il} The projosed plan is compatibls with the developrent patterns of thé neighborlidod,

ivl The resulting development of the parcel witl not adversely affect the traffic patiems nor storm
waler runoff conditions in the neighboihood;

¥} The new lolsshall have frontupre on and have acdess to paved public roadways consisiend with the
provision of Section 5.g. of the Subdivision Regulations.

Bogtion 330 Miscellancous Provisions

3360 Projections intd Vards

A. Nolhing-in hese Regulations shall protiibit the projection of not mobe than oae (1) fodt into & refuived
open space of pilasters, belt contses, sills, corniees; or slmilar architeciural featuies.

B. Chimneys constriied entively-ol masonry mity project into yards not more thian two () Fedl within existhig

- premises only. _ _

C. Handicap access ramps, landings and decks required for adequate -access and cgiess of haedicapied
tesidents may encroach info the required yard setbacks fo the extent necessary to mécl the minimum
vequiretnenis for such nucess of ppless, _

D. (Added 4/01/06) In any residential district except the Thompsonville District, unenclosed front
porches may project up to eight feet into the required front yard sethack, or beyond the framt
building line of a pre-existing non-conforming principal stracture, subject to the fallowing:

i) Anunenclosed fromt porch or an unenclosed front baleony is p roofed structure attached to the front of
& unit that s nof enclosed in any way by glass, s¢reens, solid pangls or any other materfal, with the
exgeption of a balustrads or raifing not to exceed three (3) fuetin height above the floor of such fromt
porch or balcony: Decks shall not be altowed to project into the required front sethack.

i1y Mon-cnclosed front porch steps may project an additional six feet provided that neither the steps nor
the poreh wiay he closer than 15 feet to 4 front property line, _

i} A front-porchrool oveihang may extend an addilional one foot beyond the porch into the required
front setback

iv} The Zaning Board of Appeals shall not vary mny provision of this subsection.

3302 Lots on Narvow Streets
Whee lots front on atreets less than 50 Teet wide, Uic front yard required by the provisions of thege Reégirations
shatl bo incressed by one-half (%) the difference between 50 feet and the actual width of she street,
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2622 Declsion Boavd of Assessment Appeals  Appeal Lﬁ)rﬁ 74

Decision Date:  woidd  fnason T Baily
Mation to approve Appeal made by Donna Bubanoski and secancded hy Thomas Tyler ' "
Atrer due cansideration and thoughtful defiberation of all evidence in the matier ot this appeal, )
Enileld's Board f}j ' Assessment Appeals finds that the Property Chyner, E?{ﬂ:’?cﬁ’ﬁl Sk fed, LA ,,.-":'_:f;;-"’

e AT Eetr
__mwwmii_ ___ MAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the meriis of this Appeal
OR

. FAILEDTO PROVE beyond.a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
THEREFORE, THIS APPLICATION WAS SRANTED/DENIED hy VOTE as follows:

o

Unanimous N )

Denna Dubanosid 1_ fay . Nay

Lori Longhi o Yay v Nay

Thomas Tyler . Yay Nay

Appraised Assessed
Farm Land Code] - River Vallay]Acres Ampunt Arnount ~ Amount
Tillakle A 710] 2,530
Tillable B 7iL 1,810
Tillable € 712 1,690
Tillable D 713 1,179 R .
Drohard E 714 290 L R
Pastura F 715 280 Aoperrores ol M= o | L]
Swamp, ledge | 716 40| il B ;
Scrub @ 716 40 '
- 717

Waoodland Forest| 610 390 i
Qpen Space 7ig 1,6904 -

OTHER RELIEF ORDERED: This propesty he rastored) and veinsialsa 3o ifs prior P.A, 490 Status and
classificaiionls) as enisted on the 10-3-2020 Grona List with exception{s] only for the alspye

assessrent ceicwiarion(s) immeriaiely. |

ITaTALS

APPRAISED NEW 2022 2023 2020

AMEUNT ASSESSMENT  ASSESSMENT  ASSESSMENT
Land ' ' e i 2 T50 Tl
cutldings o . B .‘ ’
Ot Ruildings S Sy BE A
Personal Properiy : =

TOTAL __ A7 T s i

LL-282
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ASSESSMENT APPEALFORM 3 -

i

=J P.' ‘“} SAPpeal nNo. \3 0 7
=X

THIS APPEAL FORM TO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE ﬂﬁéﬁwéb-nm‘ BEEONE FEBRUARY 18, 2022, AND

VIUST BE COMPLETED IN ITS ENTIRETY. PROPERTY OWNERS OWNING MORE THAN ONE PROPERTY }'_fsjrgFl_L_E_A_S_E_H,\_RATE FORM

FOR EACH ACCOUNT APPEALED, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY. i

Property owner(s) Jarrmoc Farms LLG and Jarmoc Real Estate LLG

mame of agent (if different frorn owner) Owen Jarmoc

Position of agant (if cifferent from owner) General Manager

Property awner will be represented hy (check one): Self o Apgent X T Lg:’, '

(i by-agent, must attach evidence of authorization) w4
i

Mame of Parson and Addrass ta which all notices and correspondence should be sent {list ONE acldress only): T;

Name Owen Jarmog ’ ‘--:11

Sireet 520 Hall Hill Road e

City, State, Zip Code Samers GT 06071 Telephone (Daytime) __(860) 716-5640

For the Grand List of October £, 2021

Dascription of the property being appealed (location if real estate, year/make/model/rnarker number if motar vehicle)
NOTE: Regular Grand List Motor Vehicle hearing canducted in September.

Property Type: [=al Estate
(Real Estate, Sllpg[eme|1tal wlotor Veliicle, Personal Property)
5 Broacd Brook Road 102//0048
{Mumberand Street) T {Assessor Map/totf Real Esiate)
Frroperty Rescription: Farm Land
{Businass Mame if Personal Preperly; Year, Malke, Model, VIR if ndator Vehicla)
Reason for the Appeal: Not properly Assessad, Part PA 490 and Part Solar Farm. Solar fam only within fance v

Property Location:

Appellant’s estimate of FAIR MARKEDVALUE of the property being appealed: __ $500000 Appraised $350,000 Assessment

r"\, "\
( Lj.f / ‘6/75 03/16/2022
Signa-turr: of owner and/or'ﬁgent (AttaEt"rpfeef—eé-authm'izatmn) DI?\TE

{Position of signer: ____Genaral hianager }

FOR BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS LISE ONLY:

Property Description: , - o Lo
street Address: Zedi” 9 fD A _Hd0i(hssessar Map /2 Alot /5 10 Lock —ADAF—000 70050
Other: E

{55
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THE TOWN HALL: e —————— —
An appeal hearing s to be held (DATE) __ N T— (TIME) —1 .
. Yourapplication was denfedon ______ o (Acti(l}n Date) | M Hew? ek Ampen o
e ~__Your application was granted on ____{Action Date), bl ’d/J ‘ﬂ {. CATed
0Old Assessrment New Assassment ! ? e [
i [} i K

LAND ) i - ,{ A He0

BUILDINGS i

OUTBUILDINGS /5 3,540 i I [— - -

PERSOMAL PROPERTY : . ] | J\ / "

TOTAL [0 A4 70 2] } I };«,,f A Y

J a5 L
- I el
CHAIRMARN, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS DA;‘ :
This action may be appealed to Superior Court within twa mon‘tf
420 ENFIELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 06082 | {8G0) 253-6333 ,
' ' LL-283 /
! -
-
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2022 Decision Boavd of Assessment Appeals  Appeal # /%C)
Dedision Date: 47 /
Motion to approve Appeal made by Donna Dubanoski and seconded by Thomas Tyler 7.
After due cansideration and thoughtful defiberation of all evidence in the matter of th:ga}j}fé% =T Bailay

Enfield's Board of Assessment Appeals finds that the Property Owner, {4 u,l! 2 i"{&w L_éﬂ g

t/ 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 WASERANTED/DENIED by VOTE as follows:

Unanimous S

Donna Dubanoski . Yay o Nay

Lori Longhi o Yay . Nay

Thomas Tyler e Yay Nay

Appraised-
Farm Land Code]  RiverValley|Acres|  Amount Amount _ [|Assessed Amaunt "
Tillable A 710 2,530 ' —— e
Tilables | 711 1,810 . P
Tillabfe € 712} 1,690 . LG
Tillable D 713 ENT | | | 57,59 0
Qrchard E 714 990 ' ' A7
.Pastl.ire E 715 1_180 ) ' 151, ﬁdﬁﬁ
Swamp, Ledge 716 . _ . 35' 2 oG .
Sctub G 716 B Aol ' ‘d—;_, i
717 [t~

Woodland Forest] 610 _ 390
Open Space 718

OTHER RELIEF aﬁmﬁm This pmpeﬁty fae vestoved and veinsiaiad o its prioy P.A. 490 Stats snd
classificationls) as existed or the 10-1-2020 Grand List with exceptionis) anly Tav the above

assessment calcuiation{s] immediately. _
[TOTALS ) N

ABPRAISED NEW 2022 2021 2020

AMOUNT ASSESSMENT ASSESSIMIENT  ASSESSMENT
Land 15 7,300 [/, 460 __ 111 400 G2, 4 Lol
Buildings Joa. son. A9l 60O, 4L, f4d 50 f’g{ E50
Dut Buildings '("Q 300, HI, 910 RS el My Hdn

Persoiial Property i ' . - e
TOTAL T 1. 500 L5, 910 777 sﬂgmM
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ERK TOWN OF ENFIELD

ASSESSMENT APPEAL FORM 4/’”0
Appeal No.

S8 o0 va, Bo'Y
THIS APPEAL-FORNTEY THE BOARD-OFASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEVED ON OR BEFORE FEBRUARY 18, 2022, AND
VILIST BE COMPLETED Il 17S ENTIRETY, PROPERTY OWNERS OWNING MORETHAN ONE PROPERTY MUSTFILEA SEPARATE FORV

EOR EACH ACCOUNT APPEALED, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY. ﬂﬁifﬁ-[@f?\};} o

) TN Sl N
property owner(s) _ P0ullen Boad Lie e ange
Name of agent (if different from owner) ~13m e arghes T [k 202e
Position of agent (if different from owner) _Corpacaie Cortrallec P

Agent:_ " ASQEIRONG UFFIGE

Properly owner will be represented b check one): Sel s
i b vt bl SO OF ENFIELD

{If by agent, must attach evidence of authorization)

Name of Person and Address to which all notices and correspondence should be sent {list ONE address only):
Name_ Vv im Meard)

street VS touiea Roah -

City, State, ZIp Code i d CT 0608 Telephone (Daytime) BL0-246-22 3

For the Grand List of October 1, 2031 :
Description of the property being appealed {location if real estate, year/tmake/model/marker number if motor vehicle)
NOTE: Regular Grand List Motor Vehicle hearing conducted In September.

property Type: __ Real ¢ade.

(Real Estate, Supplemental Mator Vehicle, Personal Property)

property Location: _} <5 tnullen Roa Pin 6379
{ Numbew S?:l'.eet{:J {Assessor Map/Lot if Real Estate)
Property Description: e ouilding

{Business Name If Personal 1’m’§1erlv; Year, Make, Model, VIN If Motor Vehicle]
Reason for the Appeal:_S oler casogies astulle XA 3o D018 ore dux @vewi

; : & FoIe, . - a
Appellant's estimate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being appealed: £763, S’/\ e 45 <S8 (ga 1§ Aove (.S

m)% | O A GOlLélnS Rae.?-,

signature of owner and/or ageht (Attach proof of authoﬁzat‘[on)
S_b(/ﬂl- 1y &y F—M{dT

BT @HS (3 T/}k;ﬂ“e,

{Position of signer: Aced )

FOR BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS USE ONLY:

Property Description: 5 G (ﬂ. - ?.’]”blf (.f g€l

street Address: 1S M offen €4 Assessor Map /G _tot 2 1Dlock &
Other:

Dadcing loT Aged
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THETOWN HALL:

An anpeal hearing Is to be held [DATE) e (TIME)
____ Yourapplication was denied on (Action Date) %
Your application was granted on (ActionDate) -~ T T BN SN 'l—ﬂ./ i
Old Assessment New Assessment o 8 SD \‘q_ o g bLQ/m Lape
CLAND /11400 LA e o gyl
BUILDINGS 49/, 00 : ; : g )
. OUTBUILDINGS [ 95,600 e 'A."‘.’.ﬂ;
PERSONAL PROPERTY B : CA &{?g_&- Sl
TOTAL e (o 6D : b SR b : blL et
| : ' i
CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS ' * DATEI b

: " g T ddanes.
This action may be appealed to Superior Court within two monthst ° 'i[l-e'-f AR e 'S""Vﬂ' e
R (PTT QL P oT Nk
820 ENFIELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 06082 | (860) 253-6339 Tl AL gAalL ot Ba
to b id o\ daPellefebolzas
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2022 HEARINGS & DECISION MINUTES
Board of Assessment Apgdabs

Enfield, Connecticut =1 .4 o o, N _
K ppeal Niier: 7 €

TT
Hearing Date: Z/ 4 2/ ol
Property Owner/Agent: / é (4 LLAELSD f% ) LD LG '§‘

- '
Property Type & Location: _£ D ﬁ (& Uﬂ«’—-@ %x@ __, Enfield, CT

is appeal was 1 ceived in, the above matter,

b
(5 bt L -

Having been duly sworn, evidence in_support of
by way of oral testimony from: : :

which concluded that the tax adsessment valuation as stated for the October 1, 2021 Grand List

was grossly excessive. S }644}2’. Cé’( Ve ;

In support of that conclusion, the following documents and/or additional notes (if any) were
offered and received as evidence! Lo

2022 DECISION MINUTES

Board of Assessment Appeals
Appeal Number:

Decision Date:
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified on the upper half of this page, 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

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

Unanimous

Donna Dubanoski _____ Yay Nay

Lori Longhi ___ Yay Nay
Thomas Tyler  Yay____Nay

Relief (if any):
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2097 ANT b -
2023 0CT -3 PH¥ 23 52

2020 Connecticut Geheral-Statutes
Title 12 - Taxation

Chapter 203 - Property Tax Assessment
Section 12-81 - Exemptions.

Universal Gitation: CT Gen Stat § 12-81 (2020)

The following-described property shall be exempt from taxation:

S

(57) Class | renewable energy sources, hydropower facilities, solar water or space
heating systems, geothermal energy resources and solar thermal or geothermal
renewable energy sources. (A)()) Any Class | renewable energy source, as defined in
seotion 16-1, or hydropower facility described in subdivision (21) of subsection (a) of
section 16-1, installed for the generation of electricity for private residential use or on a
farm, as defined in subsection (q) of section 11, provided such installation occurs on or
after October 1, 2007, and further provided such installation is for a single family
dwelling, a multifamily dwelling consisting of two to four units or a farm, (ii) any passive
or active solar water or space heating system, or (iii) any geothermal energy resource.
In the case of clause (ii) or (iii) of this subparagraph, such exemption shall apply only to
the amount by which the assessed valuation of the real property equipped with such
system or resolrce exceeds the assessed valuation of such real property equipped with
the conventional portion of the system or resource; '

(B) For assessment years commencing on and after October 1, 2013, any Class |
renewable energy source, as defined in section 16-1, hydropower facility described in
subdivision (21) of subsection (a) of section 16-1, or solar thermal or geothermal
renewable energy source, installed for generation or displacement of energy, provided
(i) such installation occurs on or after January 1, 2010, (i) such installation is for
commercial or industrial purposes, (iii) the nameplate capacity of such source or facility
does rot exceed the load for the location where such generation or displacement is
located, and (iv) such source or facility is located in a distressed municipality, as defined
in section 32-0p, with a population between one hundred twenty-five thousand and one ,

hundred tirty=ive THOUSANM, . . e o o e e 20 o e o i

(C) For assessment years commencing on and after October 1, 2013, any municipality
may, upon approval by its legislative body or in any town in which the legislative body is
a town mesting, by the board of selectmen, abate up to one hundred per cent of
property tax for any Class | renewable energy source, as defined in section 16-1,
hydropower facility described in subdivision (21) of subsection (a) of section 16-1, or
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solar thermal or geothermal renewable energy source, installed for generation or 0CT-3 PH 1
displacement of energy, provided (i) such installation occurs between January 12019, -, Oa!
and December 31, 2013, (i) such installation is for commercial or industrial purposes, -
(iii) the nameplate capacity of such source or facility does not exceed the load for the

location where such generation or displacement is located, and (iv) such source or

facility is not located in a municipality described in subparagraph (B) of this subdivision;

(D) For assessment years commencing on and after October 1, 2014, any (i) Class |
renewable energy source, as defined in section 16-1, (ii) hydropower facility described

T subdivision (21) of subsection (a) of section 16-1, or (iif) solar thermal or geothermal

renewable energy source, installed for generation or displacement of energy, provided
(1) such installation occurs on or aftet January 1, 2014, (1) is for commercial or industrial
purposes, (11} the nameplate capacity of such source or facility does not exceed the
load for the location where such generation or displacement is located or the
aggregated load of the beneficial accounts for any Class | renewable energy source
participating in virtual net metering pursuant to section 16-244u, and (IV) in the case of
clause (i) of this subparagraph, such exemption shall apply only to the amount by
which the assessed valuation of the real property equipped with such source exceeds
the assessed valuation of such real property equipped with the conventional portion of
the source;

(E) Any person claiming the exemption provided in this subdivision for any assessment
year shall, on or before the first day of November in such assessment year, file with the
assessor or board of agsessors in the town in which such hydropower facility, Class |
renewable energy source, solar thermat or geothermal renewable energy source or
passive or active solar water or space heating system or geothermal energy resource is
located, a written application claiming such exemption, Failure to file such application in
the manner and form as provided by such assessor or board within the time limit
prescribed shall constitute a waiver of the right to such exemption for such assessment
year, Such application shall not be required for any assessment year following that for
which the initial application is filed, provided if such hydropower facility, Class |
renewable energy source, solar thermal or geothermal renewable energy source or
passive or active solar water or space heating system or geothermal energy resource is
altered in a manner which would require a building permit, such alteration shall be
deemed a waiver of the right to such exemption until a new application, applicable with
respect to such altered source, is filed and the right to such exemption is established as
required initially;

(F) For assessment years commencing on and after October 1, 2015, any municipality
may, by vote of its legislative body or, in a municipality where the legislative body is a

the property taxes due for any tax year, for not longer than the term of the power
purchase agreement, with respect to any Class | renewable energy source, as defined
in section 16-1, that is the subject of such power purchase agreement approved by the
Public Utilities Regutatory Authority pursuant to section 16a-3f;
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Connecticut General Statutes Title #6w-vo e,
Public Service Companies § 16-1.
Definitions

Current as of June 28, 2021

(20) “Class | renewable energy source” means (A) electricity derived from (j) solar power, (i)
wind power, (iii) a fuel cell, (iv) geothermal, (v) landfill methane gas, anaerobic digestion or other
hiagas derived from biological sources, (vi) thermal electric direct energy conversion from a
cettified Class | renewable energy source, (vil) ocean thermal power, (viii) wave or tidal power,
(ix) low emission advanced renewable energy conversion technologies, including, but not fimited
to, zero emission low grade heat power generation systems pased on arganic oil free rankine,
kalina of other similar nonsteam cycles that use waste heat from an industrial or commercial
process that does not generate electricity, (x) (1) a run-of-the-river hydropower facility that began
operation after July 1, 2003, and has a generating capacity of not more than thirty megawatts,
or (1) a run-of-the-river hydropower facility that received a new license after January 1, 2018,
under the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission rules pursuant to 18 CFR 16, as amended
from time to time, and provided a facility that applies for certification under this clause after
January 1, 2013, shall not be based on a new dam or a dam identified by the commissioner as a
candidate for removal, and shall meet applicable state and federal requirements, including
applicable site-specific standards for water quality and fish passage, or (xi) a hiomass facllity
that uses sustainable biomass fuel and has an average emission rate of equal to or fess than
075 pounds of nitrogen oxides per million BTU of heat input for the previous calendar quarter,
except that energy derived from a biomass facility with a capagcity of less than five hundred
kilowatts that began construction before July 1, 2003, may be considered a Class | renewable
energy source, or (B) any electrical generation, including distributed generation, generated from
a Class | renewable energy source, provided, on and after January 1, 2014, any megawatt
hours of electricity from a renewable energy source described under this subparagraph that are
claimed or counted by a load-setving entity, province or state toward compliarice with renewable
portfolio standards or renewable energy policy goals in another province or state, other than the
state of Connecticut, shall not be eligible for compliance with the renewable portfolio standards
astablished pursuant to gection 16-245a ; '
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Solar Carports, Incentives and the Investment Tax Credit Page 1 of 7

Home (https://www.solar-estimate.org) > News (https://www.solar-estimate.org/news)
> Solar Carports Incentives Investment Tax Credit 113017

Solar Carports,
Incentives and the .

Investment Tax 8 g
Credit—It's 1o 22
Complicated, Kinda Be o

Written by Chris Meehan (https://www.solar-
estimate.org/authors/chris-meehan)

Updated February 03, 2020
® 4 minutes read

Categories: Solar 101 (https://www.solar-
estimate.org/news/category/solar-101), Solar financing
(https://www.solar-estimate.org/news/category/solar-
financing), Solar incentives (https://www.solar-
estimate.org/news/category/solar-incentives), Solar
panels (https://www.solar-
estimate.org/news/category/solar-panels), Solar power
(https://www.solar-estimate.org/news/category/solar-
power)

Sometimeas you can't do rooftop solar. It just doesn't work
out because your roof isn't facing the right direction or is
shaded by trees or another building. Thankfully there are
other options like ground mount systems or, perhaps even
better, solar carports or canopies and most, if not all of
the same incentives, like the Investment Tax Credit (ITC)
still apply.

https://www.solar-estimate.org/news/solar-carports-incentives-investment-tax-credit-11303 ¢ 634342920
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TOWN OF EAST WINDSOR
Board of Assessment Appeals
11 Rye St., Broad Brook, CT 06016-9553
Phone 860-623-8878 / Fax 860-623-4798

March 19, 2020
Dear Taxpayer:
'The Board of Assessment Appeals has considered your appeal in connection ‘with the October 1,

2019 Grand List and the Motor Vehicle Supplemental Grand List of October 1, 2018. The
Board’s decision is outlined below:

REAL ESTATE LIST NO: 2019610002377

LOCATION: 5 Shoham Road 113/17/0008004

TAXPAYER: Laird Building LLC

DECISION: Granted

ASSESSMENT REDUCTION:  Old Assessments 742,220
Adjustent: 2460200
New Assessment: - 582,020

RIEASON: Solar exemption

Brian Tuﬂey; Chairman

Appeals from the decision of the Board afAssessmem‘ Appeals are to be filed with the
Superior Court. within two (2) ironths of the Board’s action.
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TOWN OF EAST WINDSOR

Board of Assessment Appeals
11 Rye St., Broad Brook, CT 06016-9553
Phorie 860-623-8878 / Fax 860-623-4798

March
Dear Taxpayer:
The Board of Assessment Appeals has considered your appeal in connection with the October 1,

2019 Grand List and the Motor Vehicle Supplemental Grand List of October 1, 2018. The
Board’s decision is outlined below:

REAL ESTATE LIST NO: 2019010002376 )

LOCATION: 3 Shoham Road 113470008003

TAXPAYER: Laird Building, LLC

DECISION: Granted

ASSESSMENT REDUCTION:  Old Assessment: 1,179,460
Adjustiment: = 20230
New Assessment: 259,240

REASON: Solar exemption
e

Brian Turley, Chairman

Appeals from the declsion of the Board of Assessment Appeals are fo be filed with the
Superior Court within two (2) months of the Board’s action,

Page 63 of 283

80

el e et RS ¢ Loy i



20730CT -3 PM 3: 52

Mario F Coppoia_ Dbibos Dot
Erom: Tallberg, James <jtallberg@enfield.org> @
Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 8:47 AM

To: Mario F: Coppola

Subject: Park Ave, residents say 2-family house will lead to parking problems | Enfield - 78 Park

Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

e —
P .

‘*‘? Mario — This news reporting concerns property at 78 Park Avenue, Assessor's Map 39, Lot 004. See the Jl links below.

You ray recall that, on May 20, 2022, the BAA Chair granted a tax appeal reducing the assessment on this property to
zero “0”, noting on the appeal form that there was “no marketable title” and that the property owner, BAA Member Lori
Longhi recused herself.

Query how much Ms, Longhi is selling this property for given that the BAA, of which she is a member, concluded it has

zeroval - s
= = g Fd Lo@d “Fo, oon
%\m WHDEC. T778E ) /M’ﬂﬁ{é—ﬂ%}fééf— 7 RED
=/t TD L fEL H@E:@‘MW

+f Minic.zixtentral.com/u/c8 ae/RHeAUB Rﬁz?a‘éhaso M=https¥3A%ZF%2 Fwww. Journzlinguirar.com
Frowns¥%2Fenfieldd%2Fpark-ave-residents-say-

11ed-8dA7-9353b915d4 e htol

hitps://link.zixcentral,com/u/836ef702/DIyAUGNOTRGPcHYrhasoMeu=htt 943 A%2F% 2 Fwww . journalin uirer.com2F
towns¥%2Fenfield¥%2Fpark-ave-residents-sa -2-family-houso-will-lezd to-parking:problems%2Earticle_65705540-7256-
11ed-8447- ' ' '
8353h915d4fe htmlt3Futm_sourceds30iournalinguirer.com¥%2Butm_campaignii3D%252Fnevslettersts252Flists%252F
heacilineS%zst%zsaF—dc%zssDlE?GOG‘ZﬁlS%’ZGutm medium%3Demail%26uim _contentds3Dheadiine
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7 appeals. They had 97 appeals, | think. | believe it was either 139, 169, separate

different appeals.

Mr. Coppola: Were they prominent property owners involved in these appeals?
Todd Helems: Yes.
Mr. Coppola: And who are they? z —
Todd Helems: Uh John McFarms was one of them — there was a hotel uh the AR )
e i e
: ) : Ll |
Enfield Mall and several properties that they appeal um Connecticu_t.Mchh um one of/,f L ees .J
(_,-—H——"m._.____

the larger names was um they had several different appeals, but under different names

gonna get the name wrong. It's not in Anastasia it's um KR Leasing was one of their

¥

firms or one of their properties for business names - Antonacai - I'm sorry. Not @M;‘ o
T Fons
necessarily listed under Antonacci but | mean it's all sub companies or whatever under

the Antonacci family. Which (inaudible) is my predecessors um family and while she's

married into that family. Just to complicate things. And | did find that letter right in front

——— -

of me. If any questions on it.
Mr. Coppola: We just keep moving on — so | wanna ask you about some of these
applicants. | wanna ask you about Miss Longhi - so there's an appeal that she that was

LT

filed by David and Lori Longhi for property at 78 Park Avenue. The appellant had a

e —————

value of a $5,000 it looks like the owner filed it um and the assessment was taken down

———

to 0. Are you familiar with this application?

P s

Todd Helems: I am,

Mr, Coppola: What are your thoughts about it?

Todd Helems: My thoughts about it is that it could be criminal on their decision.

Mr. Coppola: Why?

{01742855.D0OCX Ver. 1}r\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.D0CX Page 118 of 145
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Todd Helems: This is a parcel that was bought by the owner um they've
subsequently been getting permits for a 2 family house um I'd have to double check the
date, but | think they had a permit even before they went to the BAA (inaudible) in the
process now going to the Board uh proper procedures to get a permit for for a 2 family
house flowing on it. Their reasoning of why the appellant thought it was worth
$15,000.00 not 0 but $15,000.00 instead of, | think we added a $40.000.00 um was that
it was unsellable because of a title uh issue um but the owner purchase the property

-'M-'v-_.

first set amount so obviously it had value to her um my understanding was is that there

—

was a quick claim Deed filed even before the to uh BA hearing, to settle the fitle issue.

So | don't believe that there was any issues with the title um so the way it could certainly

=

be perceived Is that the Board a one of their own members, a 0 tax on a property that's

buildable.
e
Mr. Coppola: Uh when did Miss Longhi purchase the property?
Todd Helems: [ don't have that right in front of me.
Mr. Coppola: Well, | have a document in front of me - it looks like it was uh
p—r————-_"_-_ -
Todd Helems: ‘46 maybe - guessing.
Mr. Coppola: Looks like it was April of 2022.
Todd Helems: Whatever | mean do you have the field card in front of you?
Mr. Coppola: No, I just have the uh Deed.
Todd Helems: That might have been a Quick Claim Deed.
Mr, Coppola: Yeah, there's a Quick Claim Deed | see here from —
Todd Helems: That [ think was that wasn't her purchase date. Think that was to
clear up the title.
{01742855.00CX Ver, 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.00CX " Page 119 of 145
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Mr. Coppola: Okay.
Todd Helems: So that wasn't her original purchase. If you give me 2 seconds, I'm
pulling up my system now. To actually check the date on it - 2016 sticks in my head.

But | could be wrong — 78 Park Ave. So Lori and David Longhi — uh November 28,

2016.

Mr. Coppola: And then you made a reference to them, cleaning up the title.
What did | mean? T )

TW She stated that there was that they bn_ught it from a foreclosure

—

from the Town, or they bought it fram the Town uh but then there was a title m

discrepancy or issue which um her words that have made it unsellable and not worth

anything and | believe that you know going through the process that has the title

> R

cleaned up. And that the Quick Claim was to take care of that.
i ————

Mr. Coppola: Do you know how the Quick Claim Deed to resolve whatever
potential title issue there may have been.
Todd Helems: I'm not sure exactly what the issue was. I'm sure it was just an %

owneéggip um I'm not privy to that - | didn't do any research on it.
¢ = k.-___'-_-ﬂ__'_-——

Mr. Coppola: Okay um and then it appears from some of the records we see

here, that in June of 2022 it was an application for a special permit to construct a 2
family home.
Todd Helems: | believe that's accurate. Yeah, | don't have all the documents in

front of me but -

Mr. Coppala: Matt did we already ask the Town Manager to find the zoning
T"‘h; > -
records on this?
';::._m-""_-—‘_*
{01742855.D0CX Ver. 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.D0CX Page 120 of 145
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Matt Studer: Yes, we did.
e

Mr. Coppola: Okay, but she has not done so to date right?
Matft Studer: | have not received anything no.
T,
Todd Helems: | believe there was previous permits before that, too for building.
Mr. Coppola: Did anybody from the BAA uh uh inquire with uh asked for uh

ask any information from you regarding this property?

Todd Helems: Not from me no.

Mr. Coppola: Did they ask, did anyone from the BA um ask for any information or
documentation from your office?

Todd Helems: Not that I'm aware of no?

Mr. Coppola: And um with regard fo this property, which currently has a a value
of 0 on that on the Town's Grant list for last year, um what do you plan on doing with

regard to this property on the 2022 Grand List,

Todd Helems: Bringing it back to its value that it should be.

Mr. Coppola: And what Is that number?

Todd Helems: It was originally assessed in '21 at $45,900 assessed.

Mr. Coppola: And why do - do you believe you have the legal authority to change

the value of that property as of the 2022 Grand List?

Todd Helems: | do.
Mr. Coppola: Why?
Todd Helems: Under 1255 | believe that it is, (inaudible) certify under oath that all

the values are true and accurate. Also under 112-17A. | believe it is, or maybe 12-111,

um there's a Statue out there that says if there's a BAA decision, that's the Assessor

{01742855.00CX Ver, 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.D00CX Page 121 of 145
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doesn't agree with or can't sign on that the following year um with the proper

documentation, sending out to the homeowner, make docurientation on on the right

‘Records on the field card of why the decision being made, that the value can be

changed with regard to Connecticut.
Mr. Coppola: With regard to Conneclicut General Statute 1265 - does that Statue.

provide the Assessorwith a or require that Assessor to perform um a watch tower, type,

function?

Todd Helems: That is the generic name of the of the Statute, Yeah,

The watch tower rule.

Mr. Coppola: And what is that rule?

Todd Helems: Basically if's to correct anything wrong that's out there, you know

if you see a mistake and this could fall under the. PA490 that we talked about earlier,

anything that you see out there that isn't accurate or there was a mistake that was made
or that it is just an accurate, wasn't accounted for um was over assessed, you know,
whatever the reason don't have to under, it could be over um itis the duty of the
Assassor to make that correction um when he signs the Grand List. It's a pretfy broad

statute.

Mr. Coppola: Is it fair to say that um with regard to this property that we're

discussing, that you feel compelled to change the value on the 2022 Grand List um in

your acting in your watch tower role?
Todd Helems: Itis | cannot certify under oath that | think this value, the value of

this property is 0.

{01742855.000X Ver, 1F:\wdo\Clients\34046\000201742855.00CX
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Mr. Coppola: Um um and let me see here uh looks like there's an article in the
Journal Inquire in December, December 2, 2022, regarding says uh Park Avenue
residence, say 2 family house will lead to parking problems. Are you - did you have an
opportunity to review this article?

Todd Helems: It did not. | have only one article in my file, and that is the article
about the Enfield to seek independent firm to investigate (inaudible).

Mr. Coppola: The article 'm looking at states that the Zoning Board of Appeals
um uh had approved variances from density requirements for Maiden Builders uh LC
which is planning to buy the lot at 78 Park Avehue from the owners, Laurie and David
Longhi, to build a 2 family home and that the builders must now appear before the
Zoning Commission for a special use permit, where uh their site review will be
considered,

Todd Helems: (inaudible) 1 think | was - recall something about hearing about that
but then they've actually gone to the Zoning and and check with Zoning but | believe

that was approved, and that might have been approved before the hearing.

Mr. Coppola: And the article makes reference to a potential sale of that property

um by the Longhi's to a builder - are you aware of a potential sale of that property?

i

Todd Helems: I am not.

Mr. Coppola: If there is a sale of that property do you think it's gonna be %f

——

(inaudib[e_) zero?

”_____,__..-—-———-——v
Todd Helems: | don't call that a sale. | saw that as a gift.
Mr. Coppola: l wanna ask you about another applicant, which was uh Mullen.

It was Art Mullen,

{01742855.DOCX Ver, 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.D00CX Page 123 of 145
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-r-? Frora: Helems, Tadd <thelems@enfield.org> — f% / g
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 3:21 PM \ 2 /

,47 Tot Mario F. Coppola <mcoppola@berchemmoses.com>; Matthew Studer emstuder@berchemmoses,com>
Subject: PA400 Spreadsheet

Attached is the spresdshest | created when my initial review of the PA490 properties began, We are topying the entire
folders for the top 2 categories of properties for your review, which will follow in onz or more emails.

The property located 2t 336 George Washington Rl is the property we spoke of as an example, This property was visited
by my predecessor when the original application was submitied, On her visit, she was shown a bunch of Christmas tree
saplings in the garags, and there was also an ared in the rear of the property that was partially cleared, The owner
stated that he intended to grow the trees to a sellable height, The owner is also a landscaper by trade, She granted the
spplication at that time.

Upon my visit, In 2021, | checked the rear area and there were no trees growing, [ had a chance to talk with the awner,
on his property. He infarmed me that he tried to grow the trees, but the soil was to wet. | informed him that he would,
be losing the PA490 classification, which hie understood. We had a very aricable discussion white on his property, and [
left over &n hour later,

- | did remove the PAA90 designation, but he Is one of the ones that the BAA pave back. The owner also attended council
meetings and it was apparent that he Rad fiad discusslons with the BAA chairman, as | watched them jrom the public
seating area and heard the chairman thank him for coming. el

Sincerely,
Todd Feleue
Tadd Helems CCMA 11 SPA

Supervisor of Assessmient & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

Phone: 860-253-6339
Emall: thelems@eaficld.om
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From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 2:54 PM b TS SU/aj/ﬂ/fé J«&Né
To: Zopoo, Flen <ezappo@enficld.org? /4’ M1 S ﬂﬂ‘b 5

Co: Talllserg, ames <jtaliberg@entietd.org=; Wilcox, lohn <jwilcox@enfieid.arg> uB ﬂﬂ?&f

Subject: RE: Cards J//

printed for the b, This fietd has na.gffect

ve year built] on the cards shier the PRC'S A Th d has ng_effec
and was obvioisly CORTDSING O peaple. I{ became obvious that the BA nd o concopt of the EYB and they are
supposed to be well versed in this field. | udent to suppress this field as i has 510 eii_e’ct an value, Many towns 7A/
suppress this field as well as others, [etends ta lead to confusion for both the UniTormed and the fay person(s).

| did suppress the EYB (affect]

As far as the 54 Hazard Ave exarmple, we do not change a previous years PRC as this data is in 3 static db v‘«rhich only

allows for viewing. Changes are not even possible on the previous vear‘s-PRC’s,rW : e,
suppression, when selected, does af foct what is printed on all of he db's, no _NWMME was ol
Sware of this fact, However, the It armation has not been changed. The condition change (Ato G or G ta A) is part of the
reva LWS Every property i5 reassessed, and this isone af many fields thatis reviewed, Depends on how well

the property is maintained. The fiald roviewer considered this 23-year-old building to be in good condition for s age.

AL what point do ( start ta consider 2 slander case?

sincerely, /é 1{ 4 v /40{ b/f WML

Todd Helems CCMA 1§ SPA \S"/“o e d‘ﬂ 3 |
Town of Enfield, CT 06082 /gé)’ﬂgk/Z?? STHES L7 U = A
A\ AU’
AP-S

Supervisar of Assessrment & Revenue Cailection
7
s VAT

Phane: B6C-253-6338
Ermail: thelamssdieniizld. o,

From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.otg> i
sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 2:03 PM : '
To: Helems, Todd <thelems@enliatd.org> :

Ce: Tallbarg, James <italiberg@gaficld.org>; Wilcox, John <jwitcon@enflicld.org>

subject: FW: Cards

Hhi BAA sent this summary to Matt Despard.

Todd, can you address and maybe we can meet tomarrow to discuss. | &am hearing :E?}__thev__mav'l:{er attending on
Monday night and | would like to get out ahead of this issue. S OSSR
- 3 . - - . it —

B

1
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 RECEIVED
ENFIELD TOWN CLERK
20230CT -3 PM 3:53

Lnfield Board of Assessment Appeals
c/o Thomas J. Tyler, Chairman
18 Bridge Lane
Enfield, CT 06082

March 21, 2023

Mr. Todd Helems HAND-DELIVERED
Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection ,

Office of Revenue Collection

820 Enfield Streel

FEnlield, CI' 06082

Re:! i fi al Inforia or Documentation
as to March I, 2023 Revised Decistons 10-1-21 Grand Lis(

Dear Mr. Helems,

Madative Lo e above matien, Twant fo G, yeau Joy provicng e witle s copy of fortysfou (44)
“Srevision™ leltors, all dated March 1, 2023, postmarked March 6" and delivered to me on March
8, 2023, Also, Vieki informed me that many of these same taxpayers whose decisions you
“revised” have filed new appeals (10-1-2022 Grand List) which the BAA will be hearing in April.

Siniee each of your “revisian” letters included only a brief conclusory statement of your apinion if
did not provide the BAA with much to consider in trying to fully understand your conclusions.
Accordiugly, if you consulted with and/or relied upon any experts (such as Attorneys,
Accountants, Appraisets or Soil Scientists) or if you considered and/or relied upon ary documents,
{ request you provide me with 1 copy of thet information or documentation (if any) wsed to
substantiate conclusion(s) reached in each of your forty-four (44) “revision™ letters. Of pacticular
inportance would be legal opinons (0 any) regarding: (o) 78 Parke Aveaue (Longhi): (b) 54
Virginia Avenue (Romano); (c) Solar Properties (including solar carports & tax stabilization
agreement) (Jannoe & Other Taxpayers); and, (d) Any and all other properties. That information
and documentation would greally assist us in belter understanding both town and faxpayer
positions. Also, it could be eritical in our evaluating pertinent and relevant evidence during
deliberations; and, finally, in rendering BAA decisions, fairly and equitably, to all.
’
Thank you for your attention, consideration and anticipated cooperation.

= !l.-'.‘ 3

Vary truly HOlin,

/ 7z ;} ,‘r;}f;
! . P -
. {J é ',Jrv-“'?-‘ - z'f” {i‘r,- ‘H- <
4 ¢
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# ‘f"
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Cost Approach

Replacement/Reproduction Cost — Depreciation + Site = Value
Part of this formula is depreciation. Depreciation can be physical,
functional or external (external example: near a dump, a changing
zone, a highway something beyond the property)

Depreciation can be curable or non curable.

A structure effective age reflects the quality of construction, degree of
maintenance it received, remodeling ete.

'—? Effective age / Total Economic Life = Depreciation
| /%’ Depreciation is loss in property value from any cause.

‘—7’ Effective age is an important component of the formula to arrive at
depreciation.

w——? Depreciation does affect property values.

WerL Soupced A7 Lore/

Source; Fundementals of Real Estate Appraisal 4% Edition, Williamn L Veatoelo, I, Martha R Williams, Dennis $ Tosh, PhuD. William B
Raybum, Ph.D MAIL SRA, CFA
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T Jorrerds

Interview with June Perry, VGSI District Manager
MP3 File 6/28/2023 3:20 64,361 KB
1:07:13 on Tape

.ﬁ Mario Cappola: Does the EYB Effective year built affect the valuation of a property?

,___\_P June Perry: YES

f_—f7 Mario Cappola: Why

-~ luneperry: Because it’s depreciation so again once we create
7 that table it goes Average, good, very good, excellent and
re-built then visa versa fair, poor, very poor there are
three types of depreciation physical, functional, economic
that is one way we change the depreciation and it’s through
the year built and the EYB so when we put a condition on a
property that is average or good that is creating that EYB

‘ o~ i g
W/Ué ﬁ[ép@// ’ﬂﬂfglé(-,-méj@))

Interview with James Williams, VGSI Project Manager -7 ST ﬁlﬁ 3w R, SO
MP4 File 7/20/2023 8:00 am 110,794 KB Wé_

10:52 mark on tape:

Mario Cappola: Do you generally use the income approach as the primary to
determine fair market value?

,)7 James Williams: No, the Cost Approach is normally the primary method we use.
,’57 Mario Cappola: Why is that?

James Williams: It is more consistent for at least Mass Appraisal Purposes than using
the income, it's more of an assessor preference on how they want things done in the

tuture. Mlost assessors want us to do it on the Cost so they can
-"‘7 manipulate the value in the interim years.
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From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfleld.org>

Sent: Manday, January 30, 2023 2:47 PM

To: Mario F, Coppola smcoppola@berchermmoses.com>
ubject: FW: Privifeged and Confldentlal

Fram: Helems, Todd <thele enfield.org>

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 12:45 PM

To: Zappa, Ellen <ezoppa@eniield.orgs; Wilcox, John <jwilcox@enfield.org>
Subject: RE: Privilegad and Confldentlal

See attached

Sincerely,

Todld Felema

Todd Helems CCMA 1i SPA
Supervisar of Assessment & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

Phone: 860-253-6339
Email: thelemsi@enfield arp

From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@entield org>
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 11:04 AM
To: Wilcox, John <jwilcox@enlield.org>
Ce: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Subject: Privileged and Confidential

Hi John,
Altorney Coppola Is interested in the tax stabllization plan for the Jarmoc solar plan, DO you have a copy and any

accormpanying notes that we may submit to him?

Also, Todd, didn’t you reference the fact that they came befare the BAA in May 2021 when John Unghire was Chair and
the BAA voted 3-0 to NOT grant their appeal, and then 1 year later, with Tom Tyler replacing Unghire as chair but fhe
other two members the same, they voted 3.0 to sustain the appeal, Appeals 17,18 and 19 as the properties weren't
combined yat. 3 appeal applications and work papers as well as the minutes.

Wwe will need to pull these items together as an exhibit that can be scanned to him,
1

Etrdhei{ton



From: Bailey, Sheila <shailey@enfield.org>

Sent: Wednes:day, Jully 19, 2023 3:45 P‘M f/‘(}bf/\f CL&WR’ /QES/QDM(;:

To: Rachel Baird <rbaird@rachelbairdlaw.com> / e _ A'#@S

Cc: Tallberg, lames <jtallherg@enfield.org> /Vo é:' L C—WD"N/ C ~ - ~
Subjeci: RE: BAA Report Records cxr JUET {% 72823 ad 2P

; A5 S P NG
Attorney Rachel M. Baird, 7"%’%59"\)/‘;‘“ Lacpxsia /

The Town is in receipt of your request dated July 18, 2023 for copies of approximately 10,000 bates-
stamped documents related to the report prepared by Attorney Coppola.

My office is in possession of the paper copies you have requested. My office does not have possession
of any electronic files nor access to them, other than the Final Report and Appendix available at the
following links:

Microsoft Word - Draft Report (01709202-7xADB93) (002).docx (enfield-ct.gov)

enfield-ct.gov/DocumentCenter/View/23371/Appendix?bidld=

The paper files are available for public inspection in my office during regular Town Hall business hours,
M-F, 9:00am — 5:00pm. If you wish to inspect the files in person, please notify my office so that we may
assist you. Paper copies of these documents will be made for you provided we receive a pre-payment
of the copying fee of $0.50 per page in accordance with CGS §1-212. /

Please respond at your earliest convenience as to how you would like to proceed.

Sincerely, e W A4 - A& Corr¥ a0
T .

/ ARy T3 oo0:

—

Sheila M. Bailey

Town Clerk > " ,
£ e - % e
820 Enfield Street /O )4 TlopeNET D a Mﬁfﬁ; ¢
Enfield, CT 06082 o p I P . :
860-253-6438 P 7@:}44/4/ AUED DILEN] = I <
Town Or
Enfield . N
ONNECT1ICUT -~ (=
From: Rachel Baird ﬁ(,‘:&) ESY /—p/@ &
D&
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 1:09 PM cEST éﬂ bﬂﬁ.}(\_} W) v
To: Bailey, Sheila <shailey@enfield.org> /45' g

uL? /S, 202 % & O /0TI

i Y
Cc: Tallberg, James <jtallberg@enfield.org> o
Subject: BAA Report Records

Ms. Bailey — | understand that the Town has approximately 10,000 bates-stamped documents related to the _
report prepared by Attorney Coppola. | am aware that they are in electronic format because | was provided links
that | could not access. Please confirm the method for obtaining these records from the clerl{ﬁoﬂgt;g m

;f' <3 T
s 9 &

| - in

This is request for the records. I U
.1!‘ y  Sm
= <D ~f T
Best regards, é o
P TP =<
SRR e _ B cn e
‘Rachel:M:Baird® R
Attorney Rachel M. Baird Page;g of 25%7
2234 Silas Deane Hwy, Ste. 2 6 x:

Raclkv HiIll CT o6067
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Tom Tyler e s
Froim: Matthew Studer <mistuder@berchemmoses.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 3:37 PM 20230CT -3 PH
To: Mario F. Coppola; Tom Tyler L
Subject: Matthew Studer shared the folder "Enfield Record" with y@uﬂ‘-fﬁ""-‘ T Dade §.

= s
@ @4{7 j' 137 e
g LLieT TG A& SESS
Matthew Studer shared a folder with W’?w
you

Good afternoon Tom,

As requested, this link provides access to the Enfield Record (bate
numbers Enfield-0001 through Enfield-4043).

Best,
Matt

Enfield Record

This link will work for anyone.

BR Microsoft Privacy Statement

- WARNING: FRAUD ALERT. If you receive an ¢-mail appearing to be from this office which requests that
you wire or otherwise transfer funds to any party, you must confirm the request and any corresponding
instructions via telephone before you initiate any wire or other transfer. PLEASE CONFIRM BY CALLING

THE ORIGINATOR OF THE EMAIL, USING PREVIOUSLY KNOWN CONTACT INFORMATION,
PRIOR TO WIRING OR OTHERWISE TRANSFERRING FUNDS.
1

7
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TOWN OF ENFIELD

TO: Todd Helems, Assessar
FROM: Ellen Zoppo-Sassy, Acting Tawn Manager
o o1 0 [asia Purciello, Asst. Town Manager; John Wilcox, Finance Director; and

Steve Bialenda, H.R. Director

RE: Status of Exemptions, Farms and Grand List

DATE: February 23, 2022

Thé purpose of this memo is to memarialize the multiple meetings we held over the last few weeks in
response to corrimunity concerns. There are several distinct issues to address, some of which have been
} resolved by consensus, while ceriain issues require additional action, as noted below.

SMS Fé(';:(g)]j 5 As discussed at both ou
A empora nena 1h wvoratjion of fne i3 2022.7Th A.nucel

d NE A LA }
£, auministati at is being suggested in order to allow an opportunity, before the BAApracess,
H‘r 1 - LDeging, for any taxpayer/property owner who is in jeopardy of losing @ tax exemption to take steps to
come into compliance with the statutory requirements under which they originally obtained their tax
exemption. Solving this problem by implementing a “pause” would be a show of good faith and would
allow for a mare orderly handling of the one-on-one meetings that should be afforded to any property
owner claiming an exemption.

el {/’l C
1015 : 10& ) f I found the Friday meeting with representatives of Mt, Carmel Socisty.to be very productive and | A P ]0 M L[g D

believe that they met the threshald of relieving a state or municipal burden based on their relationsbip

r morning and afternoon meetings held on Friday, February 18, we discussed a

PMRLGH B (CiO

with the Town and their community role in helping various causes that are not membership related. As

_ 'f" é g we have now received the Mt. Carmel calendar from Mr. Troiano, Jtis my expectation that this will meet
aﬂf(\ﬂ‘ ‘ ,_,é he standard for their exempt] T ,
o
W W U 4 ﬂ 1t is also my understanding that the Mopse Lodge lias geen incorrectly coded as tax exempt for the last A 'ﬂ;ﬁé
.112 '3/? 10 years or more. Lsupport your conclusion on this, and will work with you to issue a letter to them that ‘6 AA

is appropriate and will hopefully forestall future issies.

in terms of the farm 480 exemptians, | have reviewed your spreadsheet analyzing the parcels that you
removed from 490 status, Per your notes,77 praperties were originally removed. Of those 77!

