
City of Portland
Board of Assessment Review Agenda

December 17, 2021 at 10:00 a.m.

1. ZOOM Information
 a. Please click the link below to join the webinar:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85918460687?pwd=Zi9mWStnQmFVVVU5d1ljN0JOS1hPQT09
Passcode: 125884
Or One tap mobile :
    US: +13126266799,,85918460687#,,,,*125884#  or 
+19292056099,,85918460687#,,,,*125884#
Or Telephone:
    Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
        US: +1 312 626 6799  or +1 929 205 6099  or +1 301 715 8592  or +1 346 248 7799  or 
+1 669 900 6833  or +1 253 215 8782
Webinar ID: 859 1846 0687
Passcode: 125884
    International numbers available: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbUSfuCTfz

2. 10:00 a.m. Appeal from John Babin, 72 Sheridan Street
 a. Appeal attached.
 b. Assessor's response attached.

3. 10:30 a.m. Appeal from Robert Grano, Trustee, 547 Congress Unit 4B, represented by 
Attorney Brian Barrington

 a. Appeal attached.
 b. Assessor's response attached.
4. 11:00 a.m. Appeal from Michelle Noyes, 10 Olympia Street
 a. Appeal attached.
 b. Assessor's response attached.
5. 11:30 a.m. Appeal from Wendall M. Fletcher, 56 Revere Street
 a. Appeal attached.
 b. Assessor's response attached.

6. 12:00 p.m. Appeal from Al Anderson Properties, LLC by Wendy Harmon, 7-9 and 11 
Anderson Street 

 a. Appeal attached.
 b. Assessor's response re: 7-9 Anderson Street attached.
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 c. Assessor's response re 11 Anderson Street attached.
7. New Business (5 minutes)
8. Next Meeting: DATE
9. Adjournment
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CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:  December 6, 2021 
TO:   City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:  Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:   FY22 Abatement Appeal; John Babin, 72 Sheridan St., Parcel ID 013-M-034-001 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $ 345,600 Land; 1,200 sq. ft. lot 
                      $ 267,500 Building; two-family dwelling of 2,496 sq. ft. 
                      $ 613,100 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
7/20/2021   Property owner has an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies. Owner provides his opinion that 
the house could sell for $450,000 to $500,000. Tyler makes no adjustments and concludes that the property 
data is correct and no overvaluation exists. 
 
10/18/2021   Property owner files a formal appeal application with the Assessor’s Office.  
 
10/25/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office concludes the value is reasonable and the property owner did 
not meet the burden to show the property was overvalued. Notification letter sent advising no adjustment to 
the assessed value. 
 
11/12/2021   Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a reduction as follows: 
                        $160,000 Land 
                        $250,000 Building 
                        $410,000 Property owner’s Opinion of Market Value; a reduction of $203,100 
 
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 10/18/21 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/12/2021 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
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Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 013-M-034-001 [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 

 
ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. 
 

• The property owner’s opinion of value during the 7/2021 informal appeal hearing with Tyler was a 
market value of between $450,000 to $500,000.  

 
• The property owner’s opinion of value as noted on the Application for Abatement filed in 10/2021 with 

the Assessor’s Office is $427,500. The appellant noted they were contesting only the land value. 
 

• The property owner’s opinion of value as noted on the 11/2021 application for the Board of 
Assessment Review hearing is $410,000. The appellant notes it is the land value that is at question. 

 
• In the 4 months from the first informal appeal to this proceeding, the appellant has continued to 

devalue their property and has offered no substantial evidence to support this opinion. In contrast, the 
residential real estate market in Portland has increased in price by almost 5% during the same time. 

 
• The appellant provides 6 comparable properties of surrounding two to four family dwellings. Only 1, 

comparable #6, has a recent sale in 2019 of $650,000. The appellant provides these comparables 
specifically to show the difference in land values. It is important to note that 5 of the 6 comparables 
are on different blocks than the subject and the land values of these comparables have a negative land 
influence factor applied to account for their high traffic corridors. Comparable #1 is the most 
comparable from a land valuation basis as it is directly across from the subject property.  

 
• The Base Lot Value is the methodology used for residential land valuation in our CAMA (Computer 

Assisted Mass Appraisal) system. For the subject property’s assessment neighborhood, the Base Lot 
Value is $405,000 for a 4,500 square foot lot. For every square foot above this 4,500, an additional $9 
per square foot is added to the Base Lot Value of $405,000. For every square foot below this 4,500, $18 
per square foot is deducted from the Base Lot Value of $405,000. Using this formula, the subject 
property’s land value of $345,600 is substantiated as is the land value of comparable #1. 

