Minutes of the Norwich Board of Listers’ GrievanceHearings
6, 8 & 9 June 2016, Tracy Hall

Monday, 6 June 2016, noon

Present: Cheryl A. Lindberg (Chair), Liz Blum (less); Matt Krajeski (Assessor);
Jonathan Bynum (Scribe); grievants as put fortowel

Absent until noted in minutes: Lee Michaelides {&i¥

Lindberg opened the hearings at noon.

20-113.000, 124 Beaver Meadow Road, owners BrianElaine Livingston

Brian Livingston was present. Livingston argued tha large increase in valuation in
2016 was not justified due to data errors (gradagh) and comparable assessments of
the neighboring houses (106 & 114 Beaver Meadow).

20-296.000, 12 EIm Street, owner Katharine Emlen

Kate Emlen was present. Emlen argued that the 864€ssment was not justified as it
was not reflective of fair market value (nuisan€adjoining parking lot, puddle caused
by town paving at bottom of driveway) and compagaddsessments (44 Elm).
16-074.000, 76 McKenna Road, owner Racusin Revocallliving Trust

Sharon Racusin was present. Racusin argued tha0fleeassessment should be lowered
because of comparable assessments (28, 86, 92,198 &cKenna). Racusin believes
her assessment should be under $400,000.

06-023.000, 535 Campbell Flats Road, owners DengifRoberta Kaufman

Dennis Kaufman was present. Kaufman argued thath@d (assessed at $300) was
portable and therefore personal property, whidxampt from taxation.

10-077.100, 2.9 acres on Turnpike Road, owner Sus&pademan

Susan Spademan was present. Spademan arguecetBatthassessment was unjustified
as it was not reflective of fair market value (pedy is currently on the market for less).
Property will require a substantial bridge in orttebe issued a building permit.
Spademan asked for an assessment of at most $025,00

10-199.010, 27 Partridge Hill Road, owners Dana & atley Cudney



Harley Cudney was present. Cudney argued thatGhé assessment was unjustified as it
was not reflective of fair market value (propesycurrently on the market for less).
Cudney believes the assessment should be undej08825

20-308.000, 95 Elm Street, owner John Pepper

John Pepper was not present, but was representad bitorney Scott McGee. McGee
argued that the 2016 increase was too big, singadtgreater than the average increase
for village properties. The property is largelytresed and has a noise problem from the
Interstate. McGee thinks that applying the averaligge increase to the 2015
assessment would be a fair resolution.

20-304.000, 89 EIm Street, owner Barbara Tierney

Barbara Tierney was not present, but was represddaytéer daughter, Victoria Barnes.
Barnes argued that the 2016 assessment was uegisigcause it does not reflect fair
market value. The house sits in the FEMA floodpkand has been marketed on and off
for years without success for less than the neesassent. Barnes asked for an
assessment of $460,000, which was the last seofters

11-191.000, 75 Hawk Pine Road, owners Lorenzo Tosani & Irene Fondriest
Lorenzo Torresani & Irene Fondriest were preseatrésani and Fondriest argued that
the 2016 assessment of their land was too highdo@seomparable assessments (land

portion of 28, 256 & 262 Hawk Pine). They requestatew assessment of no more than
$442,000.

10-014.000, 80 Glen Ridge Road, owner Helen AinswibrCavin

Helen Ainsworth-Cavin was present. Ainsworth-Casand that the 2016 assessment of
her property was unjustified on the basis of corapker assessments (other houses on
Glen Ridge Road) and a recent bank appraisal, whashlower. Ainsworth-Cavin also
offered some recent sales comps in support of arl@assessment.

20-151.000, 22 Turnpike Road, owner Joanne Withingh Trust

Joanne Withington was present. Withington notedtwha felt was a data error in her
record—a brick walkway is listed as a patio.

11-152.600, 94 Mystic Drive, owner Heidi Webster
Heidi Webster was present. Webster argued tha2®ie8 assessment was too high based
on comparable assessments (822 New Boston, 36 &84d@rich 4 Corners). Her

percentage increase was the highest on Mystic Drive

10-162.000, 559 New Boston Road, owner Judith Pond



Judy Pond was present. Pond was concerned thasiasound the location and function
of the water heater would affect resale value, @rthaps should be reflected in the
assessment of the house.

