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11w ii ect nc was called to order at 7:02 pm.

ii ers Present: I inda (‘iaplinski, 1)ana 1 lach, Jane Maher

rnendI1Ient% to agenda None

u e Mal u mmcd to appros e the 3 13 14 Regular Meeting minutes as presented. I his
s a econded Lw 1)ana I Lich. \Il 3 \y es Motion carries.

I a da ( a 1n ski discussed pre ious hearing items with the I ax ssessor. Qua i lied
c Us am ualilied. new construction always is unqualilied. I he “I’ hictoi is for
a I w cc sm Ii as sloping, ledge on propertw etc.; ( factor is loi (‘ondilion, example

het c is w iter on the property; and ‘S 1” is Street I nde\. I )i I ferences betw ecu a ‘l3”
I ‘IY’ in tenus of the grade ha\ e so many things, as example ( orian s ersus I ormica.

I I crcn windows. etc It is not something to he concerned about. I he grade does
omp iss thermal windows. I here is no deduction in assessment br easemei t for a
sc s it mi strip. Regarding the Kerski property, I a previously did a walktIirougli on
p1 ope \ ut the card was not updated, so she will need to go back to \ i ew it again.

I )LLI5 oi s ha\ e been made bbr the \ppeals of I lash Photo, Martin, and I en ask

c s \ ociates I P
I ow ai tic II ill Road and Ri gs Street

c won flu \ppeal: SIID3 large metal building, units 2400 1 084 there is no peon it or
i r x st nr bdlf on these premises

)i cuss on held

a da ( /aplii ski aimed that the Appeal o Kerski Associates I P is dciiicd, I lie property
ici i a is i cr1 to contact the Assessor’s olyice to schedule a pbs sical res sit to

Ic ci maw ama iber and square flwtage of tI e outbuildings. I he Assessor will dcternanr
c mares arc in order based on the ph sical inspection. I his si as seconded by



Dina •.Fh•k• h.,:\li •••\vc•. ••1Oti(•)fl carrie.

I I ci ring 01 ppt’aIs:

I (h[is Jsi
3 Bislp R()d ( )xflwd.

I r Jn \\•1 S\\ 0111 lIt 1 Ic hat purchased thc hon in June ol’ last eir flr S4LO()
! id iis 1l i li1 1 appiui , vhich cii i n ii S55U.C()O. lie hroug1 eoIpL1ri ns of
similar homes, and his assessment is higher than these other properties. 1 he Board of
Assessment :\ppeals asked if there were an\ discrepancies in the field card, and Mr.
Jones stated the card is correct, everythins appears to he accurate. lie did not have the
field cards. for •the other properties in his compansons, one was listed in his appraisal as a
co•mpan••son to his, The Board of Assessment Appeals reiterated that the assessment was
ifir the 2() 10 re•evaIuation. Mr. Jones stated that the home on •liart Court was the sa•me
square footage, hut a different acreage. if you tak•e•• the land out of the equation, there is
still a $3•0•,00() di ffrence in the homes. The other assessment values are in the $3 80,000
range and his is $4 I 8.000. Mr. Jones stated the sale price distorts it due to it being a
tfirec•iostan.

lIC Board of :\ssesslneilt ;\ppeals iH compare the information, and \ ir. .lones ill get a
letter resardi tie the outcome no later than the first u eck in :\pril.

A \PPIAl. ot Michele I). & John A. Pierce
I )eern ood Road. OxfOrd. C I

I lehel Ie and John Pierce were sworn in. I hey just purchased the home on A ugust 30,
2013, and have seen an increase in the assessment. Half of the propert\ is wetlands and
conservation, and the rest is rocky with gui lies. Mr. Pierce just went on disability and
was looking for some kind of: resolution to have their taxes lowered. Mrs. Pierce atated it
is unusable property, and they thought when they purchased. the• paoperty t •was walkabie.
The proj••erty is a• cc:mpiete swamp, and they can’t do a hike tra:i.l or anything wi••th. it,
They are• asking if there is anythi•ng the. I3oard of A•ssessment Appeals can d•o• to lower
their taxes on this property.

The Board explained that the value used is based on the reeva1 nat ion done in 201 0. It
was based on the market value at that time., and it does not impact the 1 0. 1 3 acres. The

acres that the house sits on is taxed as the building lot, and the S.o3 cxces acres is

aucd at a lo er late. 1 his is a standard rate fOr all properties. ;\ (‘erti ficate Of
)ee upanev had been issued for 8 26 13. and they bought it in September. I he periol

het\\cen 20 1 2 and 2013 on \\ ill see an increase hut it would not be that much. I he
I toard of \ssessment .\ppeals has no consideration fOr l)isahi lit\: it ould ha e to be
Oreughi to the \ssessor’ s office and they can ad\ ise of’ the di ffyreni pi’ugrans ti applx
fir, 1 here are di ffbrent State run programs that can apply to citi7ens over 65. I he
dieree’ s asked if the\ \\ anted to donate the land. horn should they contact. It was
suggested to go through the Assessor’s Office and Planning & Zoning.