 
• The valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market value and that it is 

assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the district. The property owner has 
not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that the assessment was substantially 
overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality. 

 
• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 

Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 
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LEGAL REFERENCES 
 

• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 
by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
 

• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 
2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
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Printed: December 6, 2021      Card: 1 of 1

CURRENT OWNER 

101Neighborhood

Land
Building

Total

Land Information

Type Size Influence Factors Influence % Value

Primary  345,600

01/31/90 No One At Home OtherMWO
PurposeDate Issued

 Permit Information 

BABIN JOHN W 
74 SHERIDAN ST

PORTLAND ME 04101

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD CITY OF PORTLAND

Situs : 72 SHERIDAN ST Parcel ID: 013  M034001 Class: TWO FAMILY 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Living Units

District
Zoning
Class

2

10612

14
NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINE
RI

Property Notes

13-M-34
SHERIDAN ST 72
1200 SF

1,200 

Entrance Information

Date ID Entry Code Source

Total Acres: .0275 Value Flag

Manual Override Reason
Base Date of Value

Effective Date of Value

Number Price % Complete

Sales/Ownership History

Transfer Date Price Type Validity Deed Reference Deed Type Grantee
08/01/06
01/09/84

111,500 Land & Building Relative Sale 24226/196
6370/112

BABIN JOHN W 
BABIN LESTER

Assessed

COST APPROACH

Assessment Information

SF
 345,600

 267,500
 613,100

24226/196 Vol / Pg

      2022

Gross Building:Spot:  Location: 

Alternate ID
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Story height

Exterior Walls

Style Year Built
Eff Year Built

Year Remodeled

2

Old Style 1852

4 2

No No

x

# Car Bsmt Gar

NoNeutral

C

FAIR

0

Asbestos

Full

Basic

Oil

Ff-Wall Hgt Finished

Fair

Same

Color

Rec Rm Size Rec Rm Type
FBLA Type

Basement
FBLA Size

Dwelling Information

Attic

Masonry Trim
Amenities

In-law Apt

Basement

Heating & Cooling Fireplaces

Heat Type
Fuel Type

System Type

Stacks

Pre-Fab
Openings

Bedrooms
Family Rooms

Kitchens
Total Rooms
Kitchen Type

Kitchen Remod

Full Baths
Half Baths

Extra Fixtures

Bath Type
Bath Remod

Adjustments

Int vs Ext
Cathedral Ceiling

Unfinished Area
Unheated Area

Grade & Depreciation

Grade
Condition

CDU
Cost & Design

% Complete

Market Adj
Functional
Economic

% Good Ovr

Dwelling Computations

x

Base Price
Plumbing
Basement

Heating
Attic

% Good

Adj Factor

Functional
Economic

% Complete
Other Features

Subtotal Additions

Ground Floor Area
Total Living Area

63

1.025

 4,000

 2,496

 13,460

 0

 0

 47,440

Steam

 x 

x

9

2

 960

Outbuilding Data

Type Size 1 Size 2 Area Qty Yr Blt Grade Condition Value

Condominium / Mobile Home Information

Printed: December 6, 2021     Card: 1 of 1

CITY OF PORTLAND

Situs : 72 SHERIDAN ST Parcel Id: 013  M034001 Class: TWO FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY RECORD CARD

Building Notes

Room Detail

Complex Name
Condo Model

Unit Number
Unit Level
Unit Parking

Unit Location
Unit View
Model Make (MH)

 346,971

 0

 407,870

Model (MH)

Dwelling Value  267,480

% Good Override

C&D Factor

      2022
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CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:  December 8, 2021 
TO:   City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:  Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:   FY22 Abatement Appeal; Robert Grano, 547 Congress St., Unit 4B, Parcel ID 037-C-017-04B 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $   52,780 Land 
                      $ 211,120 Building; 651 sq. ft. condominium 
                      $ 263,900 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
9/10/2021   Property owner files a formal abatement appeal with the Assessor’s Office requesting a reduction 
of $56,231 to a new value of $207,669. No informal appeal with Tyler occurred prior to this filing. 
 