05-013.000, 1302 New Boston Road, owner Dennis Reafole Living Trust

Nancy Cloud Dennis was present. Dennis asserteédn®@016 reassessed value of the
property was incorrect, since the property hadnmgdeen on the market for over a year
at $259,000 without receiving any offers. She agkedged that she had built a garage
subsequent to the attempt to sell, but felt themtade of the increase was excessive.

20-137.000, 451 Main Street, owners Theodore & Ruthabbs

Ted Jabbs was present. Jabs asserted that thasedrethe 2016 assessment for his
property was excessive based on comparable assgsg@@3 & 421 Main). All three
properties have comparable land. Jabbs felt thvahgihe other assessments, $577,200 or
perhaps slightly higher would be reasonable.

20-057.300, 26 Goddard Road, owners Edward & Margat Redpath

Ned Redpath was present. Redpath gave a numbatatfdomparables (28 Goddard,
287, 965, 1005 Bragg Hill, 46 Douglas Ln, 5 Happl,47 Tucker Hill). Redpath

argued that his property had increased by a grpateentage than any of the comps, and
that the new assessment was not reflective ofifanket value.

20-014.100, 272 Elm Street, owners Warren & Toni Agar Thayer

Warren and Toni Apgar Thayer were present. The @tsalyad questions about how the
proposed Homestead and Housesite values were die¢ernThey stated they did not
really have a grievance, and were only seekingaggtion.

At this point, Lister Lee Michaelides joined theetiag.

20-261.000, 5 Hopson Road, owner Julia Ackley

Julia Ackley had given written permission to beresented by the new owner of the
property, Dianne Miller, who was present. Millerdhaurchased the property on 1 June

2016 for $245,000, after the property had beerhernmarket for a long time. This
number was lower than the proposed assessment.

10-009.000, 752 Bragg Hill Road, owners Justin anknnifer Krawitt
Justin Krawitt was present. Krawitt argued thatghgposed assessment of his property

was too high based on comparable assessments&(834 Bragg Hill, 354 Dutton Hill,
179 Upper Turnpike, 833 Union Village) and fair ketrvalue. In spite of making some



improvements upstairs, the Krawitts had to remavergire finished basement and in-
law suite after purchase. He argued that the miltiollar price-point made a property
difficult to sell, and felt that an assessmenti@ iow $900s would be fair.

20-014.300, 230 EIm Street, owners William Schulend Elizabeth Maislen

William Schults and Elizabeth Maislen were pres&chults and Maislen noted that they
had made no recent changes to the property, ahththéwo nearest neighbors on the
uphill side of EIm Street had a smaller perceniageease. They felt that the steep
increase could not be justified by changes in theket alone.

04-030.000, 1292 Turnpike Road, owners Jennifer Amler-Edelstein & Eric
Edelstein

Eric Edelstein was present. Edelstein reportedttieahouse was a recently purchased
fixer-upper, and at the moment was a full buildgeitg with the shell of a mudroom
added. He would have no problem with the new ass&stsif the renovations were
completed, but felt the house was not very salealts current condition. Edelstein
submitted detailed photographic evidence.

03-057.000, 1490 Beaver Meadow Road, owners CraigdaVeronica Thurston
Veronica Thurston was present. Thurston assertdlits complex property is unique in

Norwich, making it impossible to find comps. Theperty has been on the market since
March for $995,000, which is significantly lessnithe proposed assessment.

03-022.000, 164 Chapel Hill Road, owners Albert &!8rley Dennis

Albert Dennis was present. Dennis expressed corad®yat the proposed increase given
the deteriorating condition of the house, which imasy maintenance issues.

10-096.200, 27 Upper Turnpike, owners Ronald & CaldBodge

Ronald & Carol Bodge were present. The Bodges \mdi¢hat the proposed assessment
was $8,000-$10,000 too high based on comparabjeepies (323 Turnpike, 153 Upper
Turnpike, 96 Abigail, 504 Chapel Hill). The housestill under construction, and some
of the upstairs is incomplete.

20-154.000, 6 Willey Hill Road, owners Douglas & Bera Rexford

Douglas Rexford had entered a written grievancefd®e wanted to correct a data error.
The smaller garage is unheated, in contrast to Wwkays in the note section of the card.