1 he Ho rd sO I send a letter afler deliherat ng the appeal, no later than the lirsi sseek in

\0 )f \ 01 \anKueren
7 New 01w Road, O\ford, ( I

cL in Vai Ke nen was sssorn in.

Mi \ a Keureu stated he purchased the home last April, and he is appealing the
iient upon ins estigaling other properties, fels there is a mismatch with the land

issessn ient and es al nation

I Hoai I stated it is 2 acre ioned now, and the assessmcnt is based on 2 units at
091) Mr. Vankeuren stated there are acre tables in the book, and a 2 acre unit will

S I 6, 4 )t) If of the cost tables. Some older homes assessed s alues are less with more
a e On lot 1 2 1 field card states land s alue is 11 9,600, based on 1 .5 acres parcel.

I id hci , the 1 .5 acres was the minimum lot sue to build on, Mr. VanKeuren asked if
1 eie weic some additional adjustments liar the condition of the road, l’he Hoard stated

eic is no adustinent fiar the road condition, Mr. \ anKeuren ssants to pay his fair share.
It was stated that the building lot sue went from 1 .5 acres to 2 acres at least fix e ears

I he cuu’ent assessment is based on the 201 () re-es aluation. In 201 5, a statistical re
I a tion ssill be done. I he Board asked if there were any discrepancies in the field

c i d is a who e. Mi. VanKcurcn stated there xserc none. I he back of his lot is a giant
1 he ‘l” factor on the card does take into consideration the slopes, etc. I Ic asked if

I e ii k to tlk I oxsn Vision w ebsite was hroken he had tried to use it a frw da\ s ago and
c )uIdil’l iccess ii, lie slated that the cost tables had different unit sues, I he Hoard did

ot ki o x if those tables were more fiar commercial properties. lie was ads ised to discuss
as with e \ssessor. Mr. VanKeuren was asked if there were any othci questions or

bc imeuts he w anted the Hoard to look at. I Ic had none. Mr. Vankeuren stated he
appreciated the rescheduling of his appointment.

c Hoard will discuss th s appeal and Mr \ anKeuren s ill he rec0 ing a letter in the
na II x the lirst week in \pril

i)iscusson and Deliberidion ol Appeals

\ PPI \l 0 \ngelo \4elisi,
66 1 lass Ie Road, Oxfiard, ( I
\p wa I air market s alue too high Specialty Building. Property has been listed for sale
in I mIx ft ci is 950,000, Appellant’s estimate of salue: 1 million.

Motion

i i ida ( / iplii ski made a motion to deny the \ppeal of’ Angelo Melisi as the Hoard of
\ssessu cnt \ppeals could find no discrepancies in the town records, I his was seconded

Os I )ana lach, \l 1 3 Ày es, Motion carries.



I )i’cthsion: 1111% appeal could hate been rejected by the Board of csessment .ppeaIs
silk: he board ha% discretion in hearing appeals for properties uith an as%essed alue in

cu.s of SI million.

U Pt I of Michael Sou’a & Jim (,oldschmidt
‘I an e ii Ridu Court. O’ford, (“I
K isc n for ppeal: Prin ideti assessment is ‘igniticantly inflated. .\ppeIIants estimate of

itt.:: l:%% than 4Q5Jitk).

lotion

I i id it ‘apIinski made a motion that the Appeal of Michael Sou.’a and ma (ioldschniidt
a Ic ned [he property onun are advised to contact the Assessot ‘s of lice tbr a ph) sical
saP thu ugh of the property (hr clarification ofpotential discrepancies on the field card.
‘ e in pIes I fireplace, Cjeo-therntal 1 leating. l’hermal indow s, and IT high ceilings
an a tin the .arage. 1 his was seconded by Jane Maher. All 3 Ayes. Motion can ies.

I )kc I’.sioIi held. I he Board of .ssessment Appeals ha’ e ad’ bed the .bsebsor s office
“C the unique iiemc to be noted on the field card. specifically. (leo—thermal heating
‘ .t:n. a liii. and themual windows.

PPt Al of J tines R. ‘. C’on.don
Jaaiei 1 wins Road, O’dbrd.