-14 were returned to 490 status -

-10 are 0pen space

-13 had no application found

- 4 the owner agreed that they didn’t belong

-11 No updated application and/or a forester's report after a transfer

Town Manager™s Office Telephone (860) 253-6350

820 Enfield Strect Fax (§60) 253-6310

Enfield, Connecticut 06082 waww.enfield-ct.gov
Enfield-0035
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Thompsonville Moose Lodge #1525
124 South Road, Enfield, CT 06082

August 4" 2023
Ta whom It may concern:

Approximately two and a half years ago myself, Bill Cutter and Ken Kaufman, as
représentatives of the Thompsonville Moose Lodge met with the town manager, the
asdessor and 3 or 4 othier pedple t6 try and rmediate our tax status with the town.

When we met, T brought a jot of paperwork to back up our claim. The town manager had
copies of as many docurnents as they wanted made. In the end the town representatives
had approximately 400 pages of documents copied.,

We teft that meeting after about an hour and a half. We made it known that if we were (o
edd up at the appeals board, the town mianager and the assessor would share all the
docurents with the board of appeals. When we arrivad for our BAA appeal, we explained
our reasons for the appeal and asked if she had our docurients, I am Under the bellef that
at fio time wers those documents made availatle to the board of appeéals. We told the BAA
member that we would re-Copy 400 pages but everything was left the towh managers
office. T find it untonscionable that we spent so much time with the town managerand the
assessor and provided them with s6 much documentation they did not farward to or provide
any of that documentation that we had given them,

This past spring, we were reversed and in for yéar 2. We asked about our documents again
as they were meant for the BAA. Lor Longhi sald she would request everything again. We
have continually questioned why there is so many problerms with all our supporting
documents. '

We thank the BAA and its members Donna Dubanoski, Lori Lonighi and Tom Tyi'er for their
dedication and service to the Moose Lodge and all other taxpayers in the Town of Enfield.

We authorize the BAA to publicly disciiss the matter including the release of this letter and
any other non-priviléged materials.

Fraternaily,

et

Bill Cutter

Ce: Gavernor Ken Kaufman
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§12-88a

§12-89

§12-89a

§12-90

§12-91

only a portion of a property qualifies for exemption, the remainder is subject to
taxation; the exemption is then apportioned on the basis of the percentage ofitleailo_“Ya, oo ra
property’s exempt to non-exempt use. '

Real property acquired by a quasi-public agency but not held or used for purposes
of such agency

Allows for the taxation of income-producing real property owned by a quasi-
public agency, as defined in §1-120, under certain circumstances.

Assessor to Determine Exemption

Provides that the assessor is the sole determinant of exemption eligibility.
Requires assessors to determine what portion of property owned by a
scientific, educational, literary, historical, charitable or agricultural
organization is exempt and to assess the remainder. Allows an organization
aggrieved by the actions of the assessor (0 appeal to the BAA and the superior
court for the judicial district in which the property is located.

Proof of IRS Exemption Reguired by Assessor

Allows an assessor to require certain organizations to provide proof of their
exempt status for federal income tax purposes. This provision applies to any
organization claiming an exemption under subdivision (7), (8), (10), (11), (12),
(13), (14), (15), (16), (18) (27), (29), (49) or (58) of §12-81.

Limit of Oue Veteran’s Exemption Allowed

Provides a limitation regarding the number of exemptions a veteran may receive.
Exceptions are provided for a surviving spouse of a veteran who is also a
qualified veteran and for a disabled veleran. See Property Tax Exemptions
chapter.

Farm Machinery/Equipment and Buildings: Hotses/ Ponies Used in Farming
Subsection (a) provides an exemption of $100,000 applicable to the
assessment of machinery and equipment used exclusively for farming, and a total
exemption for all horses and ponies used in a farming operation. Such properiy
must be owned by a farmer and kept in this state. The farmer must derive at least
$15,000 in gross sales from farming in the most recent taxable year, or must have
incurred farm related operating expenses of at least $15,000 in said year. The
farmer must altest to meeting these income requirements and must file a claim
with the assessor, annually, on or before November Ist, ona form prescribed by
DoAG.If the assessor granis an extension to file a Personal Property
Declaration under §12-42, the application filing date for the exemption under
§12-91 is automatically extended for the same period. Failure to file the
required annual exemption claim constitutes a waiver of the exemption for that
year.

Subsection (b) allows a municipality to establish an additional $100,000 property
tax exemption for farm machinery, by local optioin.

Subsection (c) allows a local-option property tax exemption of up to $100,000 (in
an amount determined by the town) for certain farm buildings, for a farmer who
qualifics for the farm machinery exemption under subsection (a). A farmer’s

3-39
CAAD Handbook 2021 Edition

LL-129
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Property Tax Exemptions for Nonprofits

By: Jessica Schaeffer-Helmecki, Associate Legislative Attorney
June 30, 2020 | 2020-R-0071

Issue

Provide an overview of the property tax exemptions for qualifying nonprofits.

Summary

State law provides 14 different property tax
exemptions for qualifying nonprofit organizations. The
primary exemption is for property owned by, or held in
trust for, corporations organized exclusively for
charitable, scientific, educational, literary, historical, or  FEEEEEEEEEEEEE N e
open-space land preservation purposes. State law also | IR

Tavalile Propeity

cut [Ew subects Bioth vee)

T PRSI TE ek (v 10 LLOCT LA iy 1ax

provides narrow exemptions for specific types of bie Hdits abada fhe land: (28 Bitiding:
nonprofits, including specific colleges and universities, | FEREEE e L L
agricultural and horticultural organizations, religious 2% ;‘w,,_, el A S hel et sl
organizations, hospitals, and camps and recreational Hermaneatly attashad o it (e

fa.cmties' AHCES gk parking areasl (CGE BE

e P

The law generally authorizes tax assessors to require i
nonprofits to submit proof that they are certified by the | IR
Internal Revenue Services (IRS) as a federally tax- sified as.raal propertys ikneludes
exempt organization. The nonprofit generally must use
the property for atllowable purposes and, for certain
exemptions, must file a form with the town assessor by L 7]
specified deadlines.

Wb praperts o

machimery et ent, turntirs
fixtures And motar veticies (Gas 8

“www.Gea,Gtgov /ol Connecticut Genoral Asaembly ' “(860) 540-8400
OLReouest@ega.cl.goy Office of Legislative Research Room 5300
Stephanie A. D'Ambrose, Director Legislative Office Building
LL-130
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State law also gives municipalities the option to provide certain other exem ptions such as fdr aida "

nonproﬂt ambulance compames and nonprofit Eand conservation Otgamzatlons (CGS

lh 17-f H‘&

rellgzous or nonprofit organizations that is not otherwnse exempt under state law (CGS § 12-

8158

)-

Property Tax Exemptions for Qualifying Nonprofits

Table 1. lists all statutorily-required property tax exemptions for nonprofits and specifies the types of
qualifying nonprofits and exempt property (i.e. real or personal or both). It also includes use
requirements or other conditions a nonprofit must comply with to be eligible for the exemption.

S L

| Statule

Table 1: Property Tax Exemptions for Qualifying Nonprofits

;'ffn'!.ﬂ-="v.5rm:- L

EXE lrr;u'f £<

Pre )'uh.'a' j s

’ f" er (i th}- _- qquiremants

¥ G_f_i & 12- Corpurahons orgamzed C"Real and pelsonal pruperty f Propenv musl be used for chanlama‘)smenuf ic, educational,
8 o exclusnglg for Ehantaﬁfe i i “Titerary, historical purposes, 6r to preserve open space (GG §
“sclentific, educational, literary, 12-1074); subsidized low-income housing, with exceptions, does
or historical purposes not constitute a charitable purpose
Quadrennial filing required
CGS6 12- | Specified educational Real and personal property | Property must be held and invested for the use of said
43(8), institutions: Connecticut (‘funds and estate”) institutions
College for Women; Hartford
Seminary Foundation; Trinity To be exempt, the real estate may not generate an annual
College; Wesleyan income of more than $6,000; the Cannecticut Supreme Gourt
University; Yale College; and has ruled that this income thresheld applies only to real estate
Berkeley Divinity School and that generates income without serving any educational purpose
Sheffield Scientific School, (Connecticut College v. City of New London 41 Conn, L. Rptr.
which are part of Yale 635)
GG8§12- | Nonprofit agricultural Real and personal properly | Property must be used for an annual agricultural fair that pays
BATRIY] ar horlicultural organizations cash premiums of at least $200
Quadrennial filing required
G658 12- | Religious organizations Real and tangible personal | Property must be used exclusively for cemetery purposes
8l property and donations held
in atrust Quadrennial filing required
0G5S E812- | Religlous Personal property The organization's principal or income must be used or
81012 organizations appropriated exclusively for religious or charitable purposes
(G586 12- | Religious organizalions Real and certain personal | Property must be used exclusively as a house of religious
Bi13) property (pews, furniture, | worship
| and equipment)
GGS§12- | Religious organizalions Real and personal property | Property must be used exclusively as one or more of the
Bl following purposes: (1) school, (2) daycare, (3) nonprofit camp
or recreational facility for religious purposes, (4) parish house,
(5) ophanage, (6) children’s home, (7) reformatory, or (8)
infirmary
2020-R-0071 June 30, 2020 Page 2 of 5
LL-131
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- | Religious organizations
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CGS8§12- | Nonprofit hospitals and Real and personal property | Quadrennial filing required

B81(16) sanitoriums

CGSE12- | Nonprofit veteran's Real and personal properly | Properfy must be used exclusively for the arganization's
gi1e) organizations _ _ purpose

GBS 6 12- | Grand Army Posls Real and personal property | Properly must be used as a meeting place for members or the
420 Woman's Relief Corps and income must he used for specified

purposes

G685 12

American National Red Cross

Real and Iéngible personal

81{29) property

G546 12, | Chaitable nonprofit camps and | Real properly and Generally, at least 75% of beneficiaries (i.e. users) of the camp

SHAD), recreational facilities equipment or facility each year must he Connecticut residents; narrow
exception for qualifying organizations incorporated before May
26, 1961
Annual filing required

12-84175) | Nonprofit residential care, Real and personal property | Facility must be owned or leased by a federally tax-exempt

nursing, and rest homes

organization; exemption does not affect (1) property that was
taxable on the 1999 grand list or (2) any time-limited, written
agreement with any municipality concerning the property's
taxability that existed on June 1, 2000

Evidence of Federal Tax-Exempt Status

State law authorizes municipal tax assessors to require nonprofits to submit evidence that they are
certified by the IRS as federally tax-exempt organizations, either as a qualifying charitable
organization (26 UL.5.C, & 501(c)) or religious organization (26 L1.5.C. 5 50:1(d)). Assessors may
require this of organizations claiming any of the exemptions described in Table 1 above, except for

the exemption for certain health care institutions (

CGS 6 1.2-81(75)). They may also require such

Lo W

proof for purposes of the local option exemption for propetty leased to a nonprofit organization

LR

Charitable Purpose Under CGS § 12-81(7)

CaS 8§ 12-81(7) provides the broadest exemption for nonprofits. it excludes from tax nonprofits’
real and personal property if the property is used exclusively for a charitable (or scientific,
educational, literary, historical or open space preservation) purpose.

To determine whether an entity is entitled to the exemption, the Connecticut Supreme Court
developed a three part analysis, considering whether the entity (1) is organized to carry out an
exclusively charitable purpose, (2) is self-supporting (the court held that entirely self-supporting

. 2020-R-0071

June 30, 2020

15
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organizations are generally not charitable), and (3) relieves a burden on the state ihrouEhT‘Eé" ' BDaldey
activities (St. Joseph's Living Center., Inc. v. Town of Windham, 290 Conn. 695, 713 (2009)). "
By law, low and moderate-income housing or housing subsidized by local, state, or federal funds

does not constitute a “charitable purpose” and is not eligible for the exemption. But housing that is
owned by a charitable, tax-exempt organization may be exempt if it is used primarily as (1) an
orphanage, (2) a drug or alcohol treatment or rehabilitation facility, (3) housing for certain homeless
individuals, (4) housing for certain ex-offenders, or (5) short-term housing where the average length

of stay is less than six months (CGS §_12-81(7)).

Use Requirements

Real Praoperty

The assessor reviews filings that scientific, educational, literary, historical, charitable, agricultural,
and cemetery organizations must submit to ¢laim an exemption and determines what portion of a
property, if any, is exempt (CGS § 12-89). In general, a nonprofit's real property is exempt only to
the extent it uses the property exclusively for one or more of the exemption's stated purposes.

If it uses the property for the stated purposes and for other purposes, the nonprofit may be taxed
for the portion of the property used for other purposes. And, if the property’s uses are intertwined
and not physically separate, the municipality may levy a tax on the entire property (CGS 8 12-88 &
St. Joseph's Living Center., Inc. v. Town of Windham, 290 Conn. at 747),

Leased Property

Property a nonprofit leasas to others and collects rent on is exempt, so long as it does so in
furtherance of its tax-exempt purpose. For example, the Connecticut Supreme Court held that a
halfway house that provided housing and rehabilitation services to individuals under the
Department of Correction’s supervision was tax exempt, even though it collected rent. It held so, in
part, because the halfway house collected rent “solely in furtherance of, and in direct relation to, its
charitable function of facilitating inmates' transition back into society” (Isaiah 61:1, Inc. v. City of
Bridgeport, 270 Conn. 69 (2004)).

Unused Real Property

Unused real property owned by, or held in trust for, a nonprofit may also be exempt if it is unused
because there are no suitable buildings for the nonprofit’s purpose, but the necessary buildings or

b h” LV ..hr..-_..._

2020-R-0071 June 30,2020 Page 4 of 5
LL-133
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Effective Date of the Exempiion

In general, property acquired by a tax-exempt organization after October 1. becomes exempt on the
following October 1. (QGS § 12-80).

However, municipalities may, by ordinance, make certain property tax exemptions effective on the
date the tax-exempt organization acquires the property. Such an ordinance must establish a
procedure for reimbursing the tax-exempt organization for any tax it paid for any period after the
acquisition date, as well as for any tax for which the exempt organization reimbursed the prior
owner on the transfer of the title. The ordinance may modify the effective date for (1) property used
for scientific, educational, literary, historical, or educational purposes; (2) college property;

(3) personal property loaned to tax-exempt educational institutions; (4) property owned by
agricultural or horticultural societies; (5) property held for cemetery use; (6) personal property of
religious organizations devoted to religious or charitable use; (7) houses of religious worship;

(8) property of religious organizations used for certain purposes; (9) houses used as dwellings by
officiating clergy; (:110) hospitals and sanitoriums; (11) bona fide war veterans' organizations; (12)
Connecticut Grand Army posts; and (13) the American National Red Cross (CG5. § 12-81h).

JSH:ke
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ASSESSMENT APPEAL FORM k. ki NG
i PV ER o S A p

é’aﬁ\f'l!‘ u\.c?) G';L/

THIS APPEAL FORM TO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEIVED ON QR BEFORE FEBRUARY 13, 2022, AND

MUST BE COMPLETED IN ITS ENTIRETY. PROPERTY OWNERS QWNING MORE THAN ONE PROPERTY N!UST FILE/ A SEPARATE FORM

FOR EACH AGCOUNT APPEALED, PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY.

/'_'
Property ownar(s) _ (Jﬁ YA [ /,%J}fa r (ﬁ\a )Md“‘?-J & ) qr;tﬁ
Mame of agent (if differént from owner) J_U_!L[J._cﬂﬂﬂ_élﬂ lL-P o
Position of agent: (if different from owmer) __ Aglii n=rdro Fa e
Property owner will be represented by (check one): Self___ﬁH Apents _pe"
{If by agent, must attach evidence of authorization)

Name of Persan and Address to which all notices and correspondence should be sent (list QNE address only):

Name “&lrﬂ_wfmmﬂ_a_mfwgw R =t Abpvillen 4 prli) g (st
Strast fﬁ.ﬂ ﬂfr‘_(’_ﬂ

City, State, Zip Code 1= ( =/ ,(l (o Oy 2 Telephone (Daytime) f{ﬁw‘?‘%x{: ~ag

For the Grand List of October 3, S22\ |
Description aof the property being appealed [loratian if real estate, year/make/model/marker number if motar vehicle)
NOTE: Regular Grand List Motor Vehicle hearing conducted in September,

Property Type: CErimg }1@"625{,{

(Real Estate, Suppl tal MajagVehicl anal Broperly) s =
Proparty Location: J,:Q [s e r:e’mc: A ﬁ:{ g(j_("‘ffr P r;)' 38'7/

{Humber and street) {Assessor Map/Lat if eal Estate)
Property Description: r"::‘(t'f-aﬂm 'Lﬁ-i F‘9r [ 4"’

(Business Name if Personal [?mpertv, Year, kae, Maodel, VIN if ﬁr\f‘ehltle} - a
Reason for the Appeal: _¢4 i= glye” S0iC, v + ﬁ?ﬂzﬁﬂ‘it”‘ L\?V‘ ?lé{:‘.’.-—‘{- ‘é“{.i

-, ~.
Appellant’s estivnate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being appealed: "3:;7:15155_?1"‘54 5 (i M_/

ﬂm%_@ 2o/ a0

nature of owner and/or agent {Attach proof of authorization) DATE

{Pasition of signer: }

FOR BOARD DF ASSESSMENT APPEALS USE ONLY;

Property Description:

street Address: ___ /A 2L g E A Assessor Maple @lot__g—Dlock (0 —0hp/ -p0 70
Otherr ____ ( “43230) . L
1
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THE TOWN HALL A‘ pes abT QuA Lo
An appeal hearing is to be held (DATE) "7" / ,9 ‘?‘Cj{‘""‘/“‘”‘ (TIME) ! < ’ o
LSRR hryy |
| suden STaTe STH

Your application wasdenledon _____
Your application was granted on

(Action Date

(ActionDatq (. Lwesf o

,,___,_%,u._. arlve A
Old Assessment New Assessment ng-.n. c’, A {'( o e (‘.
LAND 7??0@7 a‘dbj T‘A%e‘ [
BUILDINGS ;—if‘@ G000 f /"""‘3 nJe
QUTBUILDINGS (o T z fs o s “Towand.
PERSOMAL PROPERTY i : o (e ) dpes
TOTAL 37300 , ; Qﬂd¥
e . C o \ ” \{
o 1 ‘M_ﬂ,"i' v o F I"“ i
CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS - patt ‘”ﬂ e TP rooei T /d
' Qv s
This action may he appealed to Superior Court within two months.; Lon1cif? [ & yemg@! Yo
i /u
820 ENFIELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 06032 | (860) 253-6339 '
LL-136
Page 89 of 283

18



[[”'r'\'C
S0V}

Eﬁ?‘f?!r_,;ﬂ. } TOWH CLERR
2022 HEARINGS.& DECISIONMINUTES”
Board of Assessment Appeults ™ Daly

Enfield, Connecticut
Appeal Numbex:

LL

Hearing Date:

s ] o N A R
Property Ownex@@ W il {dam ,,»,},.r ,.: Ko gniks YL G

IR - b} ,')'r
S e vr""‘-" 4 &
124 Sewsid Laad , Bnfield, CT

&

Property Type & Location:

..;--w-...

Having been duly@_@fye\udence in suppmt of ‘clus '1ppea1 was received in the above matter,

w I :t.-, i’” a'i 1-_ ; gé., i._,‘ -5{;} ;.“ ;J: 5;) -:_=- wbo

by way of oral testimony from: _b&is g {Geddes iR

which concluded that the tax assessment valuation as stated for the QOctober 1, 2021 Grand List
was grossly excessive,

In support of that conclusion, the foIlnwmg documents and/ or addmonal 1101@5 (1f fm}r) were

J ¥Ry

offered and recuved as evulence

PR s

2022 DECISION MINUTES

Board of Assessment Appeals |
Appeal Number:

Decision Date:

After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-r eferenced
matter as more fully identified on the uppex half of this page, Enfield’s Board of Assessment

Appeals finds that the Property Owner

__HAS PROVEN beyond a preponderance of evidence the meriis of this Appeal
OR
____FAILED TO PROVE beyond a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal

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

Unanimous

Donna Dubanoski _____ Yay _ _ Nay
Lori Longhi _Yay_ ___ Nay
Thomas Tyler . Yay ____Nay

Relief (if any):
LL-137
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ENFIELD TOWH CLERK
Mr. Coppola: What (inaudible) do you believe to be the best:;::}f%ucies ;Eorn 4 9: 51
an Assessor to obtain information uh for commercial properties. D hailo T BDadat \
Todd Helems: Uh basically the same answer as resident | mean it's not ‘.

really any different | mean, there's a few more sources like, you know, ComsStar or
commercial entities out there and stuff and everything that track these things. All
public information, public listings for sales, talking to brokers.

Mr. Coppola: Um is it legally permissible for an Assessor to enter private
property for the purpose of an assessment uh without first obtaining permission from
the property owner?

Todd Helems: It is 1255 gives the Assessor the rlght to ws:t any property

[ O s )

for a valid reason, My practice is to always knock on the door. If it's a occupied

e —

dwelling, if there's a actual house on the property, vacant property if it's vacant um the
Assessor does have the right to walk on the property for a valid reason. “—
Mr. Coppola: Uh before we're done. | think we're Matt do you have
anything else at this time? Okay, Todd —

Todd Helems: If you have more I'm around most of the day besides a
couple meeting if you need to ask a few more things.

Mr. Coppola: Yeabh, if | have more - yeah, | mean, we'll just, you know, I'll
schedule another interview on the record, if uh probably at the end uh because |
wanna uh | mean any questions 1 ask 1 would like to have it on the record with regard
to the wrap-up interview um I just think it would be very helpful at the end, possibly to

circle back with you and to go over a few things um right now | don't have any

questions to ask you.

{01742854.DOCX Ver. 1}JF:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742854.DQCX Page 13 of 14
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you could grow pumpkins in tillable B and C but it's tillable B soil or tefl;&}l-;‘l 'lr-swhftavgrq. e
just because you're growing a lesser crop than what could be grown desgpt mean, yauy,
know, if it's that classification of the soil and the terrain.

Matthew Studer: And along those lines, when you're making this -

determination, do you look at soil maps that are available online or do you have a

program with soil mapping?
(""-'-'-7 —
Todd Helems: | don't look at soils. I'm not as soil scientist. What | looked

e

———

at was the two, the farmer, same owner had the two properties on both sides of it - he

claimed those were tillable B so that was my extent of the research, you know uh both
sides of it are the same thing. How could the middle of it be any different. It's basically
the same type of soil and terrain going across it.
Matthew Studer: Okay, and when you're dealing with PA490 properties, have

you ever consulted with the Department of Agriculture or reached out to the

Department of Agriculture for an Advisory Opinion?

—

Todd Helems: No.

Matthew Studer: Are you aware of any property owners have ever done that
when there is a dispute?

Todd Helems: Okay.

Matthew Studer: And have you found in the past advisory opinions to be;

helpful - if the Department of Agriculture issues a an advisary opinion as to either the

o—

classification or or value, or you know anything pertaining to PA490 um do you typically
'.‘___-——_"_—"_"'P

uh do you acknowledge and adhere to the recommendation of the Department of

p— e —

Agriculture?

{01742846.DOCX Ver. 13Fwdox\Clients\3404610002101742846.DOCX Page 5 of 33
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Todd Helems: I've never actually seen a recommendation from the

-

Agricultural Department as far as classifications go, or values um I've seen some

———

<8

broad recommendations of what they consider to be a farm unit or farmland, as far as
if it's wooded, you know, if you have a wooded piece, you know, attached to a farm

type thing, but um Joan Nichols, not the name names, but she's been uh the go-to
L e R~

person at that department, and it's been described just thinking about how | actually

want to say this - it's been described that she will take a Walmart parking lot and clalm

SR S — =

PR ETR L TY AL

it as farmland because there's a farm market on. So | mean, they have a different

P AT [ T R I S AR T e e o ]

goal than what the towns and necessarily the you know the Assessors do but role is.

Itis the Assessors decision to classify you know, farmland not anybody else’s, not the

T T T e Y S e T R O S RN, CRET: T LSRR rm st

AG Department not the State Department it's each individual Assessor’s job to do that
Wasoa R — e 2 v e E——

through all the different criteria that they have to meet and stuff and everything so |

mean, | would certainly look at it and review it and take it into account but -

Matthew Studer: Okay, and when you say what you're referring to Joan

iy
Nichols, we interviewed Joan as part of this process, and it's my understanding she i is.
e — p—

with the Connecticut Farm Bureau um so does that change your response at all with

respect to reaching out to the Department of Agriculture or do you find they often refer
————— M
Todd Helems: | just never found a reason to reach out to them

Matthew Studer; Okay. -

Todd Helems: um usually you've had all the information | needed to make

a determination. | talked to more to the Forestry Division than anything else um jus e

/I ) s
," m
£ 8 0
( ' O
4 ! g €
A w -~ T
{01742846.DOCX Ver. 1)F:wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742846.D0CX . . Page 6 of- 33 _—
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for a less intensive use, possibly because the soil is not as productive for those 2, 3, or -

4 years,

Todd Helems: Yes, | mean the answer for me would be yes, because |

believe it's more about you know the terrain and what can be grown eventually on

there and stuff and everything, | mean, there's always that expectation that it's gonna

be rotated uh the crops are gonna be rotated. It's same as a building, you know, if you

have a Class A office building, somebody's using it as a dance studio you're still gonna

classify it as an office building not a dance studio just because it's not being used as

an office.

Matthew Studer: And you basically answered my next question. But clearly,
PA490 is a use statute, you know you can't - the intent is clear. You don't look at the

highest and best use, so you can't take farmland, and you know, assess it as a

residential subdivision or commercial lot — correct?

Todd Helems: Correct.

Matthew Studer: So and you basically already answered this. But | want your
opinion. Your take on these various land, use classifications the tillable A, B, C, D is

farmland assessed under PA490, based on the actual use. The farmers actual use of

—

—

the property, or the well I'll call the highest and best farm use of the property based on

—

the pro you know the soil type, the topography, etcetera.

| Todd Helems: | would say the highest, | mean the highest classification of

Assessor and the farmer - well, I'm growing pumpkins this year, bring it downf-rgo ti&able

C or I'm growing corn this year, bringing it back up to tillable B, | mean, there wou{éj, be ."‘:;‘ ;

{01742846.D0CX Ver. 1}F\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742846.D0CX
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a constant change in the records. | certainly don't think the legislation meant to be that

onerous on either department either the farmer or the Assessor’ s Office. So you're

e —

'gonna c[assufy |t once as what it could be you know, the highest and best farm use that

o e s — ————————
it can be, and it stays there it doesn t change year aﬁer year un!ess something
= A e ——————————— e ————
catastrophic happened
——————
Matthew Studer: Okay, and in your experience, have you found that farm
. o —

owners are typically honest and forthcoming with the classification of their property?

memem gy

How much due diligence do you do when you receive an application that says, you
know, tillable C, twenty acres uh what is your course of action. Do you typically accept
what the farmers are representing? Do you — you've reference comparing it to a
joining or adjacent parcels uh do you simply look at abutting parcels and the soil

f-.‘
classifications or like we discussed you look at soil maps. Have you ever consulted

<

with the soil scientists?
—
Todd Helems: Uh the answer to the last part is, no, never consulted with

o

c

the soil scientist um | don't review PA490 all that often um it was done this time,

I;;ause of the revaluation um you know, that's that's a good time to do it.
Generally speaking, if there's a new application coming in I'm accepting what the
farmer's telling me if it's A, B, or C, I'm not necessarily even necessarily going and
looking at what neighbors is if there is a neighbor to see what theirs is um with the
Charnley Road ones, because | was reviewing all of them and the property owner was
the same for both sides plus the center um you know, | already had the records out so
| did review that when | was going through the records this time, probably a qumdg
intense than | would ever do again, because the records were such a mess. g"‘o I %rgs £0
g

Pag_e’g of 33~ .»*
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Matthew Studer: Okay, and then also (inaudible) that was appeal number uh
(inaudible) uh so the position for all open space uh BA appeals simply that no
ordinance, no epen space classification for Tax Assessment purposes.

Todd Helems: Correct, | mean, there was one other big one with
Hazardville had multiple properties under open space. But if there is no open space, |
mean Town can't get something that doesn't have (inaudible).

Matthew Studer: And are those those three property owners, were those
three of the properties that you uh if the BAA uh you know, gave back the open space
classification in 2021 were those three properties reassessed for the purpose of the
2022 Grand List.

Todd Helems Yes, the BA decision was they basically reversed, and |

assess them, for what was there?

Matthew Studer: Okay and did you provide notice of uh the reassessment to
the BAA?
Todd Helems: [ did for any properties that | reverse their decision - | sent

the letter to the chairman, and every property as well, | amended a note on on the
building notes, part of the property record card of what you know that's the BA decision

(inaudible).

Matthew Studer: Okay. So 1 wanted to discuss briefly the Moose uh Moose

P

Lodge that issue the uh there was an allegation that the property owner, in that case
= S _ S

e A e

the (inaudible) charitable entity, provided four hund red plus documents to the Town

e

Mﬁaﬂg&g and that those documents were ultimately not made available to the BAA a

request was made, and | believe uh we were told that Vicky brought the documents

{01742846.D0CK Var, 1JF WwdodClients\34045\0002101742846 DOCX Page 23 of 53
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down on one of the last days of the BA hearings, but the BA members were told tﬁat :
you can't keep these, so they may have had an opportunity to briefly review them, but
they were not provided copies of whatever documents were provided. Do you have
any recollection of this, or any um explanation for the withholding of these documents
from the BA members?

Todd Helems: S0 we did - | do recall having a meetin wi e Moose

Lodge members uh representatives the Town Manager, myself - they did bring in in lot
s Lot _

of documents um you'd have to ask the Town Manager if she withheld anything, or you

know that that's really not a a question for me. | wouldn't know what she did with

P

documents um we provide the BAA anything they ask for um | don't know what else to

say | mean, if they ask for something you know, we get it to them as soon as they can,

as soon as we can — certainly nothing was withheld um with any mal intent or anything

like that.
-l"'-.-_‘—ﬁ
Matthew Studer: And could you just
| Todd Helems: | know one of (inaudible) one of the is actually their charter

book so it's not something that we can really copy um cause it's a bound book so you
*a_____—-—s-w-‘-—‘_"___——‘—'— -t

know., I'm assuming that maybe that's one of the things. And when it was given to the

Town Manager, when it you know, originally given fo us they said they wanted to stuff

—

back, because it is a you know a book type material and stuff and everything so — it

—-—

was never the intent of the Town to keep it.

Matthew Studer: Okay and can you explain why their uh they were not

granted Tax Exempt status.

{01742046,DOCX Ver, 1)F twdox\Clients\3404610002101742646.DOCX Page 24 of 33
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\J'D,M"’ A"EH 25 were changed because of a change of use. Some of these have a commercial business an the =
M,&v"’ "L(;) property. One actually encroached on the neighbor’s properiy, and that owner lost a portion of their ﬁ (_’_: /Q:D)ﬂ (I
,.]}fH’l | agﬁ" 490 status. They are aware of the situatior. o /4 5‘({, £
f E‘Mp 2 D 7 cVe ;
M ?0 Uﬁl’-‘ }’Q € If you don't count the 14 returned by you during the process, there are 64 accounts left {out of the 2 Y '79 '72?<
4y f 50 orlginal 243). Of those, 28 ace either WMMJAW% 22530 Y
15 LS
b NS

A‘B s (& That leaves 36 accounts. Of the 11 that peed an updated application..those can be remedied by the bézc_ ]_S‘./QIU-Y
-j:,.(’.-( owner filing the correct paperwork. This would be a new application, subject to all of the 490
A S regulations s

D Of the last 25 accounts, some are easy (no longera Ch is 5 or.is running a business on the
property). The athers can reapply if they start farming again.

Thus, | understand that you have used your statutory authority to render decisions directly on the use of A \4 use fp
" jsgéﬁ- 25 properties. All the others were based on Hling requirements and/or local options not in place. b; s c_.,»eyp: O
ﬁ%ﬂ <
1,

N S‘—J EM [hat has caused consternation since it appears to conflict with the

o
(n tarms of re-classification of tillable land to higher assessment and taxation levels, this is another area /’Ua (:%

nterpretation of e anner, ) ) 2o M)

ears fo conflict WIth W &7 71 > &
_in which their land is being used or should be classified. We discussed pressing pause on these changes
SDI L /Aﬂp Q{?  order to allow time for review and analysis of these tlaims on a case-by-case basis and jnaneffortio /%}A Aé 77
i svoid Appeals and/or unnecessary and costly litigation.
Mo‘a‘/”,_,wb i L — - 2,02.37
'ﬁ}@a ! s in another category, on February 4%, Enfield received the letter from Attorney Hollister which put you in
— I é e our rola as Assessor and the Town on natice that Enfield’s interpretation of the Rainbow Housing

W
& C,M [,, /p decision exposed the Town to liability. No action was taken on this issue by your office between
E’L 7 % ‘9 ) February 4 and our February 18 meeting because you helieved it to be in the hands of the Corporation
500 P‘;. ﬁ Counsel's office. | strongly believe that if Attorney Tallberg had not attended this meeting and asked

3 about this status, the next step would have been a lawsuit filed by Attorney Hollister. Attorney Cerrato
did speak with Attorney Hollister on Friday to lat him know that the Town would be restoring the tax

exemption, Please confirm that the Assessor’s Office has in fact restored the exemption.
i - - B R
s é s v—bé’ Recently, | was also contacted by two [ocal corpanies which had received your letter referencing DMV
F’ﬁf/ w lists asking for updated information on cab and chassis models. The representatives were confused by - /2: 9
{ﬂé S the wording of the letter,since many of the commercial vehicles in question had been duly registered for /? &

/’ 1 .years, One company reparted thatyou tald them that failure to report would result in you making the AoV )6
assessmant of what the body type was, and that you would choose the higher value. Another expressed 7 _ﬂj

concern about the impact this recent and hogefulix temporary surge in used car values is having on,
Gusinass vehicle assessmants, and whether it will be reduced in future years. This is an example of A/ Z)é-)d /
7 2. “something that could be written and disseminated to the public to further thelr understanding.

Kowd Ve
! > .-? While | know that you have been acting in goud faith, the manner in which these tax exemption {1 =5 ‘»,!

GC«LO'DS é revocations and the DMV lists were implemented has created consternation among taxpayers. Thishes, =5
Ubou“" o N pr caused a high level of concern within the community, an extraordinary number of complgintshas £ & | i
f} Vl n B4 | ,_-‘7_11
]
o
"

Z,/L |

b ﬂl‘fft Town Manager's Office Telephone (860) 253-6350 -
/ §20 Enficld Stroct Fax. (860) 253.6310 <
gﬂ Enfield, Connecticut 06082 www.enfield-ct.gov P
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Mario F. Coppola

From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 12:17 PM
To: Mario F. Coppola

Subject Joan Nicholls - Farm Bureau

I called Joan Nicholls at the Farm Bureau and asked her to speak with me concerning the Assessment issues surrounding
the Enfield 490 issues. She scheduled a call for 2/16/22. These are the notes from that meeting: ,

e  The Farm Bureau is 2 501¢3 which has members. Her goal is to provide support and guidance to farmers and
communities on 490 issues. She is not interested in the “L off” cases, but more to provide assistance Lo entice
graups when/if there is an interpretation by an Assessor that may be impacting the general farmer
community/population. She will then review paperwark.

o |asked her what her evaluation of the Enfield situation was.She responded with these comments:

1. ltappears that Todd Helems (TH) had terminated classifications of 490 parcels that were
granted by previous Assessor. These were “working farms” and then TH decided to terminaie op

i5-own, She said that woodlands are part of farm units as defined in the statutes.
2. She believes that this was a direct violation of 2 state laws which she interprets as meaning that |
‘previous classifications folds with the owners unless there is a change of title or a change of
Ase. Jn the cases she saw, geither of these occurred so their status in 490 should not have
changed or been terminated. She said that yau can’t dissect different parts of a farm unit—you
can’t farm & swamp or woods but it can still be considered a part of an active productive unit,
3. Shealso referenced the “Declaration of Policy” for the 490 legislation - to provide a tax benefit
and does not force canversian due fo assessment.

R

o Joan stated that “Todd has the 2020 CT Farm Bureau Guide to PA 490" in his office. She commented that he
“wreaked havac in Bloomfield 2-3 years ago.” He “ignored court cases.” In the case of wetlands, farmers try to
‘be good stewards and not fill wetlands.

o  Comments of Kelliher/Easy Pickins: these individual parcels are in process for estate planning purposes. There is
nothing about contiguous/non-contiguous farmland.

o  Over 2 years ago, Salem CT went through all their applications; Lebanon also went through and told property
owners they needed updated information before the next deadline of Oct 1. 2022 so people could amend their
applications or submit qualified forestry reports. ‘

»  The Agricultural Commission subsequently hosted Joan and the Farm Bureau for a meeting held at the Annex on
3/2/2022. Qver 150 p'eogle altended and she went over their roles and respensibilities. | attended ta bear
witness and It was a “pitchforks and torches” type of event with many farmers coming to the microphone and
castigating-‘!’ﬁdd.— | did find It interesting that she was very clear in her comments that each farmer had to take
ownership and responsibility of their files and not assume that the files maintained by the Assessor were

complete and/or correct. As | have mentioned in previous conversations, it Is my personal opinion that much of '
what has teanspired is directly related to the transition from the former Assessor to the current, ant he /o~

-
[

3

G

sloppiness and infarmality of how things were handled in the past. £ o
. 3

Ellen Zoppo-Sassu PO
Town Manager ,:’ b5
9 x4
' i,.—. @2
= N

87 o U‘l -‘:l,...'
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TOWN OF ENFIELD

TO: Honorable Members, Enfield Town Council
Ellen Zoppo-Sassu — Acting Town Manager

FROM: Enfield Agricultural Commission
DATE: February 8th, 2022
RE: Reported Concerns of PA 490 Properties

Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes Section (CT Gen Stat §) 7-131v, the Enfield
Agriculiural Commission (herein the EAC) was established to educate and communicate on
agricultural issues between farmers and municipal officials. Additionally, the EAC is entrusted to
provide conflict resolution and advisory services and foster a climate that supports the economic
viability of agriculture in the municipality. In 1963, Connecticut enacted Public Act 63-490 (PA
490)! which has become one of the most important laws to preserve agricultural resources in the
state.

Following the town-wide 2021 property reevaluation, the EAC was contacted by several
farmers voicing concerns over coinciding PA 490 adjustments. Specific grievances brought to the
attention of the EAC include, but is not limited to:

L. Qualifying properties being entirely removed from the PA 490 program.

2. Land classification adjustments being made without sufficient or advanced notice
ta the property owners.

3., Remaoval of woodland and wasteland from the “farmland” area classification.

4. Allegations that town employees were present on private property without notice
01 announcement.

While a town’s reevaluation of real property is required to be conduct every five years”,
this process is not a review of a farm’s PA 490 status®. While the EAC recognizes PA 490
adjustments can be made for a change of use or change of title for famnland, the situations
described by farmers to the EAC did not meet these requirements. Moreover, the EAC affirms
that even a demonstrated loss of income, and/or loss of productivity should not result in removal
from PA 490 status’.

On January 11™, 2022, the Supervisor of Assessment and Revenue Collection was invited
as a special guest to a regular meeting of the EAC. During this session, it was indicated that
properties determined to be “hobby” farms or those not being “actively” farmed were removed?.
Additionally, it was reported that several woadland lots were removed as they were determined to
be not farmland, nor were they certified as “forestry” land.

1. CT Gen Stat § 12-107a through 107-f.
. CT Gen Stat § 12-62b (1).
3. Connecticut Farm Bureau Association, Public Act 490: A Practical Guide and Overview,
2015.
4. Enfield Agricultural Commission, Meeting Minutes, 11 January 2022,

Enfield-0867
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Based on a records review conducted by the EAC, this round of PA 490 adjustments made
by the Town remaved all 18 of the parcels classified as Woodlands (375.6 acres), 13 parcels
classified as Pasture (199.1 acres), 12 parcels of Tillable C (462.5 acres), 10 parcels classified as
Forest (365.7 acres). The BAC notates that the legal definition of “farm land” includes “any tract
or tracts of land, including woodland and wasteland, constituting a farm unit.”® If farms were
indeed removed from PA 490 status, or had qualifying acreage reduced due to woodland on the
property, this appears to be an improper and erroneous interpretation.

To ensure proper implementation and compliance with PA 490, and reconcile the claims
of affected farmers, the EAC herein recommends the following actions:

1. Any immediate changes to local property PA 490 statuses be suspended and
reversed.  Any proposed changes by the Town Assessor that include
declassification and reclassification, be done after consultation with outside experts
to include the state Department of Agriculture and the Connecticut Farm Bureau
Association.

A questionnaire be sent out by the Assessor to owners of all land classified under

PA 490 to be used to update town records. This can be used to ensure farmland is

categorized properly and ensure fairness and equity in the adjustment process. This

questionnaire should not be a new PA 490 application, but a written response and
chance 1o revise any information in the original application,

3. While there does not appear to be a statutory requirement any Assessor notify a
landowner of reclassification and/or declassification of their PA 490 land, the Town
should require written and clear communication be sent to those affected and detail
any special circumstances or appeals processes available to them.

4. Town officials and concerned farmers attend informational meetings hosted by the
BAC. The EAC has already contacted the Connecticut Farm Bureau Association
to hold an informational seminar on PA 490 in Enfield early this year.

2

Respectfully Submitted,
Enfield Agricultural Comimission

5. CT Gen Stat § 12-107b.

Enfield-0868
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LAST Perms ~ Embe

MecCarthy, Heather

From: Zoppo, Ellen

Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2022 2:48 Piv
To: tcCarthy, Heather

Subject: FW: Meeting 2/16/22

Print this email - will serve as top cover fetter to other clipped packets,

Frotn: brian kelliher <bkelliner@snet.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2022 1:06 P\

To: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>

Ce: Despard, Matthew <mdespard @enfield.orgs; Ludwick, Michael <mludwick@enficld.org>
Subject: Meeting 2/16/22

| External Email: Use Cauti'on whan'opgmﬁg a_ttachments ar clicking links.

Dear Manager Zoppo,

1 want to decument seme of the incidents in aur meeting of 2/16/22,
When we began to discuss the review and change of assessment on #3103 Assessor Halems stated he thought the
difference wag in building values. Upon looking at his cards he said no there's no change there,

The Assessor then stated that | had designated 11 acres of Weodiand and 2.7 acres of Swamp/Ledge/Brush that | don't
have on my farm, and that he had chianged this to tillable C in the review. At this point he peinted o the map at the point
where my tilled fistds end and indicated that my pareel stopped there and that there were no woods or swamp, | then
asked them to move the map so that { could point out the actual parce! poundarles and show that the parcel does indeed
contain woods and wetlands. The Assessor then stated that he had been using Google to see the |atest land uses and
that Google did not include the propery boundaries. _

I'd like to point out that the Assessor did this property review, made a significant reevaluation, sent this reavaluation ouiin
a curt, one paragraph letler without explanation, all of tnis based on his inaccurate reading of the fowns mapped properly
lines. '

The Assessor alsa stated his conviction that wooded parcels needed to haye gignificant farm activily taking place within
the parcel in order 1o be included in the farm unit. The statute clearly allows for wooded parcels to be included in the farm
unit {Sec 12-107b). .

The Assessor also stated that the Asssssor has the right to "iix mistakes” that previously ocourred in PA480 designation
of parcels. This right is not indicated in the state statute. Indeed the slatute states clearly that only the owner can remove
s pareel from 490 designation unless there has been a change of use or change of ownership, neither of which has
acourred en the two woodod parcels being reviewed # 30343 and #30344 (Section 12-504b).

Asa residen: of Enfield | belisve these iast two paragraphs indicate 2 lack of familiarity on the Assessars part of the
Connecticut PA 480, 4 stalute that is vital to the performance of the Assessors respansibilities.

| hope far & favorable resolution to these issues, Over the course of several decades | have feund our local government
to he extremely suppertive and helpful to our farming operation in Enfieid. | don't understand the change in atiitude and
approach that is occurring now but | certainly hope that this email helps to illustrate it so thal our Town car turn this
around and get back to the values and quality of life thal our residents appreciate in their town.

I'lt be sending you sorme more emails with documents attached in reference to the parcels discugsad. They are ordered
sequentially as 46 Bailey Rd 1, 2, 3, 4.

Thank you for your attention,
Brian Keliiher

Enfield-0880

31

Page 102 of 283



- + ) » A aa A : 517»5'_1&
Lori Longhi Z"G = eg/ﬂ&’. »*“1; Mf-ﬁ)w /A"ﬁﬁiﬁ@ﬁi, !
BAA Additienal [nformation Vé 7, e 4 ’ '

You said if T thought of something-or forpol something 10 get back to you. There were # couple of things in my notes thal did not get
vovered or fully explained.

When you asked me the question.....priat o being on the BAA Phad Thad any inweractions with Todd? [ answered you thinking peiosto
fne being on the BAA Hive years ago-and answered yegarding Bloomifteld but my first ehcousier with Tadd vas on my own home and
farm. One Friday aftemoon at approx 3:30pm Todd showed up in my back yard of my property,. Eremember the day well because ] was
playing with my graiidson and at the time hic was around age 2 ¥, My property is and has beeri posted nio frespassing for yedrs. Todd
started walking up o me while wo were ot the pliyground, I sald words to this effect ~can 1 help you? And he said 1 am the tax assessor |
a here 1o Inspect your farm. Then he said do you (il a schedule £ on your personat recurn? 1 said we file for the farm but we are-also
a corporation; Lig wanted me © go getme a copy, T said 1 don't Hiave my tax information icre, Tam ottside with my grandson but any
request put it in writing and send it lo me. At thel point my hushand came around 9% he saw this stranpe piy in our back yand with me
and Connot., | gaid he s the asgessor-and wants to look at the firm, David pointed over t10.our Greenhouses and over to ol Back-fisld it
had just been cal down for hay, They walked out ta the field, On ihe way back Todd safd w-me 1 am knocking out #ll the farms i
Budigld and so 10 ihere are 100 farms.and 50 appeal than T'am siill shead. 1'm knocking out the goat Tarmer down the street, T said
dan*i know of any godl farmer doivh the street and ) have lived here my whole life, 1 said do you know Ahat Tsicorrihe BAAY 'am Lori
Lofighi, he then walked up to his car and lefl, That was my first imeraction with Todd.

Al thie fivst formal BAA mecting-with Todd Be stated the same exact thing to the BAA {hat e in fact he was knecking all the famns ol

Thie BAA felt by fiis statement he was going sgatnst PA 490 public pofiey in Seetion 12-107a, However we still looked at each sticky
aote and feed investigated what he pit on them.

Farmirs, residents and agents indicated al appeal heatings that they also bad similar encounters with Todd.

I néver venlly got to fully explain the depreciation issigs thet we saw-op the cands. Depreclation-can be physical, funciiotal or external.
it can b curable of un- carable, effective age reflects the quulity of construction, degres of mainlenance, updates, remodeling ¢te, On
Bahibil 14,255 in 2020 that property had 4 § pereent dowmvaid adjustment for Exiernal absolescence, then the siext 2 cards afier 2020+
the citeraal obspleseence is removed. Why was the extemal removed? Andion the same buildig it was considercd an A Taverage) then
beeomes a G {2004} o the property is déemed better in condition withoutany impravements to the property'. That where we oined the
plirmsie “ihe; fountain of youth”. The BAA jost saw thése inconsistencies and it appeared o be o manipulation of numbers just lo et to an
end résult.

epretiation with regards to economic fife- is sometimes called it useful life. There are many ways of doing depreciation, Butas 1 said
carlier by o elick o a bugton a property. going from an Average (oo Good could change altthe depreciation numbers. Aoytime the BAA
asked anything regarding vision we were lold it was all sniapistary™. With the information fhat was provided on the back of the

202 1 cards, thi information of the 2020 curds and e appeliants testimony If theBAA saw these inconsistencics the BAA bud a rationale
for the chianges and then the WA A applied those consistently and uoiformly.

I kuow you asked me sonie “su;)prﬁ;é’ questions, dnd “whsl [ questions but T.didn't know i you were wware that the BAA always
defiberates and votes a¢ e board and noikiing Is done individual.