15-010.200435 Bragg Hill Road, owner Edith Picken



Edye Picken had entered a detailed written griewahibe submittal included many sales
and assessment comps, plus some potential data.erh@ property has been on the
market for a long time, and is currently listed $ar19,900, which is below the proposed
assessment. Ongoing issues with the road and doptexe of the house have made the
property hard to sell.

At about 8:05 pm, the grievance hearings were naetl until 8 June 2016 at 9 am.

8 June 2016, 9:00 am

Present: Cheryl A. Lindberg (Chair), Liz Blum, Liskchaelides (Listers); Matt Krajeski
(Assessor); Jonathan Bynum (Scribe); grievantaua$opth below.

Lindberg reopened the hearings at 9:00 am.
10-004.120, 1005 Bragg Hill Road, owners Michael Barbara Hall

Michael Hall submitted a written grievance baseadomparable assessments (884 & 965
Bragg Hill). Hall had experienced the highest @tencrease in assessment of nine of his
immediate neighbors. He also cited the deleteréfiest on market value of proximity to
an unmaintained, uninhabited property.

05-120.000, 539 Bradley Hill Road, owner James Caedali

Jim Cardenali was present. Cardenali said thanttempletely constructed nature of the
dwelling would make the property very difficult $ell. He submitted a number of sales
comps (467 Turnpike, 32 Moore, 55 Upper LovelanBgBny), and a realtor opinion that
he would be lucky to get $200,000 for his propémtits current condition.

06-029.000, 282 Campbell Flats Road, owners Ann &abiel Kleinhans

Ann Kleinhans was present. Kleinhans felt thatabgessed value is too high when
compared to the assessments of the neighboringgehotlise Kleinhans house is an old
structure that has issues with water infiltratidrginage, electrical, windows and quality
of construction.

10-013.000, 82 Glen Ridge Road, owners DemosthegeGeorgia Sofronas

Demo Sofronas was present. Sofronas submittedadetbargument that his proposed
assessed value was too high based on comparasiessasents of the other properties on
Glen Ridge Road, including issues of square footgegraphy, and outbuildings.
Sofronas also discussed recent work done to time frarch of his house.

16-124.000, 356 Hawk Pine, owners James & Beckiekia



Jim & Beckie Eakin were present. The Eakins arghatithe new assessment was too
high based on the comparable assessment of 370 Risma&kwhich is a very similar
dwelling. They also cited a recent bank appraisahg a value close to the old
assessment.

10-125.100, 53 Old Farm Road, owners Henry & Elizadth Nelson

Henry & Elizabeth Nelson were present. The Nelsuisnitted sales comps (6 Douglas
Ln, 79 Douglas, 11 Douglas Ridge) and assessmemp£¢32 Old Farm, 23 & 39
Douglas Ridge) in support of a lower valuation. {aéso said that they had tried
unsuccessfully to sell the property in the sumni&204.5 for $609,000.

16-153.000, 295 Hawk Pine Road, owners Nathaniel Doy & Erin Butler

Nate Dominy and Erin Butler were present. DominBétler presented a graphic
representation in support of the position thatgerentage increase of their property was
an outlier with respect to the other increases awkdPine. They cited two comparative
assessments of renovated properties (256 & 317 Hame) as evidence that their
assessment should be lowered.

At this point, Lister Liz Blum left the meeting.

05-095.200, 643 Pattrell Road, owners Robert Steveand Elizabeth Anderson,
Trustees

Robert Stevens was present. Stevens submittedamparable assessments (56 Douglas
Ln, 418 Kerwin Hill) in support of his position thiéne proposed assessment should be
lowered. Stevens showed photos and argued thatdperty’s small room sizes and
galley kitchen make his property less desirabla tha comparables.

At this point, Lister Liz Blum returned to the mimet.
20-290.000, 16 Jones Circle, owners John & CathesrGirard

John & Cathy Girard were present. The Girards gomstl why their property had the
biggest increase on Jones Circle. They pointedh®ubegative features of their
proximity to the four largest businesses in Towithyhe accompanying litter, noise and
light pollution.

15-071.000, 221 US Rt 5 S (Colton Center), owner iam Drake

William Drake was present. Drake submitted income @xpense information. He
disputed that the proposed valuation was a realséirket value, in part because of the
building’s deteriorating wooden foundation, whichHlwequire replacement. He said that
much of the property was wetland, and cited 147RUS S as a land comp.



