BOARD OF TAX ABATEMENT
Minutes
August 24, 2026
5:30 P.M.

Board Members Present: Linda Diak; Amie Record; Ed Grossman; A. Lee Gustafson; Gerald
Gleason; Kenneth Barrett; Heather Chase; Deborah J. Aldrich; Catherine Hasbrouck; Lise
Duncan; Pat Budnick; Arne Jonynas; Larry Semones; Russell Monier; Philip Perlah

Visitors: Samantha Vertefeuille; Andrew Lockwood

Continued Abatement Hearing from July 20, 2026

Andrew Lockwood, Parcel ID: 362018, Address: 40 Fenton Road

Chair Heather Chase called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm. The pledge of allegiance was
recited. The Board of Tax Abatement meeting reopened the hearing for Andrew Lockwood
concerning parcel 362018 at 40 Fenton Road in Chester. The board confirmed that testimony
and evidence from the previous hearing, as well as earlier testimony from witnesses, would
remain part of the record. Andrew Lockwood and Catherine Hasbrouck, Lister for the Town of
Chester, were read and signed the oath. The board confirmed that there were no disclosed
conflicts of interest or ex parte communications.

Mr. Lockwood presented additional testimony in three main areas. First, he discussed what he
described as an error in the building-permit and floodplain approval process. He stated that the
original building permit did not contain restrictions and was issued before the required
floodplain-related meetings and approvals occurred. He said that if he had known about the
required steps beforehand, he could have withdrawn from his purchase contract rather than
proceeding with the project. He stated that town officials should have identified the issue
earlier, when less money had been invested, rather than after construction had progressed and
substantial expenditures had been made.

Second, Mr. Lockwood discussed the property valuation and the handling of the substantial-
damage claim. He said the town had used an assessed value of approximately $218,800, while a
fair-market value of about $182,000 had also been discussed. He questioned how the assessed
value was calculated using the state's 7.91% assessment ratio and stated that the property's
value should also have been reduced to account for approximately $112,500 in flood damage.
He stated that the valuation issue affected FEMA's decision regarding a buyout and said the
town could have taken action earlier to address the resulting financial effects.

Third, Mr. Lockwood described physical damage from the flood. He said the garage had been
destroyed but remained on the town's assessment records. He also identified damage to the
driveway, foundation, hot-tub area, basement, retaining wall, landscaping, and other property



features. He stated that the property remained subject to further deterioration because it had
no heat and continued to experience water intrusion. He also said he had received verbal
warnings that work on the property could result in a cease-and-desist order, although he had
not received a written order. Mr. Lockwood stated that the property's assessment did not
reflect what he considered its post-flood condition.

Mr. Lockwood also discussed the property's listing history. He said the property had been listed
for sale for approximately six months and described the listing history as relevant to its
marketability. The property was listed at approximately $400,000, with Zillow showing a listing
price of approximately $396,000. He said there had been limited interest, with two people
contacting the town about the property during that six-month period and no significant offers.
He explained that the approximately $400,000 listing price was different from the value used
for the FEMA substantial-damage calculation because FEMA's appraisal is based on the
property's value immediately before the flood. He stated that the listing price did not
necessarily establish the property's actual value, particularly given the flood damage and the
incomplete condition of the house.

Mr. Lockwood further stated that he had spoken with several local realtors, including his own
realtor, and that they could not provide a reliable current market value because of the
property's condition and flood damage. He said the limited buyer interest after six months on
the market was relevant to determining the property's actual market value. He also noted that
the property was difficult to evaluate because it was approximately 80% complete, had
significant flood damage, lacked heat, and was subject to unresolved permitting and zoning
issues. He stated that using the $396,000-$400,000 listing price as an indication of the
property's value did not account for its current condition and the circumstances affecting its
potential sale.

Catherine Hasbrouck provided a history of the property from the Listers' perspective and
explained that the board's role was to determine whether the Listers' actions were appropriate
or whether an error had occurred in the assessment process. She began by explaining that 40
Fenton Road had been occupied for more than 100 years before a fire destroyed the house in
2017. Ms. Hasbrouck said there apparently had not been a flood at the property before that
time. Because the house was no longer standing, the 2018 assessment was reduced to
approximately $67,500, reflecting the value of the parcel without the house.

Ms. Hasbrouck explained that in June 2019, the Chester Zoning Administrator issued a building
permit allowing the house to be replaced on the footprint of the previous structure. She noted
that constructing the replacement building on a different footprint would have required a
different approval process. Construction did not progress immediately, and Ms. Hasbrouck said
she believed Mr. Lockwood had been injured and was unable to work for a period of time.