1 gave your an example of 8 PA 490 property that doubled in value thal was fiobthe siibject to the 2021appeals. When T asked if you

were looking at PA490 properties thut may hitve been extessivery inereased but did nol dppeal you said that yoitweretiot, Then you
mentioned that you didn™teven have thi time 1o ook at all 400 appeals with the time and moncy conglraints. But 1 wanted you fo kauw
that 1 think that thiere ave s than 100 farms in Snfield. Jthink it would be yery easy to get a-print out of the field cards for the town’s
dppratsed vitlua of afl PA 490 properties from the 2020 and 2021, Eerly in my interviow [had expressed that the farmers might not havo
relize the “appraiged vilue™ of their-fann double or #ripled because they-paty on 4 Gse value gnd hat they werg primstily concerned
about losing theie PA 490 status. Numbor [4.6F the MOU does ask about sy ‘assessments of real of pejsonal property from 2020-2022
fe congidered exvessive taxation” 1 would De Nard 10 answer (hal wiliout CHEck Big Thene properncs? & asked 1 you were ding an

independent saless ratio and you said no because Vistons did itand OPM was ok wilh it. Did yon khow that the PA490 preperties are
 outside-of this raite tese? That Is whi It is impartant i look at these properties,

' Lastly; 1he:BAA just got a notico of 44 tax feversls for2021, TheBAA and the council have heen gettipg calls asking how can thuse
feversals.even be done? Typically in a revaluation year they stand for five years. Dunria said it is her understanding that fndhe 9 years
she'has bisen-on the BAA Della never roversed'a decisiorother than the 4 stated reasons and they were malnly court cascs.
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mirror the conelusions and position embraced by its current Tax Assessu :
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Finally, insofar as valuation is concerned, PA 490 states: “The present true and actual
velue of tand olagsified as open spage lend pursuant to CG8 Seetion 19-107# ghall
be based upon ity cuirent use wn‘.!xczut regard to neighborhood land use of a more
intensive nature, provided in no event shall the present true and actual valne of open
space Jand be less than it would be if such open space land comprised a part of a

fract ot tracts of land classified as fanmland pursuant to ssction 12-107¢.”

wenTuan ad baod alnapifiod aa Ao

Asscssm 3 it never happt,ned Knowing full well hlS “state nutice” asscrtion was

false, the Assessou used it Lo serve as a predicate to launch an inguisition against

5COLeS nf unauspemng busmesses and proper t"y OWIeIs regar ding hundreds of
e heen obllgaled (

lnmtauons The Tax Assessm 5 methad smd tactm Was (iesmbed hy SOMmE as
“devious” and “deceitful” One complained that he thought his identity had
Ieen stolen while several opined such letters constituted “mall frand.” Many
appellants characterized the Tax Assessor's behavioy in this vegard as being

that of a “bully.”
12
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Enfield, CT 08082
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Lig. pfatﬁ number.

Vehick's tols] purehase price: $ . puchesedste S L

Purctizse prics of vehicle Cab and Chaesis: £ _ _purchiosedater -/ ...

Purchase price of apparatus on bagk af vahlele:r g .. purchase date; ___!__ -
Engine: . _ . (3as or Dinsal {plessa cirole.one}
Tranamisslon: et _ Manisi or mitoralic  {please il one)

Heakes:. e Ak or Hydraulle {olease gircl-orey
Rearaxles;,.... . .. Sirigle or Tandsm {please circle ene) o othwr SO

Vool power AxE A B2 Bel BxB (plesss dircle encyoruther . ..

Pleaga desaribe the veficls type or e iygie of equipmient on back of this vehicie on he ilns below.

Teter A Phonath = o me

Slgnatre:, . ‘ —

Thank you for yuss epopéralion,

i =
sesassord@entald.org
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THE “FARM INSPECTION” WAS MORE LIKE A “FARM INVASION”

Another disturbing activity or tactic was the manner in which the Tax Assessor
conducted “farm (aka real estate) inspections,” As a general practice, this Tax
Assessor would appear at a farm for a property inspection without any prior
notice or request for permission whatsoever, TA would begin roaming around
until detected by an owner or agent. Once confronted, TA would demand immediate
access to inspect real estate. It mattered not whether the property was posted, fenced
or gated. Nor did it matter whether his timing was inconvenient for the property
owner. As justification, TA would proclaim: I’m the Tax Assessor and/or I'm here
to inspect the proporty. [Paraphrascd] This is not merely a matéer of being
impolite, rude, thoughtless and/or inconsiderate. [t is much more than that; the
Tax Assessor’s unannounced appearances many times placed him in the status

of a trespasser, TA’s tactic created situations ripe for conflict, confusion and/or
confrontation,

END OF REPORT

Report Approved: May 28, 2022

Motion to Accept and Approve “Report 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 May 28, 2022,

e d

12
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TOWN OF ENFIELD

exposed the Town to potential civil litigation, and an expected record number tax appeals. Many
Xpayers, as well as individuals and entities that prevlbusly enjoyed tax exemptions, have also clted a

. . Iack of custorner service.
é) Conclusion:
== P
Lﬂ (1 {/}fb My gaal in suggesting a delayed implernentation is ta avoid, or at least reduce, the number of a Is. If
the revocations are implemented in a more orderly fashion; namely, by making these changes graduzlly
M over time to allow for one-on-one meetings with all of the property owners/taxpayers who are claiming
charitable or farmer exerptions and whose files may be lacking certain information, or whose
exemption may be In doubt, it would produce a maore arderly and customer/taxpayer friendly process..

DA Delayed implementation of the revacations would also: 1) pr provide greater due process protections to
! each property owner/taxpayer; 2} ensure equal treatment to each property owner/taxpayer since iffe

Qﬁﬂ‘(, Town simply does not have the time and resources to provide one-on-one meetings 5 with each |mpactgg
' W ‘party; and 3] therefore, this would put the Town in a much more defensible position regarding any

litigation that may accur.

While | recognize your statutory authority to grant or revoke tax exemptions and assess values, | would
E like to work together to ensure we are meeting the expectations of taxpayers while also ensuring that /,gtm,&{{—'"’
“ﬁ ﬁ F‘, f/‘ you sign the Grand List with confidence in the process. In order to accomplish both of our goals, [am ~2 )4 ) S
A% (g‘ recommending a pause on the removal of all non-profit and group home exemptions, other than the /7‘4'

?p lL/ ﬁ #ow\ very few we discussed on Friday, gs well as a plan o communicate and meat with tne affected farm,

Owners an the status of any parcels or tillable land changes. < éo}f‘SS /]/ / C(W—;

;’ {;’? i would atso like to see a pause on the DMV changes and a dissemination of the Appeals process for
both March and September so that everyone Is aware of the timing. In addition, the Office of the Town C /Q,Cfe&)
Manager and the Town Attorney will work with ynu and your staff to create Media and Commumcatmns oLl e |

ensure that they have all the approprfate information on file m preserve theIr status, as well as take /%(?(2467 (e
advantage of the BAA process if they 5o choose.

) | would prefer thista be a ml[abomti\re racess in which our administra tive team works together to "'\‘S‘ mﬁ
) il % Ao CapnrmdTicw) NoTE))
(/éﬂm ! Pleass mgﬁi;m that you agre€With my analysis and that you will delay the implementation in the areas

we have discussed.

a Lot TIuE SErREI NG Sous /ﬁWAD[/Q;ACL o= "f‘f: /:Z:;
é CoNjINUE Serasrdy a6 Au. /AMAJ@/?,S‘ J;WE‘ OIF 7 /

in place or mahny years,

> L o= %'47//‘4@"
@ b‘) /L/o?"’éoﬁf//ftf‘% CLREWI NS ’é‘u’" //4)6,244 i /4 [';».[3 = S

~2 1
V]

Town Manager's Office Telephone (860) 253-6350
§20 Enfield Street Fux (860) 253-6310
Enfield, Connecticut 06082 www.enfield-ot.gov
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From: Mario F. Coppela smcoppola@berchemmaoses.coni>
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 10:11 86

Ta: lames Taliherp <iTallberg@kt-lawfimicoms

subject: RE: Potential New Matter - Tax Appeai Related

Jim,
{ am sorry that | did not respond sooner bul | was at a kindergarten graduation this afternoon and then
dinnzr with the family. 1 am avallable tomarroew starting 3t 8am, Please let me know your availability

tomorrow and the best number for me to call you at,

Thanks,

AWy, tiaior corpon

7

BERCHEM
MO SES.,
< 1221 Post Road East Wastport, CT 06880
“. (203) 227-9545 (Main Line) - 203-671-17{7 {Direc)
£ htpdiwwey berchiemimosaes.com

“ meoppolai@berchemmoses.com

uPREl NENT:
PATTE ) B

CONFIDENTIALITY NGTICE: This émail kansmission (and/or the allachments accompanying it} may contain lagaily
priviiogee and confidential information, and Is intended only for the use of the individual of enlity named above. it you
are nol the intended reciptent, you aré hereby nolified Ihat any dissamination, discosure, distribution of copying of this
sommunication is strictly prohibitad. 1§ you have receivid this communieation in error, please promplly notify the saader
by reply omat and dastroy the original message,

From: lames Tallberp <lTallbera@id-lawfirm.coms
Sant: Wednesday, June 15, 2022 2:17 FM

To: Marlo F. Coppols <mceonpola@berchemmoses.cam>
Subject: Potential New Viatier - Tax Appeal Related

iario — Do you have a minute today ta touch base about & potential new matter that a client of mine
may ask you {o consider?

James N. Tallberg, £sd.
Managing Partner

Karsten & Tallberg, LLC

500 Enterprise Drive, Suite 46
Rodky Hill, CT 06067

T: 860-233-5600

o 8602335200

Enfield-0065
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coraraunieaticn s stictly prohibited. I you have receivad this commamication in erar r Itase prcmp{ "wlhy il SeNGer
by reply emsll and dostroy the original messago.

Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 11:01 AM
To: Maric F. Coppala f’mconnole(‘#be{d\emmnsus Coms> ,
Subject: RE: Fotential New Matter - Tax Appesi Related

From:James Tallberg <ITaliberg@kt-lawfirmcoms ) ;.-

Mario — We have 3 Councli meeting In Enfield Monday night - agenda s being finalized as we speak.

We're going to have an agenda ilem Lhat reads glong these lines: “Discussion/Resolution: Request for a Bid Waiver to
Retain Independent Review of Revaluation Issues” =

<

‘i have been given authaority by 1&1____own Manager and Council Lezdership to retain Berchem Moses for this

“purpose. Belorewe acd Lhis Lo Lhie packel to be approvEd by the Council Monday night, can you please confirm that the
conflict check has net revealed any (usqu alifiers and that you can accept the retentian?

The formal retention agreement can come later, bug before we publicly list 8erchem Moses in a bid waiver resolution |
want to be sure that you can take on the assignment. Please confirm we're good to go.

Thanks.

lames N, Tallberg, £sq.
Managing Partner

Karsten & Tallberg, LLC

500 Enterprise Drive, Sulte 458
Rocky Hill, CTDO0EY

T BB0-233-5800

F: BGD-233-5800

Web: wa kttawfirm com

From: Mario F. Coppols <mcoppola@berchemmaosas.coms:
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 8:58 AM

Ta: lames Tallberg </Tallberg @ki-dawlirm.com=
Subject: Re: Potential New Matter - Tax Appeal Related

Yes, that works. | will call you at 9:30am.

,? On lun 16, 2022, at 8:48 AM, lames Tallberg <JTaliberp@kt-lawfirm.com> wrote:

-:.-? Hey Mario — I'm here at the office number below. How about a call around 9:307

James N, Tallherg, Esa.
fanzging Partner

Karsten & Tallberg, 14C

S00 Enlerprise Drive, Suite 48
Rocky Hill, CT 06067

T: 860-233-5600

Fo BG0-233-5800

38 Enfields0054



Mario F. Coppola

From: e James Tallberg JTatiberg@kt-lawfirm.cam=

Sent: ’ Thursday, June 16, 2022 71:55 AM

To: Maria F. Coppola

Subject: RE: Botantial New Matler - Tax Appeal Related

Attachments: BAA Recording issue 2022-3-30.pdf; BAA - OPM 2 TIT 4-2-2022 Statement &

Attachinents.pdf; Enfield Board of Assessment Appeals - Request for Intervention of
Todd Helems Enfield Tex Assessor.pdf; Enfield BAA OPM Response £.6.22.p81 BAA -
OPM 1 Recording Rules (4-4-2022).0df; Report ot Decigians of BAA 2022-5-28 pdf

Dear Attarney Coppela =~ For your confict check, set forth below are the names of potential witnesses/parties:

Town of Enfield

Enficld Board of Asseésstenl Apipeals (BAA)
Tax Assessor Todd Helems

Assistant Assessor Vicloria Rose

BAA Chalr Attorney Thomas . Tyler

BAA Secretary Lori Longhi

BAA Member Donna Dubanoski

Towh Manager Elien Zoppo-Sassu

Attached are the following documents:

1) Town Attorney Opinion Re: Recording BAA Hearings, March 30, 2022

2} BAA "Staternent” by Thomas . Tyler {with Exhibits 1 —4), dated April 4, 2022.

3] BAA Recording Rules, April 4, 2022

4) 8AA Request for Intervention to Martin L. Heft, April 6, 2022

5} OPM Undersecretary Heft's Response, April 6, 2022

6) BAA Reporl & Minutes (with Exhibits 1 -10j, May 28, 2022 (handwritten scribble is original from BAA)

Please let me know il you are able to accept this assighment to conduct an independent review of the allegations raised
in the BAA’s docurnent entitled, “Report on Decisions of Appeals of Assessments Heard in April, 2022 and Decided in
[May, 2022, dated May 28, 20272, If so, please send me a draft refainer agreement and I'll then seek final approval from
the Town Mahager & Town Counci regarding this proposed retention. There are additional documents you will lixely
with to review, but this provides a good overview,

Pursuant to our Town Charter, we are probably going to want to seek a bid waiver ta be approved by the Town Caundi
since the expanditure will cxceed $15,000.

Thank you for considering this matter.
James N, Tallberg, Esg,

Managing Parther

Karsten & Taliberg, LLC

500 Enterprise Drive, Suite 48

Rocly Hill, CT 06067

T: 860-233-5600

iy 860-233-5800

Wb waww ki-lawfirm.com

Enfield-0050
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Mario F. Coppola

From: .—? James Tallberg <1Tellberg@ki-lawiirm com»
Sent: Friday, June 47, 2022 T1:43 AM

Tot pario F, Coppela

Subject: 2F: Potential New Matier - Tax Appeal Related

perfecl. At some point next week, [fyou can please send me @ retainer felter, we should be all set.
p———

Thank you for apfeeing (o assist us with this matier, /(

Lank farward Lo working with you. s l 44) W
/ 2 v et d !

larmnes N Tallberg, Esa.
tanaging Partner

Karsten & Tallberg, LLC

500 Enterprise Drive, Suite AB
[ocky Hiil, €T 060&7

T: 860-233-5000

£ 860-233-5800

Web: wiwwekt-lawiirm.com

% %

from: Maria F. Coppola <mcoppola@berchemmoses.com>
Sent: Friday, lune 17, 2022 11:42 AM

..--—7 To: famas Tallberg <IVallberg@kt-lawfirm.coms=
Subject: KE: Polential New Matter - Tex Appeal Retated

Jim,

| canducted my conilict search and tam oleased to report that we do not have = conflict. 1s there any further
information that you need fromme at this time?

Thanks,

Vf Mario F. Coppola
é-%.\ gff‘%‘ =, Berchem Moses PC
BERCHEM
MOSES.. = 1221 Posl Road East Westport, G 06880
.0 (208) 227-9545 {Main Ling) % 203:571-17Q7 (Direct)
22 hlip:fhwvan. berchemimoses.com

: m*‘%

¥t mcoppola @herchemmoses.com

'PREEMIN o

CONFIOENTIALTTY NOTICE: This erail ransmission (andfor the attachments Aocompanyity 1y may contain lugally
privitegad and ponfidential infatmalion, and is intended only for the use of 1:e individual of enlily named above. If yau
arenot the intended resipient, you are hershy notfind fhat any dissemination, disclosure, disteibutinn or eapying of this

i

PEnﬁe{d-O{}Gz
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Fram: Felems, Todd <thelems@ enfield,org>
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 2:57 PV

To: Tallberg, lames <jtallberg@enfield.org>
Ce: Zappo, Lllen <ezoppo@enfield.orgs
Subject: Re! 78 Park Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUN&CAHOI\E

_'_‘____—_..___*W

Just another instance of the issues created by the BAA, System {s not designed for properties with-zero assessments as
they do not exist,

Get Qutiook for Android

From: Hzlems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 2:55:06 PM
Ta: Tallberg, James <jtatiberg@enfield.org>
Ce: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org> .
Subject: Re: 78 Park Avenue - PRIVILEGED AMD CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUNICATION
i P =
We did have to inactivate the accountin order to get our state reports to run correctiy. It has since been reactivated
though. Not sure if the public GIS has been updated since,

Have you tried going to Vigsi.com directly?

Get Qutloak for Android

From: Tallberg, James <jtaliberg@enfield.org>

Sent: iMonday, July 18, 2022 2:39:30 PM

To: Helems, Todd <thelams@enfield.org>

Cc: Zoppw; Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>

Subject: RE: 78 Park Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUNIC%

R

it also doos nat appedr in the database using the PID.

From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.ora>

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2022 2:35 PM

To: Tallberg, lames <itallberg@enfield.org>

Ce: Zoppo, Clien <ezoppo@enfield.org>

Subject: Re: 78 Park Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTOANEY CLIENT COMMUNICATION

Enfield-0068
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iy

Try locking it up by the FID, upper front ieft corner of the card. if you can't find it that way, { can help when | get backin
the office ;

Get Gutlook for Android

From: Tallberg, lames <jialiberg@enfield .org>
Sent: Manday, July 18, 2022 2:15:430 PM

To: Helems, Todd <thelems@enficld.org>

Cc: Zoppo, Ellen zgzoppo@enfield org>

Subject: 78 Park Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL ATTORMEY CLHENT COMMUNICATION

Todd = 've been teking a closer look al the above properly that was reduced to “zero” by the BAA,

A s

I'cannot focate that property in the Vision On-Line database.

i have a hard copy of the assessor’s card you sent me, which lists the properly owners, Map 10 039 - 004, vaiuation
history, etc, . .., but the property doesn’t appear in the On-Line Database.

Do you know why?

Enfield-0069
Page 113 of 283
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Mario F. Coppoia

Fram: _.% Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enticld.org>

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 12:04 PM

To: ——32 Waria F. Coppo

Subject: P PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL - Meetings with Mario Coppoie
Attachmernts: Fnfield BAA _Extension.pdf e

—’-? From: Helems, Todd <lhelems@enfield.org>
Serit: Monday, January 30, 2028 11:14 AM

Ta: Zappo, Ellen <ezappo@enti ield.org>
- c: Bielanda, Steven <shialenda@enfield.org>
subiject: RE: PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL - Meelings with Mario Coppola
,._-._.———-'—-——'"__"

e —

See below -

Sincerely,
Fodd “elews
Todd Helems CCMA 1L SPA

Supervisor of Assessment & Revenus Collection
Town of Enfleld, CT 06082

fhone: §60-253.6338
£mall; thetems@enileltorg

—-% Erom; Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppe@enfield otg>
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2023 11.:00 AM
Ta: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfleld org>
: Bielenda, Steven <spletenda@enfield.ore>
Subject: PRIVIL{' GCD AND CONF iDENTIr’\L M::e,tings with Maric Coppola

- .,_,——-—-—"""-—--—F

HiTadd,

goéwf Chrr 14

As I finish up my list of things to get him;, | liad two that might also have been on your list; or, if not, you have access to af

them. 1,

ﬁ'l % discomfort In how the BAA members were treating them and talking to them.
farward? | Have also asked Steve to go through his notes and emalls. | have it
about ongoing issues so it most likely emanated froma conversation you and

w verbal. | do rot belisve that there were aay writlen communications regardin

% “all the staff here so that he understands tha complete situation.

Sacnnd \was there an orientation for BAA members prior to them beginning thelr hearings in the Spring of 2022?‘5;.@:‘&
was no ‘erlentation” 25 such. | believe they were offered ta sltend the CAAD held BAA Workshop, Which they alther

dechined or did not snswer bacly, 8s thay fwve basd oifered i the past, [ atter
hesrings, bt we kaow how that was "ec=l\‘ed

s oK &

" The firet was any documentation such as emails or notes from meetings with Wicki and the other staff over theu' level of

,@R Arar 1WA [T

VI ROLIWEN]T

Do you have anything that we could

as a referenced item ot the list [ kept
| hadéof our communications were
g this. Marip should have 8 briaf talk with

Apied to mest them before the actual

”77“”""’“5

,7”

Enf;e[d-OQQE
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And third, did Mario ask you to furnish copies of the request letters we had to do to extend the GL and BAA hearings
with the State? Because that is on my homework list but | figured 1 would ask you as it might be easier for you ta track, [F

D ecall, one of them was mailed to OPM and not acknowledged. - -
@D/ Ve did not but we Raven't concluded my Intemvisw. There was only one latter required - s6@ attached. i ;

Thanks and fet me kriow what you may on the above-referenced items 50 | may respond to Mario and/orwe can
cpltaborate. =
llen

Ellen Zoppo-Sassu

Town Manager

Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street, Enfield CT 06082

Office - B60-253-6350
E-mail - ezopoo@enfiald.or

o - wp@ WoNE @;;e?%‘n%

(5 @M~A“f5’_:aﬂ_ T &’-"'*/Z Mo =
I// C:;,,Lfd‘-’r
?7’59@
Ve ek
v TR A
o I At S0
Fd yﬁ_m@/ﬁ"
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~7 FROM: Ellen Zoppo-Sassu

lanuary 24, 2023

Mario Coppola, Esq.

RE: Matetials
Date:
Please find the

)
oy
f,;_f;si’. B tﬁ -
¢ P ke 23
A !

ke j*
"\'%\ mﬂﬁ“;f' ¢

i
o

TOWN OF ENFIELD

T T

au book that you requested, In addition, when | located itin order to send,.L__

discovered that | had stored a series of relevant notes in it that had not been forwarded by me during

‘the initial discovery process. | have made copies and included those as well.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Town Manager’s Office

$20 Fufiald Street

Enfield, Cormesticut 06082

LS hewe oA T
U-S\""‘(K A:ok

Telephone (860) 253-6350
Fax (860) 253-6310
www.enfield-chgov

Enfield-0823
Page 116 of 283

(éxe ysde=l
64;,,%(7 PO T

2

“

“

e



———-7 From: Helems, Todd sthelems@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, lanuary 23, 2023 8:41 AM

,’71‘0: Mario F. Coppola <mcoppola@berchemmases.com>
Subject: CAE Designation
——

Sea attached.

—

{ have 2 classes, 102 & 112, to take: Though | have taken these in the past, | need to renew my certificate for them. Once
completed, | will then be able to take the course study and exam. This designation is the highest one available at the
fAAQ.

Sincerely,

Tadd Felewt

Todd Helems CCMA [ SPA
Supervisor of Assessmant & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

Phorne: 860-253-6339
Email: thefems@enfield.org

Enfield-0808
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Certified Assessment
Evaluator (CAE)

The purpose of the CAE designation is to recognize professionalism and
competency in a wide range of matters covering property valuation for tax
purposes, property tax administration, and property tax policy.

Professional designees may use this designation in eonjunction with the valuation
of a wide range of property types, property appraisal and assessment
administration issues, and property tax policy statements i accordance with 1AAO's
commitment to excellence,

Qualifications

To qualify for the CAE designation, the following qualifications and
requirements must first be demonstrated to be eligible to sit for the
comprehensive examination:

A. The candidate must have at least five (5) years of experience in property
appraisal er assessment administration.

B. The candidate must have credit for the following seven (7) educational
courses: '

@ o mpler= a1, 1BAQ Course 10%; Fundamentals of Real Property Appraisal

}(Lﬂd‘* S le‘j\' }‘4‘62. IAAO Course 102: Income Approach to Valuation

920 08" 3, LAAO Course 112: Income Approach to Valuation Il w
€0 plieTed 4. 1AAO Course 311: Real Property Modellng Concepts

\

*Note: Prior completion of Course 311 Residential Modeling Concepts or Course 312
Commetclal/industrial Modeling Concepts ks also acteptable.

C. b A pfeej,—«_scl 5, 1AAQ Course 400: Assassment Adaiinistration

CompleTe &6, 1AAQ Workshop 171 Standards of Professional Practice and Ethics
¢ preplete 4.7, Residents of the United States are required to take either IAAD 151 or
a Foundation-approved two-day USPAP course. Examinatlon eannot be
challenged. Residents outside the U.S. must pravide proof of passage
of a course covering the particular appraisal standards that govern
appraisers within their Jurisdiction In lieu of taking elther IAAQ 151 ora

Jes b uaszow
oy /ﬁ/ﬁﬂ/@ew V=
A L 7L
Mo LopPLEy 62 Enfield-0809

___‘—7 Page 118 of 283
A7




—

(_?
=
—3
K

Pt D

ENFIELD

73007 -2 pu .
Todd Helems CCMA [ SPA 20730CT -3 PH 3:57
Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection Town of Enfield, CT 06082 s T T
AL, TN ‘bﬂ.u'zta
Phone: 860-253-6339

Email: thelems@enfield.org (5-/471—/ % 'fo (é-'M_ /\/g' E [Lf;()

-----Original Message----

From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org> P W W /s EJ
Sent: Monday, May 9, 2022 1:15 PM é M 6
To: Melems, Todd sthelems@enfield.org>

Subject: FW: Out of State License Plates

~—0Qriginal Message-—

From: Santanella, John <jsantanella@enficld.org>
Sent: Monday, May 9, 2022 11:43 AM

To: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo®@enfield.org>

Subject: Out of State License Plates

e

Ellen

Dne thing | forgot to mention, this weekend | took a ride around District 2 and started counting cars with out of state
registrations, | stogged counting at 235. Most of these vehicles were in some of the larger apartment buildings like
Bigelow, but mariy were in peaples driveways.

This is a huge issue for the town. This is additional tax revenue that is owed to us. What are we doing about it?
e e ————— ity

Just a heads up, | am going to mention this an Monday during my public comments because it is a campaign promise,
something | have discussed with constituents and just want to be on the record as taking action far, 1 dont want you to,
be put on even if you say we are aware this is a significant problem and we are working on a solution to hold
people accountable, would he at least an acknowledgment we know of the problem. o

John

. Py 7
. ) ka//&g Véﬂa}"@fﬁ 4 ‘(
LShe 7 J J;( bjjfhcf; /

I (7 e o
571/ 50/, /3,7 =)

72 ﬂ
V{yloo\,ﬁ/y /L:Ju)e @ V/.J‘;/f‘/ u;’
dﬂ'}i,w é‘?‘lf‘d&: ﬁpﬂf ‘/
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Mario F. Coppola

Fram: ——=2»  Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.orgs
Sent: Manday, February 6, 2023 4:00 PM
To: Mario F. Coppola

Subject: FW: Out of State License Plates

FYi

~Qriginal Message——

From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org»
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 9127 AM

To; Zoppe, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
Subject: RE: Out of State license Platés

Please find attached some Information regarding this.

Please note that the BAA granted the taxpayers appeal that has 130 trailers registered in Maine. The BAA removed all 3
years of the tax bills for them. This is a loss of taxes of nearly 200,000.

Siricerely,

Todd Helems

Todd Helems CCMA 1| SPA

Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection Town of Enfield, €T 06082

Phone: 860-253-6339
Email: thelems@enfield.org

=--Qriginal Messagg-w-«-

From: Zoppo, Ellet sezoppo@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2022 12:01 PM
To: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Subject: RE; Out of State License Platas

You do not have to walk back over here! However, as 1am cleaning up my emait inbox, | found this, | do want to include
something about this In my TM repart at the June 6th meeting,

~=Driginal Message—--

From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, May 9, 2022 1:21 pM

To: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
Subject: RE: Out of State License Plates

Big problem within the state. If you recall, we have one large taxpayer, that went to the BAA, with this issue. More of 2
phone explanation on what we can/are doing abaut it.

Btw, BAA started deliberations this afternoaon.

Sincerely,
Todd Helems

Enfleld-2003
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20230CT -3 PH 3: 57

[k ] @ -\ o *
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"’7 From: Heleras, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 2:28 PM
'? To: Mario F. Coppola smcoppola@berchemmoses.com>; Matthew Studer <mstuder@berchemmoses.com>
Subject: PP Spreadsheet
—

The PP (personal property) spreadsheet shows the results of a more detailed review of the PP declarations. Previously,
the manufacturing was basically excepted as filed. A closer review of the manufacturing equipment lists, suppliad by
each company, revealed that there was @ lot of equipment on the list that does not qualify as manufacturing. This
resulted in code 13 {exempt equipment) being decreased and code 10 (taxable aguipment) increasing,

Also, in the past, date stamp postage, done by Pitney Bowes, or other inhouse postage meters, was excepted. State
statute doas not allow this type of postage stamp as the actual day of mailing. Due to the fact of fallowing the statutes,
there were penalties applied to more accounts in 2021 than in the past. This isindicated in Code 25 on the spreadsheet.

Code 9 is the code used for unreglstered motor vehicles, This increased due to a greater diligence reviewing (Situs rule)
accounts. However, the biggest (ncrease was to the discavery of zround 120 commercial trailers that have been
registered in Maine, They were for several companies, but all had tha same Enfield mailing address. In reality, they are
all owned by the same entity, just with different business names. [ added these, going back 3 years, to the GL. The BAA,
however, removed all of them. | had several conversations/ematls with a representative of the company. They refused
to tell me where the trailers were, or where they were taxed. All he would say is that Enfield is not the place where they
most frequently leave from or return to. It was abviaus he knew the statute regarding this.

In the end, the actual averall increase in revenue would have been ruch greater. PP depreciates every year, with little
to no new manufacturing equipment being added. The loss In revenue for 2020 would have been much higher,
especially due to the higher mill rate,

Sincerely,
Toded Helensd
Todd Helems CCMA 1| SPA

Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

—~
a

Phona: 860-253-6354

or« - ) R
A .M/D INTANELL A S FL7 %?OC/C /ﬁ
S fgendss TARLATEE 5 aj;: 7
Wﬁpupbg—? /euéékﬁpmﬁ_:
(Jouwe ACAINS e np2 &S EP -

. " O Absr T
K7 ””ﬁ?‘//gﬁ, Ly JPub e B !
< / ;

Enfield-0776
Page 121 of 283

'4

) A 7o

5()



‘-? Erom: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org=
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 12:56 P

‘9 To: Mario F, Coppola <mcopoola@berchemmoses.com>; Matihew Studer smstuder@berchemmoses.cams
Subject: MV with VinBecode

Acrass the state, there was an average increase in all motor vehicles of about £ 30%. | instituted using the VinDecode
program for 2021 whereas my predecessor did not use any program for the three codes indicated on the reparts.

| tried to account for, in the spreadsheet, the actual increase attributable to using the new program. This is complicated
by the fact of the statewide increase of vehicles as well as the differing amount of vehicles in each year. | broke down
the average cost of each vehicle, by code, first, 1 then adjusted the 2020 values by the avarage of 28.6% Incraase for the:
largest portion of the vehicles. This result gave me the average cost of the vehicle for 2021, using just that metric,

I then applied that average cost using the amount of vehicles, by code, GI numbers. This number,

’_% subtracted from the actual 2021 GL numbers, gives a good indication of the value (henvé tax dollars) increase realized by

using the new techaology.

‘i{ it is confusing and [ hope I have explained it enaugh to muddie through. The yellow highlighted cells &t the bottom zre
the estimated tax dollar Ingrease, reallzed by using the VinDecode Prageaim.

Litors Tl G2 (157~

Let me.know.

Sinceraly,
Tocld Felews
Todd Hetems CCMA il 5PA

Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection
Towa of Enfield, CT 06082

Phorie: 860-253.6339
Fmail: theletns@enticld org

JNerE /%H)/M@&W )
p 1 furasBE T Je

P

| s
A1 Frenbee T PHETE

Enfield-0785

Page 122 of 283

51



v 0 WRIEY - [y (K1
. 4?}.\.’5—!\.341..; '\ ) ?"}, & ‘;\3' 1
? G \

h

./'? From: Helems, Todd <thelems@enfield.org>
sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 9:19 AM
__§To: \Mario F. Coppola <mcoppola@berchemmoses.com>

Subject: MV Letters Sent
B |

The initial letter for motar vehicle information, sent in February 2022, and the revised letter sent in November 2022.
o

The first latter was a ternplate fram the vinDecode program that | started using here in Enfield. | changed the heading
and salutation but did not address the form/substance of the letter. The secand letter, | did revise the body of the letter
afte feedback and comments from the first letter,

E-The VinDecode program was developed by CT assessors to help in the identification of certain vehicles to help batte‘r—]

place the proper value on them. it has been used for many years by multiple towns. Many of the larger trucks VIN

numbers only indicate the cab & chassls of the truck. They do not identify the rear body of the vehicle, i.e.. A 2020 Ford
650 is identified by the DMV as the cab & chassis and places a value as suth, of only the cab & chassis. If there is a value
from the DMV as many of these come acrdss as unpriced. The pricing guidelines used by assessors will only value the cab
& chassis from using the vin alone. The VinDecode program helps to further [dentify the individual truck specifics as well
as helping discover what is on the rear of the truck. These trucks are garbage trucks, dump, tanker, flatbeds, etc.

[fthe program can’t decipher what the truck is as @ whole, the program has the ability ta génerate a jetter that can be
sant out to the owner asking for mare information. When/if the letter is returned, the information (if relevant} is
entered into the program. This allows us to retain the informatlon, so a letter does not need to besentoutthe next

year.

Sincerely,
Todd Helems CCMA 1 SPA

supervisor of Assessmént & Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield, CT 06082

phote: 860-253-6339
Email: thelems @anfield.org
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Department of Assessient and Revenue
Town of Enfield

820 Bnfleld Strest

Enfield, CT 06082 _

Tek. 860.283.6339 Fix 860.741.4028
wwvzenfield-ct.org

Unlque I0: 50845 Dale:  Februaty 8, 2022

ANDRE GROSZYK FARM LLG
80 WEYRMOUTH RD
ENFIELD CT 06082

The State Motor Vehlcle Depadment has notified aur office thal you have recently registered the below listed vehicle in the Town
of Enfield. We lack sufficient information o amive 21 a feir and equitable assessment for lhe vehicle, Pleass complets this form
and retum it fo this office within (10) days. If we do not recelve the form back, then the assessment for this vehicle Will be
esfimated based upon the informallon aveilable to us. Please include a copy of I'he bill of sale with this fonn.

Vehicle ID number: VGEBAOTA7SBRD1618

Vehicle Glass: 4 Vehicle Make: MACK Vehlcle'Body: CONVEN
Vehicle Year: 1995 Vehicle Modal; 200 CS20 Lie. plate number:
Vetlele's tofa} purchase price; $ o puichasedate: _ J_
Purchase price of vehicle Cab and Chassls;  § . purchasedate: ./ |
Purchase price of apparatus on back of vehicle: & , purchasedate: £ [
Englne: T , Gasor Diesel {ptease cirolé vne)
Transmissiont, . : A ; Manuat orautomalic  {pleasa clrcle ohe)

Brakes: e e . Airor Hydraulic (please cisle one)

Rearaxes: ... Single or Tandem (plexse circle one) or other

Wheel powar: 4x2 4x4 6x2 6x4 6x6 (please circle one) ar other

Please destribe the vehicle lype or the type of equipment an-back of this vehicle on the line helow,

Signature: ___ Bl 4 I Phone®_ .. .=

“Thank you for yout ¢eoperation,

Todd Helems
Town of Enfleld Depaitment of Assessment
assessor@enfield,org

Enfield-0803
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1% by >

Mr. Coppala: Um prior to the uh BAA uh doing its work in in a new eva;f%%iigi;?br3 PH 3: 58
hailing appeals from a new revaluation um do you have any thoughts about v\d/;{:;ﬂ’féf’tﬁe Baldey
BA should receive training and what's your — and if so, what's been your expetience .
with with uh suggesting that that a BA received training or being involved with the

training?

Todd Helems: So in the past, in Bloomfield, and also here uh my association, the

CAAO does offer BAA workshop, and when that comes up we offer it and put it out

there to the Board saying hey, this is being offered, you know do you want to attend?

Mr. Coppola: And with regard to Enfield and BA hear and prior fo the BA

Hearings that took place in 2022 - did you um offer the the BA the opportunity to

participate in that training session?

Todd Helems: | believe we did my recollection - recollection is that we did offer

that confirm that with Vicky, though she would have wasn't the one that would have sent

the the email to them - I'm almost positive we did mail, you know nobody took us up on
(inaudible)

Mr. Coppola: Alright we'll put it on our list Matt will put it on our list of questions

for Vicky -we could ask her. Um aside from a separate training session uh conducted

by the the CAAQ did uh did uh the Town, for example, the Town Attorney or yourself or

anyone else um offer to provide a training session uh to the uh Enfield BA Members

prior to the *20 the hearings that took place in "22.

Todd Helems: Not that I'm aware. a—

Mr. Coppola: For the BA hearings that you did atlend uh back in' March 2022 -

D

what were your observations?
'i_____,___.__-—-"'"—_m
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Todd Helems: They were handled very unprw in my opinion, I[dowt T -3 PH 3:58

e

recall and | ask Vicky about this | don't recall anybody ever even being sworfih &= Sallie

e

[ don't believe that public hearing guidelines were actually followed um there was no

— -

flag, there was no Pledge of Allegiance um even the agendas right from the start, there

was no agendas, | mean their whole - I'll get this on your record — | guess um their

whole public recording rules and regulations um actually aren't active or effective,

because there's nothing was ever put on the agenda um it was just brought up, already
written up as a rules and procedures that Tom brought to meeting everybody says, we
have these, do we accept them?

Mr. Coppola: Let me stop let me start you right there, so | don't forget um another

homework assignment um you can assign some of the stuff to Vicky to by the way —
o

-+

Todd Helems: ~ _Believe me, | will.

e

Mr. Coppola: So what | wanna see is for every BA Meeting they had, there would

P ——

have had to have been a public notice that would have gotten posted. | wanna see all

those public notices.
{'_ G

Todd Helems: I'll give you the notices, I'll give you the agendas — the agendas

weren't actually agendas until we change them this year. They didn't actually list what
they were doing on them, and stuff and everything. So they ~

Mr. Coppola: | wanna see the prior ones then as well. So I'want to see in in 2022

what did they do - you know what-what- what was the public notice - what was the

agenda and the meeting minutes? [ want public notices, agendas, meeting minutes,

public notices ,agenda’s, meeting minutes for all the meetings and Matt, let me ask this

—

{01742855.D0CX Ver. 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742855.DOCX Page 103 of 145

Page 126 of 283

Y = =4



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

"'”H'D
TOWE C

because | know you've gone through the BA records more than | hav?a la_)i%uyouqseg tih;t o8
in the BA records that we got? =
Matt Studer: We may have some of them. I'm not sure we have all of them, but |
can go through uh more carefully, and if we already have that Todd, I'll et you know.
(inaudible cross-talk)

Matt Studer: Oh, that's the other thing. That's right. We talked about that with
'_—__r—___-__._...-——-—-h‘-——-‘

Ellen Mario - they should be (inaudible).

Todd Helems: (inaudible) the agendas are online
e —————— e ———
Matt Studer: Yeah.
Todd Helems: The only thing not online would be the notices. You know the

p—

public notice of the newspaper.

Mr. Coppola: So we'll we'll you're sure the agendas are online?
Todd Helems: Yeabh, it should be.
Mr. Coppola: So, Matt, so, Matt, we'll pull the agendas and meeting minutes. |

forgot about that. But, Todd, you'll get us the notices right.

Mr. Coppola: | will.
Mr. Coppola: Alright.
Todd Helems: And Matt (inaudible) brought this up um did you see | haven't had a

chance to go through all the BAA um documents ~Tom states of (inaudible) states in his

e —————————— s

Minutes and Manifesto is whatever um in the end in the deliberations that they all took
: = T —
individual notes and um descriptions, or whatever that they shared and stuff and

g_\igrything are those actually included.

Matt Studer: There were some handwritten notes included in what was provided.
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ENFIELD TOWH CLERK
It was difficult for me to determine who wrote what and what some qﬁ}h%;ﬁ?tg% wefen, 54
sometimes | couldn't tell if they were provided by the property owners ag;partef their' 1,

you know, appeal documentation, or whether they were done by the Commission

Members.
Todd Helems: Right well, | said all three of them took individual notes so ['m
wondering | mean, FOL if you know according to Tom — I'll FOI stuff um those have to be

provided, and | doubt they have been.

Matt Studer: I'll double check. I'll look a little more closely, see if | can determine
exactly um what were the Commission member or the Board members notes and what
were the notes um of of the public of the appellants if any?

Matt Studer: Okay.

Mr. Coppola: So | interrupted you - you were telling me about your observations

about the BAA — and | don’t want to forget that one thing that | wanted to ask you but |
didn't want to forget that so —

Todd Helems: So I'm not sure that the public meeting rules were actually followed,

but um all the individual hearing the ones that | could actually hear anything um it was

very unprofessional, in my opinion um obviously stated that you know the whole rules

mm———

and regulations of our recording um he did despairs, you know, myself in the office a lot

which | just don't think is good far the public uh they were very secretive uh talked very

Log_v um would push when they were meeting together they would push paper um
between themselves, saying, you know, pointing at this, they wouldn't actually state

anything they would just kind of like push the paper along and point it at something.
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ENFIELD TOWH CLER!
They didn't actually state - well, this is, you know, hearing 1 21 for Johy Srgiiiy onthis, .
Lud  lian it J' a0

property um some of them actually say, to be pretty friendly, some of th%._qg}tuql‘{y Bt
T T A r 4 Dadda 2

seem to be coaching um some of the things some of the questions we're leading from

Igm. I mean, | basically sat behind Tom for the most part um but there was certainly

——

(inaudible) questions to the um taxpayers, which | mean they can do what they want,

But it just seemed like a very unprofessional way to to hear the facts and what the

e

person wanted so — | don’t know if you knew, | mean, he actually screened them at on’e

of those meetings | mean, it wasn't one of the taxes hearings but one of their special

—
meetings, | mean he literally - | think he actually just got up out of his chair and just %Z{

screamed at me to shut the hell up,

-
Mr. Coppola: So tell us about that. What happened there?

- T e
Todd Helems: So one of the first meetings um when | was there, and it wasn't one

of the ones being recorded, because we weren't even thinking about that at the time um

il

he started um asking somebody else a question and | just had knowledge on it and stuff

and everything so | started to speak up on it and he just, | believe he rose up out of the

e

chair - he might not have but | mean, basically, | started to say something in a public
— — —

hearing | mean, | wasn't, you know, didn't have the floor, or whatever | probably
—___’--—'_"'—_ e

shouldn't have but he just basically just screamed at me, shut up! Shut the hell up! |

mrrmn—a

p———

don't wanna hear anything more from you I'm done with you - I'm paraphrasing but it

- —

was something to that effect.
— v

Mr. Coppla: What did you say?

Todd Helems: | believe it was just you know, some of my staff members um she

was asking something about one of the staff. I'm like, | believe it was on because Vicky

R N

.
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couldn't do the secretary um hearing a portion of it and stuff and everything - they were
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10

11
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- ST Bally
asking you know, if somebody else was and | started to say well we have a part-time girl A
that's done these hearings before and that's only basically just only shut the hell up.
(inaudible cross-talk)
Todd Helems: He was at that meeting.
Mr. Coppola: Okay, so see, Steve Blenda was at the meeting, Okay? And how ;27‘%;—
did you respond to his uh request for you to shut the hell up? h
Todd Helems: | shut the hell up.
‘Mr, Coppola: Did Mi. Belinda make any uh have any comment uh when that was
done?- o
= .
Todd Helems:! He did not - not there, | mean not in the meeﬁng._“
Mr. Coppola: Did you you have any discussion with Mr. Tyler after the meeting,

to canfront him with regard to his interaction with you with that meeting?

Todd Helems: | Eﬁ_@—
Mr. Coppola: Aside from not um confronting: uh him in person [ guess or on the

~—

phone did did you did you send him an email or in any way document what happeried?

pree——
o —

Todd Helems: | did not.
oo
Mr. Coppola: Uh you said that Mr. Tyler was was asking leading guestions uh

could you please uh give a little bif better — uh more of an explanation as to what you

what you're talking about.

' Todd Helems: Yeah, | mean he was just basically asking guestions about um

lm— e

valuation - you know, so your property is next to you know, a business you think that
Ty >

affects the value type thing or something like that um just trying to lead the person in the
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right direction of the right questions fo ask or or to get you know their pé?ﬁﬁ&%s‘sa PING: -

.
1

e ‘C.'.,\.EL G,

-

. TN S N, §
instead of just listening what the appellant had? [ mean one of his brgge?ﬁ% statemetits=

um that he always said just about every hearing that | heard was uh which is fine but

yeah, so you're the owner of the property well, the courts have decided that you know, if

i

you own the property that you have the legal right that you know what the property is

worth. Which | believe is accurate | mean, | believe the courts have stated that you

iy

know, if you're the owner of property you can certainly state what you think the opinion

is you know your value but it certainly doesn't make you an expert or actually don't know

what the value is. If's strange on the timing because I'm reviewing all my motor vehicle,

doing the Grand List motor vehicles and I'm [ooking af all the C of C’s that were made
because we always look at what they were valued at last, and just to see that you know
{inaudible) fists to the DMV that he bought a vehicle for $64,000, and the BAA reduced
down the $14.00.

Mr. Coppola: [ just wanna make sure | have the right documents. [ wanna ask
you about - so could we ~ could we take a five minute and it break, resume at 2 ‘clock.

In the meantime uh Todd, what's your hard stop?

Todd Helems: 3:20

Mr. Coppola: Yeah, whatever time you need. | don't care. We could do it earlier.

I just just

Todd Helmes: No 3:25 is where [ get to get out of the office.

Mr, Coppola: Qkay, alright,

Todd Helems: I have a doctor’s appointment [ have o be at 4. '.

Mr, Coppola: N worries.
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TODD HELEMS

MASS APPRAISAL/ASSESSOR EXPERIENCE

11/16-

Present TOWN of BLOOMFIELD, BLOOMFIELD, CT
Asséssor
Digeets and administess the valuation of real estate, motor vehicle and personal
property, Work involves analysis and calculations; answering customer inquiries atd
diresting the office staff. Responsible for the planning, organization; implementation
and supervision of the Assessment division within the Finance Depariinént and is
responsible for maiotaining and improving upon the efficiency and effectiveness of all
aveay under his/her divechion and control, :

Job Description / Dutles

+ Dlans, directs, supervises and participates in the valuing/assessment of all taxable
and nonstaxable real estate; motor vehicle and personal property to establish the
Grand List. Conducts physical ingpsction and re-inspection of existing propeties,
improved propertics, and propetties under constraction to determine thelr value,

4 Fonmulates and presoribes policies, work methods, and procedures for subordinates
in the listing and. appraisal of teal and personal propeity, Evaluates curient
assodsment practices and date processing applications and proposes changes uy
wavranted,

¢ Conipiles, maintains and analyzes complex stalistical data to ensure equity.in
assessinents. Analyzes property trends:

4 Investigates propexty and businesses to discover, list and value properly not
previously recorded, _

+ Piojects estimated values of proposed buildings for commercial developments for

planning purpoeses and for Town officials. Works with Planning aind Community

Development department to maintain records of new developents-and Town

Clerk’s office for ehange in ownership.

Updates CAMA data base as patt of assessmant process,

¢ Resplves complaints velating (o assessients and makes adjustments as warranted.

- g
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12/12-
f1/16

¢ Supervise and mainfains accurate property title records and records related 1o
c)g'%lci‘slitll},_sale and value of land and improvements through automated system;
assisls wi t!_l maintenance and updates to GIS program.

4 Mana_g_es the preparation, instattation and maintenance of propexty fax niaps.

¢ St.;p.m;\r}ses the elderly, veterans, and disabled tax exeéinption programs based on
cligibility requirements and state statutes, o

¢ Meets and provides information to the public, otlier Town deparlments, and
attorneys to explain assessment procedures and conelusions.

# Mangges and conduels the periodic revaluation with in-house staffof all properties
w;thm 1iiez.iq.wu aceording fo State Statutes, Respongible for review and acceptance
of comp_lc-ted work and woiks with veidors to implement automation of
revaluation.

¢ Res:pqnds.to Board of Assessment Appeals ingiries, defendsthe Town’s findings
during assessment appeals by propeity owners. ‘

4 Develops division policies and procedures and assigns, tiains and supervises staff,
Consu_lt's with Depaitritent Head on such personnel actions as hiring, texmination,
and diseipline and oblain final approval from Town Manager for such personnel
actions,

4 _Prcpai'e-s and adminiglers operating budget for division; prasents budget to the
Departiment Head,

¢ Submits otal and written reports-to Town officials and Staté ageneles ag required,

TOWN of WALLINGFORD, WALLINGFORD, €T

Property Appraiser _

Provide technical and administrative assistance to the Assessor in the valuation ofreal
and personal property; perform ineieasingly réspousible field investigations:and
ingpestions reqoired 6 properly valie praperty: colleat and process information to
establish the Town Grand List and related taxable property information.