Lister Liz Blum left the meeting at this point.
15-027.000, 391 Bragg Hill Road, owners Jon & Hollywilkinson

Holly Wilkinson was present. She presented varmmparable assessments (287, 385,
417, 435 Bragg Hill, 11 & 70 Cossingham) in suppdrher argument that the proposed
assessment is too high. It shows the Wilkinson hatraehigher price per sq ft and higher
grade than the comps, even though her home iseid oleupdating, in particular the
kitchen and one of the bathrooms.

20-232.000, 19 Church Street, owners Gerald and Danreland

Dana Ireland was present. Ireland pointed outttithouse was recently purchased for
quite a bit less than the proposed assessmentamaslength transaction. The house has
much original charm, but most would feel that sigant updates are needed, and it does
not seem to be equitably assessed when companaiigtaboring properties.

Lister Liz Blum returned to the meeting at thisngoi

15-020.200, 96 Dutton Hill Road, owners Andrew & Tfany Pache

Tiffany Pache was present. Pache had bought theegyoin 2014 for a little less than the
new proposed assessment. She reported that the waptin failure and that there were

miscellaneous data errors. She gave several assatssomps (1110 Turnpike, 674
Beaver Meadow, 19, 1047 & 1005 Bragg Hill).

20-219.010, 31 Carpenter Street, Tracey Hayes & KhiWarren
Tracey Hayes was present. Hayes had recently mgedhihe property in an off-market
sale. Hayes offered sales comps (62 Union Villdge-iawk Pine, 394 Main, 6 Douglas

Ln, 18 Elm, 11 Eagle, 70 Koch) to support her argonthat both the purchase price and
the proposed assessment of her property are wedlfar market value.

05-097.200, 96 Middle Road, owners Michael & Lisautid

Michael Judd was present. In support of a redussdssment, Judd said that the property
had been on the market since April, most recenil\y$299,000 (below the proposed
assessment) with no offers. He cited the negafis®img on a class 4, unmaintained
road.

Lister Liz Blum returned to meeting at this point.

20-174.000, 1 CIiff Street, owners Clay Block andixginia Brack

Clay Block was present. Block presented assesstoemps (25 & 85 Carpenter, 11, 23,
48, 49 & 75 CIiff, 38 Hazen) in support of a lovassessment. Block pointed out that the



Block/Brack house had the highest increase in gighiorhood, is functionally a small
house, and was purchased under unusual circumstasudh that the purchase price does
not reflect market.

20-005.000, 227 EIm, owners Swaminathan Subbiah &f&h Robson

Swaminathan Subbiah & Sarah Robson were presepibi&u& Robson presented a
sales comp (276 Hopson) and an assessment comii{82& support of a lowered
assessment. They also questioned the measurenigéméshmuse and the valuations on
the outbuildings. They asked for an assessmehei$725-775,000 range.

11-052.100, 929 Union Village, owners Joseph & JudBhillips

Judy Phillips was present. In support of a loweeasment, Phillips argued that the busy
road and proximity to a working farm are marketategs, as are various maintenance
issues associated with the antique house. Sheiguegtsome data items on the card,
noted that the Phillips’ property had the highestpntage increase in the neighborhood,
and cited data suggesting a softening in the Ndrproperty market.

20-229.000, 20-229.200, 316 & 312 Main Street, owigdlow LLC

Bruce McLaughry (Sudlow LLC Manager) was presentLRughry questioned the
allocation of the land value in the condominiunwvizgn Sudlow and the Norwich
Nursery School. He questioned the grading and degiiren differences between the
Emerson House and Emerson Court, submitted incofoemation, and submitted
several sales and assessment comps for commenmperpes.

20-121.000, 8 Beaver Meadow Road, owner Beaver Mead Ventures LLC

Henry Scheier, co-owner was present. Scheier engidaihe ownership structure and
submitted income and expense information. He $atithe proposed valuation could not
be justified and cited significant maintenance éssthat would soon need attention.

15-018.000, 11 Abigail Road, owner Horst Richter Tust

Horst Richter was present. Richter noted thatpitesof having made no changes to his
property, there have been repeated increases &s$essment over the past few years

and provided assessment comps (95 & 96 Abigail,&827 Dutton Hill) in support of a
lower assessment. Richter described some feattithe bouse that would be negatives
for resale.