L mm ir n .‘d and adjoining their home. Current assessment if $176,600. I cater was
attaches. to appeal, Land .ppraisal Report attached to appeal.
\l’r:l.aiI .stimate of talue: S80A’uO.

l)i%casion held.

Moth a

) u 1 lach nade a motion that the Appeal of James R. W. C’ongd n is denied. I lie
Hi u I of \ssvment Appeals could find no discrepancies in the tostn records. I his was
eto idecl by Jane Malicr. All 3 Ayes. Motion carries.

\PPI l ot I amm & Wayne I:Ner. Jr.
I — B Sew eat: Road. Oxthrd. C’l

R:ason lhr ppeal: I and alue not assessed equitable to other similar properties in
hborhood. I tome building cost summary alues higher than other new construction in

1W ihoihoocl
‘q pellant’s estimate of ulue $369300- assessed alue $258,510

l)t tuss cn held

4



10IH)fl

ala C/api fl made a motion to denx the :\ppeal ot Iammv & \\ ax ne 1 reer. Jr. Ihe
Hoard of Assessment Appeals could find no discrepancies in the ton n records. [his was
seconded by Jane Maher, All 3 Ayes, Motion carries.

APPE.AL o.f Do.ngmei .Li.u. and Zh.ongre.n I.An
35 Old. Country Road, Ox.ftwd, CT
Reason ihr Appeal: The assessment doesn’t reflect the fair market value. Letter attached.
.3..ppeienr .5 .Ji mate of value: $23 1 000.

)jseussinu held.

\ 1 ) 11011

I 3nda Czapl insk I made a motion to deny the Appeal ot’ Dongmei I .i u and Zhongren I in.
[he Board of Assessment Appeals could find no discrepancies in the town records. 1 his
was second.c y Jane Maher. All 3 Ayes. Motion carrie•s.

APPFkI of Chris & Jessi Jones
10 Bishop Road. Oxibrd, CT
Reason fin appeal: Recent bank appraisal of propertY is approxiniatelx $50,000 less than

as assessment.
,\pre]Luu’s estimate ot’value: S550.PCU.

lotioll

I ind.a Czaplinsk.i. made a. motlon to de.ny the Appeal. of Chris &. Jcss Jones. T.he Board
of.Assessment Appeals cou.id find no d.iscrepanci.es. in the town record..s. This was
sec.onded. by Jane Maher. All 3 Ayes. Motion carries.

\ P01 ‘\l ol \ I a h Ic I) & 1 oh i Pici cc
1 )een\ nod Road. Ox lOrd. Ci

P caron tin \ppeal: I L5 Acres of unusable n etlands and unhuildable land. \ppcai the
ianiounl el taxes paid. 2(11:3 an increase as nell.

1)iscussinn held.

.Moton

Linda Czapl insk0 .rnad.e a. motion to den the Appen.i of M ichele. 1) &. John A. Pierce. The
Board of Assessment Appeals cou.id find no discrepancies in the town records. Ili 15 WitS

sccondod h\ I inc Mahci \ll \ cs Motion can tcs



\PPI /\ of Kes in & Jennitii VanKueren
\ N ssa e Road, ()\ford, ( 1

. aso K i ap ea Proposed assessment is greater than similar properties in
ic hOot I ood and does not reflect as erae property appreciation. 201 0 pi esent based

i actt 1 p u chase price ol $3 97,000 on 4 3 () 13.

\ cl a it’s estimate ol s alue: 397,000

1otion

i l’t ( ,aplinski made a motion to deny the Appeal of’ Kes in & Jennildr Vankeuren,
1 i B I of \ssessment Appeals could find no discrepancies in the toss n records. I his

s onded h\ Jane \Jaher, All \y es, Motion carries.

\ P 1 N I of Kenneth J. ent resca
1 ( Ncssga e Road, Oxfbrd, (‘1

easo i h i appea : land s alue assessment to high.
\f ellai Os estimate of sal ue: 203 acre lot approx. $80,000,

Ni 0(1011

i L t apln ski made a motion to deity the Appeal of Kenneth J N’ enti es a. I he Board
o \ sess nen \ppeals could find no discrepancies in the tossn records, 1 his ssas

r onded y Jane Maher. lI 3 Ny es. Motion carries.

Othc Biisintss

s 11 need to cancel the rest of’ the meetings liar this month, March 25. N larch 27, and
\L ‘LI 1, 20 4 We \S ill res icss and appros e the minutes and letta’s through emai I

s d Rt manow ski xs ill gis e copies of all letters and minutes to the Assessor, so she w ill
as c t i in as a follow up.

da ( iaphi ski made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:40 o m. I his s as seconded
‘s at e Niaher

spect 1 1 K submitted,
i da ( iaplu ski
1 urnian