Job-Description / Duties:

¢ Receive oral or wiitten instructions frony the Assessor,

+ Organize work sccording fo standard office procedures, for self and othier staff,

+ Establish priorities within work assignment.

¢+ Perforn lead woik in the proparation of data and maintenance of assessment, cards,
files and other documents, _

+ Dverses the revision of records relating (0 taxpayers’ addresses and praperty
ownership. B '

¢ Enter and roirieve assessment information in an elecieanio filing system by
comijruier términgl,

¢ Lead person in the developrment and design of GIS improvements,

LL-012
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PROTESSIONA

ATPRAISAL EDUCATION

The Appisisal Institute: USPAP

The A_pprais_a‘l- Instity te: Basic Ap praisal Prineiples — 100GR

The Appraisal Institute: Basic Appraisal Practices — 101GR

The Appraisal fnstitite: Residentia] Market Analysis aid Highest & Best Use 200K,
The Appraisal Institute: Income Approach fo Valuation |
The Appraisal Institute: Residential Market Anal ysis and Highest and Best Use — 200R
TAAO: Tundanientals of Real Property Appraisaf — Course: 101

TAAQ: Fundamenials of Assessment Ratio Studies - Conise 452

TAAO: Real Propeity I\{Iodeling'Concepis = Courge 311

TAAO: Assessment Admiinisteation - Course 400

IAAQ: Standards of Professional Practics snd Ethics - Course 171

TAAO: Sales Comparison Approach — §03

MAAQ: Reconciling Marshall & Swifi Tablés

Microsoft Excel — Beyond the Bausics

Completed courses 1A — 3 at Assessors 8 chool, Ueonn

Multiple varied continuinig education seminars/conferences (Dale Carnegie, Fred Pryor, ele}

CAAQ Bducation Comirittec, Member (currently)

CAAQ Revaluation Conmittee, Co-Chair (curcently)

CAAD Information T eoh Comumittee, Meémber (cu frently)

CAAQ PA 490.Comnittes, Member (curresitly)

2 Courses ﬁ'o'm.-being able to obtain the CAR designation from TAAQ
Graduate Basthampton Higli School

Stockbridges of U-Masgsg, — CGonifinming Bducation - Landsenping and Avchiteciural Dosign

CERTIVICATION:

State of Connecticuf: Residential/L.and Ceitification, 2004
Commereia] Cerlification, 2008
CCMAIT #1640

State of New Hampshire:  Certified Mass Appraiser

Page 151 o7 263




¢ Responsible for hiands-on final valuation and 1eview process of both residential
and commescial propeitics, completing a full field review on-site af apprajsal
related data o insure that the property yecord cards are-accurate and fhe erifical
data, which is used in the valuation process, is consistently applied among similar
properties within the projects.

Projects inelude but not fimited to: New Haven, Eunfield, Stamford, Wallingford,
Bridgeport, Cromuell, Windsor, Windsor Locks, East-Granby, Glastonbuy, West
Haven, Coventry, Suffield, Bristol, Berlin, Now Britain, Maschester, Andover,
Cohnnbia, Ellington, Wethersfield, Suffield, Westport CT, Pawiucket, RI, Foxbaro,
Ma, Derby, NH and Ryc, NY

06/05- Crewy Chief .
12165 Responsible for overseeing the data collection effort and completing complex data

collection assipnments wikch may be-beyond the scope of normal daia éolléction
personnel, Mﬂllﬂaiu?ng ahigh level of bperating competence and efficiency,
monitoring-and evaluation of the dsitd collection personnel,

11/04= Residential/Conunercial Data Collection

06105 Responsibilitics inelnde accurately locating, identifying, and measuiing the exterior
dimensions ol assiguied properties as well s maldng 4 thorough inspection of the
interior of the property and accurately recording all pertinent data wsed in the valuation
of the property. Recent projects-worked on include Easthampton, MA and Westport,
Windsoy, West Haven, Windsor Locks, East Granby, and Coventry, CT.

1986- Cedar Ridge Landscaping — Southampton Ma.
Present Owner/Manager o ' .
(seasonal) Respousibilities include markeling company services throughout regional area via all

available outlets. Handle all projection of cosis forresidential and commercial project
landscaping contracts and prepati ng and proofieading all bid (‘iqcﬁlli}ei_l_ts_ a nq_ |
subniitting dosumerits prior to the:applicable deadlie. Né'gotia_.fe' oost fmd procare all
required inatérials for projects. Design custom fandseaping projects w_ﬂh propm:‘gy
ownerand oversee completion of alt work: Manage all payroll and eniployee benefits
programs Tot overtwenty eniployees,

1986- New England Drywall R
1988 Assisted in all aspects of residential/comniercial construction with-a concentiation on

framing and roofing.
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Perform field investigationis, inspections, and valuations, as assigned.

Prepare dimensional sketches,

Collect, review, and update datu relating 1o property values.

Tabulate infomiation gathered with aceuracy.

Perform sales verificalions;

Oveisee the preparation of special teports and summaries such as sales ratios, ete.

Perfortn technical review of petsonal property tax forms.

Price motor vehicles for assessment valuation reasons, to nclude VinDecode

ptogram.

Aadit property appraisal for accuracy and conformance to standaids,

Lead commetcial appraiser

Administerall income exemption programs,

Assist with tlie eldeity tax relief programs.

Assist elderly and other persons in completing tax emption forms.

Prepate statistical and narrative reports for subinission {o State and Federal

governments and town govermnent bodies. ’

Provide techmical information to lawyers, land-searchers, bank officials and fhe

general public, '

¢ Asiistin the prepatation of court cases and/or in discussiony with taxpayers or
their representative in the settlement before going 16 trial.

¢ Assist in the formulation of office procedurcs and policies,

¢ Point/Lead persoi in 2015 Revalualion

¢ Key person to institute a. program isi the preservation of Assessoi®s docurets 1o
include a new storage facility within the town, the.conversion of paper documents
o electronic and the storage of older documents with the State Li brary.

¢ Instrumentalin the upgrade of technology within the officeo include barcades

and scanner's for yedtly declarations and sfatements,

L U Y

- & o B e o

<

VISION GOVERNMENT SOLUTIONS, NORTHBRORO, MA

Staff Appraiser

Assist Project Manager and Serior Appraisers with inplemertation of valuation
parameters toward completion of full field reviews of property data to engure accwate
data and consisteney amongst similar properties.

Job.Description / Duties: . ‘

¢ Interact professionally and tactfully with taxpayers wlhile in _the-ficld:and during
informal heating process; completion of hearing forms; investigation of
discrepancies/inaccuracies reported by taxpayers. '

+ Build rapport and niaintain positive relationships with the clients, the-general public,
and company personnel, _ ) ) N

¢ Pasticipation in training and monitoriiig of data collection staff.

LL-015
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'LORI LONGHI

Enfield, CT - 860-745-4547
DLLONGHI®@aol.com

I am a licensed certified general appraiser in Connecticut and have an extensive experience in:the real
estate industry asa builder, real estate agent, landlord, planhing and zoning board member, and tax
assessment appeals board member. These experiences enhance my knowledge for valulng propetties
especially with complex issues that require extensive research and analysis including land development
issues, yellow book appraisals, restricted use property valuations, and conservation easement
valuations.

EXPERIENCE
2006-PRESENT

STATE CERTIFIED GENERAL APPRAISER
LILY’S LLC

Maintain Certified General Appraisal License in Connecticut. Carried a Massachusetts Certified
General License uitil September 2021 _
Independently prepare and complete appraisal reports of commercial and residential real

‘property consistent with USPAP standards including summary of the scope of work, analysis,

conclusions;-and opinion of vaiue,

Complete appraisals on real estate including large portfolios of 17 land parcels, farm appralsals

including soils information and maps, equipment and personal property appralsals..
Complete appraisals for lending purposes, FHA loans, estate settlement, foreclosure, partial

]
interest valuation, life estates, restricted fand use, conservation easements and Yellow Book
{Federal Land Actjuisitions).

e Qualified to conduct Green Bank CPACE (solar} appraisals,

¢ Use the market, income and cost methods for appraising properties including the discounted
cash flow methodology when apprapriate.

e Conduct field appraisal work through property inspection and the use of national and focal
databases such as MLS, CannComp, AgriData, and town records to.gather infoimation that
affects fair market value

= Provide meaningful written professional research o attorneys for use in real estate litigation
cases and when necessary serve as an expert withess including depositions and testifying if
needed. ' '

‘e Provide Market Valuations on properties for use in tax assessment appeals and defend clients
during the taxappeals board. '

¢ Answer questions and defend work product to customers and other interested parties such as
landers when necessary

1989.2010 (PART-TIME)
STATE CERTIFIED GENERAL APPRAISER
FARM CREDIT EAST, ACA
o Obtain-and maintain State Certified General Appraiser in Connecticut and Massachusetts
» Complete simple and complex real estate appraisal reports on farms (tobacco, greenhouse,

equestrian facilities, dairy, vineyards, and retail farm buildings), commeércial property,
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residential property, sub-divisions, and land

e Compléte appraisal reports for the sale of development rights, conservation easements and
restricted use properties.

¢ Complete Yellow Book Appraisals for Federal Land Acquisitions

e Complete appraisals reports valuing equipment, vehicles and farm animals

e Complete physical property inspections and environmental field reviews.

o Review and critique written appraisals of outside contracted appraisals being used for lending
purposes,

e Perform quality control reviews on appraisals completed by appraisers within the company
throughout RI, NY, NJ, MAand CT.

e ivientor, assign work and review work of multiple appraiser trainees through thelr licensing
requirements

e Give regional presentations to appraisers on interesting subjects appraised and give
presentations to the iending divisions-on how the appraisal affects the loan process

o Co-Author of “Harvesting a Proflt: A Farm profitability Manual” that was published locallya
textbook for usé in post-secondary classrooms

2019-PRESENT
REAL ESTATE AGENT
CT HOMETOWN REALTY, LLC
e Assist clients in buying real estate in-avery competitive market by facilitating negotiations,
reviewing contracts, and helping determine competitive offer prices. ‘
e  Assist clients in selling real estate.and develoging realistic and completive asking prices using
my background as & real estate appralser.
o Review bank appraisals for efrors wher there are issues with getting lending approvals.

1997-2009, 2017-PRESENT
NEW HOME CONSTRUCTION MANAGER
J&L BUILDERS, LLC and LONGHI LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCTION & FARM,; INC.
s  As alicensed new home contractor, manage and-supervise new home construction projects and
subcontractors according to schedule, budget constraints, and lending requirements
a Complete land acquisitions and when necessary prepare applications for Wetlands or Planning
and Zoning Departments.

2006-PRESENT

RENTAL PROPERTY MIANAGER

LILY’S LLC AND HOLLY'S LLC
¢ Manage 5 properties with a total of 10 rental units toensure profitabllity
o Advértise vacancies, show properties, evaluate potential rentérs, and prepare leases
e Manage and coordinate property repairs and maintenance

EDUCATION
ASSOCIATE’S DEGREE IN MERCHANDISING AND RETAIL MANAGEMENT

BAY BATH COLLEGE
Longmeadow, MA
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SAMPLE OF CONTINUING EDUCATION COURSES

e USPAP and CT Mandatory Law Update
e Property and Valuation Analysis for FHA
s Valuation of Coriservation Easernents
o  Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions: Practical Applications
e Residential and Commercial Valuation of Solar
e Case Studies in Appraising Green Residential Buildings
e Introduction to Green Buildings: Principles.and Concepts
e Appraising Historic Properties
& BasicConstruction Review
¢ Comparative Analysis
s Financial Institutions Guide to Commercial Appraisal
e Appraisal Review
e FHA'End the Appraisal Process
& Ihcome Property It :
o Feasibility Analysis, Market Value and Investment.Timing
» Regression Analysis in Appraisal Practice: Concepts and Applications
e Advanced Title Search
COMMUNITY ACTIVTIES

2018-PRESENT
ENFIELD BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MEMBER
» Hear appeals cases on real estate and vehicle tax assessments presehted by town residents
s Determine whether the resident provided enough information to show just cause to reduce the
{ax assessment,

2008-2015
ENFIELD PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEMBER
s Attend public televised meetings twice a month to listen to and decide on public’lhaal‘ings _
regarding if proposed projects are within the town’s planning and zoning regulations and should
be approved or denied.
e Asa board member, adopt the town’s Plan of Conservation and Development
» Researched the best practices ofthe Planning and Zoning Department’s handling of exhibits and
hearing documents to make recommendations and provide feedback to léading to the
implementation of new departmental procedures. |
o Authored and designed the Development Review Policy booklet for Enfield Planning and Zoning
by coordinating information from other town agencies including the Wetlands, Engineering,
Zoning Board of Appeals; and the five district fire departments:

2004-PRESENT

CONNECTICUT AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION FOUNDATION, INC.
¢ Board Member
e Reviewed grant and scholarship applications

LL-003
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Qualifications of Lori S. Longhi
1427 Enficld Strect
Enfield, CT06082

Appraisal Experience:

November 2006 to Present; Lily’s LL.C
Fee Appraisal work appraising propertles in Conngcticut and Massachusetts for agencies such as the
USDA Farm Service Agency, State of Connecticut Department of Agriculture, The Hartford Superior
Coutt and the Judicial District of Tolland at Rockville, The Connecticut Green Bank-CPACE Clean
Energy, Financial Lending Institutions and Aftorneys doing commercial work, residential work,
FHA- Federal Housing Administration, new construction, commercial properties, agricultural properties,
restricted farm land, industrial and business properties, foreclosures, conservation easements, partial
interest, life estates and estate settlémients. Market valuation appraisals for properties used in tax
-appeals Soils information and soil maps are provided on all larger land appraisals. Consulting work
also provided. The Appraiser is experienced in personal property appraisals on vehicles and various
types of equipment,

September 1999 to Noveinber 2010 Part Time Appraiser for Farm Credit East, ACA (Previously named First
Pioneer Farm Credit) 240 South Road Enfteld, CT 06082
Responsibilities include appraisal assignmients in Connecticut and Massachusetts for complex
properties- specializing in farms (greenhouses, equestrian facilities, retail farm markets, dairy facilitics,
labor camps, vineyards, retail sales buildings and tobacco farms) industrial and business properties, strip
malls, residential houses, multi- family dwellings, vacant land, conservation easements and personal
property. Soils information and soil maps wete provided on all farm appraisals. Contracted outside fee
appraisals and then reviewed the appraisal reports. Duties also inicluded performing appraisal quality
control review for other appraisers and appraisals in the states of CT, MA, RI, NY and NJ for Farm
Credit East.

Appraisal Course Work;

USPAP 7 Hours & CT Maiddaiory Law Update —February 2022, McKissok
Supporting Adjustments: The Journey Sfrom Analysis to Adjusting- December 2021 McKissock
Property-and valuation analysis for FHA- Augnst 2019, Hondros, College of Business

Basic Construction Review- August 2019, Hondros, College of Business

Introduction to Green Buildings: Principals & Concepts- January 2015 Appraisal Institate
Comparative Analysis- April 2014, Appraisal Institute

Financial Institutions Guide to Commercial Appraisal- April 2013, MBREA

Uniforui Appmls‘ai Standards for Federal Land Acquisifions - October 2010, August 2017 Appraisal Institute
Appraisal Review - October 2010, Appraisal Institute

FHA and the Appraisal Process - September, 2010
Appraising Historic Properties- February 2009, Mckissock

Valuation of Consérvation Easements - May 2008 Appraisal Institute, ASTMRA & ASA
Income Property I - December 2006, Professional Valuation & Real Estate School

Feasibility Analysis; Market Value and Investment Timing - November 2001, Appraisal Instifule
Advanced Title Search - November 1999, University of Connecticut

Licenses:
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, Connecticut License # RCG 1159

LL-004
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CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

450 Columbiss Blvd, Suite 703 | Hartford, Conneclicut 06103 §-860.713.2500
Bureau of Agricultural Developinent & Resource Conservation

Ar Egual Opportunity Employér ctgrown.gov

January 18, 2023

Lari 8. Longhi
Lily's LLC

1427 Enficld Street
Enfield, CT 06082

Re: Appraisal bid request for farmland to be preserved:
‘Windswept Corporation Farm
¢/0 Rebecea Park, President
85,07+ total acres owned
5507t acres included in PDR

Dear Ms; Longhi:

The CT Department of Agriculture is negotiating the acquisition of development rights to the
above-referenced farmland. Two appraisals ate requested to establish; (1) the market value
before purchase of development rights; and {2) the market value after purchase of development
rights (valued by considering sales of preserved farms of which the development rights Kave been
previously purchased by the State). The purpose of these appraisals is to determine the fair
market value of the development rights to be preserved.by the State through the Farmland
Preservation Program, with potential funding partners including the Town of Préston and/or.
Griswold, Cunneuwut Farmland Trust, Inc., and/or U.8. Department of Agriculture’s Natural
RCSOUICLS Conservation Setvice (USDA-NR.CS)

Please p1epare a bid for two complete appraisals ina full-narrative formaf based on.the.
instructions in this letter and the attached signed Farm Property Configuration Agreément and
Property Sketch. The appraisal format must satisty the Fequirements of the Appraisal
Foundation’s Uniform Standards.of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and thie USDA-

NRCS’s Appraisal Specifications for the Agricultural Conscrvation Rasement Program, The
assignment must bé conipleted within sight (8) weeks ufter thebid is awarded, and one (1) solor

hard copy of each appraisal report awe required.. The two appraisals, before and after; may be
cowbined under one report cover. ‘Oiie compact disc containing the appis dised farm photographs
and a PDF of the complete reports must be subsitted with the hard copies of thie report.

Appraisal bids are due by close of businesson Friday, February 10, 2023, You may email bids
directly to Denise O*Meara at denisé,o’meara@ct.gov. If you have any question; please contact
Denise O'Meara-@ at $60.922-1877.

Sincerely,

Cameron Weimar
Farimland Preservation

Atlachments

L.L-005
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TOWN OF ENFIELD

TO: Todd Helems, Assessar
FROM: Elien Zoppo-Sassu, Acting Town Manager
CC: Kasia Purciello, Asst. Town Manager; John Wilcox, Finance Director; and

Steve Bielenda, H.R. Director
RE: Status of Exemptions, Farms and Grand List
DATE: February 23,2022
The purpose, of this meme is to memorialize the multiple meetings we held over the last few weeksin
response to commumnity concerns. There are several distinct issues io address, some of which have been

resolved by consensus, while certain Issues require additional action, as noted below.

As discussed at both ourmorning and afternoon meetings held.on Ff‘i.d‘a"y; February 18, we discussed a,

ia-to-'te neme the revoration gi{ng pleXemptcns b Slurelaichs 022 Jlhiclsanuns
admidistrative actiondhat is being suggested in order to allow an opportunity, , sefore the 8

wheging, for any taxpayer/properly owner who is in jeopardy af losing 2 tax exemption fo take steps to

come into compliance with the statutory réquirements under which they originally obtained their tax
exemption. Solving this probiem by implementing a “pause” would be'a shaw of good faith and would
allow fora more orderly handling of the one-on-one meetings that should be affordéd to any property
owner claiming an exemption,

Forsnl P aNAGER TS T A ASSESTRIR - W%,z“@,g% -

1 found the Friday meeting with representatives of Mt. Carmel Sogietytn be very productive and | AP ,0 ’ ! [ é 23

believe that they met the threshold of relieving a state or municipal burden based on their refationship
with the Townh and thelr community role in helping various causes that are not membership related. As

we have now received the Mi. Carmel calendar from Mr. Trolano, ismvexpectation that this will meet ‘ﬁ
i he standard for theirexamption to be restored

Itis also my understanding that the Moose Lodgg [as geen incorrectly coded as tax exempt for the fas} A_ ’ﬂ'déjA

_10vears or more. {suppoit your conclusion on this, and will work-with you to 1ssue a letter to them that
is appropriate and will hopefully forestall future issties. VZ’

In terms of the Farm 490 exem pti%i have reviewed your spreadsheet analyzing the parcels that you
removed from 490 status, Per your notes, 77 properties were originally removed. Of those 77:
-14 were returned to 490 status "
~10 are open space
- -13 had no application found
- 4 the owner dgreed that they didn't belong
-11 No updated application and/or a forester's report after a transfer

Town Manager’s Office Telephone (860) 253-635¢
820 Enficld Strect Fax (860) 2336310
Enfield, Connecticut 06082 wwaw.enfield-ct.gov

Enfield-0035
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-
1:‘4 -25 were changed bécause of a change of use. Some of these have a cormmercial business on the

Jor
WJ’) ’Ué) property. One actually encroached on the neighbor’s property, ang that owner lpst a portion of their K C‘/:_)D}q r
490 status. They are aware of the situation. -
-3 Y K{_ VERSEL

M A U‘/LED / , - left (out of th 77A7<
7 J‘ $  Ifyou don’t count the 14 returned by you during the process, there are 64 accounts le {out of the W)&
orlginal 243). Of those, 28 are either ppen space, nd 490 applicationacthe pwoeragless., Pas &;:_,J.JO Y

That leaves 36 accounts, Of the 12 that heed an update icai] ose can be remedied by the Z) (:—CJS/OM
owner filing the correct paperwork. This would be a new appfication, subject to all of the 490

.
bed s Jegulations e

PEL-D
OU-> M{é Of the last 25 accounts, somme are easy (ng longer a Christmas tree farm Qi fs running a business on the
property}. The others can reapply if they start farming again.

Thus, 1 understand that you have used your statutory authority to render decisions directly.on the use of A k’ use CD

(Q 25 properties. Ali the others were based on filing requirementsand/for local options not in place. b, S OY
-~ ~
/Qésb é‘é g( In terms of re-ciassification of tillable land to higher assessment and taxation levels, this is another area /'(/a d’: K/%.‘//'
S:’JE <Lhat hes caused copsternation since it appears to conflict with the farmers” interpretation ot annef B F)’ 1‘7’ 2o N b
p m which their land is being used or should be classnﬁed ch discussed pressing pause on these thanges éf
SD @. 7 “order 1o allow Ume for review and analysis of these claims on a case-by-case basis and jpan effort {9 /9/4/4 244
{/,l{b _avoid Appeals and/or unnecessary and costly litigation. (‘? 2'0_137
p -

B fn another category, on February 4%, Enfield received the letter from Attorney Hollister which put you i
é your role ss Assessor and the Town on notice that Enfield’s interpretation of the Rainbow Housing
(, decision exposed the Town to liability. No action was taken on thls issue by your office between
ﬂ" February 4 and our February 18 meeung because you believed it to be in the hands of the Corporation
l% Counsel's office. 1 strongly befieve that if Attorney Taliberg Had not attended this meeting and asked
50 //7 sbout this status, the next step would have been a fawsuit filed by Altorney Hollister. Attorney Cerrato
did speak with Attorney Hollister on Friday to lat him know that the Town would ba réstering the tax

exemption. Please. eonfirm that the Asséssor’'s Office has in fact restored the exemption.

l¢ frbi’ Recently, | was also contacted by two jocal comipanies which had received your letter referg clng Diy 3}? /g (
/)/ &[/ };j lists asking for updated infofmation on cab and chasgsis models. Thie representatives were confused by ~ /49 IQ.(
L the wording of the letter since many of the cammercial vehicles in guestion had been duly registered for &
lﬁmé /M wvea s, One company reported that you told them that failure to report would result in you making the dp,\; &E }4[\3,

7 _ assessment of what the body type was, and that you would choose the higher vatue. Another expressed _Zj:}z
“concern about the mpact this recent and hopefully temporary surge in used carvalues is having on @9

p o 1/
*hiiness vehicle assessments, and whether it will be reduced in future yeags. This is an example of bC 4 F
7 éﬂ‘ something that could be written and disseminated to the public to further thefr understanding. -
HDU) N\
’,)S f—a ‘White | kitdw that you have been acting in good faith, the manner in-which these tax exemption
C¢w /‘)S revocatmns and the DMV lists were implemented has created consternation among taxpayers. Ttns_[@_s_
mei I‘Jf( caused a high level of concern within the community, an extraordinary numbet of complaints has
oAt _
b @!f’d Town Manager’'s Office elephone (860) 253-6350
/ ;D 820 Enficld Street Fax (860) 253-6310
0‘9? Enfield, Connecticus 06082 wwnw.enfield-ct.pay

Enfield-0036
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ixposed the Town to potential civil litigation, and an expected yacord number tax appeals. Many
Maxpayers, as well as individuals and entifies that previously enjoyed tax exemptions, have also clted 2

. [ack of customer service.
22N
+ ~ Conclusion:
D P
Lfa (14 ﬂ?b My goal in suggesting 2 delaved implementation Is to avoid, or at least reduce, the number, of appeaig. f
1\) the revocations are implemented in a more orderly fashion; namely, by making these changes gradually
W over time to allow for one-on-one meetings with all of the property owners/taxpayers who are claiming
ﬁlﬂf) charitable ar farmer exemptions and whose files may ba lacking certain information, or whose
exemptlon may be In doubt, it would produce 3 more orderly and customer/taxpayer friendly process.
z Delayed implementation of the revacations would also: 1) | provide greater due process protections to
w %/ €aCth properly DWRer/taxpayer; 21 ensure equal Uealment 1o each properly OWnel/ lxpayersince e
e ﬂ{, ﬁ' S Town simply does ot have the time and resources to provide one-on-one meetings yith each impacted
W W)SU Jarty; and 3) therefore, this would put the Towh in a much more defensible position regarding any
litigation that may occur.

While | recognize your staiutory authority to grant or revoke tax exemptions and assess values, | would.
like to work tagether to ensure we are meeting the éxpectations of taxpayers while aiso ensuring that ME«;

T}ﬂ/é {;zif)'ﬁ (/é\ you sign the Grand List with confidence in the process. 4n order to-accomplish both of ourgoals, fam ﬂt)é ) 54

recommending a pause on the removal of alf non-profit and group home exemptions, n;her than the
ﬁo very few we discussed on Fridsy,; lan 1o communicate and meet with the affected

well 35 plan’ S$prz
Jowners onthe status of any parcels or tillable land changes. ‘o ] 5/77 / Cﬁﬁ-

gﬁ g _Lwould also like to see-a pause on the DMY changes and a dissemination of the Appeals process for

“hathMarch and September so.that everyone, is aware ofthe Liming. In‘addition, the Officé ofthe Town £ ’(ﬁ
Manager and the Town Attorney will work with you and your staff to create Media and Comimuriications CO W
SSirategies MOVInE 10nward 10 aUvertise, INorm and.euUcale ENNell [eadents ant DUSIHESses Off NOW 10 76 Cﬁ’ RiCES
ehsure that they have all the appropriate information on file to preserve thelr status, as wéll as take mg@(r? e
advantage of the BAA process if they so choose.

) | would prefer this to be a cgllaborative process in which ouradministrative team warks together to “‘\"S 7’%@

. Tolvethe many problems that have ariseii from the abruptrevocation of tax exemptions that had been ) -
VQ/&”L 5 h ploce for many years. — = P Al
. — L/ Mo CaontIRMATIoR) WOTE))
Fvitl

’{/ W/ﬁb ’ Pw that you agre W my analysis and that you will delay the implerentation in the areas

ﬂ/ we have discussed. ~ /4 e (/7(5_//#“6_-_
o CownTIndE SEREWIN G Soue /,Ax;% 7E RS el e

_ Sowr 0= Tl [/ 4G

P e
(B) Conrans Serevy e At TASTECE W0 (L e Tomres
@ bo Mot~ éw/"/ﬂ teps (JCREVI NS Aaz, 7 iaxcpad Gt S o

Terwn Manager's Office Telephone (860) 253-6350
§20 Enficld Street Fax (860) 253-6310
Enfield, Connecticut 06082 waww.enfield-ct.gov

Enfield-0037
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUE

TO: TOWN CLERK
Town of Enfield
820 Enfield St.
Enfield, CT 06082

FROM: ATTORNEY RACHEL M. BAIRD
2234 Silas Deane Highway, Suite 2
Rocky Hill, CT 06067

DATE: Tuly 25,2023

TAKE NOTICE THAT Lori Longhi hereby intends to sue the Town of Enfield for violations of civil rights
guaranteed her under the first and fourteenth amendments to the United States Constitution and article first, section
four of the Connecticut constitution.

The Town of Enfield, by resolution of the Enfield Town Council (“Council”) at a meeting held on August 29, 2022,
retained Attorney Mario Coppola of Berchem Moses to conduct an “independent review” of the 2021-22 Tax
Assessment Practices, the content of 2021-22 P.A. 490 Exemption Determinations, and the 2021-22 Tax Assessment
Appeals. Attorney Coppola prepared a report and appendix that was distributed to the Council on or about June 1,
2023 (hereinafter, “Coppola Report™).

Attorney Coppola appeared at a special meeting of the Council on June 5, 2023, to present his findings, conclusions,
and recommendations. During public comment, the Council assured the Board of Assessment Appeals (BAA)
members, including Ms. Longhi, that the BAA would have opportunity to rebut the factual findings and legal
conclusions in the Coppola Report as well as the manner in which the “independent review” was conducted. Instead,
on June 26, 2023, a “workshop” was scheduled for the BAA members and Mr. Helems to be “pitted” against each
other on seven selected BAA appeals that were identified to Mr. Helems in advance but concealed from the BAA
members. The BAA members, including Ms. Longhi, declined in protest to participate in the “workshop.”

"~ On or about July 7, 2023, relying upon the findings in the Coppola Report, the Town, through its tax assessor, Todd

L

Helems, acting in his official capacity as a representative of the Town on the Town’s official letterhead, filed a
complaint with the Connecticut Association of Assessing Officers Ethics Comm1ttee (“CAAQ”) against Ms. Longhi
|, to intimidate and silence her as a BAA member and as an Enfield resident."

The Town has urged the CAAO to revoke Ms. Longhi’s membership for her public statements, before the Council and
at BAA meetings, that Mr. Helems has engaged in improprieties and abused his authority. In urging the CAAO to act,
the Town also, in large part, relies upon findings and conclusions of law in the Coppola Report without informing the
CAAOQ that the Town has not voled to accept the findings and conclusions of the Coppola Report or implemented ils

recommendations.

WHEREFORE, by threatening Ms. Longhi’s professional reputation with false claims against which she is compelled
to defend herself:

The Town conlinues to retaliate against Ms. Longhi for the content of her speech critical of the government and its
officials; and secks to restrain Ms. Longhi’s future speech, as well as to chill the speech of other Enfield residents,
under threat of future retaliatory actions.

| Brian M. Lastra, Co-Chair of the CAAO Ethics Committee, concludes his notice to Ms. Longhi of the Town’s complaint against her
by assuring her that the matter is confidential. As the Town is a party to the complaint, this notice does not breach that confidentiality.
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Mario F. Coppola

From: Tallberg, James <jtallberg@enfield.org>

Sent: Monday, December 5, 2022 8:47 AM

To: Mario F. Coppola

Subject: Park Ave. residents say 2-family house will lead to parking problems | Enfield - 78 Park

Avenue - PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL

Mario — This news reporting concerns property at 78 Park Avenue, Assessor’s Map 39, Lot 004. See the Ji links below.

You may recall that, on May 20, 2022, the BAA Chair granted a tax appeal reducing the assessment on this property to
zero “0”, noting on the appeal form that there was “no marketable title” and that the property owner, BAA Member Lori
Longhi recused herself.

Query how much Ms, Longhi is selling this property for given that the BAA, of which she isa member, concluded it has
zero value.

https://link.zixcentral ,com/u/c88909ae/RHeAUGNO7RG273Yrh3soMg?u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.journalinguirer.com%:2
Ftowns%2Fenfield%2Fpark-ave-residents-say-2-family-house-will-lead-to-parking-problems%2Fa rticle 65705540-7256-
11ed-8d47-9353b915d4fe.htm!

https://link.zixcentral.com/u/836ef702/DIyAUSNO7RGPcHYrh3soMg?u=https%3A%2F%2 Fwww.journalinquirer.comd2F
towns%zFenfield%ZFpark-—ave-residents—sav-z-famiIyrhouse»wif!—lead—to—parking—problems%ZFarticle 65705540-7256-

11ed-8d47-

9353h915d4afe. html%3Futm source%3Djournalinquirer.com%26utm campaign%3D%252Fnewsletters%252Flists%252F
headlines%252F%253F-dc%253D1670007615%26utm medium%3Demail%26utm content%3Dheadline

Linksicontained in this email have been replaced by ZixProtect Link Protection. If you'
a link in the email above, the link will be analyzed for known threats. If a known threat is

fo dlj-'Wi_i'I;rjo_tf-'be}a_t,bl‘e*ﬁ;p ce e destination. If suspicious content is dete ted, yi

will'see awarning: = @ 0
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From: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 10:15 PM e—
To: Mario F. Coppola

ﬂgsubject: Fwd: Privileged and Confidential 78 Park Ave

- Attachments: 20230124102030580.pdf

Get Outlook for i0S
‘—? From: Bailey, Sheila <sbailey@enfield.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 10:36:22 AM
./? To: Zoppo, Ellen <ezoppo@enfield.org>
,-? Subject: Privileged and Confidential 78 Park Ave

%/7 Please see the attached copies of 2019-2021 land records for 78 Park Ave.

Sheila M, Bailey
Town Clerk

820 Enfield Street
Enfield, CT 06082
(860) 253-6438
sbailey@enfield.org

This email message from the Town of Enfield, CT is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.

-----Original Message-----

From: svc_scanAccouni@enfield.org <svc_scanAccount@enfield.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 10:21 AM

To: Bailey, Sheila <sbailey@enfield.org>

Subject: Message from "RNP5838791DEA1Q"

This E-mail was sent from "RNP5838791DEA10" (MP C4504ex).

Scan Date: 01.24.2023 10:20:30 {-0500)
Queries to: svc_scanAccount@enfield.org

Links contained in this email have been replaced by ZixProtect Link Protection. If you click on
a link in'the email above, the link will be analyzed for known threats. If a known threat is

found, youwill not be able to proceed to the destination. If suspicious content is detected, you
will'seea warning.

Enfield-0205
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Tom Tyler: Hmm mm.

‘Mr. Coppola: um I'm going to show this to you, which was uh from Robert
'Brunk, of Enfield a consideration of a dollar to Lori and David Longhi. Please take a

look at that — also actually show that to your Counsel. And I'll go ask that you take a

look at the BA application and the BA bate stamp uh page number 5995, as well as um
- the other page BAA 6002 and 6003. So if you look at those 3 pages, one of them is
um is summary of his argument uh

Tom Tyler: Yeah.

Mr. Coppola Which indicates that um that the uh legal description that
the Town provided with the Deed was deficient for 78 for the subject property at 78
Park Avenue, and that, in fact, what the Town had actually gave him was a legal

description for 74 Park Avenue, which was the house down the street

Tom Tyler: Yes.

Mr. Coppola that was owned byMr. Brunk

Tom Tyler: Yes,

Mr. Coppola: Okay, and that uh and then he goes on to say that he hired

a lawyer in May of '21 to try to straighten this legal issue out. Okay um and so do you
see the Deed that I just provided you a copy of

Tom Tyler: Yeah

(inaudible cross-talk)

Tom Tyler: One from Brunk to David and Lori Longhi.

Mr. Coppola Is that a — so does that appear to be a Deed from Mr.

Brunk to David and Laurie Longhi provide - Quick Claiming them uh the title, the proper

{01742844.DOCX Ver, 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002101742844, DOCX Page 116 of 164
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= | ”tc'ii?__éesb_l\_zéj'_t_hfe' titleissue with Mr. Brunk's =2fg‘!f='_t_3'r5éftyf;ffa'i'_h;aig_ what |

title to 78 um Park Avenue,

Tom Tyler: Well, it's a Quick Claim Deed, apparently, to tryand

straighten out for 78 but — the parcel they mention is lot number 28, but | think there's a
difference between the map that's on file, perhaps, and oh there it goes — okay - and
what the uh you know, what the street number is, and that's not unusual either. You
have a different lot number than a street number but so it's 78 so — okay.

Mr. Coppola Soandl 'mi’mandbytheway, | know you're nota-{mnots

expecting to.be a fitle expert and quite frankly, youi're looking at this just like 1:am uh it -

‘appears - 80 does'it appear to you. Maybe if it's helpful to —;tappeared '_mg,-{:halgthj%;_,'

P

I'm wondaring If there's anothier one in back of this orin

dmihy

Tom Tyler:

L

front of this from the Longhi's fo this giiy?

‘Mr. Coppola:

Tom Tyler:

5Mr. Coppola: |t&mgggggm§§uon but so, but the bottom line is, if you
look at that, it says it was if you look at uh look at this next page of that document.
Tom Tyler: Hmm mm.

‘Mr. Coppola: It was dated on what date?

Tom Tyler: Assigned Aptil 3™,

:Mr. Coppola: Right - s0 looks like that he provided it to them on Aprif 3+

iof 2022 — correct?

Tom Tyler: No.

5:{01?42844.DOCX Ver. 1}F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002101742844.DOCX Page 117 of 164
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interest?

Tom Tyler: No. | did not represent - | take another note just so you
know | didn’t represent them when they bought it from the town, | didn't represent them
when they (inaudible) negotiations with the the buyer, | didn't have any any

representation of uh anything in terms of trying to straighten out the problem and |

tnever had any representation of my knowledge of this other guy | mean, maybe our
::ofﬁce represented him at some point, but I have no clue, Never heard of the guy when
.David — David Brunk but uh and then | think after this came out, | do remember now |
Edid call the Title Company and said, geeze | got an interesting one here. What uh what
édo you do with this cause it seemed like just a correcting Beed you know, if the two
?people need correcting Deeds that would resolve it and | believe that answer | got is

.yeah you just do a correcting Deeds, which looks like what they eventually did. [ didn't

share that with anybody | was just here for my own information.

Mr. Coppola: So when you contact the Title Company.

:Tom Tyler: Oh it would have been after the hearing with David, and um

it would have been before we made a decision (ihaudible) just a correcting Deed.

_'Mr. Coppala: So did you contact your attorney at the Title Company to

inquire about uh whether, if there was an issue like this uh you know, how would it be
resolved?

Tom Tyler: Yeah it was generic well, | thought that the answer is
correcting Deeds from both sides, but | believe Brunk might have had an additional
problem, because he if he had a mortgage on his property | can't just go out giving

Deeds to your property without getting prior written consent from the bank so and then

(01742844 DOCK Ver, 1F wdo\Chents\3404610002101742844 DOCX Page 130 of 164
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you say well what's the bank got for its mortgage | mean, it's paperwork, does it have
the right property or wrong one? | didn’t go down any of that path. | just simply asked
the Title Company if you got a situation where you had the wrong property
descriptions, on changes to correcting Deeds and the answer was yes. Correcting
Deeds (inaudible) which looks like what they did.

Mr. Coppola: | don't know if they, if if the Longhi’s did a correcting Deed

B

oo sim—————— ——
with Brunk — I'd have to look (maud;ble) can we go off for one moment | ]ust want to %

——— ————" — s pe R el S

Iook at my records ' '/ f Z/ cg /Z-‘/{ - ;\ f/f{“_;’i* X

o o § 4/21,2‘ o ﬁ‘) P"_;;L, )
Tom Tyler. Fii goodreas?nmﬂ i.,« T 4;2:36{'2,,%"‘* =< O
Mr. Coppola: Alright, Mr, Tyler we're almost almost done here. So uh are

you familiar with an application or application’s filed by the Jarmoc — the Jarmoc’s uh or

Jarmaoc family regarding land lease for the placement of solar panels?

Tom Tyler: Yes.

Mr. Coppola: And did you hear that application?

Tom Tyler: Yes,

Mr. Coppola: And did you reduce the value uh on that application?

Tom Tyler: Yeah, when you see that application just for my purposes. It

was Appeal number 307, 308, and 3009.

Mr, Coppola: Thank you.

Tom Tyler: They were all the solar panel - | don't have the bates
numbers.

Mr. Coppola: Okay. And so uh what were the properties um that we're

the subject of those appeals? | see that?
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ATTEHORNEY

2244 Silas Deane, Hwy,, Ste. 2 Rachel M. Baird, Attorney

Rocky Hill, CT 06067 Fhdrditrnmehethu iedlawy, can
Tel: 860-605-9340 Edward A, Peruta, Legal Investigator
Tax: BBO-T85-8733 vdporn iy vhalyd.oom

May 16, 2023

Attormey Mario F. Coppola
Berchem Moses PC

1221 Post Road East
Westport, CT 06880

Re:  Independent Tax Assessiienl Reviow (2022-08-24 RESOLUTION #6348)

Interview of Enficld BAA Chairnian Thomias J. Tyler

Dear Attorney Coppola:

The members of the Enficld Board of Assessment Appeals (collectively, “BAA™), whom |
represent, through BAA Chairperson Attorney Thomas I, Tyler (“Attorney Tyler™), have asked me
to bring a most serious and urgent matter 10 your attention.

Recently, it was brought to the BAA’s attention that information gathered during your
Independent Tax Assessment Review (“independent review™) has been discussed at Enficld Town
Councif (“Council”) Democratic caucus meetings. Councilor John Santanella (“Councilor
Santanelia™), apparently, has used the term “corrupt” to describe Attorney Tyler and BAA member
Lori Longhi (*Ms. Longhi™) to other Council Democrats at these meetings, Specifically, Councilor
Santanella, repeatedly, has emphasized Attorney Tyier’s role in hearing, deliberating, and deciding
an appeal from the Qctober 1, 2021, assessment of a property, 78 Patk Avenue, owned by David
Longhi (“Mr. Longhi”} and Ms. Longhi (collectively, the “Longhis”).

Councilor Santanella was not an original liaison between you and the Council. In his role
now as a liaison he is presumably viewed by others, including Democratic Councilors, as having
access to accurate and authoritative information about your independent review. Your interview
of Attorney Tyler on February 22, 2023, lasted 4 hours and 18 minutes. Fifly minutes, or 20%, of
the interview, focused on Appeal #352 which concerned 78 Park Avenue. The information
provided to BAA members is that it is this appeal that Councilor Santanella references when he
refers to Attorney Tyler and Ms. Longhi as corrupt.
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Re: Tax Assessment Review — Interview of BAA Chairman Tyler May 16, 2023

if the information provided to BAA mcembers about Councilor Santanella’s statements and
conduct at Council Democratic caucus meetings is accurate, then Councilor Santanella has
compromised the independent review by making false and defamatory statements about Attorney
Tyler and Ms. Longhi. Based on our review of your interview of Attorney Tyler on February 22,
2623, concerning Appeal #352, it is more than reasonable to infer that Councilor Santanella has
relied on informafion conveyed to him about the independent review, only available from you, 1o
feel confident in deseribing Attorney Tyler and Ms, Longhi as corrupt. Again, if the information
provided to BAA members is accurate, Councilor Santanclla’s updates clearly appear calculated
to unduly influence Council Democrats into believing that the BAA and/or its members were
engaged in corrupt activities during the 2022 BAA hearings. Not only would these updates be
inaccurate, false, and/or misleading, they would, in the vernacular, smack of a smear and character
agsasgsination campaign directed at the BAA and at least two of its members, Attorney Tyler and
Ms. Longhi,

In iight of these disturbing reveiations T have been asked to revisit your February 22, 2023,
interview of Attorney Tyler, particularly with regard to setting the record straight on Appeal #352.

In cooperation with the independent review that you were retained to petform, Attorney
Tyler, a volunteer, agreed to meet with you on February 22, 2023, for what you said would be a
two-hour interview. Although the interview was scheduled to begin at 10 a.m. and end at 12 p.m.,
in fact, the Zoom recording of Attorney Tyler’s interview lasts four hours and eighteen minutes,

Fifty minutes, or 20%, of Attorney Tyler’s interview focused on one BAA appeal.! Appeal
#352 concerned real property consisting of a vacant (except for 2 dilapidated shed) building lot at
78 Park Avenue owned by the Longhis. Mr. Longhi appealed the $45,900 assessment reflecting
70% of the Town appraised fair market value of $65,600 as of October 1, 2021, Since Ms. Longhi
had recused herself and Ms. Dubanoski was busy hearing another matter, this appeal was heard
only by Attorney Tyler on April 20, 2022. Following deliberations in May 2022, the BAA voted
(2-0-1) to value the 78 Park Avenue property at $0 because its title was not marketable due to the
Town’s error in attaching the wrong property description (74 Park Avenue) to the 78 Park Avenue
tax foreclosure deed when the Longhis purchased the property several years earlicr. When the
Longhis’ lawyer notified the Town of this error, an assistant Town attorney refused to correct the
error, The Longhis were compelled to retain private counsel when they received no cooperation
from the Town in correcting a title issue the Town had perpetuated.

The other party affected by the Town’s crror was Robert Brunk (“Mr. Brunk™), the owner
of 74 Park Avenue, After he was notified by the Longhis’ attorney, Despina Tartsinis, that a title
problem existed concerning both 78 Park Avenue and 74 Park Avenue, Mr. Brunk submitted a
claim under the terms of his title insurance policy. Subsequently CATIC retained Attorney Jay R.
Lawlor (“Attorhey Lawlor”} to correct the title issues related to the Park Avenue properties, It was
Attorney Lawlor who prepared and filed statutory form quitclaim deeds and title affidavits for the
owners of 74 Park Avenue and 78 Park Avenue. All four documents were reeeived by Enficld’s
Town Clerk on April 21, 2022, al 10:09:41 a.m. The four documents were recorded in the land
records as “linked documents,” then returned by United States mail to Attorney Lawlor. The
recording of the Tour linked documents correcting the Town’s error provided marketable title to

ETimestamp 02:48:26.
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Re: Tax Assessment Review - Interview of BAA Chairman Tyler May 16, 2023

78 Park Avenue, It should be noted (hat the BAA’s decision set a fair market value of $40,000
based on an assessment of $28,000 if and when “muarketability” was restored. In the present case
marketability was restored to 78 Park Avenue on April 21, 2022, This marketability restoration
has no effect on the assessment of $0 for the Grand List of October 1, 2021,

The record of your interview of Attorney Tyler on February 22, 2023, shows that from the
03:04:50 timestamp to the 03:27:28 timestamp, the focus was to elicit from Atlorney Tyler any
comment to support a theory that Mr, Longhi withheld relevant and/or material information during
his appeal presentation on Aprif 20, 2022, that would have caused Attorney Tyler to decide the
appeal differently had Attorney Tyler been so informed. The problem is that the hypothetical
questions you asked to further this goal were not based in fact, so any answer given by Attorney
Tyler would have been meaningless except perhaps if he had been goaded into speaking negatively
about Mr, Longhi on the record, which he did not. Although hypotheticals can be useful in
questioning a subject, when the facts assumed in the hypothetical are facts that the person asking
the questions knows or should know are not true, then the reason for asking the hypothetical
becomes highty suspect.

Despite marking documents to be used at Attorney Tyler’s interview for reference, you
produced and presented an unmarked docwment to Attorney Tyler at the 03:37:33 timestamp. This
unmarked document was a two-page statutory form quitclaim deed signed by Mr. Brunk on April
3, 2022, transferring title for 78 Park Avenue with its correct description to the Longhis. The deed
was filed in the land records and made returnable to Attorney Lawlor, You looked at the April 20,
2022, date of Mr. Longhi’s appeal (o the BAA and the April 21, 2022, date of filing the deed in
the land records and saw an opportunity to link the two together to insinuate that Mr. Longhi
concealed information from Attorney Tyler at the BAA hearing on April 20, 2022, in a purported
scheme to obtain a $0 assessment based on the non-marketability of 78 Park Avenue when he
knew that the next day when the decd was filed in the land records that the property would become
marketable.

One of the problems with this line of questioning is that you know, based on your
expetience and area of practice, that it would be extremely unusual for a grantor or grantee to sign
a deed at his or her attorney’s office then take the original deed and hold onto it until he or she
decides to file it on the land records.

In this case, where a title company alttomey has appeared to correct a title issue, Attorney
Lawlor, acting on behalf of CATIC and Mr. Brunk, prepared all deeds and affidavits then, once
signed, held sole possession and custody of all four fully exccuted documents until April 21, 2022,
when he filed them in the land records. Mr. Longhi did not have possession of the 78 Park Avenue
deed on April 20, 2022, when he appeared before the BAA nor did he control when Attorney
Lawlor filed the decd in the land records; unless, that is, your hypothetical expands to include
Attorncy Lawlor as complicit in a scheme to delay filing the correcting deed untif the morning
after the BAA hearing.

Page 3 of 7

Page 154 of 283




Re: Tax Assessment Review — Intervicw of BAA Chairman Tyler May 16, 2023

Placing this into perspective, when you asked what Attorney Tyler would have done if Mr.
Longhi had concealed that he had the deed in hand and planned to file it the next day, you placed
Attorney Tyler in the position of presuming improper conduct on the part of Mr. Longhi, despite
obvious evidence to the contrary, which was a disservice to Attorney Tyler, the Longhis, and the
taxpayers of Enfield who were told that this review would be fair and independent. Attorney Tyler
has cause to believe that Councilor Santanella learned of your line of questioning and took it to
the next step when he accused Altomey Tyler and Ms. Longhi of corrupt conduct when no
impropet conduct occurred at all except in the innuendos presented in your hypotheticals which,
as previously stated, were contrary to readily available evidence in the land records.