05-076.100, 1225 Union Village, owner Robert Beclet

Jacey Cobb (wife of owner) was present. The honuader construction and is currently
listed at 60% complete. Cobb argued that the p&agerof completion should be lower,



and cited a bank appraisal estimate of the finistadde of the dwelling in support of a
lower assessment. The land is steep and wet aardeportion is unusable.

20-189.010, 24 Hazen Street, owner Amy Somerstein

Amy Somerstein was present. She asked that the piiber house on the Patriot
website be updated. Somerstein had no issue wathdbessment, but felt the upstairs
square footage was wrongly calculated. After disimus it appeared that all sides might
agree on this after all.

Lister Liz Blum left the meeting at this point.

11-199.100, 11-199.200, 15-070.000, 121, 147 WilgyRoad, 147 US Route 5 S,
owners Hugh Bower Trust, Sally Bower Trust

Sally Bower was present. Bower questioned the ntaggmiof the increase to 11-199.100

when nothing has changed about the property. TWasediscussion of the increase to 11-
199.200, and whether the parcel could be develbpeduse of water issues. Bower said

she had no issue with the assessment of 15-070.000.

20-157.000, 474 Main Street, owner Michael Goodrich

Deirdre Goodrich (wife of owner) was present. Gadudsubmitted assessment comps
(386, 400, 496 Main and 32 Hopson) in support cassessment $30-$40,000 lower.
Goodrich feels that the premium of a Main Streeatmn is largely lost north of the
bend.

11-043.000, 112 Bradley Hill Road, owners Daniel &lichelle Gottlieb

Dan Gottlieb was present. Gottlieb questioneddmisl lvalue by submitting comparable
land assessments (60, 109, 121 & 133 Bradley Hidd}. Gottlieb felt that a small
adjustment to bring the land values into line wasranted. He also said that his garage
was located within the setback, which would be lastacle to sale.

05-123.100, 172 Ladeau Road, Elbow Condominium Un#2, owner Pamelia Smith

Pamelia Smith was present. Smith argued that, @finas of 2016 the dwelling is listed
as 100% complete, there are still various areascoimpletion, including interior doors,
finish of small room off living room, finish of sta to basement, some shingling, some
light fixtures.

11-171.000, 262 Hawk Pine, owners Neil & Adele Folt
Neil Fulton was present. At Fulton’s informal meetiwith the Assessor prior to

grievance, his breezeway had been changed fromHfasr to 3 Season Porch. The
ensuing size adjustment to the First Floor had gedithe per square foot cost, and had



washed out the savings caused by the initial chdegeing the bottom line exactly the
same. Fulton said this was indefensible, and affassessment comps in support of a
lower assessment (256 & 375 Hawk Pine). Fulton ddel satisfied with a reduction to
$422,300, but believes depreciation should be asme and per square foot cost
decreased.

At about 5:50 pm, the grievance hearings were naetl until 9 June 2016 at 4 pm.

9 June 2016, 4:00 pm

Present: Cheryl A. Lindberg (Chair), Liz Blum, Liskchaelides (Listers); Matt Krajeski
(Assessor); Jonathan Bynum (Scribe); grievantsuagopth below.

Lindberg reopened the hearings at 4:00 pm.

05-095.300, 05-095.400, 97 Kerwin Hill Road & 742TVRte 312, owners Norah Lake
& Christopher Polashenski

Chris Polashenski was present. The property isreheved by an OPAV agreement. On
05-095.300, Polashenski questioned the value didligesite under the newly
constructed farm-labor housing. Polashenski citégaty appraisals which had found
the value of a secondary housesite on an OPAV profiebe $10-20,000. He also asked
that the assessment of the farm-labor housing eaiotiar-for-dollar with construction
cost, but rather be around $137,500. These changésl produce a total valuation for
both parcels of around $580,250. He also pointédhat 14 acres on 05-095.300 were
newly enrolled in Current Use.

15-019.000, 64 Abigail Road, owner Joanne McCormick

Joanne McCormick was present. McCormick offeredesassessment comps (95
Abigail, 287 Bragg Hill, 82 Glen Ridge) in favor aftopography adjustment on the
excess land. She also feels that, based on “Hdve&al the AssessPro Card,” her
construction adjustment value should be less than 1

10-127.000, 32 Old Farm Road, owner Stuart Allan

Stuart Allan was present. Allan said that since Tré&he, the generators at the Wilder
Dam sometimes make his house vibrate. Sometimegrgars audible. Allan said that he
thinks this would have an effect on fair marketealbut he is not sure how much.