9/14/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office concludes the value is reasonable and the property owner did 
not meet the burden to show the property was overvalued. Notification letter sent advising no adjustment to 
the assessed value. 
 
11/12/2021   Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a reduction as follows: 
                        $  41,664  Land 
                        $166,005 Building 
                        $207,669 Property owner’s Opinion of Market Value; a reduction of $56,231 
 
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 9/10/21 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/12/2021 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
 
Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 037-C-017-04B [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 
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ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 
 

• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. The 
assessed value is within 10% of its most probable selling price. 
 

• The property owner’s opinion of value is based solely on a price per square foot comparison. A price 
per square foot comparison would be suitable only if every comparable unit was the exact same in 
every aspect. While a good tool to compute an average or median price per square foot, Appraisers do 
not rely on strictly square foot costs as they do not accurately compute the property value in many 
cases. Prices per square foot can vary widely based on a unit’s size, location, overall condition, 
upgrades and a host of other factors that make each unit unique. 

 
• A recent sale within the same building was Unit 2E. This is a 519 sq. ft. unit that sold in July 2021 for 

$305,000.  
 

• The Cost Approach, or a replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) formula, was the 
methodology used for condo unit valuations. This is then allocated 80/20, with 80% going to the 
building portion of the assessed value and 20% attributed to the land value of the assessed value. 
Within the Cost Approach, factors such as condition, desirability and utility grades can and do exist 
between properties that directly influence the amount of depreciation and the final assessed value. 

 
• The valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market value and that it is 

assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the district. The property owner has 
not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that the assessment was substantially 
overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality. 

 
• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 

Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 

LEGAL REFERENCES 
 

• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 
by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
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• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 

2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
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CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:  December 13, 2021 
TO:   City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:  Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:   FY22 Abatement Appeal; Michelle Noyes, 10 Olympia St., Parcel ID 433-B-032-001 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $   64,800 Land; 3,805 sq. ft. lot 
                      $ 220,600 Building; single-family dwelling of 910 sq. ft. 
                      $ 285,400 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
7/12/2021   Property owner had an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies. Owner provided several data 
changes needing correction along with photos depicting several areas of physical obsolescence within the 
structure. Tyler makes the changes and corrections in the CAMA (Computer Assisted Mass Appraisal) system 
which reduces the assessed value to $255,900, a reduction of $29,500. 
 
10/12/2021   Property owner files a formal appeal application with the Assessor’s Office.  
 
10/22/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office concludes the value is reasonable and the property owner did 
not meet the burden to show the property was overvalued. Notification letter sent advising no adjustment to 
the assessed value. 
 
11/5/2021   Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a reduction as follows: 
                        $  80,000 Land 
                        $105,000 Building 
                        $185,000 Property owner’s Opinion of Market Value; a reduction of $70,900. 
 
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 10/12/21 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/5/2021 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
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Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 433-B-032-001 [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 

 
ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

 
• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. The 

property is within 10% of its most reasonable selling price. 
 

• In the 10/12/21 appeal application to the Assessor’s Office, the property owner included the same 
items that were presented in the informal appeal with Tyler. Tyler did make the necessary corrections 
and adjusted the assessed value downward as a result of that informal appeal. The Assessor’s Office 
concluded those adjustments were reasonable and warranted and found nothing that resulted in any 
additional adjustments being needed.     

 
• Also in the 10/12/21 appeal application to the Assessor’s Office, the property owner compares only the 

increases in assessed value of surrounding properties. While these properties differ from the subject 
property, comparing only increases in assessed values is not a fair or accurate comparison of fair 
market value. It is normal for properties to increase at differing rates in a revaluation, particularly 
when it has been 15 years between revaluations. No information as to the FMV of the subject property 
was provided. 

 
• In the 11/5/21 appeal to the Board of Assessment Review, the property owner advises that the 

replacement cost for insurance purposes was stated to be $236,800 as recent as 2020. This 
replacement cost number would indicate the cost to rebuild the improvements on the property in the 
event of a catastrophic loss and does not take into account the value of the land. The methodology 
used for residential properties in the revaluation was also a Cost Approach method, utilizing a 
replacement cost new less depreciation formula. The building value is currently assessed at $191,100.  

