
BOARD OF CIVIL AUTHORITY
Wednesday, September 17, 2025

3:30pm in Tracy Hatl
FinaI minutes

BCA Members Present in Tracy Hal,t: Al.ix Manny (Chair), Fran DeGasta, Kimo Griggs, Dave
Krimmet, suzanne Leiter, Kristin Maffei, LityTrajman, priscitla Vincent
Listers: Ernie Ciccotetti, CheryL Lindberg, pameta Smith
Appettants: Jocetyne Barrett and Matthew Cote for Great River Hydro; Evan Cavanaugh
and Kerin Ritey; Carotine Ftanagan Mietewski and Christopher Mietewski; Rui Guo and
Dawn Zhang; Katie Kitchet.
For the Town: Austin Sansoucy of Sansoucy Associates (speaking on behal.f of the Town for
the Great River Hydro appeat).
Ontine: Kevin Leen of KRTAppraisals, speakingforthe Town.

1. GREAT RIVER HYDRO - parcet # 70-006.000
a. Manny catted the hearing to order at 3:31pm.
b. The Listers presented the property: the f towage rights on 1334 acres as assessed by

Sansoucy Associates, the firm hired to catculate the vatue of the ftowage rights.
Current valuation is $2,1Og,gOO, recorded as a yard item/utitity in the Grand List.

c. Barret and cote outtined the Great River Hydro basis for appeat:
i. The acreage is different from the 2019 vatuation, with an addition o1760.7

acres.
¡¡. lncorrect vatuation of acreage because paired sales methodotogy was not

used.
d. The Listers and Sansoucy responded:

i. Sansoucy exptained how the f irm catcutated vatue of acreage and defended
the¡r use of draft maps from the Witder Dam project. He introduced four new
pieces of evidence:

1. Exhibit G f rom the witder Project: project Area Maps. Ftowage rights
shown on the maps.

2. The maps showing Dry and Wet tancJ per the Witcler project maps



3. Superior Court decision from TransCanada Hydro Northeast, lnc. v.

Town of Newbury.
4. Veimont Supreme Court opinion on the above case.

e. BCA members were given an opportunity to ask questions.
¡. GRH ctarif ied that the¡r acreage vatues came f rom the 2016 Newbury

decision; no further market action woutd indicate a change of vatues.
¡¡. Wet and dry methodology have been used in other cases, inctuding in the

Newbury decision.
t. Leiter, Maffei and Trajman set the inspection date for 9125 aL 3:30pm. Trajman witt

reach out to Barrett to set up inspection logistics.
g. Manny recessed the hearing to spm on Monday, October 6,2025 in the

multipurpose room of Tracy Hatt.

2. CAVANAUGH - Parcet O5-146.200, 1 19 Barbara Lee Ln.

a. Manny catted the hear¡ng to order at 3:59pm.
b. The Listers presented the property as a residentiat property currently vatued at

$1,411,500 and conta¡ning 9.56 acres.
c. Cavanaugh and Ritey outlined their basis for appeat. They buitt their home; finished

in2024.
i. House grade and grade factor are unreasonabty high.
ii, Topography grade factor is not reftective of actuaI burden of grade.

¡¡¡. Assessment not reflective of Fair Market Value.
d. The Listers responded:

¡. Listers noted that they're timited in the grade evatuation: wood ftoor is wood
ftoor; they cannot distinguish between different grades of wood ftoor.
Additionatty, apptiances are not part of the appraisat. Bathrooms are full,3/a

or Tz - do not assess type of shower enctosure etc.
e. The BCA members were given an opportunity to ask questions:

i. Kevin explained how prices per square foot were catcutated.
f. Leiter, Maffei and Trajman set the inspection date for September 26 at Apm
g. Manny recessed the hearing to 5:30pm on Monday, October 6,2025 in the

muttipurpose room of Tracy Hatl..