Attorney Tyler’s immiediate scarch of the Town’s online land records following his
interview quickly revealed that four documents were filed as linked documents on April 21, 2021,
to correct the 78 Park Avenue and 74 Park Avenue deeds. Those documents were recorded in
Volume 2838 at pages 355-369, inclusive.? You took one document of the four, out of context, to
show Attomey t'yler on February 22, 2023, It was a two-page statutory form quitclaim deed for
78 Park Avenue (Vol. 2838, pgs. 358-359) signed by Mr. Brunk as the grantor to grantees David
Longhi and Lori Longhi, but you withheld from Attorney Tyler the other three linked documents
mcluding two affidavits signed by Attorney Lawlor describing the transactions in detail. Attorney
Tyler immediately recognized this lack of candor in your questioning as is evident in this
exchange:

Atty. Coppola:®  And by the way, I know, you're not a title ..., I'm not expecting you (o
be a title expert, and guite frankly you 're looking at this just like I am
and so does it appear to you that, maybe this will help, it appeared to
me that this may have been this is a deed which was provided to the
Longhis in ovder to resolve the title issue with Mr. Brunk’s property
that's what I assumed il was.

Atty, Tyler: I wonder if there was another one in back of this or in front of this from
the Longhis to this guy.

Atty. Coppota: Idon’t know. It's a good question but so the bottom line is if you look
at that! it says it was, if you look at, look at this next page of that
document, if it was dated on what date?

Attorney Tyler was correct, there were three pages in front of and ten pages in back of the deed
you showed him related to 78 Park Avenue. Attorney Tyler was not viewing the two pagoes just as
you were — you had the opportunity to review the fifleen pages in advance and either chose not to
present ail of them to Attorney Tyler or just missed the other thirteen pages. You focused on
leading Attorney Tyler toward supporting your false inferences by asking him fo recite dates
appatent on the record in the deed that Mr. Brunk signed on April 3, 2022, as if that would support
your hypothetical that Mr. Longhi had the deed in hand on April 20, 2022, at the BAA appeal
hearing:

2 Adached in Addendum to this letter.

3 Timestamp 03:10:50; transeriptions of the recording are not official and the reader should rely on his or her review
of the recording.

4 The questioner raises his voice to redirect Allorney Tyler to the line of questioning about when the deed was (ijed as
related to the BAA hearing on 78 Park Avenue. Throughout, Attorney Tyler remains calm.
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Re: Tax Assessment Review - Iiterview of BAA. Chatrman Tyler

May 16, 2023

Atty. Tyler:

Atty. Coppola;

Atty. Tvler:

Atty, Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:

Arty. Coppola..

Atty. Tyler:

Atty. Coppola:

Atty: Tyler:

Atty. Coppola:

Atty. Tyier:

Ay, Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:
Atty. Coppola.

Atty. Tyler:

Atty. Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:
Aty Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:

Ay, Coppolas

Ay, Tyler:

Signed April 3.

So it looks like that he provided it lo them on April 37 of 2022, correct?
No, just that he signed it on April 3", that doesn’t mean he provided it
to them.

Fair enough, so ...

So, he signed it and his lawyer swore him in on it and then it was
recorded in June but ...

Well, actually no, that’s not the recording date if you look at the ... so,
so let's just make sure this is clear for the vecord so it looks fike ..

Oh, I see. I'm sorvy.

So, you're correct that ...

Recorded April 21*,

We don’t know if it was provided to the Longhis on April, what's the
date that it was recorded? Not recorded. I'm sorry, I retract that
question. What was the date that the statutory form quitclaim deed that
you have before you, what was the date that it was signed by the
grantor?

It says it’s April the 3%, And sworn in on April 37 also so the deed is
Sully completed apparently and it looks like a legitimate deed. On April
the 3 2022,

And it was notavized as well, corvect?

Yeah.

So on April 37 2022 it appears that the grantor had executed the deed,
correct?

Yes.

At some point the granfor gave the deed to David and Lori Longhi, on
April 37 or some later date.

Or the attorneys.

Fair enough. So, so fair enough’® That it was recorded on the land
records it looks like David and Lori Longhi, correct?

4h, ...

Or someone on their behalf’®

Yeah, on April 21%.

Toward the end of the 50 minutes devoted to Appeal #352 you pushed and pushed for Attorney
Tyler to consider what he would have done or not done if Mr. Longhi had the correcting deed and
planned to file it the day after the April 20, 2022, hearing:

I'm almost done with this application. I think you said you didn’t, you
wouldn't, you don’t believe thut when Mr. Longhi came before you that
he would have known about the deed. Let’s assume he did, let's assume
that if I talked to him I could he admits ...

Ifhe, ifhe ...

Atty. Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:.

5 The questioner adopts an excited tone. Throughout, Attorney Tyler remains catm,
The questioner adopts an urgent tone, Througheut, Attorney Tyler remains calm,
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Re: Tax Assessment Review — Interview of BAA Chairman Tyler May 16,2023

Auty. Coppola:

Aty Tyler:

Atty, Coppola:

Afty. Tyler:

Ay, Coppola:

Atty. Tyler:

Atty. Coppola:

Just iet me finish the question, just finish the question, hypothetically,

let's assume [ talk fo him and or better yet I talk to his lawyer where he
confirms yes he knew about it I emailed him a copy a week before. If
Myr. Longhi knew that he had the title issue resolved and had that deed
in hand would you, do you believe that he should of at that point he
should have told you if he had known.

Well, I would hope he would have told me everything. In full candor and
let me lmow what the whole situation was.

So therefore if he had that issue resolved on April 20" when he met with
you do you think he should have fold you.

I think he would 've told me.

I'm not asking if he would have, I'm sayin if he, if he, did know do you
think he should've told you

Of course. You know I think it is in all candor, definitely. I think what
you 're trying to imply and you 've mistaken 1s that something nefarious
and they held this deed until the day afier they had the hearing, well
thew they gotta be pretty stupid because the decision is not made yet. So
why wouldn't they just hold the deed until after the decision is made
back in May and then go file it. To me it looks like it should
circumstances happened that you know 1t just happened but it would not
have made a difference on my posture, you might have to ask if it would
have made a difference on Donna, Idon't know, she didn’t hear all this.
You know 1 just explained it to her but again this appeal is for October
It 2021, It 's not for April 20, 2021, I mean 2022,

For the record I am not suggesting anything nefarious but again in
looking at the application check the title with regard to conveyances
and got a copy of the deed and I have not confirmed with title counsel
or done a title search that this resolved the title issue. I'm assuming it
did. ...

For the record, Attorney Lawlor, representing CATIC, controlled the timeline for preparing and
recording the correcting deeds and affidavits as he was engaged by CATIC to do so. A call 1o
Attorney Lawlor would have saved Attorney Tyler from 50 minutes of what amounted to
interrogation focused on tarnishing the BAA moembers, as well as Mr. Longhi. You attempted to
use, bul were not successful in using, Attorney Tyler as a pawn to present the BAA as corrupt,
unethical, and/or incompetent.
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Re: Tax Assessment Review — Interview of BAA Chairman Tyler May 16, 2023

Even if you had convinced Attorney Tyler to erroncously conclude that Mr. Longhi had
the deed in hand at the BAA hearing on April 20, 2022, but concealed it with the intent to file it
the next morning, this conduct would not have been relevant or material in deciding the value of
78 Park Avenue as of October 1, 2021, which was the issuc brought before the BAA for hearing,
So what then was the purpose of this entire line of questioning about April 20, 2022, and April 21,
2022, if not to falsely insinuate to the Council and especially Councilor Santanella, in his role as
a liaison between you and the Council, that the BAA members, in particular Attomey Tyler and
Ms. Longhi,” are corrupt?

In conclusion, the BAA members bave no confidence in the independence of the
Independent Tax Assessment Review (Council Resolution #6348}, An option immediately
available to the BAA members to mitigate the damages to their reputations, which I now demand
on their behalt] is that this letter and the attached fifteen pages of linked documents filed in the
land records on April 21, 2022, regarding 74 Park Avenue and 78 Park Avenuc be presented with
any report related to the independent revicw as prommently as necessary o counter
misrepresentations that any BAA member acted improperly in performing her or his duties during
the 2022 BAA appeals to include Appeal #352.

Sincerely,

Qucla) 0 Sered

Rachel M. Baird, Attorncy

Addendunt: Fnficld Land Records:
Vol, 2838, pgs. 355- 369,

7 This point is supperted by, among other things, the presentation of apother unmacked document at your interview of
Ms. Longht on March 15, 2023, The dociment was a case invalving the partics/entities, Villages, LLC, the Enfield
Planning and Zoning Commission, and Ms. Longhi. AH cases involving these parties/entities resotved years ago, Just
as the hypothetical presented to Attorney Tyler, which was contrary to evident facts, the case presented to Ms. Longhi
had no purpose related to (iis independent review except to intimidate and cast false and defamatory juauvendo ol a
corrupt BAA,
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Town of Enfield, CT

Land Records Online Search
Shella M. Balley, Town Clark
Vetlfied as of 03/08/2023

Search () Results () Document ()

Click Search Tab to inltlate new search, Click Results tab to view search results list,

Type: QTC
lnstrument No.: 2022016917
Date: 04/21/2022 10:09:41
Baaol "i'ypé: G
BookiPage: 2836/358
Pages: 3
Legal: L#30 PARKAV
GRANTOR: LONGHI LORI
LONGHI DAVID
GRANTEE: BRUNK ROBERT
Linked Docuiments: AFF 2838/360
AFF 2638/365

Prov ocamer

Page: j_-_j |2 v] :J [ Rotote Lot ] | Rotate Rigl_ﬂ':] [ Reset I  Add to Cart'({?gg_sa_):___]_[_}\dd o Cart (All Pagos) |
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| RRHTY BRTEE LURE LEECR SHUR TORLE R AR
INSTR & 2022018917
VoL 2838 PG 395 04/2172022 10:09:41 Al
RECORDED IN EMFIELD CT
SRETLA tl. BATLEYy TOWM CLERK
MO COMVEYAMCE TAX COLLECTED

After recording, return to:

Hoopes Morganthaler Rausch &

Searamorza LLC

Attn: Jay R, Lawlor

185 Asylum Street

CityPlace 1f, 15% Floor

Hartford, CT 06103

STATUTORY FORM QUITCLAIM DEED

Lori and David Longhi of Enfield, CT {collectively, “Grantor”}, for the consideration of
One Dollar and other valuable consideration paid, grant to Robert Brunk, having a maijling
address of 74 Park Avenue, Enfield, CT 06082, with QUITCLAIM COVENANTS, all right,
title, inferest, claim and demand whatsoever as the Grantor hag in, to and over that certain real
property known ag 74 Park Avenue, Enfield, CT 06082, and being more particularly bounded
and deseribed as follows:

A certain piece or parcel of land known and desigﬁated as Lot No. 30 according to a Map
or Plan of Lots known as “Mapledale” which Map is on file in the office of the Town Cletk of
Enfield Book of Maps, Volume 1 Page 9, to which reference is hereby made for a more
particular description. Said premises are more particularly bounded and described as
follows:

NORTH: By the highway, Park Avenue, 51 feet;

EAST: By Lot #29 on said Plan, 108 feet;

SOUTH: On land now or formerly of Carl Miller, 51 feet; and

WEST: On land now or formerly of John Ruggiero, 108 feet.

Being known as 74 Park Avenue, Enﬁel_d, CT.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank; signature pages follow,]
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Witnessed by:

3 l SO € David Loﬁgt]y
Nam‘e%f‘,ﬁﬁ.‘qg EVARESSIS
STATE OF CONNECTICUT }
} ss:
COUNTY OF )
. 25‘!& .
On this the £ ‘day of _MARY A, 2022, before me, the undersigned officer,

personally appeared David Longhi, known to me or satisfactorily proven to be the person whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged that he executed the same for the

putposes therein contained, as his fiee act and deed.

In Witness Whereof, ] hereunto set my hand. /

isglondg of {6 Superior Court
NotasyPublic  DE SPVA €. TARTSIVIS, ES®),
Fy-Comimissien-Hxpires:

Book2838/Page356
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Signed March 25, 2022,

Ml

L S o L
Name/ ThES P (- %,

Witnessed by:

15 N 5 ”. Lori Longhi

Name: GEORGE F. VARESSIS

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
) ss:
COUNTY OF )
On this the .25“" day of MARLY , 2022, before me, the undersigned officer,

personally appeared Lori Longhi, known to me or satisfactorily proven to be the person whose
name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged that she executed the same for the
purposes therein contained, as her free act and deed.

In Witness Whereof, I hereunto set my hanf.
O 0

Cﬁ% il Vihe Spcrior Court

Notury-Pablio~ DESPINA . TARTSINIS ESQ.
My-Commission Fapices:

Book2838/Page357
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Town of Enfield, CT

Land Records Online Search
Shella M., Balley, Town Clerk

Verifled s of 02/23/2023

Search {) Results () Document (}

Click $earch Tab to inltlate naw search. Click Rasutlis tab to view search rosuits list,

Type:
fustrument Mo,
Date:

Book Type:
BookiPage:
Pages:

7 | 'L-_e.gal:
GRANTOR:
GRANTEE:

Linked Documents:

Prev Document.

QTe

2022018918
04/21/2022 10:09:41
0

2836/350

2

L#28 PARK AV
BRUNK ROBERT
LONGH! LORI
LONGHI DAVID
AFF 2836/360
AEF 2938/365

[NoxtBoomen]

[ Holp? |

Page:: |[2v ]+ || Rotate Lot | | Retate Fight ]'[_'ﬁesét | [Add 1o Cart (Page) | [ Add fo Cart (All Pages) |
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BRI AGERS)
VoL 2838 &6 358 D‘i-/"lfﬂi.i?.ﬂ 1009541 At
RECORDED IN EMFIELD €T
SHEILA Pl BATLEY: TOWN CLERK
HO COMVEYANCE TAX COLLECTED

After recording, refurn to:
Hoopes Morpanthaler Ransch &
Scaramozza LLC

Attn: Jay R. Lawlor

185 Asylum Street

CityPlace I1, 15" Floor
Harfford, CT 06103

STATUTORY TORM QUITCLAIM DEED

Robett Brunk of Enfield, CT (“Grantor™), for the consideration of One Dollar and other
valuable consideration paid, grant to Lori and David Longhi, of Enfield, CT (collectively, the
“Grantee™), with QUITCLAIM COVENANTS, all right, title, interest, claim and demand
whatsoever as the Grantor has in, to and over that certain real property known as 78 Park
Avenue, Enficld, CT 06082, and being more particularly bounded and described as follows:

A certain piece or parcel of land with all buildings thereon, known and designated as Lot
NQO. 28 according to Map or Plan of Lots known as “Mapledale” which Map is on file in the office
of Town Clerk of Enfield, Book of Maps, Volume 1, Page 9, to which reference is hereby made
for a more patticular description, situated in the Town of Enfield, County of Hartford and State of
Connecticut, being known as 78 Park Avenue, and bounded and described as follows, to wit:

NORTHERLY: by Park Avenue 51 feet;

EASTERLY: by Lot #27 on said map, 108 feet;
SOUTHERLY: by property of others unknown, 51 feet; and
WESTERLY: by Lot #29 on said map, 108 feet.

[Remainder of page intentionally left blank; signature pages follows. |
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Signed April _3 , 2022,

Witnessed by:

Name: 1.1 ANETTE CABAN Robert Brunk

Named U W

=y

ff“" Lg,w‘_o(‘ )

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
) ss: Enfield

COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

On this the 24 day of April, 2022, before me, the undersigned officer, personally
appeared Robert Brunk, known to me or satisfactorily proven to be the person whose name is
subseribed to the within instrument and acknowledged that he executed the same for the purposes
therein contained, as his free act and desd.

In Witness Whereof, I hercunto set my hand.

s pOp

T R)Lator ~

Commissioner of the Superior Court
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SHETLG M. BAILEY, TOWN cLERK

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS AFFECTING
TITLE TO REAL PROPERTY

State of Connecticut )
© ) ss. April 20, 2022
)

County of Hartford
Subject Properiy: 74 Park Avenue

Record Owners of
Subjeet Property: Robert Bronk

1, Jay R, Lawlor, being duly sworn, depose and say:

| This Affidavit is made with respect to real property known as and situated at
74 Park Avenue, Enfield, Connecticut, which is more particularly deseribed in Schedule A
attached hereto and made a part hereof (the “Subject Property™).

2. As of the date of this Aftidavit, the record owner of the Subject Property is Robert
Brunk (“Record Owner”).

3. The property description attached to the deed by which Record Owner acquired
the Subject Property (Vol. 2721, Page 717) incorrectly refers to the Subject Property as “Lot No.
28 according to Map or Plan of Lots known as ‘Mapledale’ . . . .” Per the referenced map (the
“Map™), a copy of which is attached as Schedule 13, Lot No. 28 is not associated with the Subject
Property, but rather with the property having street address 78 Park Avenue, Enfield, CT (the
“Other Property™).

4. The record owners of the Other Property are Lori and David Longhi (collectively,
the “Longhis™). The property description attached to the deed by which the Longhis acquired the
Other Property (Vol, 2654, Page 982) incorrectly refers to the Other Property as “Lot No. 30”
according to the Map (i.e., the Subject Property).

5. The property descriptions of the Subject Property and the Other Property appear
to have been swapped in or about 2003, at which time Kenneth R. Nelson, Jr., as owner of both
the Subject Property and the Other Property, conveyed the properties to differcnt grantees.

6. In order to correct the error in the property descriptions, the Longhis have
quitclaimed to Record Owner any interest they may have in the Subject Property (see Vol.
283§ ,P. 3£% Yand Record Qwner has quitclaimed fo the Longhis any interest he may have
in the Other Property. See Vol. 1826 ,P. 3%¢

7. Except to the extent as may be otherwise set forth above, this Affidavil is made on
the basis of facts that are personally known to the undersigned.

Book2838/Page360
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The undersigned, having been sworn, makes cath fo the truth of

Jay RITHwWiS

Subscribed and sworn before me this 20% day of April, 2%
; y;

Book2838/Page361

Chmmissioner of the SuperioMourl

e foregoing.
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SCHEDULE A

A certain piece or parcel of land known and designated as Lot No. 30 according to a Map
or Plan of Lots known as “Mapledale” which Map is on file in the office of the Town Clerk of
Enfield Book of Maps, Volume 1 Page 9, to which reference is hereby made for a mote particular
description. Said premises are more particularly bounded and described as follows:

NORTH: By the highway, Park Avenue, 51 feet;

EAST: By Lot #2% on said Plan, 108 feet;

SOUTH: On land now or formerly of Carl Miller, 51 feet; and

WEST: On land now or formerly of John Rugpiero, 108 feet.

Being known as 74 Park Avienue, Enfield, CT,

Book2838/Page362
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SHETLA 1. BALLEY: TOWM CLERK

ATTIDAVIT OF FACTS AFFECTING
TITLE TO REAL PROPERTY

State of Connecticut )
). ss. April 20, 2022
)

County of Hartford
Subject Property: 78 Park Avenue

Record Owners of
Subject Property: Lori and David Longhi

1, Jay R. Lawlor, being duly sworm, depose and say:

1. This Affidavit is made with respect (o real property known as and situated at
78 Park Avenue, Enfield, Connecticut, which is more particularly described in Schedule A
attached hereto and made a part hereof (the “Subject Property™).

2. As of the date of this Affidavit, the record owners of the Subject Property are Lori
and David Longhi (collectively, “Record Owner”).

3. The property description attached to the deed by which Record Owner acquired
the Subject Property (Vol. 2654, Page 982) incorrectly refers to the Subject Property as “Lot No,
30 according to Map or Plan of Lots known as ‘Mapledale’ . . . .”

\ 4, Per the referenced map (the “Map”), a copy of which is attached as Schedule B
Lot No. 30 is not associated with the Subject Property, but rather with the property having street
address 74 Park Avenue, Enfield, CT (the “Other Property™).

5. The record owner of the Other Property is Robert Brunk (“Brunk™). The property
description attached to the deed by which Brunk acquired the Other Property (Vol. 2721, Page
717) incorrectly refers to the Other Property as “Lot No. 28" according to the Map (i.e., the
Subject Property).

6. The property deseriptions of the Subject Property and the Other Property appear |
to have been swapped in or about 2003, at which time Kenneth R. Nelson, Jr., as owner of both
the Subject Property and the Other Property, conveyed the properties to different grantees.

7. In order to correct the error in the property descriptions, the Record Owner has
quitclaimed to Brunk any interest Record Owner may have in the Other Property (see Vol.
2838 P, 3¢ ), and Brunk has quitclaimed to Record Owner any interest he may have in
the Subject Property. See Vol.28%8 . P. 350

8 Except to the extent as may be otherwise set forth above, this Affidavit is made on
the basis of facts that are personally known to the undersigned.
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The undersigned, having been sworn, makes oath to the truth of the foregoing.

Sy

R, Tlawlor

Subscribed and sworn before me this 20" day of April, -202%

Vittor N, Mdtgantialer
Commigdioner of the Superior Court
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SCHEDULE A
* A:certain piece or parcel of land with all buildings thereon, known and designated as Lot

NO. 28 acoording to Map or Plan of Lots known as “Mapledale” which Map is on file in the office
of Town Clerk of Enfield, Book of Maps, Volume 1, Page 9, to which reference is hereby made
for & more particular description, situated in the Town of Enfield, County of Hartford and State of
Connecticut, being known as 78 Park Avenue, and bounded and described as follows, to wit:

NORTHERLY: by Park Avenue 51 feet;

EASTERLY: by Lot #27 on said map, 108 feet;

SOUTHERLY: by property of others unknown, 51 feet; and

WESTERLY: by Lot #29 on said map, 108 feet.

Book2838/Page367
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SCHEDULE B
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U.S. Department of Justice

2 Federal Bureau of Investigation

In Reply, PlcascReferto. 600 State St
' FileNo. 196D-NH-39708 New Haven, CT 06511-6505
December 18, 2003

Mr. Thomas J. Tyler, Esq.
Tyler & Tyler

92 High Street

Fnfield, CT 06083

Dear Tom:

I would like to take this opportunity to express my
sincere appreciation for the professionalism and dedication you
displayed during the course of the Shoreline Capital mortgage
flipping investigation. Your continuous and diligent support

“%?’ during the course of this four year investigation was crucial to
its success. Due to your exceptional service, thirteen
individuals have pled guilty to charges of mail fraud and false
statements in federal court. Your assistance with the prosecution
of Frank Toro, the closing attorney involved in this case, was
particularly noteworthy.

—

As the government prepared its case against Mr. Toro,
you spent a significant amount of time reviewing loan files and
participating in conference calls to educate the case agents and
the prosecutor on the proper procedures concerning real estate
transactions. You quickly pointed out misrepresentations made by
Mr. Toro and brought them to the attention of the investigators.
Armed with your knowledge concerning these transactions, the
government was able to secure a guilty plea from Mr. Toro without
the necessity of a trial. You took time out of your schedule,
assisting the government free of charge, because you believe that
it is your civic duty to support the efforts of law enforcement.

-
In conjunction with the enclosed certificate of
appreciation issued by FBI Director Robert Mueller, III, I wish
‘“;§7 to express my personal thanks and cemmend you for your
outstanding service.

Sincerely,

Michaei J. Wolf
Special Agent in Charge
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LII > U.S. Code > Title 18 > PART I > CHAPTER 83 > §1702

18 U.S. Code § 1702 - Obstruction of correspondence

U.s. Code Notes

Whoever takes any letter, postal card, or package out of any post office or
any authorized depository for mail matter, or from any letter or mail carrier,
or which has been in any post office or authorized depository, orin the
custody of any letter or mail carrier, before it has been delivered to the
person to whom it was directed, with design to obstruct the
correspondence, or to pry into the business or secrets of another, or opens,
secretes, embezzles, or destroys the same, shall be fined under this title or
imprisoned not more than five years, or both.

(June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat, 778; Pub, L. 103-322, title XXXIII,
§330016(1)(I), Sept. 13, 1994, 108 Stat. 2147.)

& (J.S. Code Toolbox
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Department of Assessment and Rovenue Collection
Town of Bnfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

December 30, 2021

Alaimo Family LLC
121 Cldefield Faomns
Eafield, CT 06082

Location: 35 Weymouth Rd
PID: 6358

To Whom It May Concern:

It has been determined by the Assessor for the Town of Enfield that the above subject
property under Forest Classification will need an updated Forester Certificate No, 4041B.
The above subject property Forest assessment will be rernoved until proof is provided
that an updated cextificate is pending,

In addition to the updated Forester Certificate, I have attached an Application to the
Assessor for Classification of Land as Forest Land to also be updated.

You may appeal this decision with the Board of Assessment Appeals by February 18,
2022. Forms are available online at www.enfield-ct.gov.

Sincerely,

Office of the Assessor
Attachment
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SENT BY CERTIFIED MAIL

412812022

Alaimo Family LLC
121 Oldefield Farms
Enfield, CT 06082

Office of The Assessor

Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 08082

RE: 35 Weymouth Road
PID: 6358

Assessor,

This is in reply to your Dacember 30, 2021 letter sent to my sister Esther Alaimo’s
address, a copy of which is enclosed. We are sorry for not responding earlier as Esther
was diagnosed with a serious medical condition late last year which accumulated in the
need for major surgery and to this date continues with her rehabilitation. | called your
office in early April to discuss this matter but was directed to your voice mail where | left
a message. However, as of this date | have not received a reply.

Your letter does not state any reason why the Assessor determined this property will
need an updated Forester Certificate. The property has not changed ownership or use
since The Alaimo Family LLC acquired it by inheritance from our late father Matthew C.
Alaimo in 2002,

There has heen no logging or any othar similar activity on the property since it has been
owned by the Alaimo Family LLC. We have just kept it as forest land to conserve the
natural resources of the [and and paid our taxes, The property does not produce any
income and we do not see the need to incur the costly expense at this time of having a
Forester Report prepared as we have no plans to do any type of logging in the near
future. It seems to us that Connecticut Statute Sec.12-504h means we do not need to
do so.
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Please inform us the basis for your determination at the ahove The Alaimo Family LI.C
address so that we may act appropriately,

Sincerely,

Charles Alaimo
Member, Alaimo Family LLC

CC: Boatd of Assessment Appeals
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SENT BY CERTIFIED MALL

5/09/2022

Alaimo Family LLC
121 Oldefield Famms
Enfield, CT 06082

Office of The Assessor
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street
Enfield, CT 08082

Ri=: 35 Weymouth Road
PID: 6358

Assessor,

This is a follow up to my 4/28/2022 letter, a copy of which is enclosed. | recelved a voice
mail message on 5/4/2022 from Andrea Urbano of the Connecticut Forestry Department
who assumingly was asked to provide support regarding the basis of the Enfield
Assessor's determination for an updated Forester Certificate,

Andrea's message stated that forest land is “technically due” to be updated by a
qualified Forester's Report every 10 years and suggested | retain one of the qualified
490 Foresters listed on their website to complete the work. | called Andrea back later
that day and left a message requesting to be advised the relevant Connecticut Statue
as well as its effective date regarding this 10 year updated Forester’s Report. However,
as of this date | have not heard back from Andrea.

Being curious as to the reason Andrea selectively said “technically due” rather than "is
required”, | searched numerous CT forestry related statues but was unable to locate any
pertaining to this 10 year forestry update. If there is a specific CT State Statue
stipulating a requirement for this 10 year updated Forester's Report which was effective
priof to our ownership, we certainly would comply

Notwithstanding, as previously mentioned, it seems to us that according to 2005 CT
Statue Code Sec. 12-504h {copy enclosed) a new application is not required once the
land has been classified as PA 490 forest fand as there has been no change in use or
ownership since this 2005 public act went info effect.
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View the 2020 Connecticut General Statutes | View Other Versions of the
Connecticut General Statutes

2005 Connecticut Code - Sec. 12-504h.
Termination of classification as farm,

ﬁ‘nvamﬁ' QF QNEeN §nace Torrat.
k’ . B E myuww ﬂ.u.ﬁ.luﬁ

Sec. 12-504h., Termination of classification as farm, forest or open space
land. Any land which has been classified by the record owner as faym land pursuant to
section 12-107¢, as forest land pursuant to section 12-107d, or as open space land pursuant
to section 12-107e shall remain so classified without the filing of any new application
subsequent to such classification, notwithstanding the provisions of said sections 12-107¢,
12-107d and 12-107e, until either of the following shall occur: (1) The use of such land is
changed to a use other than that described in the application for the existing classification
by said record owner, or (2) such land is sold by said record owner.

(P.A. 74-343,5.6,7.)

Cited. 175 C. 328, 333. Cited. 178 C. 100, 101, 103, 104, 113-115, Cited. 226 C. 407, 410,
411, 413, 416-418.

Subdiv. (2):

Cited, 226 C. 407, 414.
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8/10/2022

Alaimo Family LLC
121 Oldefield Farms
Enfield, CT 06082

Chairman, Board of Assessment Appeals
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

RE. 35 Weymouth Road
PID: 6358

Dear Chairman,

This is a formal appeal regarding the Enfield Assessor’s unexplainable determination for
an updated Forester Certificate regarding the above subject property. Qur position is
outlined in the enclosed 4/20/2022 and 5/9/2022 letters to the Assessor. To date we
have not received a response or heen provided a regulatory basis for his determination.

The Assessor's lack of response suggests his determination for an updated Forester
Certificate is entirely arbitrary and not consistent or based on the relevant CT
Department of Agriculture Public Act 480 statues, The Assessor's determination is
contrary and in violation to 2005 CT Statue Code Sec.12-504h which unquestionably
supports our position that a new application is not required.

Thank you for your anticipated review and look forward to your determination. If,
however, additional information is needed please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sineerely,

Charles Alaimo
Member, Alaimo Family LLC
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Our intention is merely fo be pravided the relevant CT State Statue and effective date
that requires an updated Forester Certificate and are hopeful you will take the above
noted CT Statue info consideration.

If there is no change in your position, we would again appreciate your writfen response

as to the statutory basis for your defermination at the above The Alaimo Family LLC
address 50 that we may act appropriately.

Sincerely,

Charles Alaimo .
Member, Alaimo Family LLC

CC; Board of Assessment Appeals
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TOWN OF ENFIELD
ASSESSMUNT APTFEAL FORM

THIS APPEAL FORM 1O THE-BOARD QF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEIVED ON fJ!{ B H“)RL M!\EKLH 18, 2022, I\ND MU::‘I
BE (.OMI"IL_EIJ IN TS ENTIRETY. PROVERTY OWNERS QWHING MORE THAN QNS PROPERTY Wlll‘%T FILE A STPARATE FORM FOR
FAGH: AF(‘OU[}JT!\PP! ALED. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY,

Property ownerls .4/ A1 ///K//U/ ///

Name of agent (I dlfferent from owner}
Postilon of agent {if different front owner), _
Propéity owner will borepresented by {choek mm) Self et AN

(If by agent, rhust aitach evidence of autharization)

Name of Parson *md Address \p wilch.all notices and o trespondence shoutd be sent {list ONE address only):
Name L8 THC/2 /?’D/} A iy £ N s P R VA o

Street /NS L DIELTEEL D, /~7"7 SO

Chty, State, ZIp Code _AZAZ/ 7454 /“) C_ 7Ly Telephone (Daytime)

O TRT ns
e {hY ,:i.»-,j 7L ‘_} 3
for the Grand Hst of Octaber 1, é"éﬁ_ . Foo- sy /

Description of the property belng appealed (locatlon if real estate, year/make/model/marker number if motor vehicle)
NOTE: Regular Grand List Motor Vehicle hearing conducted In September.

froperty Type: /f;&/ﬁ?f:jw/ﬂfu{)

{Healtslate Supy )iumcmauwmi ohlcic, Personal Property) y _, ' Wf—
Properly Locatiot: o33 L /f&’/ﬁ///} Y. 4” 2 L/'é)}
unsirs and@trecl} {Assessar Mopfiot i Real Estate)

Property Dascription:

(Bus!nnss Namc if Parsonal Property; Yoar Mﬂifz, Model WN Hf Moturw)!llall’
Reason for the Appeal: 742 GUEST S M&d}’? Lt g s [ pe fx / L J/,d,,{/{///? T g e
SR ATt hies?  atppa a7 s et &
Appediant’s estimate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being ap nealed:, R

[%4 ////; ------- - » 4.

Sipnature of owner and/or agent {Attach proof of aurthorizatlon) DATE

{Position of stgner: /%(////L 24 da}/ ////f//‘.f(/ ’/X/’/j’é’/(/ / A

Properly Descdpttcm: : ; : e
Strect Address: Asséssor Map tot B ock
Other:
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THE TOWN HALL:
An appeat hearing is o be held {DATE) ____ {TIME)
o Your application was denjedon. . __{Action Date)
e Your appilcation was grantedon {actlon Date)
Old Assessment few Assessment Difference
LAND . e
BUILDINGS M —
QUTBUILDINGS
PERSONAL PROPERTY -
TOTAL
CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS T DATED

This actlon may be appealed to Superior Court whhin two months of the malling of tite declslon,

£20 ENFIELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 06082 | {360} 253-6339
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Departinett of Assessinent and Revemie Collection
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Strest -

Enfield, GT 06082

Tel, 860.253,6339 Fax 860.741,4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

June 20, 2022

Hutiier Alaiimo + Charles Alaimo
121 Oldefield Farms
Fnfield, CT 06082

Dear Esther Alaimo -+ Charles Alaimo,

The Agsessor’s Office is in receipt of your assessment appeal form for 35 Weymau th Rek:
Our office received the form on fune 13, 2022, Puisuant to Connecticut Stale Statute
Section 12-111 and Section 12-117 flie appeal mugt be filed, in writing, on or befbre
March 20,2022, '

As:the Bourd has alzeady met'and campleted thetr dutics, the next time you may file an
appeal foryour real estale will be next yoar ou pr before February 20, 2023,

Smicerely yours,

nt
o N

s ) ;
’él/: ¢ {’_B;ﬁ;gcﬂu / -

Victorla Rose, COMATL
Asggistapt Agsessor

CC: Thomas Tyler, Chairnan, Board of Assessment Appeals
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Tom's _LorErviEss { ganscreer

Tom Tyler: | had a few — but | just want to give you one.

Mr. Coppola: If you think of something later - | could, | could put you back
on Zoom at some later date if you need anything.

Tom Tyler: (inaudible cross —talk).

Rachel Baird: Yeah he did have a couple things actually (inaudible)

mentioned to me.

Tom Tyler: Yeah.

Mr. Coppola: You need a break for a minute?

Tom Tyler: No.

Mr. Coppola: Okay.

Rachel Baird: You mentioned that (inaudible).

Tom Tyler: That's the one | want to tell him about.

Rachel Baird: Okay.

Mr. Coppola: So what is it?

Tom Tyler: Okay, this is uh well, first of all, you're familiar with Romano

— the Romano Appeal.

Mr. Coppola: Yes, (inaudible).

Tom Tyler: Okay, so you're familiar - we don't have to go through that
Mr. Coppola: Please no.

Tom Tyler: In that one he then rescinded and so now the guys got all of

this is back in 490 and everything's all set. Okay. So now, the other one that we haven't

talked about is the Alaimo family and what happened with the Alaimo family is

{01742844,DOCX Ver. 1)F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742844.DOCX Page 158 of 164
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Mr. Coppola: Who was representing the Alaimo family?

Tom Tyler: Uh nobody at this point.

Mr. Coppola: Okay.

Tom Tyler: It was uh well, nobody at this point at this juncture
(inaudible)

Mr. Coppola: At some point did somebody represent him?

Tom Tyler: | believe (inaudible)

Mr. Coppola: The only reason | asked is because | thought you

suggested | interview (inaudible).

Tom Tyler: Oh, yeah.

Mr. Coppola: So then

Tom Tyler: Well not necessarily for what I'm gonna tell you.
Mr. Coppola: Okay, okay.

(inaudible cross-talk)
Tom Tyler: So here's what happens is I'm gonna give you this whole

package but I'm just gonna go through quickly cause it's got a little different twist.

Mr. Coppola: Oh, yeah, just give us a quick highlight because Donna'’s
waiting.
Tom Tyler: December 30™ the Aliamo’s send back the or the Aliamo’s

are informed that the Assessor said he's trying to force classification because they
need an update certificate. So, he sends him that December 315t and uh the Alaimo

family that gets it. They uh a couple of them were sick so they didn't respond right

{01742844.D0OCX Ver. 1}F\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742844.DOCX Page 159 of 164
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away. Subsequently, they uh they do respond, and they send a letterand they send
me a copy okay, so I'm gonna give you a copy of the envelope | got from from the
Aliamo's and the letter is to the Town Assessor, basically, saying, you know, we don't
understand why we have to do this, and so on, and also saying, we nobody was here
to get the mail when it came in. My sister had a serious operation, so on and so forth.
Sothat goes to the to the uh Town Assessor with a copy to the Board of Assessment
Appeals, Chairman. Which is me and and | get it — here’s the envelope - | got the real
envelope here which I've never opened, because | was too busy at the time, and
anyway it contains that letter that | got from Vicky Rose. Then, when they don't get
anything back from the Tax Assessor on May 9" they send another letter to the
Assessor saying listen I've been trying to call you. You don't return my calls, | don't
understand what's happened, but we think we shouldn't have to go through this for a
certificate. And they again send a copy of that letter to me - | got the envelope, didn't
open it. Still got the stuff in it, so then the next thing that happens is on June 10" the
applicant sends this letter, but | want you to read it because it comes - it's to me care of

the Tax Assessor. And it has their appeal with it. Okay, and there's the appeal form

okay, so
Mr. Coppola: Looks like the appeal was not received until June of 22.
Tom Tyler: Yeah, yeah, that's not even the issue — the issue is that

letter is addressed to me Chairman, Board of Assessment Appeals
Mr. Coppola: Yes,
Tom Tyler: there's no CC to the Assessor. What the Assessor did is

he confiscated that envelope, opened it up, and then responded to it but never gave it
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to me, or told me about it.
Mr. Coppola: Okay.
Tom Tyler: We're not doing yet. So then what happens is then the

Assessor sends this this to the uh appellant

Mr. Coppola: You're gonna provide me - you're gonna give me a copy of
this, right?

Tom Tyler: I'm gonna give you everything | just told you.

Mr. Coppola: Okay, okay.

Tom Tyler: Okay, sends this to the appellant basically

Mr. Coppola: When you say this, you're referring to a letter dated, June

20" just forthe transcript, June 20" just for the tape, June 20, 2022, which is a letter
from Vicky Rose to Esther Alaimo, and Charles Alaimo

Tom Tyler: Hmm mm.

Mr. Coppola: and it says, the Assessor's Office is in receipt of your
Assessment Appeal form for 35 Weymith Road, our office received the form on June
13, 2022 pursuant to State Statutes uh it wasn't timely received uh BA's already met
the next time you file an appeal is uh with deadline of February 20, 2023.

Tom Tyler: Correct. So now again, the way this is written, and then he
sent me a copy of it, which | got, and uh | then called Vicky and | said Vicky his is a
little weird, | said how come | didn't get a copy of the letter from June 13" and then she
said, well, Todd told her to open the mail and he's going to get handle it. So then he
handles it, and says the Assessor’s Office is in receipt, he doesn't say, oh by the way,

Tyler uh shipped this to us or anything of that nature so uh | then asked her to print out,
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a copy of her file which | got and then - so I'm putting that altogether and giving you
back this and what I'm trying to make some sense of for you is that my mail was
intercepted by this guy he then made decisions on it, and then had her sign the letter
back to the uh the appellant to make it appear as though this is all legitimate, we must
have gotten it turning over to him to do | thought it was deceptive, deceiving, deceitful
and uh and | printed this out way back when and | think it's a Federal violation of the
Mail (inaudible) now I'm not telling you this

Mr. Coppola: Hang on, hang on, hang on just for the record | want to
make sure - when you say you handed me a document

Tom Tyler: Yeah.

Mr. Coppola: you just handed me a document that says US Code 18 US.
Code 1702 Obstruction of Correspondence and then, after that, you have all that alright
so what you just handed me

(inaudible cross-talk)

Mr. Coppola: so what you're referring to was the stat, the the Federal
Code, the provision of the Federal Code that you believe could have been violated by
the Assessor here is that accurate?

Tom Tyler: By what they say is obstruction of correspondence when he

took a letter that he knows

Mr. Coppola: | get it — | understand.

Tom Tyler: Okay, well, | know, but | want to put it on here.

Mr. Coppola: Okay, yeah.

Tom Tyler: Okay, so he took a letter addressed to me. They know
{01742844.DOCX Ver. 1)F:\wdox\Clients\34046\0002\01742844, DOCX Page 162 of 164

Page 195 of 283



10

11

%p 12
| 13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

where | am, they gave me all my prior mail. Yet, he kept this one, and then turned
around and assert the Board's authority in terms of evenresponding to it. I'm not
disagreeing with this response. I'm just saying he shouldn't have done that and then he
sends it off to the people and sends me a copy as though completely ignoring the letter
that | still never got so he opened my mail he then destroyed it, or put it some place,
but | still haven't gotten it from him and uh at the time | thought over what to do and
decided to do nothing right now, because when it happened, you were just coming into
the picture. So you know what? We'll wait for this, because he also, usually when he
was doing something (inaudible) as he did in the beginning of our uh discussions, he
would have Vicky do the email to me or Vicki sign a letter or Vicky do this that and the
other thing. But | really resented when somebody takes my mail, you (inaudible) my
authority sends out something, pretending that the Board said, okay, it's just, it's just
wrong now. | do know that after this uh | brought this up to our Board, because we had
another meeting after | stopped, we say, you know (inaudible) meetings well every now
and then we do so with that particular meeting - | got authority for the Board to contact
the appellant to see what happened with everything. The appellant asked me for uh
names of attorneys that represent people and stuff and that | gave them three names,
and of the three names he went to Carly and Alena and what | understand now is that
then uh their forestry status has been restored. So

Mr. Coppola: Okay.

Tom Tyler: but I'm sure you wouldn't get any of that information from
the Town but it figured you should know it.

Mr. Coppola: Alright. | don't disagree. It's helpful to know. Thank you. Is
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there anything else you want to share me?

Tom Tyler: Not right now | got other stuff, but | think see if you can
finish up Donna.

Mr. Coppola: Thank you.

Tom Tyler: and if there's something that important I'll get ahold of
Rachel or we can do something else.

Mr. Coppola: That’s fine.

Tom Tyler: But the majority of the stuff is uh been covered and uh you

{inaudible) | was probably too thorough but anyway.

Mr. Coppola: Thank you.
Tom Tyler: Sorry to take up so much time,
Mr. Coppola: It's okay take whatever time you need. I'm gonna shut off

the tape now is that ckay?
Tom Tyler: Yes.
Mr. Coppola: Alright thank you.

END OF TRANSCRIPT
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Enfield Board of Assessment Appeals
¢/o Thomas J. Tyler, Chairman
18 Bridge Lane
Enfield, CT 06082

March 21, 2023

Mr. Todd Helems HAND-DELIVERED

Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection
Office of Revenue Collection

820 Enfield Street

Entield, CT 06082

Re: Request for Additional Information and/or Documentation
a5 to March 1, 2023 Revised Decisions 10-1-21 Grand List

Dear Mr. Helems,

Relative to the above matter, I want to thank you for providing me with a copy of forty-four (44)
“revision” letters, all dated March 1, 2023, postmarked March 6" and delivered to me on March
8, 2023. Also, Vicki informed me that many of these same taxpayers whose decisions you
“revised” have filed new appeals (10-1-2022 Grand List) which the BAA will be hearing in April.
Since each of your “revision” letters included only a bricf conclusory statement of your opinjon it
did not provide the BAA with much to consider in trying to fully understand your conclusions.
Accordingly, if you consulted with and/or relied upon any experts (such as Attorneys,
Accountanis, Appraisers or Soil Scientists) or if you considered and/or relied upon any documents,
I request you provide me with a copy of that information or documentation (if any) used to
substantiate conclusion(s) reached in each of your forty-four (44) “revision” letters. Of particular
importance would be legal opinions (if any) regarding: (a) 78 Park Avenue (Longhi); (b) 54
Virginia Avenue (Romano); (c) Solar Properties (including solar carports & tax stabilization
agreement) (Jarmoc & Other Taxpayers); and, (d) Any and all other properties. That information
and documentation would greatly assist us in better understanding both town and taxpayer
positions. Also, it could be critical in oyr evaluating pertinent and relevant evidence during

\deiibemtions; and, finally, in rendering BAA decisions, fairly and equitably, to all.

Thank you for your attention, consideration and anticipated cooperation.

Very (ruly-yours,
\/ ¢ BT

Thomas J. Tyler, Clfair
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Depariment of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield

420 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel, 860,253,633 Fax 860.741.4028

www .enficld-ct.gov

March 29, 2023

Board of Assessment Appeals - Enfield Ct
§20 Enfield St
Enfield, CT 06082

Dear Chairman Tyler and members:

I am writing to you today in response to your request for more information on the 44
letters that were sent on March 1, 2023, revising the decisions made by the 2021 BAA,

T have grouped the properties into several groups instead of trying to write a narrative on
each property. Many of the properties had similar circumstances, and this approach
allows me to answer much quicker than the alternative. If you have specific questions on
any particular property(s), I would be happy to answer them at a later date.

First off, there are 3 groups that are very simple in natute and do not require much of an
explanation. They are as follows-

Open Space Properties-
Hazardville Water, Enfield Hunter's Club and Grassmere Country Club

Eight (8) properties were claiming an Open Space designation. As the town has never
formalized a local P&Z plan, that includes Open Space, these properties cannot be listed
a5 snch. There is a Bloomfield court case that touches on this matter. The designation can
also be removed if the town changes its decision on the local ordinance on the specific
issue, Open Space cannot be granted if the local ordinance has not been approved by the
Town Council. It is my understanding that the town council has referred the request for
an Open Space ordinanee from the Conservation comrmittee to the Planning & Zoning

comumnitiee,
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enficld

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.einfield-et.gov

Commercial Use Properties-

CT Muleh, Vasseur Landscaping, Bill’s Landscaping, Liquore Gravel, Paul Williams
(Plaze Excavating) and 114 North St (New England Landscaping Services)

Seven (7) properties have an active commercial entity to them. Two of the properties
have an active gravel pit on them (which is explicitly excluded from PA490), four

properties have an active landscape company using the property for their business and the
last one ie & manufacturer neing the majority of the property for their business.

There are three (3) additional properties that the owner of Bill's Landscaping owns. Bill
Guzie owns, [ believe, 42, 44 and 46 Long Hollow Rd. One parcel is a single-family
home with the other two vacant parcels (possible building lots) flanking the house. There
is no farming on these three properties. My belief is that the owner is trying to extend his
landscape business to inchude his residence.

‘_ﬁ Jarmoc Solar Properties-

There are five (5) properties, all owned by Jarmoc Farms, that the 2021 BAA gave a zero
(0) value to. The reasoning behind the BAA’s decision was stated that the properties
should not be taxed twice, These properties are all owned by the same entity and are part
of the Nutmeg Solar Farm, located on Broad Brook Rd. The fact that I put these back on
the GL is because the Town entered into a tax agreement with Nutmeg Solar, not
Jarmoc.

To be clear, there is no egreement between the Town of Enfield and Jarmoc Farms, the
owner of the 5 properties that the BAA adjusted to a zero value, The tax agreement
specifically excludes these properties from the agreement. Jarmoc Farms leases these
roperties directly to Nutmeg Solar, so these properties are in fact income producing
" properties for Jarmoc Farms and should be valued as such. I consulted with the author of
,‘l&, the Tax Agreement (John Wilcox), and he oonﬁrleed that the J annocl4pr0 crties) were s
f excluded from the agreement. VoG~ AuTHORED 707 e 7
> Vol (e wudtrizs (7 7
This agreement fixed the dollar amount that Nutmeg Solar would pay, over a set period
of time, for the properties that they owned or had the option to purchase. The agreement
was not intended to fix the fair market value (FMV) or the assessment value of the
properties. The BAA does not have authority over a tax agreement and should not have

entertained the appeal as such.
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One other item of concern on these properties is that some of them had outbuildings on

them, unrelated to the solar farm. There are barns and other faym buildings on the

property, which by placing a zero value on the whole property, also zeroed out the value
éD of these unrelated buildings.

& n :
W\W Also, Jarmoc Farms claims that one property, 65 Broad Brook Rd, was merged into the

others. We could not find any deed filed with the town cletk’s office and as CT is a
i 27 recording state, unless a deed is filed, the property hasn’t changed.

Carports/Solar-
15 Mullen Rd (Mullen Road LLC)

The property owner built six structutes jn their parking lot which house a solar array for
the building, While the solar panels and supporting equipment (cables, junction boxes,
etc. aka personal property) are exempt by statute, the structures themselves are not. My
understanding is that if the solar panels were removed, the structure (carport) itself would
not be altered. They would still function as carports for the business. As such, the
structures themselves do not qualify under the solar exemption. The building
department’s documentations list both a xoof panel and a solar panel. It also states
>carports with solar panels’.

Problematic Values on Properties-

There are six (6) properties that had problematic values placed on them by the BAA, one
that most lay persons would agree that the values were suspect. Most of these involved
Jarge barns that the BAA valued at, I believe, $1.66 per square foot, for the older bams,
The revaluation valued these barns, mostly, between $10 - $20 a square foot. I believe
that the scrap value of the lumber of these large barns is worth more than the $1.66 that
the BAA used.