 
• Recent sales of comparable properties in the subject property neighborhood include: 

o 42 Wordsworth St. – a 704 sq. ft. single-family dwelling on a 4,711 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $285,000 on 9/1/2020 

o 46 Watson St. – a 1,310 sq. ft. single-family dwelling on a 4,750 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $346,900 on 7/30/2020 

o 45 Wordsworth St. – a 1,238 sq. ft. single family dwelling on an 11,880 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $330,000 on 3/18/2020 

 
The 42 Wordsworth sale is the most comparable to the subject property in regards to size and 
condition. The other two homes would be considered superior to the subject property as both are 
larger and have had renovations to them. 

 
• The valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market value and that it is 

assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the district. The property owner has 
not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that the assessment was substantially 
overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality. 
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• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 

Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 

LEGAL REFERENCES 
 

• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 
by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
 

• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 
2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
 
 

 

Page 44



Page 45



Page 46



Page 47



Page 48



Page 49



Page 50



Page 51



Page 52



Page 53



Page 54



Page 55



Page 56



Page 57



Page 58



Page 59



Page 60



Page 61



Page 62



Page 63



Page 64



Page 65



 

Page 66



Page 67



Page 68



Page 69



Page 70



Page 71



Page 72



CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:  December 8, 2021 
TO:   City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:  Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:   FY22 Abatement Appeal; Wendall Fletcher,56 Revere St., Parcel ID 124-I-015-001 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $ 379,800 Land; 10,868 sq. ft. lot 
                      $ 451,300 Building; Five-unit dwelling; 7,400 sq. ft. gross, 5,265 sq. ft. net rentable 
                      $ 831,100 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
7/15/2021   Property owner has an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies. Owner provides rent info 
showing rents collected are well below market rate with 1 owner-occupied unit and multiple deferred 
maintenance items. Owner’s opinion of value to Tyler is $450,000 to $475,000. Tyler reduces the value to 
$706,400. 
 
9/13/2021   Property owner files a formal appeal application with the Assessor’s Office.  
 
9/22/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office reduces the assessed value to $581,800. A notification letter 
advising of the abatement granted and an updated tax bill are mailed to the property owner. 
 
11/5/2021    Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a reduction as follows: 
                        $  99,500 Land 
                        $202,000 Building 
                        $301,500 Property owner’s Opinion of Market Value; a further reduction of $280,300 
 
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 9/13/2021 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/5/2021 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
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Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 124-I-015-001 [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 

 
ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

 
• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. 

 
• The property owner’s opinion of value during the 7/2021 informal appeal hearing with Tyler was a 

market value of between $450,000 to $475,000.  
 

• The property owner’s opinion of value as noted on the Application for Abatement filed in 09/2021 with 
the Assessor’s Office is $575,000.  

 
• The property owner’s opinion of value as noted on the 11/2021 application for the Board of 

Assessment Review hearing is $301,500 and specifically seeks an abatement for the land value only.  
 

• The 9/13/21 abatement request to the Assessor’s Office included a broker’s opinion of value of a range 
between $400,000 and $575,000 using an income approach and a sales comparison approach. The 
broker describes the subject property as “a 5-unit residential apartment building in below average 
condition that would require substantial capital investment to bring the building up to a standard that 
most buyers would consider acceptable.” The comparables used were all 5-unit buildings with the sales 
ranging from $650,000 to $727,000. All are deemed to be superior to the subject property.  

 
• The methodology used to arrive at the assessed value of the subject property was the Income 

Approach to value. The income approach is used for all 5-unit and higher properties across the City. 
The Assessor’s Office granting of the abatement request was based on downward adjustments to the 
income to account for the below market rent that the subject property receives, which recognizes the 
below average condition of the building. Previously, the income model applied to the property used 
market rent rates.  

 
• The granted abatements and the valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair 

market value and that it is assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the 
district. The property owner has not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that 
the assessment was substantially overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, 
dishonesty or an illegality. 

 
• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 

Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 
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LEGAL REFERENCES 

 
• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 

by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
 

• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 
2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
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CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:    December 14, 2021 
TO:     City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:    Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:     FY22 Abatement Appeal; A1 Anderson Properties, LLC, 7-9 Anderson St., Parcel ID 013-D-013-001 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $ 238,500 Land; 2,075 sq. ft. lot 
                      $ 408,700 Building; three-family dwelling of 2,496 sq. ft. 
                      $ 647,200 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
7/19/2021   Property owner has an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies. Owner provides their opinion of 
value to be $550,000 for 3 properties (13-D-012, 13-D-013 and 13-D-014) based on a July 2017 appraisal. 
Owner advises that the maintenance needs of the building along with the below market rents collected 
warrant a reduction in value. Tyler makes no adjustments and concludes that the property data is correct and 
no overvaluation exists. Tyler dismisses the appraisal as being an estate appraisal bundling 3 parcels that is 3+ 
years old with missing pages. 
 