She then described changes in the property's assessed value as construction progressed. In
2020, changes to the land tables in the town's assessment software resulted in the parcel value
decreasing from approximately $67,000 to $54,000. By 2021, construction had progressed



enough for the assessor to consider the building approximately 25% complete, increasing the
total value from $54,000 to approximately $113,000. In 2022, the assessor determined that the
house was approximately 65% complete, increasing the value to approximately $204,300. Ms.
Hasbrouck explained that the assessor used a percentage-completion schedule that assigned
values to different stages of construction, including framing, rough plumbing, rough wiring, and
other components. She also noted that the assessor was unable to inspect the interior of the
house, so some interior conditions were estimated.

For 2023, Ms. Hasbrouck said the assessor observed two new decks or porches and what
appeared to be the foundation for a garage. It was later determined that the structure
identified as a garage foundation was a pad for a hot tub. Those additions resulted in the
property's valuation increasing to approximately $216,800. Ms. Hasbrouck explained that the
major flood occurred later, between July 9 and July 20, 2023, and that the 2023 property taxes
were based on the condition of the property as of April 1, 2023, before the flood. Therefore,
the flood damage did not affect the 2023 assessment.

After the flood, Ms. Hasbrouck said there were discussions about the property and the
possibility of pursuing assistance through a substantial damage claim. She explained that the
Listers left the assessment unchanged for a period of time in support of Mr. Lockwood's effort
to obtain assistance from FEMA. She said the Listers did not immediately reduce the value
based on the flood damage because they understood that the existing valuation could be
relevant to the substantial-damage process and the property owner's request for assistance.

Ms. Hasbrouck later explained that the Listers identified additional damage to one of the
concrete pads on the property. The pad intended to support the hot tub had been undermined
by the flood. The Listers reduced the assessment by $5,000, bringing the property's valuation
from approximately $216,800 to $211,800. Ms. Hasbrouck also addressed the remaining
garage-related concrete pad, explaining that it was still present but mostly buried. She did not
indicate that the entire garage-related value had been removed from the assessment at that
point.

Ms. Hasbrouck then discussed the information available to the Listers regarding the cost of
repairing the property. She said there was no engineer's report determining whether the
partially completed building could safely be used or completed in its current condition. She had
discussed the issue with the assessor and considered whether an engineer should inspect the
building to determine its structural condition and whether it could ultimately be occupied. Ms.
Hasbrouck explained that an engineer's opinion would provide information relevant to
determining what could be done with the structure.

She also referred to a pre-flood valuation of approximately $399,000, representing the
property's estimated value around July 10, 2023, immediately before the flood. Ms. Hasbrouck
said the zoning records contained estimates showing that approximately $156,575 would be
required to repair the flood damage. The Listers compared the pre-flood value of approximately
$399,000 with the estimated repair cost of $156,575, resulting in an amount of approximately



$242,000. Ms. Hasbrouck said the Listers considered their $211,800 assessment in relation to
that calculation and the information available to them.

Ms. Hasbrouck also acknowledged that the property was currently being marketed for
approximately $400,000. This was among the information the Listers considered when
evaluating the property's potential value. She did not state that the listing price necessarily
represented the property's actual sale value. Instead, she explained that the Listers considered
the approximately $400,000 listing or pre-flood valuation together with the documented
$156,575 repair estimate and compared the resulting amount with the $211,800 assessment.

Ms. Hasbrouck explained that, in the Listers' view, the building might still be capable of being
completed, subject to several requirements. She said an engineer would need to provide an
opinion regarding the building's condition and whether completion was possible. She also
stated that the property would need a new building permit, zoning approval, and floodplain-
related permit before construction could resume. Ms. Hasbrouck stated that the existing zoning
permit had been canceled as a result of the substantial-damage claim. She concluded her
testimony by explaining that this represented the current position of the Listers and the basis
for their treatment of the property's assessment following the flood.

During questions, Mr. Lockwood discussed the treatment of the destroyed garage and stated
that the substantial damage calculation should be based on the property's value immediately
before the flood. He said that the current listing price of approximately $400,000 did not
represent the property's post-flood marketability or the valuation used for FEMA purposes. He
also questioned whether the existing building permit had actually been revoked, noting that he
had previously been told by Preston Bristow that it had not been revoked.

Deliberative Session

Linda Diak moved to enter Deliberative Session at 5:55 p.m. The motion was seconded by
Gerald Gleason and passed.

Lee Gustafson moved to exit Deliberative Session at 6:44 p.m. The motion was seconded by Pat
Budnick and passed.

Other Business

The board discussed another tax-abatement request that has been submitted based on
financial hardship and scheduled a hearing for September 28, 2026, at 5:30 p.m.

Adjourn

Linda Diak moved to adjourn at 6:46 p.m. The motion was seconded by Deborah Aldrich and
passed.