The way in. which I evaluated the BAA’s decision on some of these properties is based on
building permits filed by the owner, A reguirement in the filing of a pern it is for the
owner to state the vatue of the project. On one of the Jarmoc properties, where 2 barns
were built, the property owner stated a value of $190,000. This equates to a per square
foot value of $13.83, Please note that the owner discussed the values with the building
department, which agreed to a lower value due to the fact of the owner doing much of the
work. Meaning, these barns should actually be valued higher than the $190,000 stated on

the permit. The revaluation placed a value of $19.18 per square foot for these new barms.
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Another of the Jarmoc properties had a large warchouse built as well as an office. The
values used by the BAA were again suspect, especially when reviewing the building
permits and local building costs. A large barn was also recently constructed on this

propesty.
Another of these properties, the BAA changed the style of the building from ahouse to a
warehouse. They also removed the building lot that has been on this property for years.

Just due to the fact that a house is not lived in, may be used for storage, does not change
the fact that the building is still a house.

Unqualified Appraisals-

B A

Lori Longhi, Lori + David Longhi, Lily’s LLC, Holly’s LLC and David + Lori Longhi

4}@]%/ Five (5) properties, all owned by the same cntity, had been fowered by the BAA from

w “? what appeared to be an appraisal supplied by the cwner. These appraisals were

’VDW incomplete and not signed by a licensed apypraiser. The “appraisals” relied on unqualified
sales as well as sales outside of the parameters for the revaluation time frame.

— TR T DATE |5 10—/ =222
One of these properiies was lowered 10 a zero (30) value due to a title issue. It appears
that the title issue was resolved before the actual BAA hearing. There are two deeds, one
signed March 25, 2022 and the other on April 3, 2022, which appear to correct any title
issues. The owner had an appeal heard on April 20, 2022. Coincidently, though the decds
were signed earlier, they were not filed until April 21, 2022, the day after the hearing,. In
fact, the owner had started the process to build a 2-family house prior to the heating,

bvhich was the subject of a JI newspaper article.

Another of these properties was lowered by using the Effective Year Built (EYB) to
artificially lower the depreciation. This, in effect, double dipped on the depreciation and
incorrectly lowered the value. The EYB is the product of the AYB (Actual Year Built)
and the Depreciation Code (condition). The EYB used in revaluation, has nothing to do
with the value of a property.

A Prapertics not Farmed-
()“)l : Secott Delorge (336 George Washington Rd), Pemmy + Vincent Urbanowicz (25 South Rd)

and Barbara Maynard et al (40 Bacon Rd) /‘\

(s e w ©
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There were three (3) properties that are not being farmed. Two of the propertics; 336

@L.Sé Greorge Washington and 25 South Rd, were confirmed by the owner, and/or a resident,
/ﬁ that the property was no longer being farmed as of October 1, 2021, ===

The third property has since been sold.

No BAA Application-
Raymond Romano (54 Virginia Ave)

One properly owner did not file an application by the required deadline. He claims that
the assessor denied him from filing on the last day allowed. This is a false statement and
was never rescarched and/or confirmed by the BAA. by reaching out to the assessor’s
office. The Board did not have the authority to hear this appeal, which was confiimed by
the town attorney.

Exempt/Quadrennials-

Moase Lodge (124 South Rd), Centurion Holdings (100 Tlazard Ave) and Mt. Carmel (8

Margaret St)

‘The Moose Lodge is a private club and by definition, does not qualify for the exemption, —
I know of no other Lodge in CT that is exerpt. I have reached out to many other T (a3 J0T /
municipalities and they all have gtafed that the Moose Lodge is a taxable entity. o
Centurion Holdings is the owner of the real estate at 100 Hazard Ave. As the property

owner, they have no charitable purpose. Centurion awns the property and leases the

building to Hartford Hospital. While Hartford Hospital may be an exempt entity,

Centurion Holdings is nothing more than a landlord, even if they have a lease to own

agreement with Hartford Hospital. This is nothing more than what a bank would do

QR WL 2 o LARAL

granting a mortgage to 4 property owner.

The property owned by Mt. Caxinel is a vacant parcel, There are court cases thal help to
determine that vacant land is not exemipt (see Hellenic Orthodox Community, Inc, v. City
of Waterbury, et al). Mt. Carmel also did not file a quadrennial for exempt status on this
property. Someone can’t be granted an excmption without the filing of 4 quadrennial
application.
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No PA490 Application-
91 Simon Rd (CDW Inc) and Old King St (Parsons Road Farm LLC (Jarmoc))
As of today, neither of these properties have filed for PA490 status. As with the

quadrennials, a properly owner must file an application in order to be designated with the
PAA4S0 status.

Miscellaneous-

74 Town Farm Rd (Jacquelyn Bosco

This property, prior to the BAA hearing, was corrceted to place the outbuildings on the
right propesty. The owner has two pieces of conjoining property with outbuildings on
both. We discovered that some of the outbuildings were incorrectly placed on the wrong
property. During the revaluation, we corrected this issue, The BAA changed the
propesties incorrectly by moving the outbuildings again,

Considering all of the above issues, I believe that most, if not all, of them could have
been avoided by better communications between the BAA and the Assessor’s office.
Maost, if not all, of this information was given to the BAA before the hearings, but the
BAA never reached out to the Assessor’s office for any questions or clarifications of any
items.

I appreciate the opportunity to review these 44 files with the BAA and hope that in the
future, we may have a more collaborative working relationship.

Should vou have any questions, please contact me at 860-253-6339.

Smeerely,

;.///“?/E;w' E@MQ*/

Todd Helems CCMA 11, SPA
Supervisor of Assessment and Revenue Collection
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Tom Tyler

From: Derek Donnelly <dd@sgblackburn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2023 9:58 AM

To: Tom Tyler

Subject: Fwd: Jarmoc BAA Letter

Attachments: 09.20.23 DD to R.Cressoti & Enfield Town Council - BAA.pdf

Tom- Please see attached. Owen is emailing it directly to members of the Council.

—————————— Forwarded message ~------

From: Amanda Lessard <amanda@sgblackburn.com>
Date: Wed, Sep 20, 2023 at 9:52 AM

Subject: Jarmoc BAA Letter

To: Derek Donnelly <dd@sghblackburn.com>

Cc: Owen Jarmoc <gwen.jarmoc@jarmocfarms.com>

Attached, you will find the Final BAA Letter.

Thank you.
Amanda Lessard
Paralegal

Blackburn & Donnelly, LLC

2 Concorde Way #3C
PO Box 608
Windsor Locks, CT 06096

P. 860.292.1116

F. 860.292.1221

https:/iveww.blackburndonnellylaw.com/

Best Regards,

Derek E. Donnelly, Esqg.
Blackburn & Donnelly, LLC
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Blackburn & Donnelly, LLC.

September 20, 2023

Hon. Mayor Robert Cressoti,

Hon. Members of the Enficld Town Council
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Re: BAA Hearing

Dear Honorable Mayor and Town Council,

I write to you regarding your special meeting on September 20, 2023, on behalf of
Jarmoc Farms, LL.C, Jarmoc Real Estate, LLC and multiple-related Jarmoc eatities (collectively
“Jarmoc Farms”). The review of the Assessor and Board of Assessment Appeals (“BAA”) by the
Town is very unusual and the continued discussion of my client’s specific tax appeals, which
have been fully and finally adjudicated, is confusing.

We are unable to attend your meeting this even and I have been asked to address two
appeals before you refated to my clients. Before § dive into the specifics of the appeals, some
background is important.

In 202§ and 2022, Jarmoc Farms appealed multiple assessments. Many of the appeals in
2022 were identical to those successfully appealed in 2021. At the hearing in 2022, it was
brought to my attention that my clients 2021 appeals were mentioned in a memo to the BAA
written by the Assessor, Todd Helems, dated March 29, 2023, I later learned that this memo was
in response to the Board’s request for additional information supporting approximately fifty (50)
letters sent to the Board informing it that the Assessor was “revising” the Board's prior appeal
decisions. It is the position of Jarmoc Farms that the Assessor lacks the legal authority to
“revise” (which appears to be used synonymously with “overturn” in each of Mr, Helems’
revision letters) the prior decisions of the BAA, and that Mr. Helems failed to strictly follow the
requirements of Conn. Gen, Stat. § 12-111 with regard to the appeals.

This begs the threshold question that must be addressed: does Mr. Helems even have the
legal authority to revise, alter, or otherwise overturn the past decisions of the BAA of his own
accord when no changes in the material conditions of a property have occurred? A brief review
of the statutory framework for municipal property tax assessments and specific language of the
statutes that Mr. Helems relies upon — Conn. Gen. Stat. §§ 12-111 and 12-55 — make it clear that
the answer is “no.”

Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes and associated case law make it
abundantly clear that the Board’s decisions on any matters brought before it are final. It is well-
settled law that municipalities and their agents have no inherent powers of their own, and that

Two Concorde Way, PO Box 608, Windsor Loéks, CT 06096
B60.292.1116 phone/ 860.292.1221 fax
dd@sgblackburn.com
www.blackburndonnellylaw.com
Admitted in Connecticut
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their actions must strictly conform with any powers granted to them by statute. See, e.g., Pepin v.
City of Danbury, 171 Conn. 74, 83 (1976); Low Stamford Corporation v. City of Stamford, 164
Conn. 178, 182 (1972). The statutes concerning municipal taxation powers must be strictly
observed by all parties, whether those patties are a town or a taxpayer. See E. Ingraham Co. v,
Town and City of Bristol, 144 Conn. 374, 378 (1957).

Conn. Gen, Stat. § 12-111 is crystal clear that a decision from the local board of
assessment appeals regarding the merits of a property tax assessment is considered a final
decision. See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111(a)(3) (“The board shall determine all appeals for which
the board conducts an appeal hearing and send written notification of the final determination of
such appeals to each such person within one week after such determination has been made.”
(emphasis added)). When the board of assessment appeals rules against a taxpayer and upholds
an assessment, the taxpayer has a statutory right to appeal the board’s decision to the Superior
Courts. Id. (stating that the board’s final decision “shall include information describing the
property owner’s right to appeal the determination of such board.”); see also Conn. Gen, Stat. §
12-117a (establishing a taxpayer's right of appeal from a board of assessment appeals decision
for an improper assessment); Conn. Gen. Stat, § 12-119 (establishing a taxpayer’s right of appeal
from a board of assessment appeals when the assessment is manifestly excessive and ignores the
provisions of Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes), When a board of assessment
appeals rules for the taxpayer, however, the board’s decision is final and binding upon the
municipality and its agents. There are no statutes in Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General
Statutes that permit an assessor to appeal the decision of the board of assessment appeals to the
Superior Courts. See, e.g., Conn, Gen. Stat. § 12-111 (establishing a right of appeal for the
taxpayet, but not the tax assessor); Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-117a (same); Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-119
(same). In essence, when a board of assessment appeals speaks in favor of the position of a
taxpayer regarding an assessment, that board speaks with the full voice and power of the
municipality that it is a part of. There is no statute that permits another agent of that municipality
to overturn or challenge the decision of the board. There is certainly no statute that permits a
property tax assessor to circumvent the assessment appeals process and uvnilaterally reject the
final decisions of a board of assessment appeals, particularly when the assessor’s position has
already been rejected and when no material changes to the assessed properties have occurred'.

Despite the clear lack of any statutory authorization for his actions in 2022, Mr. Helems
issued nearly fifty “revision” letters to the BAA notifying its members that he was overturning
the Boards prior decisions, nine of which affect properties owned by Jarmoc Farms. Mr. Helems’
actions were quite literally unprecedented; the Connecticut Courts have never had the
opportunity to evaluate the legality of a town property assessor’s attempted nullification of a
board of assessment appeals’ final decision after that board found for the taxpayer. Presumably,
this lack of controlling caselaw is because no other town property assessor has had the gall to so
clearly ignore the statutory scheme set forth by the Connecticut General Assembly and to so
obviously abuse the powers granted to them by Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes.

UIt is important to note that other municipal offictals are granted the power to appeat a board when they disagree.
E.g. a Zoning Enforcement Officer may appeal a decision by a local ZBA when it disagrees with an order issued by
the ZEO.

Page 207 of 283



Page 3 of 10 September 20, 2023

Make no mistake, Mr, Helems is incorrect in his interpretation of the scant legal authority
that he cites to justify his actions. Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111(a)(4) — one of the statutes that Mr.
Helems relies upon to “revise” the decisions of the Board — states the following in its entirety:

When the board increases or decreases the gross assessment of any taxable real
property or interest therein, the amount of such gross assessment shall be fixed
until the assessment year in which the municipality next implements a revaluation
of all real property pursuant to section 12-62, unless the assessor increases or
decreases the gross assessment of the property to (A) comply with an order of a
court of jurisdiction, (B) reflect an addition for new construction, (C) reflect a
reduction for damage or demolition, or (D} correct a factual error by issuance of a
certificate of correction. Notwithstanding the provisions of this subsection, if,
prior to the next revaluation, the assessor increases or decreases a gross
assessment established by the board for any other reason, the assessor shall
submit a written explanation to the board setting forth the reason for such increase
or decrease. The assessor shall also append the written explanation to the property
card for the real estate parcel whose gross assessment was increased or decreased.

Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111(a)(4).

This statute is also clear that the decisions of the Board are meant to be binding upon the
Town and to control the assessment of any real property, and that the assessor can only deviate
from the decisions of the Board to comply with a court order (in the event that a taxpayer wins
an appeal in the Superior Court) or when there is a material change in circumstances that could
reasonably be expected to alter the valuation and assessment of a property (i.e. new construction,
demolition or damage or to correct a factual error?). See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111(a)(4)(B ~ D).
Nothing in this subsection, nor in any case law interpreting this statute, permits Mr. Helems to
simply ignore the findings and decisions of the Board, nor does it allow him to revise the
assessment of a property without a change in conditions that affects the value of the property. It
is perplexing to me why this is true for 168 Towns in Connecticut but not for the Town of
Enfield.

Mr. Helems’ reliance on Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-55 is similarly misplaced. While Conn.
Gen. Stat. § 12-55(b) does allow a town properly assessor wide latitude to “equalize the
assessments of property in the town, if necessary,” to “make any assessment omitted by mistake
or required by law,” and to “increase or decrease the valuation of any property as reflected in the
last-preceding grand list” (a series of functions described as the town property assessor’s
“watchtower” role by the courts), the discretion of a town assessor under this statute is not
infinite or limitless. For an assessor to act pursuant to this statute, there must be some actual
change in the value of the property justifying an interim assessment. See, e.g., Kostowski v. City
of Norwalk, 2013 Conn. Super. LEXIS 1109, *14 - *15 (Jud. Dist. Stamford-Norwalk, May 16,
2013) (“The court agrees that the tax assessor or Board of Assessmient Appeals may raise or
lower property valuations after a tax appeal has set the fair market value for one year. But, there
are two caveats. . . . Second, there must be some actual change in valuation . . . .”); see also
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-62 (disallowing interim assessments made solely due to changes in market

2 For reference a factual error would be an error in the property card such as an incorrect calculation of a property’s
acreage. The caselaw is abundantly clear that the value of a properly is an opinion and not a fact.
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conditions). Where no such change exists, the intetim assessment cannot stand. See Kostowski,
supra. (finding that a town could nol increase a property tax assessment without a legal basis to
raise the value of the property after the taxpayers had their assessment fixed in a prior appeal).

In each of the revision letters that Mr. Helems sent to the Board tegarding the Jarmoc
Farms properties, he did not identify any Court Order, material changes in the property or an
actual change in valuation that would justify revising the assessment of these properties. Rather,
Mr. Helems only cited his disagreement with various findings that the Board has made
concerning these properties in the past.

For example, Mr. Helems has cited his belief that the Board misinterpreted a tax
abatement agreement as the reason to “revise” the decision of the Board in four instances, has
cited his disagreement with the Board’s prior valuation of Jarmoc properties in four other
instances, and falsely stated that a PA490 application was not filed in the last case. None of these
stated causes for “revising” the decisions of the Board and issuing interim property tax
assessments meet the requirements of the statutes cited above.

It is important to note that the revision letter process was also wrought with errors, Mr.
Helems sent the BAA a memorandum on March 29, 2023, discussing many of the issues raised
in his “revision” letters. However, in this memorandum he also raised several issues that he
believed affected the valuation of the Jarmoc Farms properties which were not raised in his
revision letters. It is also important to note that the revision letters were not filed until after my
clients had received and appealed their tax notices. As such, Mr. Helems failed to follow the
requirements of Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes with respect to these matters, so
any change to any assessments based upon these matters alleged by Mr. Helems should have
been overturned by the BAA without further consideration.

As noted above, both taxpayers and municipalities must strictly comply with the
requirements of Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes. Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-
111(a)4) clearly states that if an assessor changes a property’s assessment for any reason other
than ones particularly described in this subsection, then “the assessor shall submit a written
explanation to the board setting forth the reason for such increase or decrease,” Conn. Gen. Stat,
§ 12-111(a)4). A clear consequence of this mandatory directive from the legislature is that if the
assessor does not submit a written explanation to the board setting forth their reasons for
adjusting an assessment, or if the reasons for adjusting an assessment are not properly conveyed
to the board, then the assessor has failed to comply with the statute and the adjustment is invalid.

In Mr. Helems’ March 29™ letter to the Board, he identifies each of the following as
reasons to change the assessments of various Jarmoc Farms properties, none of which are ever
mentioned in his letters to the BAA regarding his “revisions™ of the Board’s prior decisions:

e That the Jarmoc Properties associated with the Nutmeg Solar Farm are income producing
propertics;

e That the board allegedly does not have authority or jurisdiction over a property tax
abatement agreement and should not have entertained a property tax assessment appeal
on this issue in the first instance;
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» That there are other buildings on the Jarmoc Properties associated with the Nutmeg Solar
Farm that are allegedly not related to the solar farm, such as various “outbuildings” that
are not otherwise identified or described;

Setting aside whether Mr. Helems had the legal authority to overturn the decisions of the
Board (he did not), or whether he has the authority to change the assessed values of properties
without any material changes to the property (he does not), Mr. Helems still has a mandatory
statutory duty to timely explain why an assessment is being changed pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat.
§ 12-111(a)(4). Mr. Helems did not state any of the alleged reasons for changing the assessments
of the Jarmocs’ properties listed above in his assessment “revision” letters as required by statute.
By the time he did provide anything resembling a factual or legal basis for his actions, the
statutory time for Mr. Helems to assert any changes to the Jarmocs’ property taxes had ended
and the assessment appeals process had already begun. The BAA appropriately did not permit
Mr. Helems to attempt to retroactively justify his poorly supported and statutorily deficient
“revision” letters by changing the very reasons for his actions.

Agenda Item 5.2: Nutmeg Solar Tax Stabilization Agreement

Four of the nine “revision” letters affecting the assessment of the Jarmoc Farms
propetties are related to properties associated with the Nutmeg solar farm on Broad Brook Road.
Mr. Helems’ stated reason for “revising” the decisions of the Board related to these properties is
that the property tax agreement pertaining to the solar farm was between Nutmeg Solar, LLC,
and the Town of Enfield, and that the Jarmoc Farms is not entitled to any benefit from this
agreement as a result. Mr. Helems is incorrect on the facts and on his interpretation of the
agreement in question,

As you are well aware, Jarmoc Farms own a number of properties located in the Town of
Enfield, including multiple contiguous parcels with a 128-acre solar farm near the intersection of
Bailey Road and Broad Brook Road, and which is currently being leased to Nutmeg Solar, LLC.?
To ensure the financial viability of the solar farm at these properties, Nutmeg Solar, LLC, and
the Town of Enficld mutually agreed to the terms of and entered into a “Property Tax
Stabilization Agreement” {*“the Agreement”) on February 3, 2020. The Agreement was entered
into the town records on February 14, 2020, and a copy of the Agreement is attached hereto for
your review and consideration.

Also in February of 2020, before Jarmoe Farms was aware the agreement was finalized,
they received their annual property tax notification from the previous assessor for the solar
parcels. The previous assessor had removed the parce!l from the PA-490 program because it was
no longer being farmed with the solar project under construction. Given that this was the first
year the solar facility was in production and having the land farmed for part of the year, Jarmoc
appealed seeking the property 1o be restored to 490 status. The BAA at that time denied the
appeal to put it back in PA-490 which was completely unrelated to the agreement. At the time of
the hearing, Jarmoc learned of the newly entered into agreement and it was suggested that in the

3 The Town was given both actual and constructive notice of Jarmoc Farms' leasing of its property to Nutmeg Solar,
LEC, by virtue of a2 memorandum of lease recorded by the Enfield Town Clerk on May 31, 2017, which can be
found in volume 2666, page 940 of the property records of the Town of Enfield.

Page 210 of 283



Page 6 of 10 September 20, 2023

| following year that it be reviewed as to applicability. This is a very different narrative than the
one contained in the report of Attorney Mario Coppola who suggests the BAA came to a
different result.

As to the Tax Stabilization Agreemernit, under Section 3(b)(i} of the Agreement, the Town
| agreed to “‘abate all Town property taxes that in the absence of this Agreement would be imposed
| against the Property. In lieu of all such taxes, Nutmeg [Solar, LLC,] for each year in the
Abatement Period shall make an annual payment to the Town . . . .” For the purposes of the
Agreement, the property subject to this provision was described on Exhibit A of the Agreement,
which listed multiple properties owned by Jarmoc Farms. In other words, by signing this
agreement, the Town of Enfield agreed that it would not levy any property taxes on these
properties in return for the regular, annual payments made by Nutmeg Solar, LLC.

In 2021, Mr. Helems assessed and attempted to collect a property tax on these. Jarmoc

Farms timely appealed this decision to the BAA pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111 on the

grounds that the Town of Enfield had agreed to abate all property taxes on these properties

pursuant to the Agreement. Ultimately, the Board determined that the Town was bound by the

Agreement, and that the Town could not tax these properties twice under the rules provided by

| Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes. The Board then assigned these properties with
| a value of $0.00 for assessiment purposes and removed them from the Grand List.

In the review by Attorney Coppola, the language of the definition of what constitutes
“Property” in the Stabilization agreement is described as clear. We disagree with this
interpretation. In fact, the language about what is included in the stabilization agreement is
vague. The language of the agreement fails to affirmatively differentiate between property leased
and property subject to purchase agreements? and the inclusion of the leased properties in the
schedule A is confusing. Further, from a practical prospective that Nutmeg Solar would avoid
the inclusion of the Jarmoc property makes no logical sense as, per the lease, any increase in
property taxes on the parcel was to be paid directly by Nutmeg Solar. Why would nutmeg solar
stabilize some of its taxes on the Solar Project and not all of them? Finally, it is unclear why
the Assessor took it upon himself to interpret a contract that was entered into between the Town
and Nutmeg Solar. In other towns, when a question of law or contract interpretation arises, the
town official askes for an opinion by counsel which is then shared with all parties.® This was not
what occurred.

Setting aside that Mr. Helems did not have the authority to do make the adjustment as he
did here, the language of the agreement seemingly had no consequence on the decision to change
the assessment. In 2023, Mr. Helems issued his revision letters stating the following entirety:

In following Connecticut General Statute § 12-111 and 12-55, I am revising the
decision made by the 2021 Board of Assessment. Value was reduced to zero.

1 Interestingly, at the time of the agreement, Nutmeg Solar had not closed on any of the property
listed.

3 In the Coppola report the BAA is chastised for not asking for the Agreement to be reviewed and
interpreted, when the report presumes that apparently the Assessor took the exactly same action
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TAX agreement was between Nutmeg Solar and the Town of Enfield, not
Jarmoc Farms LLC. (Emphasis added)

Mr. Helems’s argument for the increased assessment was that the agreement was between
Nutmeg Solar, LLC and the Town of Enfield, and because Jarmoc Farms was not a signatory to
the Agreement, Jarmoc Farms could not receive any benefit from the agreement and must pay
property taxes on the properties in question. Of course, this position fails to recognize that like
the other parcels, Jarmoc Farms contractually delegated the ability to negotiate Tax Stabilization
to Nutmeg Solar making the argument invalid. Never did Helems mention in the revision that the
agreement did not apply to the Jarmoc parcels. If the Assessor does not believe the agreement
applies to Jarmoc Farms, then the Assessor should have articulated that during the 2021 Grand
List appeal.

The problem with this entire. process has been that Mr. Helems has taken actions
unilaterally and then those actions have been attempted to be justified by the administration at
greal expense. This was never about interpretation of a contract until the assessment was
reversed by the BAA. Only then did the Assessor seek another way to justify the revision. If the
contract was to be interpreted as Attorney Coppola purports, then the Assessor would have
sought counsel and cited to that position in the 2021 Grand List Appeal. Instead he was silent in
2021, and then in 2022, without authority, sent a revision letter which pointed to the signatures
on the document. The first time anyone from Jarmoc Farms heard that this was about contract
interpretation was when they read the report by Attorney Coppola....more than a year after the
first hearing in 2022 and months after the appeal hearing in 2023.

Agenda Item 5.3 : 45 Charnley Road

Attorney Coppola cites to 45 Charnley Road as an example of “the principal complaints
levied against Helems is that he reclassified agricultural land without justification.” By way of
example, Helems reclassified just under fifteen acres of farmland located at 45 Charnley Road
from Tillable C to Tillable B based upon the soil classification of two abutting properties. (See
Interview with Todd Helems, Pt. 5, p. 3-4 {§f 21- 22, 1-12; Enfield-3592-93; Enfield-0167).

This is accurate but perhaps not a full picture of the egregiousness of what occurred. For
years, Jarmoc Farms, filed its 490 application and the property at 45 Charnley Road was listed
with 14.22 acres as being Tillable €, the remainder of the property 14.22 acres as wasteland.
Prior to the 2021 revaluation, the property was all in PA 490 and listed with an assessed value of
$4860.00.

In 2021, foliowing the revaluation, the property was initially placed in the Tillable A PA-
490 category resulting in a property valuation of $307,400. First, there was no factual basis for
this. Essentially, it meant that the property should be used to grow shade tobacco, which was
odd as Jarmoc Farms had not grown shade tobacco in more than fifteen years. Attached is an
initial property card with a print date of 12-15-21, showing this valuation and the total assessed
value of the property of $307,500 an increase of 6,225.1% over the previous year.
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Shortly thereafter, the assessor reclassified the property. On 12/30/2021, the property
card was revised and the property was characterized into 14.7 acres of 490 Tillable B, 7 acres of
490 Woodland, and 7.22 acres as residential, vacant land. In addition to the inappropriate
changes in the tillable categories which was well addressed by Attorney Coppola in his report5,
that the Assessor chose to make a portion of the property residential was bizarre. As noted on all
the property cards, the development rights to this propetty were long ago sold to the State of
Connecticut.

Attached hereto is an excerpt from an email exchange between Mr. Helems and Owen
Jarmoc in February of 2022. Mr. Jarmoc’s comments are in blue with Mr. Helems’ responses in
red. As noted therein, Helems did not just reclassify soil type and woodland, as he described, he
also took property were development rights were sold and specifically classified it as a
residential buildable lot. This was done despite the fact that there was no way to build on the
residential lot that Mr. Helems had just created. As noted in Cecarelli v. Town of N. Branford, 49
Conn. Supp. 125, 863 A.2d 768, 2003 Conn. Super. LEXIS 2694 (Conn. Super. Ct., 2003) ( See
also, the per curiam decision in Cecarelli v. Board of Assessment Appeals, 272 Conn. 485, 485,
863 A.2d 677 (2005)), with respect to valuation, a Town “could not disregarded the restrictions
on the development rights to the farmland” (Id. at 679.) The result of this unprecedented action
created a new assessed valuation of the property for 45 Charnley Road of $886,00.00, an
increase in 18,130.5% from the previous year.

Jarmoc Farms appealed the 2021 valuation successfully to the BAA. However, the troubles on 45
Charnley did not end there. On the 2022 grand list, Helems again, and without justification under
the law, took the entire parcel and placed it into PA 490 Forrest land, resulting in a new valuation
of the property of $1,307,040.00. That meant that in three years’ time, under the same use and
same PA-490 application, 45 Charnley Road went from an assessed value of $4860.00 to a value
of $1,307,040, a 26,793.8% increase,

It is unclear why Mr. Helems is so opposed to PA-490. The legislative scheme that was put in
place by the General Assembly has saved farmland throughout Connecticut and continues to
keep Connecticut’s farms viable. It is also a prudent land use policy. If farms cannot maintain the
land and are forced to sell to developers, those developed homes pay far less than what they cost
the Town. Using the Assessor’s online tax calculator, a $350,000 home in the Shaker Pines area
of Enfield pays $12,026.00 in property taxes. On the contrary, each child in that home costs the
Town approximately $19,272 to educate (per US News and World report,
htips://www.usnews.com/education/k 1 2/connecticut/districts/enfield-school-district-

105 188#:~:text=Finances%20at%20Enfield %20School %20District, %24 19%2C272 %20per%20s

¢ “Generally, however, it is the farmers, not the assessor, who best know their land and the productivity of their
soils. [t would be unusual for a farmer to forego a more profitable and productive use of his or her land 1o obtain a
slightly teduced assessment for property tax purposes. It is recommended that Helems rely on the soil classifications
provided by the farmers, If there is a legitimate ground for dispuling the farmer’s classification, and the dispute
cannot first be resolved by earnest communication between the parties, resort can be made (o various soil mapping
programs provided by the Department of Agriculture (“DOA™) or a certified soil scientist. Upon request of either
party, the DOA will issue an advisory opinion as to the proper soil classification, If it is necessary to go that route, it
is recommended that the assessor abide by any such DOA or soil scientist opinion letter or report.” Coppola report at
page 58.
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tudent%20each%20year). If a home has two children attending Enfield Schools, the Town runs a
deficit of roughly $26,518 per house. The PA 490 program makes good fiscal sense for both
farmers and towns and the disconnect with the Assessor as to the value of that prograph is
something the Town should explore.

The Town Council should appreciate that this is not going to end.

Mr. Helems’ actions to overrule the BAA with respect to my clients’ various properties
are not isolated incidents; they are merely one part of Mr. Helems’ broader attempt to circumvent
the statutory power of the BAA and to usurp its position as the ultimate arbitrator of property
assessments within the Town of Enfield. Make no mistake about what is happening here. Mr.
Helems has taken it upon himself to give his office the authority to decide which final decisions
of the Board are binding; in each of the nearly fifty letters to the BAA, Mr. Helems states that he,
of his own alleged authority and of his own volition, is revising a decision of the Board to
comport with his own findings and preferred outcomes.

If Mr. Helems can unilaterally decide which decisions of the Board are or are not valid,
then he has usurped the statutory role of the Board that is mandated by Conn. Gen. Stat, § 12-
111. Indeed, the residents of the Town of Enfield will have no confidence in their ability to
vindicate their rights under this statute and to meaningfully receive a fair hearing regarding their
property assessments. As it stands, a resident can challenge Mr. Helems’ assessment, win before
the BAA, and have Mr. Helems simply countermand the Board and revest the assessment to his
preferred figure at the first available opportunity. A resident’s victory, and their rights under
Conn. Gen. Stat. § 12-111 and Chapter 203 of the Connecticut General Statutes, mean precisely
nothing under these citcumstances.

Time will tell if the actions that Mr. Helems has taken rise to the level of wanton, wiliful
or malicious misconduct. However, what is apparent now is that if Mr, Helems is not reigned in,
there is a distinct possibility that the taxpayers of Enfield and the Board will be forced to
adjudicate the same sets of facts and circumstances year after year, as Mr. Helems simply
“revises” the decisions of the Board on a yearly basis. This would doubtlessly waste substantial
time and resources for both the taxpayers of Enfield and the BAA. There is aiso no telling what
kind of other liability that these actions could open the Town to, and it is not a stretch to imagine
the significant legal costs that could be incurred as taxpayers sue the Town in attempt to free
themselves from the cycle of “revised” assessment decisions that Mr. Helems seems set to create.
Indeed, my clients have now already been forced to appeal, at the cost of time and expense, the
exact same post revaluation assessment in consecutive tax years, to say nothing of the dozens of
other taxpayers affected by Mr. Helems’ “revisions™ that find themselves in the exact same
circumstances.

In closing, I note that the BAA process works relatively smoothly in 168 Towns in
Connecticut. The question this body should ask is why is Enfield the only Town where it does
not.
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Thank you for the opportunity to put this letter into the record on behalf of my clients.

Sincerely, ...

Derek E. Donne
Cc: Thomas Tyler, Chairman, BAA '
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PROPERTY TAX STABILIZATION AGREEMENT

This Property Tax Stabilization Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into as of
February £ ™, 2020 (“Effective Date”) by and between the TOWN OF ENFIELD, & municipal
corporation organized pursuant to the laws of the State of Connecticut ( *Town™) and NUTMEG
SOLAR, LLC., a limited linbility company organized and existing under the laws of the State of
Detaware ("Nutmeg™), Nutmeg and the Town ave collectively reforred 1o in this Agrecment as the
“Parties” and are individually referred {o as a “Party.”

WIEREAS, Nutmeg has ncquired options to purchase fec simple ownership of certain parcels of
land and bas entered into ground leases for other parcels of land, afl of which are contiguous,
comprise approximaltely 128 acres, and are located near the intersection of Bailey Road end Broad
Brook Read, Bnfield, Connecticut, such real praperty being more specifically identilied in Exhibit
A attached hereto (*Land™); and

WHEREAS, Nutmeg intends to own, build and operate a 19.6 megawalt alicrnating current
(MWac) solar photovoltaic facility (“Project™) that will be located on the Land and will include
solar panels, inverter / transformer stations, and associnted electric tranymission and storage

equipment; and

WHEREAS, the Project has been selected by the Counecticut Department of Hnergy and
Environmental Protection pursuant to the Small-Scale Cloan Encrgy Request for Proposals, and
Nutmeg has entered into a power purchase agreement for the Project dated June 20, 2017 with
The Connecticut Light and Power Company, dfb/a Bversource Bnergy, and The United
[lfuminating Company pursuant {0 Conn. Gen, Stat. §§ 160-3f and 12-81(57)(F), which power
purchase agreement has been approved by the Public Utilities Regulatory Authority (“PURA”);

and

WTIEREAS, the Project will be a Class | renewable energy sowrce as defined in Conn, Gen, Stat,
§ 16-1; and

WHEREAS, Nutmeg maintains that the projected fevel of future real and personal property tax
obligations on the Property under normal assessment and levy practices would make the Project

economically infeasible; and

WHEREAS, the Project will be subject to further construction and public wtility permits and
approvals by the Town; and

WHEREAS, the Town, acting through its Town Council, has a strong interest in: (a) encouraging

the devclopment and cstablishment of environmentally sound power uses, (b) promoting sound
cconomic development, (¢) facilitating the uses to which Nutmeg will put the Property, {(d)
attracting Nutineg to the "Town, and (e} increasing the Town's tax revenue; and

K19903586v.1
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WHEREAS, the Project will expand employment opportunilics and the tax base of the Town and
will help ensure an adequate and reliable power supply and a competitive generation market,
therehy benefiting residential, industriul, commercial and governmental consumers of efectricity;

and

WHEREAS, Conn, Gen. Stat. §12-81(57)}(F) authorizes the Town to abate up to one hundred per
cent of the properly taxes duc for any tax year for a Class | rencwable encrgy source as defined
in Conn, Gen. Stat. § 16-1 that is the subject of a power purchase agrcement approved by PURA
pursuant to Conn. Gen, Stat. §16a-31, for a period not longer than the term of such power purchase

agreement; and

it
WHEREAS, the knfield Town Council al ifs regular meeting on February 3, 2020 adopted a
Resolution pursuant lo Conn, Gen. Stat. §12-81{57)(F) approving this Property Tax Stabilization

Agreement. .

NOW TIIEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants, agreements, obligations and
undertakings provided {or herein, the Town and Nutmeg agree as follows:

Section 1. Definitiouns.

Capitalized terms used in this Agreement buf not otherwise defined hierein shall have the meanings
set forth below:

“Abutement Period” mieans the twenty conseeutive Property Tax Levy tax periods beginning with
the Property Tax Levy that is based on either (i) the Uniform Asscssment Date that is no more
than 120 days prior to the Generation Commencement Date or {ii) the following Uniform
Assessment Date i’ the Generation Commencement Date is more than 120 days after the

preceding Uniform Assessment dafe.
“Conn. Gen. Stat.” means the Connecticut General Statutes, s5 amended.

“Generation Commencement Date” means the date on which the Project hay passed ils initial
performance (ests and has begun to commercially deliver electricity into the transmission grid,

“Land” means the roal property described in Exhibil A, whether owned by Nutmeg or owned by
another person and ground leased to Nutmeg, and exclusive of veal property improvements or
personal property tocated on such land.

“Lessor” means the owner of a {ee simple interest in Land that is subject to a ground lease to
Nutmeg,

“PPAY means the power purchase agreement that Nutimeg entered into dated June 20, 2017 with
The Connecticut Light and Power Company, dbfa Eversource Energy, and The United
HHuminating Company and such other future power purchase agreements as Nutmeg may enter to

Property Tax Stabilization Agrectnent
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sell electricity genevated by the Project to other purchasers pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat, §§16a-
3f and 12-81(57)(F) and approved by PURA.

“Property” means all real property that is owned by Nutmeg and identificd on Exhibit A a3
Property subject to Options to Purchase; all real property improvements thereon, and petsonal
propexty owned by Nutmeg, located on the Land, and that is part of the Project, including any
personal property, , whether presently existing or acquired during the texrm of this Agreement,
arising from, related to, or used divectly or indirectly in the production, storage, (ransmission, or
distribution of electricity or the operation, maintenance, or improverent of the Project, including
systems or devices located on the Land and used or designated for the storage of electricity
produced by the Project, such as batteries or other elecivical storage devices,

“Propetty Tax Levy” means the antual property tax imposed by the Town, payable in semi-aunual
installments and based on property owned and valued as of each annual Uniform Assessment

Date,
“Tax Year” means the period July 1 through June 30.

“Uniform Assessment Date” means Qctober 1 of each year, or such other annual uniform
assessment date as may in the futwe be established by applicable law.

Section 2,  Payments Prior to Abatcment Period.

For all Property Tax Levies prior to the Abatement Period, shall pay property taxes on the Properly
in amounts determined as if this Agreement was not in effect. Duiing such periods, Nutmeg and
the Town retain all rights, remedies and obligations permiited or required by law with regard to the
Property, its assessments, and the levy and collection of taxes.

-

Section 3.  Abatement and Payments in Lieu of Tax During the Abatement Period.

(a) Nutmeg shall provide the Town with written notice of the Generation
Commencement Date,

(b) (i) During the Abatement Period, the Town shall abate all Town property taxes that
in the absence of this Agreement would be imposed against the Property. In lieu of all such
abated taxes, Nutmeg for each year in the Abatement Petiod shall make an annual payment to the
Town in the fixed amount of $319,432 ( “Project Taxes™). Nutmeg shall pay the Project Taxes
annually in full by July 31 of each year following the Uniforn Assessment Date. (i} By way of
example, if the Generation Commencement Date is January 5, 2021, the Town will wholly abate
its normal Property Tax Levy that is based on the Uniform Assessment Date of October 1, 2020,
and in lien of such taxes Nutmeg will remit a payment to the Town by July 31, 2021 of Project
Taxes in the amount of $319,432, (iii) The above-referenced payment of $319,432 is based ¥
partially on the estimated fair market value of $21,300,000 of Nutmeg's personal pioperty situated
on the Land. If the personal property declaration, referenced in subsection (c) of this section,
indicates that the fair market value of the personal property is greater than $21,300,000, the annual

Property Tax Stabilization Agreement
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amount of the Project Taxes referenced above will be increased proportionately. In no event shall
the annual amount of the Project Taxes be less than $319,432.

(¢} (i) Nutmeg shall provide to the Town, along with the written notice of the
Generation Commencemnent Date as referenced above, a personal property declavation for ol
personal property on the Land. (i) Nutmeg shall include with cach payment of Project Taxes
documentation (hat reasonably cstablishes its compliance with all requirements necessary (o
qualily for an abatement pursuant to Conn, Gen. Stat. §12-81(57)(F), as from time to time
amended to the extent any such amendments apply to the Project. The Town may request from
Nutmeg specific additional information and documentation reasonably nevessary to cstablish the
accuracy of Nutmeg’s computation of Project Taxes or the Project’s continuing qualification for
abatement under Conn, Gen, Stat. §12-81(57)(F). The Town shall not be required to bill Nutmeg
annuvally for Project Taxes due, but shall provide to Nutmeg documentation acknowledging
receipt of the Project Taxes.

(@) Duting the Abatement Period Nutmeg shatl file personal property declarations for
the Property with the Town's Office of Assessment and Revenue Collection any other documents,
information, renditions or detailed listings of the Property as required to comply with subsection
(c) of this Section 3.

Section 4.  Characterization of Project Taxes.

The Project T'axes shall be considered real and personal property texes imposed and collected by
the Town on the Proporty: shall represent the sole property tax payments to be made by Nutmeg
to the Town with respect to the Property; and shall be aceepted by the Town in full satisfaction of
any proporly taxes due on the Property, The parties acknowledge that the Hnzardville Fire District
is not a party to this Agreement and as such the Project Taxes do not include real and personsl
propexty taxes due and payable to the Hazardvillo Fire District.

Section 5. Adjustments for Material Change in Taxing Structure.

This Agreement is predicated on the assutiption that real and personal property tuxes continue to
be assessed by and paid to the T'own in 8 manner consistent with curront law, and that the State of
Conneclicut’s system of propeity taxes is not replaced by a substitute system of taxes (whether
property or otherwise) that materially incresses ot diminishies the receipts a municipality derives
from properly taxes or that u taxpayer pays i respect of property taxes. In recogaition of the
foregoing, if the cutrent system of property {axation is materially modificd by law, the Partics
agres to negotiate in good faith to modify this Agreement in a mannct that prescrves the respective
economic positions of the Patlies. For purposes of this Section, an increase or decreasc in real or
personal properly tax assessments or an increase or decrease in the rate of property tax shall not,
in and of itself and itrespective of magnitude, constitute a material modification of the cutrent
system of property taxation.. The Project Taxes payable o the Town pursuant to this Agreement
will not change unless this Agreement is amended in wriling by the Partics.
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Section 6.  Taxes Following Term of This Agreement,

{a)  Commencing on the expiration or tennination of the term of this Agreement, the
Property shall be assessed in the manner required by applicable law and taxes shatl be calculated
and be due and payable as provided by applicable law.

(b)  If this Agrecment terminates ont a daie other than the first day of a Tax Year, (i)
Nufmeg’s tax liability for the period from the beginning of such Tax Year through the termination
date shall be the Project Taxcs for the full Tux Year under this Agreeraent multiplied by the numbey
of days from the beginning of the Tax Year through and including the termination date, divided by
three-hundred and sixty-five, (i) Nutmeg’s tax liability for the period fiom the termination date
through the end of the Tax Year shall be the Property Tax Levy due for such Tax Year in the absence
of this Agreement multiplied by the number of days from the day aller the termination date through
the end of the Tax Year, divided by threc-hundred and sixty-five; and (iif) afler the termination date,
Nutmeg shall begin making installment payments of property taxes at such times as required by
applicable law; provided, Nutmeg shall adjust the amount of the instatiment payment first due after
the termination dale as necessary 1o cause the total taxes paid for such Tax Year to equal its tax
liability for such Tax Year uader this Section.

Scction 7. No Additional Tax Benefits.

Nutmeg agrees that it will not pursue any additional cxemptions or tux abatements or any
subsequent adjustment to its tax payments to the Town that are the subject of this Agreement unless
pettnitted herein. Nothing in this Section shall prohibit Nutmeg from seeking additional tax reliel
and rebates from the State of Connecticat, federal authorities, or authorities other than the Town,
provided that no such telief shall reduce the amounts payable by Nutmeg to the Town under this
Agreement. The Town will coopetate with Nutmeg in applying for state, federal, or other programs
providing tax assistance o other incentives to electiicity generators in the State.

Section 8. Audits, Inspection of Records, Declavations.

Duiing the term of this Agreement, Nutmeg shall grant access to all paper and electronic records,
books, documents, accounting procedures, practices or any other items relevant to the performance
of this Agreement to the Town or such other persons or entities designated by the Town for the
purposes of inspecting and anditing such books and records, provided that the Town has provided
five (5) business days prior written nofice, and the Town or its represontatives shall not undaly
disrupt Nutmeg’s operations. The Town shall not malce a copy of any such records and the Town
shall conduct any inspestion and auditing at the business location or locations designated by
Nutmeg. Tn addition fo the personal property declarations referenced in Section 3.(d), ahove,
Nuimeg shall file with the Town all declarations, reports and ather documentation as way be
required by applicable federal, state or municipal law or regulation,
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Section 9. Late Payments,

If Nutmeg fails to make a Project Iax payment within thirty (30) days following the due date
provided for payment, interest at the tate set forth in Conn. Gen. Stat. §12-146 shall accruc on
any unpaid portion of the Project Tax from the date such payment was duc until paid, and the
Town shall retain all rights and remedies it may have under law if any such payment remains
unpaid.

Section 10,  Reomedies for Nonpayment of Taxes,

The Parties hereto acknowledge and agree that the Project Taxes payable by Nutmeg to the Town
ate taxes imposed pursuant to Gonn, Gen. Stat. Chapter 204 (except to the extent such taxcs are
modified a8 fo smount and timing of payment putsuant to this Agrcement) and that all rights and
remedies available to the Town under applicable law (including, without limitation, Conn, Gen,
Stat, Chapter 205) with respect to nonpayment of taxes shall apply to the payment and collection
of Project Taxes.

Section 11,  Miscellnreous Provisions,

The Agreement shall not apply to any improvements to real property ot personal property that are
nat associated with the Praject. Nothing in this Agreement shall modify, alter, reduce, or relate
in any way to the rights and semedios of the Pactics with respeot to the assessment aud collection
oftaxcs on, the Propexty or to the Town's valuation of the Property after the term of this Agroement
expites. This Agreement shall not constitute evidence of vaiue in any tax appeal commenced by
any owner of the Project or Property for any Tax Year after expivation of this Agreement.

e et

Scction 12, Term of Agreement.

The term of this Agreement commences on the dafe of its exccution and delivery by the Parties
and terminates without nolice after the expiration of Abatement Period,

Section 13,  Termination; Cure Period.

s YR

1t shall be a breach of this Agreement and this Agreement shall terminate if the Projeot ceases
operations, if the PRA is terminated, or if the Project otherwise no longer qualifies for an abatement
putsuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §12-81(57)(F) (“terminating events”). Nutmeg shall provide the
Town with wrltten notification within 30 days of one or any combination of the ferminating events.
Nutmeg shall have sixty (60) days to cure such breach or, if such breach cannot be cured within
such 60-day period in the excrcise of all due diligence, an additional period of up to 60 days
provided thut Nulineg has commenced an attempt to cure the breach within the initial 60-day
period. Nutimeg shall provide the Town with weekly progress updates and/or repoits detailing the ;
status of its attempt to cure the breach or breaches. Notwithstanding the provisions set farth in this
section, Nutmeg may, from time to time, in whole or part temporarily (no more than 30 days) cease
operation of the Project for reasonable business purposes such as equipment vpgrades.

Property Tax Stabilization Agicement
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In the event that this Agreement is terminated within the first fifteen (15) years of the Abatement
Period, all tax benefits granied for the period prior to the tenmination shall become due and payable
to the Town. Nulmeg and/or its successors and asségns shall be liable for the difference between the
amount of the personat and real property taxes that would have been due, but for this Agreement,
fror the Generation Commencement Date up 1o and including the year of termination and the total
amount of the Project Taxes paid for the same petiod, Such {otal amount shall constitute a tax lien
upon the Property. Tn no event will the ‘Town issue a refund to Nutmeg.

Section 14. Entire Understanding,

This Agreement reflects the entire understanding of the Parties hereto and supersedes all previous
verbal and wiitten agreements between the Parties rogarding the subject matter hereof.

Scetion 15, Notices,

All notices requited or permitted undor the terms of this Agreement shall be in writing and may
be delivered by hand or by facsimile or registered or certified mail. Notice that is sent by
registered ot certified mail, by hand or by facsimile shall be deomed effective on the second day
afler deposit fn the United States Mail, postage prepaid, or on the sccond day after hand delivery
or Facsimile transmission, excepl as otherwise demonstrated by a signed receipt or facsimile
confirmation, Notices may be senl to the following addresses:

If'to the Town:

Office of the Town Manager '
Town of Bofield

820 Enfiefd Streel

Enfield, CT 06082-2997

If to Nutmeg:

Casey Tomasiak
Nutmeg Solar, LLC
700 Univeise Blvd
Mail Stop: PSX/IB
Juno Beach, Fl, 33408

A Party may designate a different notice individual or address by giving written notice as set forth
above,
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Section 16, Amendments; Walvers.

No modification or amendnient of this Agreement shai be valid or effective uncss expressly sct
forth in an agrecment in writing signed on behalf of each Party. Tfand to the extent the provisions
of any modification ot amendment shall be unenforeeable or void under law, such unenforceable
or void provisions shall be disregarded, and this Agreement shall otherwise remain in full force
and effect. No waiver, consent or discharge (other than discharge by reason of performance) shail
be effected, except by an instrument in writing oxccuted by or on behalf of the Party againgt whom
enforcement of such watver, consent or discharge is sought.