9/29/2021   Property owner files a formal appeal application with the Assessor’s Office.  
 
10/15/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office concludes there is an overvaluation as the listed property 
characteristics do not account for the condition of the building. Both a listing and sketch correction were also 
made. Once adjustments are made, the new assessed value calculates to $484,600, a reduction of $162,600. 
 
11/2/2021    Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a further reduction, stating the 
total value of 3 parcels to be $550,000 based on the July 2017 appraisal. No allocation or breakdown of the 
per parcel values are provided. 
                      
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 9/29/21 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/2/21 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
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Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 013-D-012-001 [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 

 
ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

 
• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. The 

property is assessed within 10% of its most reasonable selling price. 
 

• A 3-parcel bundled estate appraisal from 2017 is not a reliable indicator of value as of the 4/1/21 
assessment date. When time adjusted based on sales over that time, an increase of 44% is applied that 
brings the appraisal value to $791,100. Time adjustments used were .75% per month for the 32 
months covering 8-1-17 through 4-1-20 and 1.33% per month from 4-1-20 through 4-1-21. 

 
• The methodology used to determine the assessed value of the property was the Cost Approach, or a 

replacement cost new less depreciation formula. All 1 to 4 residential properties were assessed using 
the Cost Approach. Within the Cost Approach, factors such as condition, desirability and utility grades 
directly influence the amount of depreciation and the final assessed value.  

 
• In the Assessor’s Office review, it was determined that not enough depreciation was assigned to the 

property to account for the condition, desirability and utility of the building. Both a listing and sketch 
correction were also made as the area that is wood decks was incorrectly listed as Enclosed Frame 
Porch. Adjustments and corrections were made to more accurately reflect these factors that reduced 
the assessed value to $484,600.  

 
• Recent sales of comparable properties in the subject property neighborhood include: 

o 83 Anderson St. – a 2,317 sq. ft. two-family dwelling on a 3,200 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $510,000 on 4/3/2020 

o 196 Sheridan St. – a 2,012 sq. ft. three-family dwelling on a 8,270 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $563,000 on 2/27/2018 

o 98 Cumberland Ave. – a 2,952 sq. ft. three-family dwelling on a 3,602 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $525,000 on 7/26/2019 

 
All comparables are in the immediate neighborhood and would be considered superior to the subject 
property.  

 
• The valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market value and that it is 

assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the district. The property owner has 
not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that the assessment was substantially 
overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality. 
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• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 
Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 

LEGAL REFERENCES 
 

• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 
by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
 

• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 
2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
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CITY OF PORTLAND 
Assessor's Office  

Christopher A. Huff, CMA 

389 Congress Street • Portland, Maine 04101 • 207-874-8486 

assessors@portlandmaine.gov • www.portlandmaine.gov 

 
DATE:    December 14, 2021 
TO:     City of Portland Board of Assessment Review 
FROM:    Christopher Huff, City Tax Assessor 
RE:     FY22 Abatement Appeal; A1 Anderson Properties, LLC, 11 Anderson St., Parcel ID 013-D-012-001 
  

TIMELINE 
 
4/1/2021     Assessed value for the April 1, 2021 assessment date (FY22) as follows: 
                      $ 232,000 Land; 1,525 sq. ft. lot 
                      $ 369,700 Building; three-family dwelling of 2,491 sq. ft. 
                      $ 601,700 Total Assessed Value                                      
 
7/19/2021   Property owner has an informal appeal with Tyler Technologies. Owner provides their opinion of 
value to be $550,000 for 3 properties (13-D-012, 13-D-013 and 13-D-014) based on a July 2017 appraisal. 
Owner advises that the maintenance needs of the building along with the below market rents collected 
warrant a reduction in value. Tyler makes no adjustments and concludes that the property data is correct and 
no overvaluation exists. Tyler dismisses the appraisal as being an estate appraisal bundling 3 parcels that is 3+ 
years old with missing pages. 
 