3. FLANAGAN - Parcet 14-021.100, 153 Del.ta Dr.

a. Manny catted the hearing to order at 4:27pm.
b. The Listers presented the property as a residentiaI property currentty vatued at

$509,100 on 5.33 acres.
c. Flanagan and Mietewski outtined their basis for appeat.

i. They do not use municipat services - they rely on Hartford - and feel that the
economic depreciation reduction shoutd be reinstated for this reason.
(Economic deprec¡ation reduction was added after Ftanagan grieved her
2017 assessment.)

i¡. Easement not taken into account.
d. The Lísters responded:

i. No other properties on Delta Drive receive the economic depreciation factor,
so it was removed to make assessments equitabte.



ii. They are unaware of an easement.
e. BCA members were given the opportunity to ask questions:

i. No rnajor improvements were made.
ii. The economic reduction appties to both municipat AND education taxes, not

just municipaI taxes.
ii¡. Easement appties to their property; deed was requested.

f. Manny, Krimmet and Vincent set an inspection time for g/2S at 3pm.
g. Manny recessed the hearing to Monday, October 6,2025 at 6pm in the muttipurpose

room of Tracy Hatt.

4. GUO- Parcel 12-006.110, 139 Hemtock Rd.

a. Manny catted the hearing to order at 4:57pm
b. The Listers presented the property as a residentiaI property currentty valued at

$779,600 and contain ing 2.14 acres.
c. Guo and Zhangouttined their basis for appeat:

i. Owners dispute the finished vs. unfinished vatues of the three-quarter story
and the hatf-story portions of their Oweiting.

ii. Purchased for $SSôk in Juty o'f 2024. Have since reptaced the roof for g2gk.

d. The Listers responded:
i. Note that comparabtes are not accurate if no inspection has been done on

those properties.
i¡. The addition of a bedroom does not change the assessment of a property,

but the addition of a bathroom does.
iii. Under Construction designation reminds the L¡sters to check up on certa¡n

properties that have unfinished areas; no guarantee that an unfinished
space won't later be finished.

e. BCA members were given the opportunity to ask questions.
i. Leen exptained the economic tocation reduction (due to proximity to

highway and associated noise).
¡i. Definitions of "finished" and "Lrnfinished" were questioned. Leen said that

subftoor with roughed in etectricat and ptumbing are unfinished. Functional.
heat, finished flooring, ceiting and wa[[s are a finished area. Onty "in
between" is percentage of comptetion with yearty inspection.

t. Manny, Krimmel and Vincent set an inspection time for 9/29 at Apm.
g. Manny recessed the hearing to Monday, October 6th at 6:30pm in the muttipurpose

room of Tracy Hal.t.

5. KITCHEL - Parcel 14-026.000, S97 Sugartop Rd.

a. Manny catted the hearing to order at 5:26pm.
b. The Listers presented the property as a residentiat property currently vatued at

$1,580,100 and containing 109.2 acres.
c. Kitchet outtined her basis for appeat:

i. Assessment not equitabte relative to the neighbors at 592 Sugartop, which
. had a70o/o reciuction in tand vatue apptied for their conservation easement.

Kitchet submitted an easement document for 597 Sugar:top into eviclence
showing about 24 acres under the conservation easement.



ii. Kitchet also questioned the view grade and submitted pictures of front yard
views from four different properties on Sugartop.

d. The Listers responded:
i. The 70olo reduction on 592 Sugartop did not have any mention on the Lister

card. lt was appl.ied this year for the first time without being discussed with
the Listers.

ii. The Listers exptained that apptication of the conservation easement
reductions are on a town by town basis - there is no state mandated
reduction for a conservation easement. Some easements are more
restrictive than others; this creates a difference in reduct¡ons.

e. The BCA members were given the opportunityto ask questions.
i. Listers confirmed that they are "usuatty" given copies of easements.

Because the Listers did not have the easement, they were unabte to
consider what reductions woutd be appropriate.

¡¡. The Listers ctarified that there are different types of easements which can
result in different reductions. Some are more restrictive than others.

f. Manny, Krimmel and Vincent set up an inspection time lor 9125 at 3:45pm.
g. Manny recessed the hearing to Monday, October 6th at 4:30pm.

Hearings witt be cont¡nued on Tuesday, 9/23 at 4pm.

Minutes taken by LityTrajman, Cterk.

Minutes approved on January 6,2026.

Atix Manny, BCA Chair