20-302.000, 20-268.000, 39 EIm Street and 10.950acHopson Road, owners Susan
Stevens and Bradley Watts

Susan Stevens was present. On Hopson Road, Swavamgted Warner Meadow as a
comparative assessment and suggested that the\catise easement and permanent
trail easement had not been considered in thesasses of her land. The land has no



power, septic or driveway, but is assessed hidteer land across the road that has these
amenities. For 39 Elm, Stevens submitted comparssdessments (31 & 47 EIm). The
Stevens home is assessed significantly higherltbénof these (given that 47 Elm’s
assessment includes two dwellings).

03-049.000, 370 Chapel Hill Road, owners Cameron @ss & Sonia Swierczynski

Sonia Swierczynski was present. She said thatéheeptage of increase for her property
was greater than the other properties on ChapeRddd. She had received a realtor
opinion in 2015 that she could possibly expecteb®225,000 for her property.

03-054.120, 1616 Beaver Meadow Road, owners Theod& Martha Austin

Ted & Martha Austin were present. They reported their property had been on the
market for over a year for $729,000 with very dittctivity and no offers. They were
shocked by the large increase in their assessaetipffered a large number of
assessment comps. They particularly focused ondimparative assessment of 96
Abigail, and asked for an assessment of $550,0d0050.

20-089.000, 27 Sargent Street, owners Jeremy & Sheon Wallis

Jeremy Wallis was present. Wallis presented conpaessessments (24 & 35 Sargent).
24 Sargent in particular is a very similar homeeased lower. Wallis disagrees with the
depreciation used for the 2 properties, and wakeddn assessment somewhere in
between the proposed and the assessment of 24nEarge

20-181.000, 386 Hawk Pine, owners Gary & Francis @asta

Gary & Fran DeGasta were present. The DeGastashaal/a 20% increase in assessed
value since 2011, and in 2016 had a larger pergenterease than most properties on
Hawk Pine, even though their property has had oenteimprovements. The DeGastas
presented many comparables for sales (44 Hawk PinEagle, 46 Douglas Ln, 37 & 97
Meetinghouse, 444 Turnpike) and assessment e@i8/lawk Pine).

06-021.000, 06-033.300, 397 Campbell Flats Road &BCampbell Flats Road,
owners David & Ann Sargent and Jane Sargent respawgtly

David Sargent was present, also grieving (withtemifpermission) for his mother, Jane
Sargent. Sargent appealed based on the effectrondeket value caused by the adjacent
junkyard. This is a long-term problem which onlysy@orse. Both of the properties
under appeal have significant deferred maintenanddack high-end amenities.

05-154.000, 702 New Boston Road, owners Robert & lraine Kewer

Robert Kewer was present. Kewer had gotten a reagttimion of value in January 2016
for $180,000. He provided graphical evidence thathes in the lower assessed value



range tend to sell less than their assessmentseiKaywggested some data errors on his
property card, including year of construction aethds of outbuilding. He offered 688
New Boston as a land comp; this has an access tleduand he would like the same.

06-003.300, 06-003.100, 80 Waterman Hill Road & 1&8aterman Hill Road,
owners Charles & Kristin Clement and Lynn Stern etal. respectively

Kris Clement was present (she is a co-owner of patberties). Clement expressed
frustration at the difficulty of finding suitabl@kes comps for both properties. 80
Waterman Hill is unique, in that it has an unfimdrsecond floor. She noted that many
expensive homes have sold for less than assesksx] &ad offered 433 Pattrell as a
sales comp for 168 Waterman Hill. 168 Waterman s deteriorated since the last
inspection, especially the outbuildings. She wdiklel to see a public meeting sometime
in the future for NEMC to explain its process.

16-019.100, 2 Four Wheel drive, owner Mary Essex

Mary Essex was present. She pointed out severaledtedrs—there is only 1 kitchen,
only 1 % baths, and it is not a 2 unit dwelling.

10-088.000, 50 Bob White, owners Christopher Yen &arah Logan

Yen & Logan submitted a written grievance. Theyeo#fl sales comps (11 Eagle, 44
Hawk Pine, 75 & 102 Bob White) in support of reiamto the prior assessment for their

property.

Respectfully submitted,

Cheryl A. Lindberg
Chair, Norwich Board of Listers