9/29/2021   Property owner files a formal appeal application with the Assessor’s Office.  
 
10/15/2021   After review, the Assessor’s Office concludes there is an overvaluation as the listed property 
characteristics do not account for the condition of the building. Once adjustments are made, the new assessed 
value calculates to $482,600, a reduction of $119,100. 
 
11/2/2021    Property owner appeals to the Board of Assessment Review for a further reduction, stating the 
total value of 3 parcels to be $550,000 based on the July 2017 appraisal. No allocation or breakdown of the 
per parcel values are provided. 
                      
12/17/2021   Board of Assessment Review hearing scheduled 
 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
Taxpayer’s Submissions: 

• Application for Abatement of Property Taxes, submitted 9/29/21 [EXHIBIT 1] 
• Abatement application packet submission to the Board of Assessment Review, submitted 11/2/21 

[EXHIBIT 2] 
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Assessor’s Exhibits: 

• FY22 Property record card for 013-D-012-001 [EXHIBIT 3] 
• Notice of action letter denying FY22 abatement request [EXHIBIT 4] 
• Aerial photo of the parcel [EXHIBIT 5] 

 
ASSESSOR’S RESPONSE 

 
• The property owner has not met the burden to prove the assessment is “manifestly wrong”. The 

property is assessed within 10% of its most reasonable selling price. 
 

• A 3-parcel bundled estate appraisal from 2017 is not a reliable indicator of value as of the 4/1/21 
assessment date. When time adjusted based on sales over that time, an increase of 44% is applied that 
brings the appraisal value to $791,100. Time adjustments used were .75% per month for the 32 
months covering 8-1-17 through 4-1-20 and 1.33% per month from 4-1-20 through 4-1-21. 

 
• The methodology used to determine the assessed value of the property was the Cost Approach, or a 

replacement cost new less depreciation formula. All 1 to 4 residential properties were assessed using 
the Cost Approach. Within the Cost Approach, factors such as condition, desirability and utility grades 
directly influence the amount of depreciation and the final assessed value.  

 
• In the Assessor’s Office review, it was determined that not enough depreciation was assigned to the 

property to account for the condition, desirability and utility of the building. Adjustments were made 
to more accurately reflect these factors that reduced the assessed value to $482,600.  

 
• Recent sales of comparable properties in the subject property neighborhood include: 

o 83 Anderson St. – a 2,317 sq. ft. two-family dwelling on a 3,200 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $510,000 on 4/3/2020 

o 196 Sheridan St. – a 2,012 sq. ft. three-family dwelling on a 8,270 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $563,000 on 2/27/2018 

o 98 Cumberland Ave. – a 2,952 sq. ft. three-family dwelling on a 3,602 sq. ft. lot 
 Sold for $525,000 on 7/26/2019 

 
All comparables are in the immediate neighborhood and would be considered superior to the subject 
property.  

 
• The valuation of the property demonstrates that it is assessed at its fair market value and that it is 

assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in the district. The property owner has 
not submitted any evidence to satisfy its burden to demonstrate that the assessment was substantially 
overvalued, based on an unjust discrimination or subject to fraud, dishonesty or an illegality. 
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• For the reasons set forth in this memorandum and its attachments, the Assessor requests that the 

Board of Assessment Review conclude that the property is assessed at its fair market value and at a 
relatively uniform rate with comparable properties, that the property owner has failed to meet its 
burden of proving that the property is substantially overvalued, that the assessment was based on 
unjust discrimination, fraud, dishonesty, illegality or that the assessment was otherwise manifestly 
wrong. 

LEGAL REFERENCES 
 

• Article IX, §8 of the Maine Constitution provides that “All taxes upon real and personal estate, assessed 
by authority of this State, shall be apportioned and assessed equally according to the just value 
thereof.”  According to the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, “Just value means market value.” Terfloth v. 
Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932, 
934 (Me. 1996) 

 
• Assessments must be supported by two findings: 1) the property must be assessed at its fair market 

value, and 2) the property must be assessed at a relatively uniform rate with comparable property in 
the district.  Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, ¶ 11, 90 A.3d 1131.   
 