Scetion 17. Assigrment.

This Agrcement is assignable in whole or part by Nutineg without the Town’s consent (i) in
connection witl the obtaining of financing for the Project and/or (it) in conneetion with the sale
or other transfer of ownership of some or all of the Property; provided, any such assignment must
be in writing and Nutmeg shatl promptly provide notice and a copy of any such written assignment

to the Town,

Tn the event Nutmeg or a subsequent owner of the Properly nssigns this Agreement to & purchaser
of Property, the Party making the assignment shall be relieved from liability for the payment and
petformance of its obligations hereunder with reapect to such sald Propeity which arise after such
assipniment 3o Jong ns the writlen assigninent causes the agsipnee to assume the obligation to make
the Project Tax payments and to pecform other obligations under this Agreement with respect to
such sold Property which arise aller such assignment. In connection with any assigmmnent of this
Agreement to facilitate the obtaining of financing or refinancing for the Project, the Town shall
execute such consents, estoppel certificates, agreements and similar documents as Nulmeg shall
reasonably request, provided any such documents must be approved in advance by the Town

Council.

Section 18. Successors and Assigns,

T'his Agrecment shall be binding upon and shall inute to the benefit of the Partics horeto and their
respective successors and assigns. Nutmeg's obligations hereunder are solcly its obligations,
respectively, and no affiliate of Nutimeg, and no member, officer, director, manager, agent or ather
representative of the Nutmeg shall have any personal liability for the performance of its
obligations hereunder.

Section 19.  Severability,

The Paities herefo have entered into this Agrecment in good faith on the basis of applicuble
Connecticut law, Each Party herelo, including its successors and assigns, agrees not to challenge
the validity of this Agrcement or its enforceability against such Party. If the validity or
enforceability of this Agteement or any portion hereof is chalienged by any third party, each Party
hereto agrees to defend the validity and enforceability of this Agreement, with each Party bearing
its own aftorneys' fees and costs. If a term of this Agreemont shall be deomed to be illegal or
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unenforceable pursuant to a final, non-appeslable judgment by a coust having competent
jutisdiction over the Partics, the temainder of this Agreement shall remain in full force and effoct
as if such portion had not been included in this Agreement fiom the beginning.

Secction 20,  Captions,

The paragraph headings or captions appeaving in this Agrecment are for convenicnce only, are
hot & part of this Agreement, and are not to be considered in interpreling this Agreement.

Section 21, No Admissions,

The Partics agree and acknowledge that this Agreement will expire at the end of its term, at which
point the Partics may seek to renegotiate and enter into o new Agreement refating fo the Project and
Propetty. Upon the expiration of this Agreement, the 'arties agree that nothing set forth within this
Agreement shall be desmed or claimed to constitute an admission of any Patly as to any matter,
inciuding bul not limited to the valuation, assessment, characterization, or classification of any real
property, improvements to real property, or personal property.

Section 22. Governing Law, Venue & Enforcement.

This Agreement shall be governed by and consteved under he faws of the State of Connecticut.
The Partics agrec that the prevailing party shall be entitted to equitable relicf, including injunctive
veliel and specific performance, iu the event of any judicially proven breach of this Agreement by
Nutmeg or the Towa,

‘ 5
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NUTMEG SOLAR, LLC TOWN OF ENFIELD

By: (////)Z//)/?

¢ Y
John'1pi Donato, Viee President Christopher W7 Bromson
Buly’Authorized Town Manager
Duly Authorized

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
58:  Enfield

)
COUNTY OF HARTFORD )

Personally appeared Christopher W. Bromson, Town Manager of the Town of Enfield,
Conaccticul, signer of the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged the same 1o be the free act
and deed of said Town, and his free act and deed as such officer, before me,

Debua QV’)L@W@’T

Notary Public
My Commuissi

EBEBNA A MCCARTHY
Natary Public
Connectlout
My Comm. Expires July 31, 2023

W,

oy
el il i i e e o o o

STATE O FLORIDA

S “up”

88:  Juno Beach
COUNTY OF PALM BEACH } "

Porsonally appearced John Di Denato of Nutmeg Solar, LLC, signer of the foregoing
insteument, and acknowledged the same to be the fiee act and deed of said company, and his fice

act and deed as such officer, before me,

Notary Pulilic '
My Commission Expives:

«sv-‘f »

y %% s Kine 8, 0318
A lary: Lokl . Sihta of Ploridn,

AR, Ay ot & o
e Boplrct Mot 28, 2020
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EXHIBIT A
REAL PROPERTY (LAND)

Property subject to Options to Purchase

Assessor's Map Number Lot Number Owner as of Effective Date
— y B - LaumMJarmo e i e
!09 i 40 e e
109 18 Laura M. Jarmoc
- 10;wm I 12 | James T. Lefebvre
109 13 JamesT. Lefebre
W,,:_H_TO; _______;W ) Dawd P

Property subiect fo Gro L.epsey

Assessor's Map Number Lot Number Owner as of Effective Date
102 48 Jarmoc Farms, 1L.1.C and Jarmoce Real Estate, 1.1.C
102 50 “Tarmoc Farme, LLC and Jarmoe Real Estate, Ll:a
108 6 Jarmoc Fmiﬁé;"[;l'_{(ﬂ;ﬁd Jarmoc Real Estate, LLC
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[ CORRENT OWRERT - YOFD OYEES SIRT/RoAT | T iochol — oﬁﬁﬁmaa =T “amwwwmuba jl T
JARMOG FARMS LLC fat 7 [Mang SCTpien Coge praised SHRES
1{Vacant FARM LAND &1 307,400 51,220 604 ¥
2
T RUEPLEEENTAL DATA ENFIELD, CT 5
¥ SCHOOL ST A Prel i 005000100640 Neighbhd 01205 N
freDist. 3 Dev Lot # N
Zoning Ree Caliback LE @
ENFIELD Cr 08052 Imppigr Income . 5
Census/B| 4810-0826 Cireuit Bekr < m m m@ 2
Total Acres 30.5 ’
GISID 108415 Assat: Pidit ot 57 A0 57550
" RECORD OF OWRERSHIF | BR-VOL/PAGE| SALE DATE| QU | VB | SALEFRICE VT T FREVIGUS ASSESSHENTS [AISTORY) N
JARMOC FARMS LLC 1838 | o017 s u v 100,000 | 28 Yeat | Code Aszgassed Year | code | Assezsed VI Year | Code Assessed
20217 &2 7,850 | 2020 | &2 4860120191 &2 4,860
] T YD) “Fot] 1550 ol X150
N EXERPTIONS . . OTHER ASSESSHENTS ~ . .~ - “{Tida signatuio acknowiedges 8 viait by o Dute Coledior tr Asspasor
“Year | Unga. liescriphon Amount Cote Déseriplion Number Amouri- Comm [nt
P .
i 560 | o Appralsed Bidg. Value (Cand) o
- " AESESSING REIGHAORHAGOD = i =+ 1Appreised Xf (B) Vaive (Bldg) 0
Iﬂ.wh,a Nbhihd Name ETREE] NDTA NAME \4.\3an Batch Appraised OB(L) Value{BLDG) o
1
- NOTES pean —— Appraisad Land Valkte [Ekig) 307,400
DEV RIGHTS TO STATE OF CT V.2668 P97 : .\.« Spacinl Land Value 51,220
- g Total Appralsed Pares! Value 07,400
\\ Valuation Method c
u\
A Tota! Appraised Parcel Valus 507,400
Parmitld | issue Date | Tvpe Descripllars [~ Amount ingpDate” T % Comp | Date Lomp Comments Dt id Jtyoa] Is led PurpostiResult
A 11-15-2021 T 20 [Fieid Review
12-31-2020 | OM 99 [Vacant Land - Inspecied
02-03-2018 OF 49 {Quatlity Controt
y 02481993 | ZZ 70 {Prior Inspection
Ve
; _ 74 — . ~LAND CIE YUATION SECTION ——
B [Use Code gmaw A tzone| tand Sype | Land Units | Unit Price | Slze Adj | Site Index Cand, | Nbhd. | Nbhd, Ad] Nolas tocation Adjustment 1Ad] Unit 8] Land Value
1 710 480 Tiitabke Ra3 20201 AC 43584 1.00000 e} 1.00 | 065 1.200 1.0000 105,600
1 730 430 Tilisg A 26.800| AC 7.500; 1.00000 o 1.00 4.00C 1.0000 204,800
2
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Properiy Lozaticn 45 CHARNLEY RD Mepld 109/70015// Bidg Mame State Use 711
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CensusfB  4810-0928 Circuit Brir QmmMQZ o
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st o Loy L BROLAA Y
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TARTSINIS LAW OFFICE LLC DESPINA C. TARTSINIS, £sq.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW Admitted in CT & NV

September 20, 2023
VIA HAND DELIVERY ONLY

Mayor Robert Cressotti
Town Council Members
Enfield Town Hall

820 Enfield Street
Enfield CT 06082

RE: Town Council Meeting on 09/20/2023
Discussion of 78 Park Avenue, Enfield — Municipal Assessment Appeal to the BAA
Property Owners/Clients — David and Lori Longhi

Dear Honorable Mayor and Town Council Members:

Please be advised that this office represented David and Lori Longhi in connection with the recent sale of 78 Park
Avenue, Enfield CT 06082. It is my understanding that you intend to discuss this property and the assessment
appeal taken following the town’s 2021 revaluation (Oct 1, 2021, assessment date). First and foremost, | would
like to express that the continued discussions of litigated and decided appeals is highly unusual, especially in this
proposed format.

Connecticut law provides aggrieved taxpayers and property owners a statutory process under which a municipal
tax assessment may be appealed, and the process is codified in Connecticut General States Sec. 12-111. The
property owners availed themselves of this statutory process. Specifically, Mr. Longhi appealed the October 1,
2021 assessment of 78 Park Avenue to the BAA. Since Mrs. Longhi is a BAA member, she recused herself from
hearing the appeal(s), and it is my understanding that Mr. Longhi appeared before the Board on or about April 20,
2022. Itis also my understanding that the appeal was granted, the Board attributed a value of zero ($-0-) to the
property, and no appeal of the BAA decision was taken under C.G.S. Sec. 12-117a.

As | am sure you all know, a statutory assessment of real property concerns the specific date in time, October 1% of
each and every year. On October 1, 2021, the Longhis did not have marketable, saleable, or useable title to the
property. Their deed described a lot down the street, 74 Park Avenue.

This information came to light after the Longhis entered into a contract for sale of 78 Park Ave with Maiden
Builders LLC sometime in April 2021. During the due diligence phase of the purchase, the proposed purchaser
discovered the significant defect. Request was made to the Town Attorney’s office, but unfortunately those
efforts were not fruitful. Thereafter, | contacted CATIC (Connecticut Attorney’s Title Insurance Company) and a
claim was filed under the neighbor Brunk's title policy. CATIC assigned outside counsel to handle the proposed
title search and next steps to correct the title, short of a quiet title (C.G.S. Sec. 47-31) claim. CATIC's legal counsel
drafted the correcting deeds and affidavits, and oversaw collecting the documents, and ultimately recording the
documents at the direction of CATIC. The documents were recorded on April 21, 2022, and notice was given to

Telephone: 860.370.9759 e Fax: 860.370.9769 o E-mail: turisinislow@gmail.com
122 Prospect Hill Road e Suite 24 e East Windsor, (T 06088 Page 231 of 283



Town Council Letter — 78 Park Ave
Page 2

my office of the recordings on or about April 29, 2022.

Thereafter, assuming the Longhis had clear and marketable title to proceed with the sale of 78 Park Avenue, the
proposed purchaser continued to pursue permitting for his proposed development of the property. On or about
April 2023 buyer’s counsel discovered an issue with the Town of Enfield tax sale of 2016 and asserted that the
Town failed to comply with statutory requirements of notice (See C.G.S. Sec. 12-157 and 12-167a) to the then
property owner. CATIC nor any other title company would insure the property considering the Town'’s failure to
follow the statutory requirements of notice and the deficiencies in the recorded Affidavit.

A formal request for access to the tax file was submitted to Town Attorney Mark Cerrato on May 23, 2023. He
immediately forwarded the request to Assessor Helems, who informed me of his interpretation of the statute
noting that market value has nothing to do with insurable title. However, | was not requesting an interpretation of
the statute. | was requesting access to the tax sale file. Rather than engage in a tit for tat argument on statutory
interpretation with the Assessor, | renewed my records request. In late June 2023, | was informed via email that
the file was available in the Assessor’s office and to make an appointment to view the file when Assessor Helems
was also available to be there. On June 26, 2023, | was able to access the file, and obtain copies of the notices in
the file, paying $21.50 for 13 pages of copies. The Longhis ultimately sold the property on July 7, 2023, for
$40,000.00 as noted on the deed conveying title to Maiden Builders LLC.

In closing, | must note that the Longhis paid taxes on 78 Park Avenue, without protest, from the time they
purchased the property in 2016 until the noted appeal, despite not having marketable title the property they
purchased directly from the Town.

CC: Tom Tyler, Chairman of the BAA
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I met TA back in the spring of 2022. He drove up while I was in my garage and introduced himself. We
talked a bit about the vision appraisal and I mentioned that they listed my new garage as a pool house.
He told me that 1 had to address that with vision.

As the conversation continued, he then told me that he was taking away my 490 status | asked him how
he came up with that and admitted that he was here a week ago, and no one was home, so he looked
inside the garage, and house and I said you didn’t see the no trespassing signs posted he said no asked if
this was standard practice and, how he had the right, and he told me that he was the new tax assessor and
can, “do as he wishes”, and made a comment about how there is a new sherif in town.

At this point he continued to ask me questions, which felt accusatory. He asked about my business, and
equipment. I did not appreciate where the conversation was going so I asked him to leave. Before he left
I asked what I can do about the $490.000, and he just told me I need to reapply.

I went to the town offices to inquire about how a garage can be mistaken for a pool house, and vision
told me I missed my opportunity. I spoke to Alyssa Hanvey about it and she confirmed with Vicky ATA
that the garage would be $35k cheaper then a pool house so I appealed it then. As we were talking I
brought up the 490 and Alyssa said I could appeal that also. Her information contradicted the Tax
Assessor’s, so she clarified, and I was able to appeal that as well. While I was in the town building the
tax assessor saw me and impolitely asked me to adjust my mask. I asked why him nor anyone else was
not even wearing a mask, and he responded with, “my building my rules.”

Later that night 1 was informed that the Tax Assessor scolded Allyssa for helping me and that he told her
that’s not her job to do so. I was blown away by that statement because if she didn’t help me (unlike
him) I wouldn’t have been able to appeal.

I then went in front of BAA to explain my case and they reduced my garage to what I thought it should
be, also along the lines of what Vicky said, which was a $35,000 difference from $90,000 to 490 as well
so I was happy and thought it was over then.

[ informed Mike Ludwig’s and Nick Hopkins of my issues, and then was requested to come speak at a
town council meeting. I expressed my hesitation with discussing my concerns publicly due to potentially
feeling targeted. Reluctantly, I decided to share after other council members asked me to. Unfortunately,
my concerns were valid and the situation got worse.

In October 2022 I received my new assessment. In it, my 490 was taking away my garage, but went to
$135,000, which stated that I have a pool heater (I do not have one). There was a $10,000 increase and
everything went up again including the house , which was an extra $25,000.

Again, I went to the town again and appealed in the spring of 2023 again, and appealed, met with BAA.
I truly believe this was vindictive due to me speaking to town council by this action.

The BAA changed the assessment back to 490 again and brought house number down to what was
appropriate. However, to this day, on my housing card it states that...

A report done by Copola proved he had no right to add a heater to my pool, or raise my garage and
property. The pool heater was never ever mentioned in prior appeals nor did he have any evidence of one
so I’m unsure of why he would change it.
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2022 Decision Board of Assessment Appeals  Appeal # 5(@3
Decision Date: 45/ 520/ 2 2
7

Motion to approve Appeal made by Donna Dubanoski and seconded by Thomas Tyler i
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the matter of this appeal,

Enﬁeld‘syl Assessment Appeals finds that the Property Owner, elo C%Q .’
7 ]

= 1 A 7 —
Gy VUASH I oy o

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

OR
FAILED TO PROVE beygnd a preponderance of evidence the merits of this Appeal
THEREFQORE, THIS APPLICATION WDENIED by VOTE as follows:
Unanimous '
Donna Dubanoski . Yay . Nay
Lori Longhi __ Yay . Nay
Thomas Tyler _ Yay _ Nay
Appraised
Farm Land Code River VaileyjAcres Amount Amount Assessed Amount
Tillable A ' 710 2,530
Tillable B 711 1,810
Tillable C 712 1,690
Tillable D 713 1,170}2. 5 ) 754
Orchard E 714 990
Pasture F 715 280
Swamp, Ledge 716 40
Scrub G 716 40
717
Woodland Forest| 610 390|073l 4, 95
Qpen Space 718 '
£33 - o 50 1,98 L A Gt
OTHER RELIEF ORDERED: This property.be restored and reinstated to its prior P.A. 490 Status and
classification{s) as existed on the 10-1-2020 Grand List with exception{s) only for the above
assessment calculation(s) immediately. Fo e | Kes
[TOTALS .25 (730 . I
APPRAISED NEW 2022 2021 2020
AMOUNT ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT ASSESSMENT
Land TS a5 e /3320 5, G0
Buildings E-ENEER RAb, /20 Fiocon | <2 S7d)
Out Buildings Te, Feys 25,400 TE, A 7 320
Tevd PersonalPTopenty A oo0 (790
cad - ToTAL 77 050 o s w7700 277,190
re >
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TOWN OF ENFIELD

i
ASSESSMENT APPEAL FORM 3 5573 :

Appeal No,

THIS APPEAL FORM TO THE BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS MUST BE RECEIVED ON OR BEFORE MARCH 18, 2072, AND MUSY St
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.

Property owner(s} Qoﬁ‘i’ K:mG%L\ & D’

Name of agent (If different from owner)
Position of agent (if different from owner} :
Proparty owner will be regresented by {check one}: Self L Agent: !
{If by agent, must attach evidence of authorization)

Name of Persop and AddrEss to which all notices and correspondence should be sent {list ONE address anly):
Name i«: f YA

Street 1."2!; ﬁ-n:‘z < JAJnr Yo pare 1A %O

City, State, Zlp Code =Y Coy g 9 Telephane (Daytime} _ &40 ~ BYF75.3 ‘“)y
For the Grand List of October 1, _Tas2 { @

Description of the property being appeated {locatlon if real estate, yaar/make/model/marker number If mator vehlcle)
MOTE: Regular Grand Elst Motor Vehicle hearing conducted ln September,

Property Type: Siwele F f‘\"""[‘\. rHame . ;

{Reat EHite, Supplementat Mo@r Vahlcle, Persoral Property) /W l
Property Locatlon; . [ ! A :
{NGmber and Street} {Assassor MapfLot if Real Estate} .

Property Description: o
{Busilass Name i Parsonal Properys Year, Make, Model, VlfN 4 MuturVehlc!e

Reason fortheAppeanqm Q‘\\\j Al ay A A x7 J "/ 47\).:)4._,
) oo

5//.9/23 22

Stéﬂmf owner and/or agent (Attach proof of authorizatlon) DATE

Appeliant’s estighate of FAIR MARKET VALUE of the property being appealed:

(Position of signer: ]

FOR BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS USE ONLY:

Property Descriptio%
Street Address: 3/0 [-7 : w%sessor tap/ 4':9 Lot/ b Dlack__ O GEF - B8P~ 084S :
Other: [ T¥es57
NOTICE OF APPEAL HEARING TIME AT THE TPWHALL Gio od
An appeal hearing Is to be held {DATE) &?gf};] a2 (TIME} 709 )
Yaur application was denied on {Action Data}
Your appiication was granted on {Action Date)
Old Assessment New Assessment bifference
LAND [23
BUILDINGS fle R LAD
OUTBLHLDINGS I ROD
PERSONAL PROPERTY i
TOTAL L7, 000
CHAIRMAM, BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APREALS DATED

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

820 ENFELD ST | ENFIELD, CT 06082 | {860) 253-6339

P i

RN

i b5 2022
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BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS
TOWN OF BNFIELD, CONNECTICUT
AGENT'S CERTIFICATION

osts: ) 1‘3120%’/

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
1, S l\’—'fﬁ_D‘a‘ovJ . being the [ogat ovener of properly localed at:

. 4 . . i
pr 53 _ —5 (2.

p L L
LRt U OGO L

hesehy suthorize . to act ag my agent in all matters before
the Bomed of Assessment Appeals of the Town of Enfiold, forthe assessment yeat
commencing October 1, . E

Cwper's 5l nature

gfa i7" DL vy —

Printed Name P4
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. 2022 HEARINGS & DECISION MINUTES

Board of Assessment Appeals
Enfield, Connecticut ]
Appeal Number: Z, é 3

TT

Hearing Date: T/2() 2022
Property Owner/Agent: ___, 5;@ 7 Oé“ A: re &
Property Type & Location: 3 3 < é@ (7 Z%ﬁ(/f/( Fouw ng , Enfield, CT

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

——

by way of oral testimony from: .\e=sy A& erees

which concluded that the tax assessment valuation as stated for the October 1, 2021 Grand List

w xcessive Ak bezed, 7 —_ — .
?o% ;Zdng\ft&ii “MST chauéf{ff;%%}‘ “%mw

In support of that conclusion, the following documents and/or additional notes (if any) were
offered and received as evidence: & A jéa‘ic_/ #al/ [ padie
/zao\J— Sala M

< b}qjﬁﬁ A’Z/ e poof— JBee fouies
W SEE cumvss gt ool

Mﬁ'//f{/ﬁ\e@g /QZA’V Yo qtm‘;”'f/‘, Zoo.

2022 DECISION MINUTES

Board of Assessment Appeals
Appeal Number:

_ Decision Date:
After due consideration and thoughtful deliberation of all evidence in the above-referenced
matter as more fully identified on the upper half of this page, 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

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

Unanimous

Donna Dubanoski Yay Nay

Lori Longhi _ _Yay____Nay
Thomas Tyler . Yay___ Nay

Relief (if any):
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Property Location 336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD Map ID 076//0186// Bldg Name State Use 101
VisionID 14057 Account# 000800020015 Bldg# 1 Sec# 1 of 1 Card# 1 of 1 Print Date 3/24/2022 ©:35:49 AM
: HE:; URERENTASSESSMEN
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY lectricity escription Appraised 6049
3 |Water RES LAND 69,390
- mmvﬁn?mami RES G R ENFIELD, CT
336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD AL e IRES OUTBL 59,000 41,30C : ?
G S Alt Prel 1D §009G002G015 01 Q
Fire Dist. 5 Dev Lot # M
Zaning R33 Callback Lt 3
ENFIELD CT 08082 TIF DIST Income N
Census/Bl  4802-09056 Circuit Brkr <— m _ o z
Total Acres 16.25 \IJJ o
™,
GISID 76-186 Assoc Pid# e T3 200] )
RECORDIQEOWNERSH, KEVOL/EAG Q. FEL: REVIOUSASSESSHEN
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY 2671 | 0408 07-06- NO._N U vV Year | Code Assessed Year | Code | Assessed < Code Assessed
LEGIENZA ALFREDA EST OF + 2671 | 0406 07-06-2017 | U | V 20201 141 52,800 | 2019 | 141 52,900 1-1 52,900
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 2634 1 0001 12-23-2015 | U v 1-3 211,87C 1-3 211,97¢ 1-3 211,970
LEGIENZAALFREDA + 2256 1 0230 01-08-2007 | U A cg -4 41,300 1-4 9,320 1-4 9,320
306,170 Total 274,190 Total 274,180
: THER!ASSESSMEN This signature acknowiedges a visit by a Data Collector or Assessor
Year | Code Dmmomu:on Amount Code Descriptign Number Amount Comm Int
PPRAISED:VALUESUMMAR!
To@l 5 oo Appraised Bldg. Value (Card) 302,810
________ RHOGD Appraised Xf (3) Value (Bldg) Y
£ Tracing Bateh Appraised OB(L) Value(BLDG) 50,000
Appraised Land Value (Bldg) 59,356
pad80 applied year 1 2019 grand list Special Land Value 4,330
Totai Appraised Parce! Valua 431,260
Valuation Method C
Total Appraised Parcel Value 431,20

Permit id | lssue Date Description Insp Date Cate Comp Comments Date _m Purpost/Result
B-20-104 04-21-2020 {BP Permit 11-06-2020 106G BUILD 42' X 60' FARM UTILIT 11-06-2020 DF 3 ow BUILDING PERMIT
B8-20-72 02-18-2020 iBP 11-06-2020 10C 42" X 60 FOUNDATION FOR G2-17-1993 Zz 70 |Prior Inspection
B-18-98 03-08-2018 |BP Permit 12-06-2018 100 18X28X37 iGP
B-17-877 11-06-2017 [BP Permit 260, ooo 12-06-2018 100 3 BR 2.5 BATH SINGLE FAM

: EUATIONSECTION
Use Code Description Zone| Land Type | Land Units | Unit Price | Size Adj ; Site Index | Cond. | Nbhd. | Nbhd. Adj Notes Location Adjustment |Adj Unit P| Land Value
101 Res Dweliing R33 88,000| SF 0.83| 1.¢0000 5 0.95 | 055 1.000 [Traffic 1.00GC 639,390
710|490 Tillable A .v »3 1.500{ AC 1.00000 0 1.00 1.000 0.0000 g
717|490 Woodland 12,7301 AC 1.00000 0 1.00 | G55 1.000 0.G000 ]
Tolal Card Land Units 161 AT Parcel Total Land Arealie Total Land Value 69,380




Property Location
Vision I 14057

336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD
Account# 000900020015

Map ID  076//0186//
Bldg# 1

Bidg Name
Sec# i

of 1

Card# 1 of 1

State Use 101

Print Date 3/31/2022 3:28:25 PM

XEMPTIONS

URRENT;OWNE : QAD (OCATION; SSESSMEN
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY & [Mod Traffic Description Appraised Assessed 6049
RES LAND 83,600 58,500
RES EXGES 106,700 74,700
336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD / d DWELLING 375,200 262,600 ENFIELD, CTo
It Prc Neighbhd™ 01202 RES QUTBL 107,400 75,200 N
Fire Dist. 5 Dev Lot # ©
Zoning R33 Callback Lt o]
ENFIELD CT 08082 TIF DIST coms @
Census/Bl  4802-0906 Moderate <_ m — O z
Total Acres 16.25 \Af o
GIS D 76-186 Assoc Pid# £ VARV
ECORDIGE-OWNERSHIE VOL/PA A ATE ENTSH{HIS #
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY 2671|0408 | 07-06-2017 Assessed V Assessed
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 2671 | 0406 | 07-06-2017 52,900 52,900
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 2634 | 0001 12-23-2015 211,970 211,970
LEGIENZAALFREDA + 2256 | 0230 | 01-08-2007 41,300 1-4 8,320
75,200
Z71,600 Total 306,170 Tatal 774,190

J This signature acknowledges a visit by a Data Collector or Assessor

Description Amount Code Descripticn Number
APPRAISEDVALUESUMMAR:
T2 500 Appraised Bidg. Value (Card) 375,200
ASSESSINGNEIGHBORHOOD |Appraised Xf {B) Value (Bldg) 0
001 STREET INDEX NAME | Appraised OB(L) Valus(BLDG) 107,400
Appraised Land Value (Bldg) 190,300
d year 1 2019 grand fist Special Land Value 0
Total Appraised Parcel Value 672,900
Valuiation Methed c
Total Appraised Parcei Value 672,800

) CHANGEHISTOR
Permit |d | Issus Date | Type Description insp Date Comments Date is | Cd Purpost/Result

B-20-104 04-21-2020 |BP Permit 11-06-2020 100 BUILD 42' X 60' FARM UTILIT 11-12-2021 TH 20 |Field Review

B-20-72 02-18-2020 |BP 11-06-2020 100 42' X 60' FOUNDATION FOR 11-06-202C DF 3 03 |BUILDING PERMIT

8-18-98 03-08-2018 {BP Permit 12-06-2018 100 18X29X37 IGP 08-18-2020 FS 01 {Measure - No Entry

B8-17-877 11-06-2017 iBP Permit 12-08-2018 100 3 BR 2.5 BATH SINGLE FAM 02-17-1893 ZZ 70 Prior Inspection

SUATIONSECTION:

B {Use Code Description Zone | Land Type | Land Units | Unit Price | Size Adj | Site Index | Cond. | Nhhd, [ Nbhd. Adj Notes Location Adjustment 1Adj Unit P} Land Value

1 101 Res Dwelling R33 88,000| SF 1.00§ 1.06200 5 0.95 | 055 1.000 [Traffic 1.0000 83,600

1 101 Res Dwelling 14,2301 AC 1 7,500.00 1.00000 ¢ 1.00 1.000 1.0000 106,70C
Tolal Card Land Units 16.25] AC Parcel Tofal Land Area [16.25 Total Land Value 79C, 300




o Legend ‘
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N
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Property Location 336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD Map It} G/B/ 7 0186/ / Blig Name slaie use 1
Vision I 14057 Account# 000900020015 Sec# 1 of 1 Card# 1 of 1 Print Date 3/31/2022 3:26:25 PM
CURRENT:OWNER CURRENTASE
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY Descriptian Code Appraised Assessed 6040
RES LAND 1-1 83,600 58,500
RES EXCES 12 106,700 74,700
336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD DWELLING 1-3 375,200 262,500 ENFIELD, CT
. - RES QUTEBL 1-4 107,40G 75,200 Q
Fire Dist. & N
ENFIELD CT 06082 Zoning R33 Callback Lt nw
TIF DIST Income
Census/BI  4802-0806 Moderate < — m — QZ
Total Acres 16.25 1
o
GIsS _U. 76-186 Assoc Pid# Total 572.900 77000
RECORD . QOF.DWNERSHI S G SALE DATE Vi SALE:PRICE PREVIOUS ASSESSMENTS (HISTORY st ith ; i
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY 07-06-2017 v Assessed | Year | Code |Assessed V| Year | Coce | Assessed
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 07-06-2017 \% 58,500 | 2020 1-1 52,900 | 2019 1-1 52,900
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 12-23-2015 A\ 74,700 1-3 211,97¢ 1-3 211,970
| EGIENZA ALFREDA + 01-08-2007 Vv 70,650 | G8 1-3 262,600 1-4 41,300 1-4 3,320
1-4 75,200
Total 471,000 Total 306,170 Total 274,180
EXEMPTIONS: OTHERASSESSMENTS This signature acknowledges a visit by a Data Collector or Assessor
Description Amount Code Description Number Amount Comm Int

[PPRAISED VALUE SUMMARY.

UIEDING PERMIT:RECORD

000 Appraised Bldg. Value {Cara} 375,200

: "ASSESSING NEIGHBORHOOD Appraised Xf {B) Vaiue (Bldg) )

w__oumw Nbhd Narne STREET INDEA NAME Appraised OB(L) Value(BLDG) 107,400
Appraised Land Valug (Bidg) 193,300

pa490 applied year 1 2019 grand fist Special Land Value a
Total Appraised Parcel Value 672,900

Valuation Method c

Total Appraised Parcel Value 672,800

[ssue Date Description Amount Insp Date | % Comp | Date Comp Camments Date _m mc_‘noqummcx
B-20-104 04-21.2020 {BP Permit 18,00C| 11-06-2020 160 BUILD 42’ X 80' FARM UTILIT 11-12-2021 mo Field Review
B-20-72 02-18-2020 (BP 5,000( 11-06-2020 1€0 42' X 80' FOUNDATION FOR 14-06-2020 03 iBUILDING PERMIT
B-18-98 03-08-2018 |BP Permit 17,750{ 12-06-2018 100 18X29X37 1IGP 08-19-2020 01 iMeasure - No Entry
B-17-877 11-06-2017 BP Permit 260,000; 12-06-2018 100 3 BR 2.5 BATH SINGLE FAM 02-17-1893 2z 70 |Prior Inspection

AND LINEVALUATI
B [Use Code Description Zane| Land Type | Land Units | Unit Price | Size Adj | Site index | Cend. Nbhd. Adj Location Adjusiment |Adj Unit P| Land Value
1 101 Res Dwelling R33 88,000{ SF 1.00( 1.00000 5 0.85 | 055 1.000 iTraffic 1.0600 83,600
1 101 Res Dwelling 14.230| AC | 7,500.00| 1.00000 0 1.0C 1.000 1.0000 106,700
Tofal Card Land Units 16.25] AGC Parce! Lotal Land Area]18.25 Toial Land Value 130,360




Property Location 336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD Map 1D 076//0186// Bidg Name State Use 101
Vision ID 14057 Account# 000900020015 Sec# 1 of 1 Card# 1 of 1 Print Date 3/24/2022 9:35:49 AM

C T GURRENT. OWNER PO T S RUAL URRENT ASSESSMEN
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY lect Mod Traffic . Description Code Appraised Assessed 5040
3| Water RES LAND 1-1 69,390 £2,900
8 mmv.wﬁﬁ‘uhh AT BATE DWELLING 1-3 302,810 211,970 ENFIELD, G
RGE WASHIN LSUPPEEMENTALIDATA RES OUTBL 1-4 59,000 41,300 !
336 GEORS GTONRD 020015 Neighbhd 01 ©
Fire Dist. 5 Dev Lot # 5
Zoning R33 Callback Lt <
ENFIELD CT 06082 TiF DIST Income <
Census/Bl  4802-0806 Circuit Brkr <n m — %
Total Acres 16.25 iy
GISID 76-186 Assoc Pid# 737200 06170
) ‘RECORD: OE:OWNERSHI, BFEVOL/PAGE|'SALE DATE: EVIOUS ASSESSMENTS (HISTORY). B
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY 2671 | 0408 | 07-06-2017 Year | Tode [AssessedV | vear Assessed
LEGIENZAALFREDA ESTOF + 2671 | 0405 07-06-2017 52,900 | 2019 | 11 52,900 | 2019 52,900
LEGIENZAALFREDA EST OF + 2634 | 0001 12.23-2015 211,970 13 211,970 211,970
LEGIENZA ALFREDA + : 2256 | 0230 01-08-2007 70,650 41,300 1-4 9,320 1-4 9,320
306,170 Total 274,190 Total 274,180
EXEMPTIONS OTHER' ASSESSMENT: This signature acknowledges a visit by a Datz Collector or Assessor
Description Amount Code Description Number

APPRAISED VALUE :SUMMARY.
Appraised Bldg. Value (Card) 302,810
Appraised Xf (B) Value (Bldg) 0
Appraised OB(L) Value(BLDG) 59,000

0.00
ASSESSINGNEIGHBORHOOD.
STREET INDEX NAME

— Appraised Land Value (Bldg) 69,380

pa490 applied year 1 2019 grand fist Special Land Valie 4,330
Total Appraised Parcel Value 431,200
Valuzation Method ’ c
Totail Appraised Parcel Value 431,200

5 UILDING PERMI HANGE HISTORY I i
Permit Id | Issue Date | Type Bescripiion Amount Insp Date Date Comp Comments Date s |Cd Purpost/Result

B-20-104 04-21-2G20 |BP Permit 48,0007 11-06-2020 100 BUILD 42" X 60" FARM UTILIT 11-06-2020 DF 3 03 |BUILDING PERMIT

B-20-72 02-19-2020 |BP 5,000| 11-06-2020 100 42' X 60' FOUNDATION FOR 02-17-1993 zZ 70 {Prior Inspection

B-18-98 03-08-2018 |BP Permit 17,75G| 12-068-2018 1G0 18X29X37 IGP

B-17-877 11-06-2017 (BP Permit 260,000| 12-06-2018 100 3 BR 2.5 BATH SINGLE FAM

: i ANDLINEVALUATION:SECTION
B {Use Code Description  |Zone! Land Type ! Land Units | Unif Price | Size Adj |Site Index| Cond. | Nbhd. { Nbhd. Adj Notes Location Adjustment {Adj Unit P tand Value

1 101 Res Dwelling R33 88,006 SF 0.834 1,00000 5 0.95 | 0655 1.060 |Traffic 1.0000 69,390
1 710 1480 Tillable A 1.5G0[ AC 1.00000 0 1.00 1.000 0.0000 0
1 717 490 Woodiand 12.7301 AC 1.00000 0 1.00 1 065 1.000 0.0000 g

Total Card Land Unifs el AC Parcel Total Land Areajib Tofal Land Value b3, 34C




. Town of Enfield ~ Division of Building Inspection 45{; 36 7

\ 820 Enfield Street, Enfield, Connecticut 06082
| Teiephone: (860) 253-6370
www.enfield-ct.gov
Type of Permit:  Residential - Farm Buiidings : Permit #. B-20-104
Code Edition: 2018 CSBC Date of Issue: 4/21/2020
Property Owner: DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY Owner Telephone: (860) 849-3591

336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD
ENFIELD, CT 06082

Job Location: 336 GEORGE
Parcel {D: Q00900020015

scott delorge
Applicant: 65 sharren lane
enfield, CT 0608

Telephone: (860) 849-3591

Contractor: Telephone:
License #:
License:
Construction Type: VB: Any buiildi opased: U-A01: Agricultural Buildings
code
Job Cost: $18,000.00
Type of Job : Residentid i I aid: $297.00
Description of Work:  Build 425607 atin utility building will be 16' in heignﬁg 1t between eave and ridge) for
equipmel _. iously approved foundation on perm 72. Electrician to pull separate
permit. See attached farm status. :
Building Official's Signature
This permit will become void Tf the work is not LHESix months of the daie of issue shown above.
All requests for inspection shail be made 24 h s £8. Permit numbers are required when schedulifi rimum inspections include:

1.  Soils and tooting or foundation form
2. Damp-proofing and drainage systemsi

3.  Rough electrical, plumbing, heating ) Aad framie 1gof ermnstalled) before insutation. Gut sheets signed and sealedby a
Connecticut registered engineer areg@@g@’;&;_gfggg&ﬁ“ﬂfgg rinspéctionoliframing: fusses, composite beams, or composite joists.

4,  nsutation and vapor barrier before covering.
5.  Final inspection after submitting the certificate of cccupancy request form.
Where applicable, separate permits are required for sewer, etectrical, plumbing, atarm, fire sprinkler, fixture and HVAC installations or alterations.
Approved plans and this permit shall be retained on the jobsite until a final inspaction is made. Where a certificate of occupancy is required, the building shalf not be occupied

uritit said certificate is issued.
No temporary cerlificates of occupancy will be issued.
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vision Government Soilutions

336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD

3/18(22, 1:37 PM

Location 336 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD Mbiu 076//0186//
Acct# 000900020015 Owner DFLORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY
Assessment  $471,000 Appraisat  $672,900
PID 14057 Building Count 1
Fire District 5
Current Vailue
Appraisal
Valuation Year lrmprovements Land Total
2021 $482,600 $190,300 $672,900
Assessment
Valuation Year improvements Land Total
2021 $337,800 $133,200 $471,000
Owner of Record
Owner DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY Sale Price $50,000
Co-Owner Certificate
Address 338 GEORGE WASHINGTON RD Book & Page 2671/0408
ENFIELD, CT 06082 Sale Date  07/06/2017
Instrument 08
Ownership History
Ownership History
Owner Sale Price Certificate Book & Page Instrument Sale Date
DELORGE SCOTT + KIMBERLY $50,000 2671/0408 08 O7/06/2017
LEGIENZA ALFREDA EST OF + $50,000 2671/0406 08 07/06/2017
LEGIENZA ALFREDA EST OF + %0 2634/0001 12/23/2015
[ EGIENZA ALFREDA + $70,650 1 2256/0230 08 01/08/2007
Rasiledinm Infarmatinn
http:/gis.vgsi.com/EnfieldCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=14067 Page 248 of 283 Page 1 of 4



Vision Government Soiutions

[ X AL LA A R R LT

Building 1 : Section 1

Year Built:
Living Area:
Replacement Cost:

Ruilding Percent Good:

Replacement Cost
Less Depreciation:

2018
2,529
$378,970
99

$375,200

Building Attributes

Field Description
Style Ranch
Model Residential
Grade:
Stories 1
Occupancy i
Exterior Wall 1 Vinyl Siding
Exterior Wall 2
Roof Structure Gable
foof Cover Arch Shingles
Interior Wall 1 Drywalt
Interior Wall 2
Interior Flr 1 Hardwood
interior Fir 2
Heat Fuel Gas
Heat Type: Forced Haot Air
AC Type: Central
Total Bedrooms: 3 Bedrooms
Full Bthrms: 2
Half Baths: 1
Exira Fixtures 3
Total Rooms: B
Bath Style: Average
Kitchen Style: Average
Exira Kitchens
Fireplace(s)
Extra Opening(s)

Gas Fireplace(s}

Blocked FPL{s)

_hittp://gis.vgsi.com/EnfieldCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=14057

Building Photo

3/18/22, 1:37 PM

Building Layout

ToRt 5[6 24 5|TDH6 [3

15 Fop T8
18 :: 19
45 B8 sls 18
18 18
BAS

BSM i
a0
36
5
18 g b a0, 108]8
PR iy vl iz
40 FOP__, 105.%

{ParcelSketch.ashx?pid=140578&bid=14057)

(http/fimages.vgsl.com/photos2/EnfieldCTPhotos/A00N03\8\35. jpg)

Building Sub-Areas {sq ft) Legend
Code Description CZZS: L‘;:::
BAS First Floor 2,529 2,529
BSM Basement 2,529 0
FGR Garage 986 0
FOP Open Porch 1,303 a
TOK Trex Deck 155 0
7,592 2,529
Page 249 of 283 Page 2 of 4




Visian Government Solutions

Bsmt Garage(s)

Fin Bsmt

FBM Quatity

Whirlpool(s)

Sauna

Watk Out

No

Solar

Fndtn Cadin

Basement

Extra Features

3/18/22, 1:37 PM

Exira Features

Legend

No Data for Extra Features

Land

101

Res Dwelling
R33

055

No

Land Use

Use Code
Peseription
Zane
Neighborhood
Alt Land Appr
Category

Outbuildings

Land Line Valuation

Size {Acres} 16.25
Frontage

Depth

Assessed Value  $133,200

Appraised Value $190,300

Cutbuildings

Legend

Description

Sub Code Sub Description

Slze

Bldg #

Inground Pool - Typical

UH

Unheated

666.00 S.F.

i€

O Caeyrn

€
@
8
-t
&
o
-

g

450.00 S.F.

Valuation History

Appraisal

Vakluation Year

improvements

Land

Total

202¢

$361,810

$69,390

$431,200

2019

$316,130

$69,390

$385,520

2018

$316,130

$176,120

$492,250

http://gis.vgsi.com/EnfieldCT/Parcel.aspx?Pid=14087

Page 250 of 283 Page 3 of 4




Vision Government Solutions

3/18/22, 137 PM

Assessment
Valuation Year fmprovements Land Total
2020 $253,270 $52,900 $306,170
2019 $221,280 $52,900 $274,190
2018 $221,290 $123,280 $344,570

http:f/gis.vgsi.com/Enfield CTfParcel.aspx?Pid=14057

{c) 2022 Vision Government Solutions, Inc. All rights reserved.
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Enfield Board of Assessment Appeals
¢/o Thomas J. Tyler, Chairman
18 Bridge Lane
Enfield, CT 06082

March 21, 2023

Mr. Todd Helems HAND-DELIVERED
Supervisor of Assessment & Revenue Collection

Office of Revenue Collection

820 Enfield Street

Entield, CT 06082

Re: Request for Additional Information and/or Documentation
as to March 1, 2023 Revised Decisions 10-1-21 Grand List

Dear Mr. Helems,

Relative to the above matter, I want to thank you for providing me with a copy of forty-four (44)
“revision” letters, all dated March 1, 2023, postmarked March 6™ and delivered to me on March
8, 2023. Also, Vicki informed me that many of these same taxpayers whose decisions you
“revised” have filed new appeals (10-1-2022 Grand List) which the BAA will be hearing in April.

~T

Since each of your “revision” letters included only a bricf conclusory statement of your opinion it
did not provide the BAA with much to consider in trying to fully understand your conclusions.
Accordingly, if you consulted with and/or relied upon any experts (such as Attorneys,
Accountants, Appraisers or Soil Scientists) or if you considered and/or relied upon any documents,
[ request you provide me with a copy of that information or documentation (if any) used to
substantiate conclusion(s) reached in cach of your forty-four (44) “revision” Ictters. Of particular
importance would be legal opinions (if any) regarding: (a) 78 Park Avenue (Longhi); (b) 54
Virginia Avenue (Romano); (c) Solar Properties (including solar carports & tax stabilization
agreement) (Jarmoc & Other Taxpayers); and, (d) Any and all other properties. T hat information
and documentation would greatly assist us in better understanding both town and taxpayer
positions. Also, it could be critical in our evaluating pertinent and relevant evidence during

\dciiberations; and, finally, in rendering BAA decisions, fairly and equitably, to all.

Thank you for your attention, consideration and anticipated cooperation.

A
Very {ruly.yours, /"”/Z
'\//) Z‘ p Eof y/ %,_,,7

Thomas J. Tyler, CHairman
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield

320 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.633% Fax 860,741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

March 29, 2023

Board of Assessment Appeals - Enfield Ct
820 BEnfieid 5t
Enfield, CT 06082

Dear Chairman Tyler and members:

1 am writing to you today in response to your request for more information on the 44
letters that were sent on March [, 2023, revising the decisions made by the 2021 BAA.

I have grouped the properties into several groups instead of trying to write a nartative on
each property. Many of the properties had similar circumnstances, and this approach
allows me to answer much quicker than the alternative. If you have specific questions on
any particular property(s), I would be happy to answer them at a later date.

Rirst off, there are 3 groups that are very simple in nature and do not require much of an
explanation. They are as follows-

Open Space Properties-
Hazardville Water, Enfield Hunter's Club and Grassmere Country Club

Eight (8) ptopetties wete claiming an Open Space designation. As the town has never
formalized a local P&Z plan, that includes Open Space, these properties cannot be listed
as such. There is a Bloomfield court case that touches on this matter. The designation can
also be removed if the town changes its decision on the local ordinance on the specific
issue, Open Space cannot be granted if the Jocal ordinance has not been approved by ihe
Town Council. It is my understanding that the fown council has referred the request for
ant Open Space ordinance from the Conservation commiittee to the Planning & Zoning

cotmmnittee.

Page 255 of 283



+

T

Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfisld

820 Enfield Streel

Enfield, CT 06082

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

Commercial Use Properties-

CT Muleh, Vasseur Landscaping, Bill’s Landscaping, Liquore Gravel, Paul Williams
(Plaza Bxcavating) and 114 Noxth St (New England Landscaping Services)

Seven (7) properties have an active commercial entity to them, Two of the properties
have an active grave] pit on them (which is explicitly excluded from PA490), four
properties have an active landscape company using the property for their business and the
last one ie 2 manufacturer nsing the majority of the property for their business.

There are three (3) additional properties that the owner of Bill’s Landscaping owns. Bill
Guzie owns, I believe, 42, 44 and 46 Long Hollow Rd. One parcel is a single-family
home with the other two vacant parcels (possible building lots) flanking the house. There
is no farming on these three properties. My belief is that the owner is trying to extend his
tandscape business to include his residence.

Jarmoc Solar Properties-

There are five (5) properties, all owned by Jarmoc Tarms, that the 2021 BAA gave a zero
(0) valtue to. The reasoning behind the BAA's decision was stated that the properties
should not b taxed twice. These properties are all owned by the same entity and are part
of the Nutmeg Solar Farm, located on Broad Brook Rd. The fact that I put these back on
the G is because the Town entered into a tax agreement with Nutmeg Solar, not
Jarmoc,

To be clear, there is no agreement between the Town of Enfield and Jarmoc Farms, the
owner of the 5 properties that the BAA adjusted to a zero value. The tax agreement
specifically excludes these properiies from the agreement. Jarmoc Farms leases these
roperties directly to Nutmeg Solat, so these properties are in fact income producing
"properties for Jarmoc Farms and should be valued as such. T consulted with the anthor of

the Tax Agreement (John Wilcox), and he conﬁn}ed that the Jarmoc properties were s
excluded from the agreement. /g~ AUTTHORED /7] e co.

s Mo Lt mudeyizs (7 7
This agreement fixed the dollar amount that Nutmog Solar would pay, over a set period
of time, for the properties that they owned or had the option to purchase. The agreement
was not infended to fix the fair market value (FMV) or the assessment value of the
properties. The BAA does not have authority over a tax agreement and should not have

entertained the appeal as such.
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Bufield

820 Bnficld Street

Eunfield, CT 06082

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

One other item of concern on these properties is that some of them had outbuildings on

them, unrelated to the solar farm. There are barns and other farm buildings on the

property, which by placing a zero value on the whole property, also zeroed out the value
éD of these unrelated buildings.

e -
W\W Also, Jarmoc Farms claims that one property, 65 Broad Brook Rd, was merged into the

others. We could not find any deed filed with the town clerk’s office and as CT is a
' ?7 recording state, unless a deed is filed, the property hasn’t changed.