• The City Assessor’s assessment of the Property is presumed to be valid. Petrin v. Town of Scarborough, 
2016 ME 136, ¶ 14, 147 A.3d 842, 849.  The Property Owner has the burden of proving to the Board of 
Assessment Review that “the assessed value of the property is ‘manifestly wrong.’”  In order to do so, 
it must be demonstrated "(1) that [the] property was substantially overvalued and an injustice resulted 
from the overvaluation; (2) that there was unjust discrimination in the valuation of the property; or (3) 
that the assessment was fraudulent, dishonest, or illegal." Id.; City of Waterville v. Waterville Homes, 
655 A.2d 365 (Me. 1995); Yusem v. Raymond, supra.; Weekley v. Town of Scarborough, 676 A.2d 932 
(Me. 1996); Southwest Harbor v. Harwood, supra.; Northeast Empire Limited Partnership #2 v. Ashland, 
supra; Terfloth v. Town of Scarborough, 2014 ME 57, 90 A.3d 1131. 
 

• It is the total assessment that controls under Maine law. If either the land or building value is too high 
or too low, so long as the total assessment is not “manifestly wrong,” the taxpayer has not met his 
burden of proof. Roberts v. Town of Southwest Harbor, 2004 ME 132, 861 A.2d 617 
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	1. ZOOM Information
	a. Please click the link below to join the webinar:ht

	2. 10:00 a.m. Appeal from John Babin, 72 Sheridan Street
	a. Appeal attached.
	Babin 72 Sheridan St rec. 11.5.2021

	b. Assessor's response attached.
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for Babin Appeal 013-M-034 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 10-18-21 for 013-M-034-001
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-12-21 for 013-M-034-001
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 013-M-034-001
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 10-25-21 for 013-M-034-001
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 013-M-034-001


	3. 10:30 a.m. Appeal from Robert Grano, Trustee, 547 Congress Unit 4B, represented by Attorney Brian Barrington
	a. Appeal attached.
	Grano, Robert Trustee 547 Congress Unit 4B rec. 11.12.2021

	b. Assessor's response attached.
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for Grano Appeal 037-C-017-04B 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 9-10-21 for 037-C-017-04B
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-12-21 for 039-C-017-04B
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 037-C-017-04B
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 9-14-21 for 037-C-017-04B
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 037-C-017-04B


	4. 11:00 a.m. Appeal from Michelle Noyes, 10 Olympia Street
	a. Appeal attached.
	Noyes 10 Olympia Street rec. 11.5.2021

	b. Assessor's response attached.
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for Noyes Appeal 433-B-032-001 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 10-12-21 for 433-B-032-001
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-5-21 for 433-B-032-001
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 433-B-032-001
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 10-22-21 for 433-B-032-001
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 433-B-032-001


	5. 11:30 a.m. Appeal from Wendall M. Fletcher, 56 Revere Street
	a. Appeal attached.
	Fletcher 56 Revere Street rec. 11.5.2021

	b. Assessor's response attached.
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for Fletcher Appeal 124-I-015-001 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 9-13-21 for 124-I-015-001
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-5-21 for 124-I-015-001
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 124-I-015-001
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 9-22-21 for 124-I-015-001
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 124-I-015-001


	6. 12:00 p.m. Appeal from Al Anderson Properties, LLC by Wendy Harmon,  7-9 and 11 Anderson Street 
	a. Appeal attached.
	Al Anderson Properties, LLC by Wendy Harmon Appeal for 7-9 Anderson Street 11.18.2021
	Al Anderson Properties, LLC by Wendy Harmon Appeal for 11 Anderson Street 11.18.2021

	b. Assessor's response re: 7-9 Anderson Street attach
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for A1 Anderson Properties, LLC Appeal 013-D-013-001 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 9-29-21 for 013-D-013-001
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-2-21 for 013-D-013-001
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 013-D-013-001
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 10-15-21 for 013-D-013-001
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 013-D-013-001

	c. Assessor's response re 11 Anderson Street attached
	Assessor's Memo to the BAR for A1 Anderson Properties, LLC Appeal 013-D-012-001 12-17-21
	[EXHIBIT 1] Application of Abatement 9-29-21 for 013-D-012-001
	[EXHIBIT 2] Application packet to BAR 11-2-21 for 013-D-012-001
	[EXHIBIT 3] PRC for 013-D-012-001
	[EXHIBIT 4] Notice of Action Letter 10-15-21 for 013-D-012-001
	[EXHIBIT 5] Aerial Photo of 013-D-012-001


	7. New Business (5 minutes)
	8. Next Meeting: DATE
	9. Adjournment