Carports/Solar-
15 Mullen Rd (Mullen Road LLC)

The property owner built six structutes in their parking lot which house a solar array for
the building. While the solar panels and supporting equipment (cables, junction boxes,
stc. aka personal property) are exempt by statute, the structures themselves are not. My
understanding is that if the solar panels were removed, the structure (carport) itself would
not be altered. They would still function as carports for the business. As such, the
structures themselves do not qualify under the solar exemption. The building
department’s documentations list both a roof panel and a solar panel. It also states
*carports with solar panels’.

Problematic Values on Properties-

There are six (6) propexiics that had problematic values placed on them by the BAA, one
that most lay persons would agree that the values were suspect. Most of these involved
Jarge barns that the BAA. valued at, [ believe, §1.66 per square foot, for the older barns.
The revaluation valued these barns, mostly, between $10 - $20 a square foot. I helieve
that the scrap value of the lumber of these large barns is worth more than the $1.66 that
the BAA used.

The way in which I evaluated the BAA’s decision on some of these properties is based on
building permits fited by the owner, A requirement in the filing of a permit is for the
owner to state the value of the project. On one of the Jarmoce properties, where 2 barns
were built, the property owner stated a value of $190,000. Thig equates to a per square
foot value of $13.83, Please note that the owner discussed the values with the building
department, which agreed to a lower value due to the fact of the owner doing much of the
work, Meaning, these barns should actually be valued higher than the $190,000 stated on

the permit, The revaluation placed a value of $19.18 per square foot for these new bams.
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Strect

Enfield, CT 06082

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

Another of the Jarmoc properties had a large warchouse built as well as an office. The
values used by the BAA were again suspect, especially when reviewing the building
permits and local building costs. A large barn was also recently constructed on this

property.

Another of these properties, the BAA changed the style of the building from a houseto a
warehouse. They also removed the building lot that has been on this property for years.
Just due to the fact that a house is not lived in, may be used for storage, does not change
the fact that the building is still a house.

Unqualified Appraisals-
Lori Longhi, Lo + David Longhi, Lily’s LLC, Holly’s LLC and David 4 Lori Longhi

Five (5) properties, all owned by the same entity, had been lowered by the BAA from
what appeared to be an appraisal supplied by the owner. These appraisals were
incomplete and not signed by a licensed appraiser. The “appraisals” relied on unqualified
sales as well as sales outside of the parameters for the revaluation time frame.

— g7 DATE )5S 1o~/ =222 -

One of these properties was lowered to a zero ($0) value due to a title issue. It appears
that the title issue was resolved before the actual BAA hearing. There are two deeds, one
signed March 25, 2022 and the other on April 3, 2022, which appear to correct any title
issues. The owner had an appeal heard on April 20, 2022. Coincidently, though the decds
were signed eatlier, they were not filed until April 21, 2022, the day after the hearing. In

Ect, the owner had started the process to build a 2-family house prior to the hearing,

which was the subject of a JI newspaper atticle.

Another of these properties was lowered by using the Bffective Year Built (EYB) to
artificially lower the depreciation. This, in effect, double dipped on the depreciation and
incorrectly lowered the value, The EYB is the product of the AYB (Actual Year Built)
and the Depreciation Code (condition). The EYB used in revaluation, has nothing to do
with the value of a property.

Properties not Farmed-

Scott Delorge (336 George Washington Rd), Penny + Vinoent Urbanowicz (25 South Rd)
and Barbara Maynard et al (40 Bacon Rd) /\

(S o ©
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enficld

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

There were three (3) properties that are not being farmed. Two of the properties; 336

W/gﬁ George Waghington and 25 South Rd, were confirmed by the owngr, and/or a resident,

firat the property was no longer being farmed as of October 1, 2021. @ ==

The third propetty has since been sold.

No BAA Application-
Raymond Romano (54 Virginia Ave)

One property owner did not file an application by the required deadline. He claims that
the assessor denied him from filing on the last day allowed. This is a false statement and
was never rescarched and/or confirmed by the BAA. by reaching out to the assessor’s
office. The Board did not have the authority to hear this appeal, which was confirmed by
the town attorney.

Exempt/Quadrennials-

ﬁ Moose Lodge (124 South Rd), Centurion Holdings (100 Hazard Ave) and Mt. Carmel (8
Margaret St)

The Moose Lodge is a private club and by definition, does not qualify for the exemption, _

I know of no other Lodge in CT that is exempt. T have reached out to many other Lo S W 7
municipalities and they all have stated that the Moose Lodge is a taxable entity, 24
Centurion Floldings is the owner of the real estate at 100 Hazard Ave. As the property

owner, they have no charitable purpose. Centurion owns the property and leases the

building to Hartford Hospital. While Hartford Hospital may be an exempt entity,

Centurion Holdings is nothing more than a landlord, even if they have a lease to own

agreement with Hartford Hospital. This is nothing more than what a bank would do

granting a mortgage to a property owner.

The property owned by Mt. Carmel is a vacant parcel, There ate court cases that help to
determine that vacant land is not exempt (see Hellenic Orthodox Community, Inc, v. City
of Waterbury, et al). Mt. Carmel also did not file a quadrennial for exempt status on this
property. Someone can’t be granted an exemption without the filing of a quadrennial

application.
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfieid

320 Bnfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel, $60.253.6339 Pax 860,741.4028
www.enfieid-cl.gov

No PA490 Application-
91 Simon Rd (CDW Inc) and Old King St (Parsons Road Farm LLC (Jarmoc))
As of today, neither of these properties have filed for PA490 status. As with the

quadrennials, a property ownet maust file an application in order to be designated with the
PA490 status.

Miscellaneous-
74 Town Farm Rd (Jacquelyn Bosco

This property, prior to the BAA hearing, was corrected to place the outbuildings on the
right property. The owner has two pieces of conjoining property with outbuildings on
both. We discovered that some of the outbuildings were incorrectly placed on the wrong
property. During the revaluation, we corrected this issue. The BAA changed the
properties incorrectly by moving the outbuildings again.

Considering all of the above issues, I believe that most, i not all, of them could have
been avoided by better communications between the BAA. and the Assessor’s office.
Most, if not all, of this information was given to the BAA before the hearings, but the
BAA never reached out to the Assessor’s office for any questions or clarifications of any
items,

I appreciate the opportunity to review these 44 files with the BAA and hope that in the
fulure, we may have a more collaborative working relationship.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 860-253-6339.

Stncerely,

Todd Helems CCMA 11, SPA
Supervisor of Assessment and Revenue Collection
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW

TO: Hon. Robert Cressotti, Mayor & Councilor at Large
Enfield Town Council

CC: Ellen Zoppo-Sassu, Town Manager
James Talberg, Town Attorney
Todd Helems, Tax Assessor

FROM:; Mario F. Coppola, Esq.

DATE: August 24, 2023

RE: Analysis of assessment of 336 George Washington Rd. on 2022 Gyrand List
1. Factual Background

The Town Council requested that I review the most recent assessment levied by the
Assessor, Todd Helems, on the October 1, 2022 Grand List (2022 Grand List”) for a residential
property at 336 George Washington Road (the “Property”), which is owned by Scott and Kim
Delorge. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 please find a memorandum from Helems confirming

certain facts concerning the assessments of the Propetty.
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On the October 1, 2021 Grand List, the Assessor assessed the Property for $471,000. ERH
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the BAA reduced the Property’s value on the 2021 Grand List to $309,440.
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Upon preparing the 2022 Grand List, the Assessor reviewed the Property pursuant to his
authority under Connecticut General Statutes (“C.G.S.”) § 12-55(b), which provides in relevant
part that “[p]rior to taking and subscribing to the oath upon the grand list, the assessor ... shall
equalize the assessment of property in the town, if necessary, and make any assessment omitted
by mistake or required by law. The assessor ... may increase or decrease the valuation of any
property as reflected in the last preceding grand list ...”. Based upon that review, Helems
increased the assessment of the Property on the 2022 Grand List to $491,500. The Property
owners again appealed to the BAA and the BAA reduced the Property’s assessment on the 2022
Grand List to $335,625.

IL Analysis

Aside from an assessor’s authority under C.G.S. § 12-55(b) to equalize the grand list,
between town-wide revaluations an assessor has limited authority to change assessments of
properties only for reasons specified in the General Statutes.! Helems made three specific
interim changes to the assessment of the Property on the 2022 Grand List.

First, Helems increased the assessment of certain excess land based upon his

I C.G.S. § 12-53a(a) permits the assessor to assess completed new construction for full valuation from the
date a certificate of occupancy was issued or the date on which such new construction is first used for the
purpose for which same was constructed, whichever is the earlier, prorated for the assessment year in
which the new construction is completed. C.G.S. § 12-53a(b) which permits the assessor to assess
partially completed new construction as of October 1% each year. C.G.S. § 12-64a provides that whenever
a building is damaged beyond repair or demolished, the assessment of the building should be removed as
of the date that the building was damaged, demolished or removed. C.G.S. § 12-60 permits an assessor to
correct clerical errors on an assessment between revaluations within three years from the date of the
omission or mistake.
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determination that the Property was not being farmed and did not qualify fgm}’fﬁlﬁ}o _
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classification. During the 2021 revaluation, Helems originally removed théPxoperty’s farmland
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classification under PA490 based upon the absence of an actual fanming or agricultural
operation. The Property owners appealed to the BAA. The BAA reduced the assessment of the
land to a value consistent with the valuation of farmland under C.G.S. § 12-107c. Based upon
his determination that the Property did not qualify for PA490 classification as a matter of law
and was not being actively farmed, Helems was justiﬁed in increasing the assessment of the
excess land on the 2022 Grand List.

Second, Helems increased the assessment of an accessory outbuilding on the 2022 Grand
List. During the revaluation Vision assessed the outbuilding, which was constructed in 2018, as
a pool house. The applicant appealed to the BAA and explained that the outbuilding was a
garage, not a pool house. The BAA reduced the structure’s assessment, presumably based upon
the applicant’s explanation. On the 2022 Grand List, Helems used the applicant’s statement to
the BAA, and Vision’s apparent mischaracterization of the structure, as justification to increase
its assessment. This was improper. The BAA had already reduced the assessment of the
outbuilding based upon the owner’s representation that it was used as a garage. Helems may
disagree with the valuation attributed to the garage by the BAA’s 2021 decision, but this
disagreement as to value does not justify an interim revaluation under C.G.S. § 12-55(b).

Lastly, on the 2022 Grand List, Helems increased the assessment of the pool based on it
having a heater. Helems reasonably assumed that the pool was heated but was denied the
opportunity to inspect the Property/pool during the 2021 revaluation to verify whether the pool
had a heater. If Helems valued the pool as if it were heated on the 2021 Grand List, his action to

increase the assessment of the pool on the 2022 Grand List may have been justified. Ifa

P
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property owner denies an assessor’s request to inspect the exterior or interior of a property for
assessment purposes, then the assessor is entitled to use the best information that is reasonably
available to him to catry out his statutory duty. The property owner, in such a case, cannot
complain if the assessor, acting in good faith, makes an error in judgment in the valuation

process of the assessment. See J.C. Penney Corp. v. Manchester, 291 Conn. 838, 845, 970 A.2d

704 (2009). Helems, however, did not make the reasonable assumption that the Property’s pool
| was heated when he assessed the pool on the 2021 Grand List (i.e., revaluation year). Instead, on
the 2022 Grand List he decided to increase the assessment of the pool based on it having a
heater. Helems received no new information between 2021 and 2022 to justify this increase in
| the aésessment of the pool. In fact, Helems confirmed that he still does not know whether the
pool is heated. Therefore, it was improper for Helems to increase the assessment of the pool on
| the 2022 Grand List in the absence of any new information.
| The amount of the BAA’s total reduction of the assessment of the Property on the 2022
Grand List significantly exceeded Helems increase in the assessments of the accessory building
| and pool from the 2021 Grand List. Therefore, there should be no reason whatsoever for the
| : current $335,625 assessment of the Property on the 2022 Grand List to be further reduced.
The BAA’s most recent decision on the 2022 Grand List reduced the assessment of the
excess land based on a value consistent With the valuation of farmland under C.G.S. § 12-107c¢.
For the 2023 Grand List, pursuant to an assessor’s authority under C.G.S. § 12-55(b) to equalize
the grand list, Helems may be well justified in increasing the assessment of the excess land at the

Property if he determines that as of October 1, 2023 the Property is not being farmed and does

4895-1300-8004, v. 1

not qualify for PA490 classification. W8 £
LR
- o
¢ —
-3 !
‘;'.'i <D
o =2
\l‘j '
4 oW @
‘"'""'i:’ageé& of 285"



.4

L

Page 265 of 283

4895-1300-0004, v. 1



Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

June 23,2023
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Atty. Mario Coppola ;‘;‘“ o
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RE: Scott Delorge o c.!a &
336 George Washington Rd C
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Attorney Coppola, 0) =

I have been asked to supply you with information regarding the above-referenced property. The property
owner (D) appealed to the 2021 BAA over the value of his property. To give you a background on the
timeline to this property —

8/19/20 — Revaluation company visited and measured the property. Interior inspections were not being
done because of Covid, At this time, the reval company changed the 2,520 sf outbuilding from a 1 story
barn to a bath house. They also added a 450 sf porch that was attached to the structure.

11/12/21 — 1 visited the property during my inspections of PA490 properties. The owner was present, and
we talked for about an hour. He agreed that he did was not qualified for PA490 as he tried, but failed, to
grow x-mas trees. I asked to look inside the bath house but he refused.

4/5/22 — The BAA heard D appeal and reduced the value to $442,060. It should be noted that on the
application, it appears that D originally stated his value should be $600,000. There is a different
handwriting next to the stated value that states 431,200, This appears to be the Chairman’s handwriting, He
also was not appealing the PA490 status. The only reason for the appeal was “sajd my garage is a pool
house”.

5/26/22 — The BAA decisions was made. They granted the PA490 status for the Jand, lowered the bath
house/garage value and lowered the value of the house itself.

2/8/23 — In my preparation of the 2022 GL, I reviewed this property again as I believed that the BAA erred
in their decision. I could not sign an oath agreeing to the value set by the board. As T noted that D stated the
bath house was a garage, I made that change. This actually increased the value of that structure. I also
removed the PA490 status as the owner has agreed that he was not qualified.

Upon review, noting that the owner refused an interior inspection, I looked at the entirety of the property.
The house was built in 2018 as was of good quality construction, It was not unreasonable to determine that
the inground pool was heated. Using the best information available, I changed the pool from unheated to
heated. It is well established that the taxpayer cannot justly complain if the assessors, in good faith, make
an error in judgement in listing and valuing his property. See JCPenny v Manchester and Xerox Comp. v,
Board of Tax Review.

If I was looking for retribution, as has been stated, I could have easily made the garage/bath house as a
separate building, The structure is 9 sf smaller than the house. As D owns a landscape business, it is
certainly possible that this building is used as job shop or warehouse, This would have greatly increased the
value,
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Department of Assessment and Revenue Collection
Town of Enfield

820 Enfield Street

Enfield, CT 06082

Tel. 860.253.6339 Fax 860.741.4028
www.enfield-ct.gov

4/11/23 — D appealed the 2022GL value to the BAA. No reason is stated on the application.

4/26/23 — The BAA again granied the PA490 exemption as well as lowering everything else.

Due to the fact that I was asked to review this property again, I discovered that it appears the D built an
approximately 20x24 structure by the pool. Sometime between April 2022 and September 2022 the
structure was built. I could not find any permits for this structure..The cement patio is far extended from the
previous year as well. As we still do not have the supporting documents from the 2022 appeal hearings
from the BAA, I do not know if this was mentioned at the hearing. The structure is probably a bath house
or shed, due to the proximity to the pool. My office was never notified of the structure, from either D or the

BAA (if they were told).

As no interior of any structure was made, it is impossible to know what else might be found that is not
included in the assessor’s records,

If you have any other questions, please let me know.

Thank you.
Todd Helems CCMA 11 g,fl)
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Appeal 221

The Moose club had had Tax Exempt status for years. Todd removes them I_rgﬁilﬂ'ié;égemption.
They went in and met with the town manager with approx. 400 pages oF docuthéntdy Théyi
testified at the hearing that Ellen indicated that they were all set and tiigyspraved their tax
exempt status. They filed the appeal as an aside waiting for the official paperwork. ‘She Képt all
the documents. The day of the appeal they come and asked if | had all'thi ’#’”do?ﬂm%nﬁj?q_We
the BAA had nothing. | asked them to give their testimony and | would request the documents
from staff. They said that if needed they would re-copy all 400 documents but that had been a
time consuming project but they would do it again versus loosing the appeal for not having the

supporting documents.

| had repeadilyt asked for these documents. | was losing sleep over it. Why were these
documents not given to the BAA, where were they? Who was holding them? | would not let this
go because without this information we could not grant this appeal. |told Vicki they said they
met with the town manger if the assessor’s office can’t find them | will go ask Ellen myself. On
one of the last days of the hearings | was handed the documents and | was told that | could not
take them, | could not copy them, and | had to look at them in the hearing room. I stopped
doing appeals and proceeded to look through the entire stack. |then insisted on her coping the
990 form to prove | had seen it and had looked through all 400 pages.

| did this during hearings and could not participate in other hearings. The sticky note on Todd’s
had on this appeal been “does not qualify under state statue for exemption —found other
moose clubs taxed in other towns, nonprofit 503¢ does not automatically qualify property for
municipal exemption.

Mario in the report makes a statement Lori Longhi particularly as going above and beyond what
is typically expected of a BAA in terms of compiling data and notes. He made it seem like we
are not supposed to do our due diligence and just go oh well no 400 pages you not being
granted.

| did have to look into this further since Todd was claiming they didn’t qualify. | did pull the
legislative research on property exemptions or non profits. We the BAA went over this and all
the documents as well as their testimony.

| was so bothered by the withholding of the appellants documents. That after the hearings and
the decisions were over | wrote Deputy Mayor Cekala an email. Asking her to read our report,
telling her | lost sleep over the things we heard in the testimony. | told her | was concerned over

‘the inflated values. | went over the 400 pages that never made it to our hearing and | was told |

could only look at them. |told her we should not be treating people like this. |said at some
point you going to have to decide if you will protect the town and the people in it or protect the
administration. | gave her all the BAA members phone numbers | am sorry to say to the

taxpayers that we are at the cross roads of doing what right or not.
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Based on the testimony and documents provided -The BAA ruled this appeal fell into the state
requirements of Exempt.

End of story- nope Todd reversed them a second year and they had to do it all over again. Fora
second year | had to request the documents again. Why are we even having any issue with
getting appellants documents? They are for the BAA and for the appeals. Mario even during

BAA interviews is concerned about appellant’s documents not getting to the BAA. But he never
mentions anything in the report.

Who had the documents? Why were they being withheld from the BAA?
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Appeal 300

29 Acres of Development Right Restricted land- For people that do not know the development
rights have been sold off and the only thing you can do is agriculture. This parcel is solely limited
to farming. With that said the value on this parcel has change based upon the field cards that the

BAA had been given in the appeals.

12/15/21 $307,400
12/30/21 $886,000
03/24/22 $1,307,040

To illustrate to you the last value that parcel was shown on the field card is $45,070 per acre
(remember in my last case | explained the highest sold in my data base in the State of Ct for 23
years was $20,000 per acre with farm buildings, riding arena and horse stables. This property has
no buildings! Even at the $886,000 value the per acre price is $30,551 per acre and that is still
$10,000 higher than the highest sold in Connecticut. This was an example of grossly excessive
values. To make it very easy for Mario our supposed independent investigator | gave him all the
areas of the Connecticut Assessors handbook where the assessor did not follow his own

guidelines. (p o O
R .
‘i', = i
Use Value §> 3
5
Legal Factors 7
Rule of Valuation - D =
Uniformly i
Audit trail £ & =

Then | gave him the court case in the CT Farm Bureau hand book on Development rights sold. That
they can’t be ignored.

If a farmer dies or if the property fall out of PA 490 they pay on these inflated values. The same
“watchtower” rules that all properties must be assessed uniformly and at the same level of value.

Failed miserably on this parcel.

This is the person that the town manager said was arrogant and extremely entitled and that no
town staff enjoyed working with him. It doesn’t matter who you are or if your liked or not. We the
BAA have always treated each tax payer fair, with respect and have considered each case that was

presented to us.

If Mario was doing a real independent investigation don’t you think he would have looked into this
one? In his report he only talks about re- classification nothing on value. It is one of your MOU
questions that you wanted answered -which by the way if you didn’t notice most of your
questions were never answered. It seems as though you put out a scope for the tax assessment
review but it wasn’t followed. And | would like to point out that the MOU was burried in section
19 of 20 sections in the appendix. But Todd ‘s updated resume was number one.
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MOU duestion #18 Could any properties whose PA 490 exemptions were removed be considered
to have been excessively taxed under Connecticut law? Well in this appeal- Hell, yes! Remember

this was only a sampling of the farm issues we saw.

MOU question #22 Have you observed any violations of law and or best practices other than those
already inquired about here? That certainly should have been a Yes for excessive value and

certainly investigated. Was this farmer interviewed? Nope

So what basis did the assessor have to value this property more than double than any other
restricted farm sale in the entire State of Connecticut? Where did these values come from?
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Appeal 300 ENFIELD TOWN CLERK
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restricted only to agriculture. The value went from......

12-15-2021 $307,400
12-30-2021 $886,000
03-24-2022 1,307,040

¢1,307,040 / 29 acres is $45,070 acre for restricted farmland.
This is an example of grossly excessive values.

These are the areas that were given {0 the investigator to
review in the Connecticut Association of Assessing Officers

Handbook (CAAQ). The pages were attached.

1. Use value — pages 7-9 CAAG

2. Legal Factors pages 7-9 CAAO

3. Rule of Valuation pages 5-31 CAAO

4. Court Case — can’t disregard the development sold PA 490
Book page 49 (2010 book of cases)

5. Uniformly — same levels of values pages 1-10 CAAO

6. Audit Trail -who made these changes, Was audit trail on or

off? Pages 5-46 CAAO
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Each parcel of Jand should be listed separately. This is the only way an assessor calfjbg gure t_h%t nf = i
property is omitted and that each piece can be easily identified on the maps for tax lien purposgs or’ "~ *** i
for separation when one parcel of land is sold out of several belonging to one owneliaila_ v, &y 0t

Valnation

Before studying the methods and procedures used in measuring the value of various types of
property, each assessor must first understand the two fundamental requirements in valuing property

for assessment purposes.

/Erst: all property must be assessed according to the statutory rule of value. Second: all property must ’ %é’

/| be assessed uniformly and at the same Jevel of value.

i
r{;nifonnity in assessment levels cannot be achieved without the use of pricing schedules for various

types of property. Schedules for land, buildings, and personal propetty are discussed in other
chapters in this handbook. I

Assessors find that the use of such schedules not only produces more equitable property valuations
but also provides a basis for better defending or explaining assessments to taxpayers.

Resources for Assessment Administration

As has already been stated, each assessor is responsible for ensuring that all property is valued in
accordance with applicable law and acceptable appraisal practices, and that the Grand List is a true
and aceurate compilation of the assessments of all taxable and tax exempt property in a town. In
order to accomplish this annual task, it is essential that assessors have and be able to use certain

resources.

Assessment Maps

Each assessor must have a complete and accurate set of assessment maps (also referred to as
cadastral maps). Acconnting for all parcels of land in a town is much easier to accomplish if their
locations, sizes and shapes have been determined and are graphically represented. Once all land is
accounted for, buildings and other improvements to land can be inventoried. Since an assessor must
ensure that all properties are assessed, but that no property is assessed more than once, this is a

necessary task.

Assessment maps show the relative size and location of each parcel of land in town. Such maps are
drawn to scale and delineated for lot lines, property lines, or both. They also contain unique
identifiers for each land parcel, and display natural and man-made features that can affect property

values.

1-10
CAAQ Handbook 2023 Edition
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municipality may allow pursuant to section 12-81f, for such year and for each subsgguent assessmen( yeat’*
by multiplying the amount of exemyption in cach of said subdivisions by a multiplierd"eizbmiﬁag,d’t}xqgii%%mg .

AL

the net taxable grand list for such year of revaluation by the net taxable grand list of the last year pr
such revaluation. '

Sec.12-62h and 12-§%i
Stay and phase-in of implementation of revaluation, Performance-based revaluation tesiing
standards. Sections 12-62h and 12-62i are repealed, effective June 6, 2006. See OPM Regulations

See. 12-62j
Inter-loeal revaluation agreement grant.
Section 12-62j is repealed, effective July 1, 2001.

Sec. 12-62k
Revaluation exeraption review commitice,
Membership. Statistical measures. Certification. Penalty. Section 12-62k is repealed, cffective June 6, 2006,

See. 12-621

Option to not implement revaluation for 2003, 2004 and 2005 assessment years,

2003, 2004 or 2003 assessment year shall not be required to effecta revaluation prior to the 2006 assessment
year provided any decision not to implement a revaluation pursuant to this subsestion shall be approved by
the legislafive body of such town or

See. 12-62m

Reports of assessed valuation of property in towns phasing in revaluation.

.. the assessed valuation of said properly as reported to the Secretary of the Office of Policy and
Management shall reflect the gradual increase in assessment applicable to comparable taxable real property
for Lhe same assessment year.

(b .., the grand list furnished, pursuant to section 7-328, to the clerk of any district, as defined in section
7-324., shall reflect assessments based upon such phase-in for cach assessment year during which such
phase-in is effective.

Sec. 12-62p

BMunicipal option to delay revaluation or suspend phase-in of veal property assessmont ineresse.
2008, 2009 or 2010 assessment year shall not be required to effecta revaluation prior to the 2011 assessment
year Such subsequent revaluation shall recommence at the point in the schedule required pursuant to section

12-62.

See, 12-03

Rule of valuation.

Optional depreciation schedules. Depreeiation rules for machinery and equipment. (a) The present true and
actual value of land classified as farm land pursuant to section 12-107c, as forest land pursuant to section
12-107d, or as open space land pursuant to section 12-107¢ shall be based upon its current use without
regard to neighborhood land use of 4 more intensive nature, provided in no event shall the present true and
actual value Gf open space land be less than it would be iFsuch open space land compriscd a part of a tract
or tracts of land classified as farm land pursuant to section 12-107¢. The present true and actual value of all
other property shall be deemed by all assessors and boards of assessment appeals to be the fair market value
thereof and not its value at a forced or auction sale.

Sec. 12-63a

Page 274 of 283



SPECIAL FACTORS AFFECTING LAND VALUES

Particular Legisiation Oduda gy

Prior to passage of Public Act 490 in 1963, farm land was classified on the basis of its usefulness

in growing, nourishing and supporting farms ctops and farm animals. The land was divided info
two main classifications, tillable and non-tillable, and then further subdivided for ease of
comparison. A standard unit value for each class was detenmined after classification and a stady
of sales and rentals of comparable parcels.

Since the passage of Public Act 490, however, the valuation of farm land, forest land, and open
space land can be based on use value rather than market value. See pages 7-13 through 7-45 and
refer to the publication "490: A GUIDE", prepared by Connecticut Farm Bureau Association,
1999, as well as to Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) on the Department of Agriculture’s
website (www.state.ct.us/doag). The Department of Energy and Environmental Protection’s
publication entitled Guidance for Assessors & Foresters summarizes forest land classification
procedures. Also, that agency’s website (www.dep.state.ct.us) contains information regarding
Public Act 490, as well as a list of Certified Foresters.

Legal Factors

well designed, adequately enforced master plan? If spot zoning is prevalentand-over or under
zoning of certain classifications is present, land values will be affected. Deed testrictions in
relationship to limitations, terms and renewals, must be considered, Easements are reservations
Totained by prantors in the chain of fitle, such easements upon, and rights of way actoss a property
cireumscribe the rights of subsequent owners. An easement for ingress and egress in favor of parties
other than the owner tends to decrease a property's utility and value. However, there may exist an
easement attaching to adjacent property which is beneficial to ownership of the subject property.
Rights of way, party wall agreements, and other agreements which run with the land cap either

restrict or enhance the land’s utility and value.

Planning and zoning, deed iestrictions, easements and taxation are important factors. Is there a

Uniformity of assessments and burden of tax in relation to other communities is of critical
importance in determining demand for the various types of property.

Eeonomic Factors

Economic elements include vent capability, population, availability of money and encroachment.
The assessor must consider the adaptability of the land to the area economic market. Population
trends and the income of the various groups of people as well as the availability of morigage

money must be considered,

Secial Factors

Social factors include population density, income, and area growth. Generally, land is more
vahuable in densely populated areas. This premise is based on the presumption that in heavily
populated areas the demand for land is greater; hence this greater value. Land value is dependent
upon the personal income of people in the arca and their ability and willingness to pay.
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Physical Factors
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These characteristics include location, size or area shape, elevation, ingress and epress-Lotation,
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is by {ar the most important. Al other factors can be just right, but if logation is preblematic
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Jvalug is adversely affected}Is the area sufficient? Does the shape of the parcel lend ifself to’the

=

proper placement of improvemenis? Does the elevation require cutting, filling and grading? If so,
how extensive and expensive? Consideration must also be given o adequacy of ingress and
egress. All of these factors affect land values. and each must be considered in relation of the use

of the land.

ASSESSMENT OF BUILDINGS

The fumction of the assessor is to locate, list, and value all taxabie property aceording to a uniform
standard, Assessors are bound. in the performance of their duties, by specific laws dealing with
uniformity of assessments. and other aspects of the assessing jrocess. Thelr assessments are
subject {o review by Board of Assessient Appeals and various administrative and judicial bodies.

Concept of Value for Assessment Purposes

Assessors have adopted the aceepted wethods, sales, cost less depreciation, and income. In
practice, heavy reliance is placed on the replacement cost less depreciation method in the
discharge of the assessor's responsibility of estimating the fair matlket value of the great variety ol
structares, found in varying stages of repair, devoted to many different uses, and embracing a
wide range of construction costs, in his jurisdiction. This method lends itselt most peadily to the
wse of standard rules, formulas, and schedules as well as to the requirements of quick mass appraisal
aceds, 1t has been found 1o produce equitable values for these buildings which are consistent with
good judgment and the dictates of the general statutes. While Connecticut law does not
specifically require that land and buildings be assessed separately, this is the prevailing practice.

Valnation of Improvements

fmproverrents to land vary endlessly. In addition to the infinite variely of buildings, there are
such Improvements as docks, tanks, paving. fences, industrial equipment, rail spurs, biliboards, celi
wywers and public utility installations. As with land valuation the assessment of buildings requires
the establishment of a classification system1 according to use and construction type. Design
csiablishes use, and the kind of materials used cstablishes construction types.

Because assessors must make wholesale, equalized building valuations, they seck the mosi
economical and timesaving methods consisient with good appraisal practice. Usually each
building is described on a property record card containing the basic data as to use. consiruction
type, date of construction, area, and other pertinent information. From these data replacement
costs are computed on a square foot or cubic foot basis. using a standard assessment cost manual.
Fach basic building type is assigned 2 base unit value and then adjusted for the size and shape and
additions or subtractions due to the presence or absence of special features.
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fallow for a period of time. In all cases, the land use has not
changed and should remain classified under PA 490 and
the assessor should examine the overall intent and purpose
of PA 490 as it pertains to land classification. Itis important
for the farmer to communicate with the assessor when
there is a change to the farming operation and to havea
plan for continuation of the farming operation in order to
maintain the land in PA 490

Change or Sale of Acreage: Ifa landowner sells off

sorme acreage of land that has been classified under PA 490 -

farmland, the acreage not sold remains under classification
and should not be declassified, provided the use has not
changed. In the case of PA 400 forast land or apen space,

the landowner's remaining fand should not be declassified -

unless the remaining acreage falls below the minimum

acreage required for those classifications. The change in
acreage should be noted in the PA 490 fite for that prop-
erty and the existing application amended to reflect the

change in acreage. A new map o¥ sketch clearly showing

classified and non-classified land or change of ownership-
should be filed as well, A new Qualified Foresters Report
may not be required unless the classification is over ten
years old. Inaddition, the conveyance tax clock remains
the same and does not start anew.

Subdivision of PA 290 Land: There have been a
number of legal challenges involving use valuation as
impacted by the owner obtaining subdivision approval or
a special permit for development after property is classified
uncler PA 490.The eatliest Supreme Court case to touch on

the issue is Marshall v. Town of Newington (1968). A farmer
Lok o mirralat & mama chanas and had his farm zoned indus-

owned classified as farmiand under PA 420, The Supreme
Court declared that it was irrelevant that the adjoining
property was sold for high prices as industrial land. The
important focus was whether the land sought to be classi-
fied was baing used for farming purposes. There was an
analysis of the amount of farming being conducted.

In a 1994 Superior Court case, however, Maynard v.
Town of Sterling, the owner had his 36-acre farm approved
for 18 building lots. At the time of trial, eight lots had
houses built on them, and the remaining land was still
being farmed with & corn crop. The lower court determined
the development of eight out of 18 lots and offering the
balance for immediate development was a change to the
actual use of the whole farm, and the declassification was
found proper. The court reasoned that the farmer’s active
development na longer served the public policy underly-
ing PA 490.

In 2002, a similar fact situation was presented involving
PA 490 forest land in Carmel Hollow v. Town of Bethlehem.
A subdivision approval had been obtained and lots sold.
However, the Connecticut Supreme Court found that the
forest land could not be declassified by the assessor even
though a number of lots had been sold hecause only the
State Forester had the power 10 declassify forest land. The
Court did not reach the issue of the impact of selling lots
in this case.

The Supreme Courtin Griswold Airport v.Madison (2008)
found that the mere approval of a special permit for 127
condominium units on an area of an airport classified as
open space did not justify declassification. The court found
that the airport use had not actually changed.

This line of cases makes it clear that the change of land
use approvals by themselves do not require a dedlassifica-
fion. But once a praperty owner begins to use those
approvals by canverting parts of the property into other
uses, and offering it for sale for those purposes, especially

in the case of farmland, they take a visk that they will be
viewed more as a developer and the remaining land will be

declassified. At least there should be enough of a viable
farming operation still active and not being offered for

developmentthatitis legitimately worthy of continued
classification standing alone. Where there are minimum
acreage requirements for open space, and definitely for
forest land, declassification is proper if the minimum

Iy 1

acreage is not maintained inthatuse. = =
{';‘:. 'l-..a_J ey
§.-:.'> ﬁD

¥ el

Reclassification occurs when BACA90 Jand changes from

one classification to another, butistays within the same
gdeeded ownership L.e.from PA 480 farpifand 1o PA 490
forest land. In many cases, the feason that the assessor is

looking to have farmland reclassified is that the'amount of

e e
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A written revaluation project plan shall be developed prior to the conmencement.of the
revaluation and updated as necessary during the course thereof. The project plan sha Tinclude; b ate
is not limited to, a list of project activities, person(s) responsible for each activity and the time <
frame of each activity. Periodic reports on the progress of the revaluation project plan shall be
completed by the assessor and shall be filed in the assessor's office. Each such report shall
chronicle the work completed and the work remaining for each activity.
(2) Property Inventory
(A) The cadastral maps shall be up to date.
(B) Each real estate parcel shall have a property record file, which should be computerized.
Each property record file shall contain the following data, as applicable:
(i) parcel size
(i1) current land use
(iii) zoning classification of parcel
(iv) site characteristics that contribute to the value of the land
(v) neighborhood code
(vi) building size
(vii) construction quality or grade classification
(vii) year built
(ix) condition of the building(s)
(x) significant building characteristics, such as number of stories, height, construction type,
and wall type
(xi) other characteristics that contiibute to the value of the building
(xii} other structures or improvements that may exist on the parcel, such as a swinming pool,
fencing, garage, or shed, ‘
(C) Bach land or building characteristic having a qualitative attribute shall have an
alphanumeric code.
(D) A property inspection system shall be maintained.
(E) A building permit monitoring system shall be maintamed.
(F) A quality assurance program consisting of:
(i) a data collection manual that explains how to measure structures and how to select the most
appropriate property characteristics of those available;
(il) a data revicw program to ensurc all essential property characteristics are entered into the
.. property record file;
anual systems or computer systeims that tracks changes in property

records, who made the change, when the change was made and the value previous to each change.

(3) Compiling Market Value Data , o B

(A) A file of all real property sales transactions for the sales time period used shall be
established. For each such transaction the following information shall be included in the file: parcel
identification number, property location, United States Census Bureau census tract number, date
of sale, sales price, property assessment as of the date of the sale, property class, and any other
salient property characteristics as of the date of the sale. The sales price of the propeity and ifs
condition as of the date of the sale should be verified, if possible, with the buyer or seller.

(B) If the sale property is not considered a market sale as delincated in subdivision (9) of
section 12-62i-1 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, the file shall contain the reason.
for such determination.
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land to be classified as PA 490 forest land. This often
malkes it easier for the assessor but is often an unnecessary
step since the only times that land may be declassified are
through a sale, a transfer or a change in land use. The only
time a change of reclassification may be justified isifa_
substantial amount of time has gone by so that the aban-

_doned farmland has reverted to woodland and the forest

2SR

land classification more readily reflects the current use of
the land, provided the parcel meets the 25 acre minimum
for forest land classification, Under this scenario, reclassifi-
cation of the fand from PA 490 farmiand to PA 490 forest
land is a much more desirable option than losing the
PA 490 classification all together.

If acreage of forest land or woodland was included in
the original application, this determination that the forest
land was part of the farm unit, should be vested with that

application.

it is advisable for assessors to communicaie
clearly and in a timely manner when making any
changes fo an existing PA 490 classification,
Landowners de not always correlate an increase
in assessmentwith achange to their 490 land

ciassification.

In 2005, Section 11 of PA 05-190 amendled CGS Section
12-504f, This amendment recuires town clerks, upon the
filing of a deed in the land records, to notify assessors of
the sale of any classified farm, forest or open space lancl.

It should be noted that there is no similar requirernent
related to transfers of such land. Upon receipt of a town
clerls notice of such a sale, an assessor must inform the
new owner of the tax benefits available for classified
farm, forest or open space land, in accordance with the
amended provisions of CGS Section 12-504f.

ot e olls e s sl asie

There is no statutory requirement that the assessor
notify a landowner of declassification of PA 490 land, there-

fore it is very important for the owner of PA 490 fand to o 1

respond to the assessor when information is requested
regarding a PA 490 classification, CGS Chapter 203, Section
12-55 does require notification of assessment increase.

For reelassification from one PA 490 e

classification to anather, the conveyance ciock
should not restark, provided the owaership

remiaing the seame,

CGS Section 12-504h. If a conveyance tax has been
paid on classified land, upon recording of the deed and
payment of the required conveyance tax, such land shall
be automatically declassified and the assessor will record
with the town clerk a certificate stating that the land has

been declassified.

A landowner can voluntarily terminate
PA 490 clgssification at any time.
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Case
others are lower court cases, which have less precedential value,

B T s

A broad analysis of the legislative intent in defining farmlandl:

JOMNSON v, BGARD OF TAX REVIEW TOWN GF FAIRFIELD,
Novernber 23, 1970 160 Conn. 71

The Supreme Court articulated that the provisions of PA 490 are
"as much conservation statutes as they are tax relief measures.”
“The purpose of the tax relief is to aid the conservation effort, and
not imarely to aid food production itself,"The Court specified that the
definition of farming in Section 1-1 applies. The case also supplies a
definition of"farm unit”as referring to a geographical area used for
the farming burpose. In the specific case, land usedfor a nursery was
found to qualify.

HARRY MARSHALL v, TOWN OF NEWINGTON, January 30, 1968
756 Conn, 107

The Supreme Court states that the underlying industrial zoning
of a property and the fact that the owner requested such zoning
status has no bearing on whether the fand qualifies for farmland
zlassification under PA 490,

G ek

ROLLING FILLS COUNTRY CLUB, INC v, TOWN OF WILTON,
*iay 20,1975 168 Conn. 466
A golf course sought to he classified as open space and was E g
~=fusad, The Suprerme Court found thatthe Wilton Planning Comimiis-
+3n had sufficiently designated the golf course as recreational open
:zzce and that, even though the land is not"In its pristine, natural
zizte nor‘undeveloped,” that neither was a requirement for the
- =z~ ¢nace classification. Nor is it required that the land be available

g% o T

RIRCHWOOD COUNTRY CLUB, INCv. TOWN OF WESTPORT,
L2iy 10, 7379178 Conn, 295

The Suz-z~= Court noted that it is possible for the Planning
“anumission =2 22:% add and subtyact land it designates as eligible
*3r open space cizss 7 zzzion from its Open Space plan, which would
zFectthe PA 460 33 znz of the particular property, [t did not
-zouire certain formaiites = manner of reducing acreage eligible.
*,5te that the requiremant far zpproval of the open space plan by
n2 legislative body was addsd sfer this case.

[

ASPETUCK COUNTRY CLUB, INC v, TOWN OF WESTON,

“ugust 4, 2009 292 Conn, 817
The Supieme Court reaffirms that not only must the Planning

@ s

The most thorough discussion of the methed for determination ‘
of use value of farmland as opposed to fair market value can be i
found in: i

Frank Busse v, Town of Glastonbury, August 12,1968 28 Coni.
Supp.97,which dliscusses the policies of PA 430 and the methodology
of use value assessmant. This case may provide valuable insight in
any case where a local assessor might decide to determine use value
my means other than adopting the recommended values from OPM.

RUSTICI v. TOWN-QF STONINGTON, November 22,1977
174 Conn. 10

The Supreme Court found that the assessor was not limited to
reference farm land values in the determination of open space
value, since Section 12-63 perraits open space to be valued for more
than farmland. Also the capitalization of rentals method for valuation
veas found to be inappropriate to represent the use value of a golf
course.The landowner had the burclen to prove the method used
was unjust.

Stanley Gozdz v.Board of Tax Review, Town of Tolland,
Movember 16,1976 Daocket No. 4634.

In Gozdz, the plaintiff farmer and forestland owner lost because
he was atguing about the method of determining use value, The hold-
ing is that an assessor can use "any method which would not utilize
factors that may subject the land to a value reflecting a higher or
better use than its actual use." The Superior Court in this case
approved use of the capitalization of income method for bath farm
Jand and forest land.

While technically, the following case is not interpretive of PA 490,
itis still of interest in matters of valuation of a farm:

NELSON CECARELLI v, TOWN OF NORTH BRANFORD,
January 18,2005 272 Conn.485

The Supreme Court upheld the lower court’s dacision that the
assessed value of land under a residence thatis included in a tract
upon which the development rights have been sold and alienability
has been thus restricted, is affected by the restrictions and should
be given a lower value accordingly. Mote that the Supreme Court
merely affirmed the reasoning of the lower court judge, which can
be referenced at 48 Conn. Supp. 125,

o interpretations of 12-504a-f regarding when cenveyance tax
may be owed:

THARER TRAILS ASSCCIATION v. TOWNS OF NEW FAIRFIELDR
AND SHERMARN, July 13,1993 226 Conn.407
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Revised by the CAAQ Execuative Board, February......, 2009,

Exceptiois

If compliance with or adherence to any Canon or Ethical Rule sct forth in the CAAO Code of Ethics and
Standards of Professional Conduct would constitute a violation of the law of any jurisdiction, such Canon or '
Ethical Rule shall be void and of no force or effect in such jurisdiction.

In stating each individual Canon or Ethical Rule, no attempt has becn made to enumeyate all of the various
circumstances and conditions that will excuse an CAAO member from sirict observance; however, the CAAO
recognizes that illness, acts of God, and various other events beyond the control of an CAAQ member may
malke it inequitable to insist upon a strict observance in a particular case. When an CAAO member, in the
exercise of reasonable care, commits a violation due to illness, acts of God, or other circumstances beyond his
or her control, it is expected that the Ethics Committee will act in a manner that will avoid an inequitable
result.

Inasmuch as there are other remedies under applicable federal, state/provincial, and local laws, nothing in this
Code shall apply to the conduct of a member toward his or her employees and other workers in the member’s
assessment officc or appraisal business, including, but not limited to, employment discrimination.

Canon 1: (Professional Duties)

Members shall conduet their professional duties and activitics as a member of CAAO in a manner that
retlects credit upon themselves, their profession and the organization.

Ethical Rules

ER 1-1 It is unethical for members to conduct their professional duties in a manner that could reasonably be
expected to create the appearance of impropriety.

ER 1-2 Tt is unethical for members to accept au appraisal or assessment-related assignment which they are not
qualified to perform.

ER 1-3 It is unethical for members knowingly to fail in performance of their duties according to applicable
laws and regulations or in the uniform application of such laws and regulations.

ER 1-4 It is unethical for members to refuse (by intent or omission) to make available all public records in their

custody for public review, unless access to such records is specifically limited or prohibited by law, or the

information has been obtained on a confidential basis and the law permits such information to be trcated

¥ confidentially. Assessing officers must make cvery reasonable effort to inform the public about their rights and
[ responsibilities under the law and the property tax system.

ER 1.5 It is unethical for members to refuse to cooperate with public officials to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the property tax in particular and public administration in general. :

ER 1-6 It is unethical to engage in misconduct of any kind that leads to a conviction for a crime involving
fraud, dishonesty, false statements, or moral turpitude.
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Steps in a Revaluation
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Every assessment jurisdiction must prepare for periodic revaluations and the upgrading of its mass appraisal ad, G

L

~

system. Required activities are presented below in the order they occur.
Revaluation Decision

Connecticut Statutes govern this decision. The current statute requires a revaluation be done every five
years with property inspections done within a ten-year period.

The 2004 amendment to §12-62(b) provides that if a town’s most recently implemented revaluation was
based on a statistical update of assessments that did not encompass physical inspections of real property
the next revaluation must include such inspections. Conversely, if the last revaluation a town implemented
included physical inspections of real property, the next revaluation may be effected by statistical means.

However, the provisions of this subsection specify that “in no case shall a physical inspection be required
more than once every ten years”. This, together with the amended provisions of §12-62(2)(3), may result
in instances where the new requirement for revaluations involving physical inspections followed by
statistical updates or statistical updates followed by physical inspections are not immediately operative.
Some towns will implement more than one revaluation effected by statistical means, before implementing .
a revaluation that is based on all real property being physically inspected.

Performance Analysis

This determines whether values are equitable and consistent with the market. The primary tool for analysis
is the sales/assessment ratio study, which should be conducted at least annually.

Analysis of Available Resources

Before beginning a revaluation, the jurisdiction must take stock of its available resources: staff, budget,
existing systems and practices, data processing equipment and support, and existing data and maps. An
adequate budget is crucial because it can overcome deficiencies in the other areas.

Public Act 15-229 Sections 2, 3 and 4 amend C.G.S §7-360, §7-364 and §7-366, respectively, by allowing
costs associated with a revaluation to be included in municipal budget reserve funds for capital and

nonrecurring expenditures. (Effective 10/1/2015)
Choice of Revaluation

Once the resources ate in place through the budget process the Assessor and town officials will have to
decide what service is desired. There are various methods by which a revaluation of all real property in a
jurisdiction may be accomplished; by a professional revaluation firm; or by an assessor with the assistance
of the assessor’s staff and that of a consultant; or done as an “In House” revaluation by the Assessor with
assistance from staff members. Critical to this decision is the current and projected staff levels in an
individual office. This would entail an adequate number of staff members who also possess good valuation

expetience.

Regardless of the method used to conduct the revaluation, the assessor must be in complete charge of the
program. It is the assessor's responsibility to make the final decisions as to the establishment of values,
methods and procedures to be followed, and forms to be used. The assessor must develop or approve all
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Appeal 41

73.74 Acres of Development Right Restricted land. The value went from,
$318,000 to $751,000 L

2
&

7/23/2021 $318,000/73.74 = $4,312 acre
3/03/2022 $751,000/ 73.74= $10,184 acre e 2 =&
The development rights were sold in 1983. The property was land locked with no
access from a paved street. Pasture can certainly be woods — PA 490 handbook
page 5 &6. It has a power line that runs through the middle. Todd changed the
classification of the land- which is not allowed. Todd gives the land an imputed
lot value on the land. Meaning he gives the property a buildable lot value of
$105,600- that actually can’t even have any building lot since it is a restricted by
deed from having a separate building lot. Todd put there was a change in use. It
had remained the exact same wooded lot for over 10 years that | know of and the
applicant testified to. This was excessive value on an agricultural restricted farm
land parcel with a agricultural easement and a power line easement, with no road

frontage on a paved or dirt road.

This was all given to Mario Cappola to review. The pages of the Connecticut
Association of Assessing Officers Handbook (CAAO)given as well. And the pages
CT Farm Bureau handbook. The below pages were attached for these appeals
and the others that | gave as an example.

1. Rule of Valuation (CAAO pages 5-31)

2. Legal Factors (CAAO pages 7-9) Easements

3. Ingress & Egress and Location (CAAQ pages 7-10) this affects land values

4. Uniformly — (CAAO 1-10) same levels of values

5. Audit trail- who made the changes (CAAO pages 5-46)

6. Reclassification of PA490 Farmland (CT Farm Bureau book pages 26-27)

7. Court Case- Farm Bureau can’t disregard the developments sold (CT Farm
Bureau page 49 of 2010 book of cases)

8. Todd in complete control of the Revaluation (CAAO pages 5-3)
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