9/8/2022

(\‘chi"éﬁn Jeanne@
54 Long Pond Rd. S.
Ledyard, CT 06339

To: The Ledyard Planning and Zoning Commission
RE: Opposition to Appilcation PZ#22-15

evening Commissioners,

Please accept this letter in opposition of

application Pé#22-15.

My wife and | have lived on Long Pond
since 1994. Over the years we have
upgraded and maintained our property
and home to enjoy throughout our
retirement. We have been retired since
2012 and we were enjoying the serenity
and beauty around our home and Long
Pond.



In recent years we have been subjected
to a nuisance next door to us that we
could not have imagined would occur in
our single family residential
neighborhood when the new property
owner began operating an illegal short
term rental.

This became such a constant source of
stress in our lives that we reached out to
other neighbors for support and what
ensued was a years-long effort to bring
these activities to a stop.



As you know, we and other neighbors
and citizens of Ledyard who were
experiencing similar issues spent many
hours at town meetings, wrote letters,
filed complaints and called the police.
The end result was the Short Term
Rental Ordinance 300-030.

It was recognized that the Ordinance,
fell short of rectifying the situations in
Ledyard, especially concerning the
properties where no owner or “host”
was present.



Letters to offending Short Term Rental
operators asking them to comply with
the Ordinance, with no real enforcement
or penalties imposed, did little if
anything to change things.

It really felt hopeless.

When Mr. Treaster submitted the
application PZ#21-14RA it seemed like a
viable solution for everyone involved.



His comprehensive application which
allows hosted-only Short Term rentals
created requirements for applicants to
adhere to that took into consideration
the negative effects of non-hosted Short
term rentals while still allowing a way for
folks to be able to share their homes and
supplement their income in a more
conscientious way.

Those newly adopted regulations are the
best step toward a solution to this issue
we have.

N



The proposed application PZ#22-15
would remove the requirements of Short
Term Rentals to be “Hosted-Only” and
will just send us all backwards.

It will do very little to protect citizens
living next door, down the street, or
anywhere throughout our town.



The owner of the non-hosted Short Term
Rental that exists next to our home has
become combative and aggressive ever
since my wife and | began complaining
about the nuisance it has created.

'He has even threatened to sue my wife
and me for using our driveway that
abuts his property.

He has bullied other neighbors and
apparently our town by threating to sue
(ALL OF US) if he doesn’t get his way.



Over the years that we have attended
these meetings, he has fought against

~ every attempt to regulate his disruptive,
yet very lucrative “mini-hotels” in our
neighborhood.

He claimed he has worked with you and
wants to have reasonable regulations,
and we have heard some of you mention
that he “has seen the light” and
“changed his ways,” when in reality he
has only done so begrudgingly once we
and other neighbors made several
complaints and brought attention to his
behaviors and those of his guests.



f this is the best example of how non-
hosted Short term rentals can work in
_edyard, it should be a warning...

and this is a “local” operating multiple

non-hosted short term rentals in
town...what happens when it is an
absentee — out of state individual or a
corporation operating them...what then?

This new application being proposed
comes at a time when we have already
spent years of suffering through and
working out the painful experiment of
allowing or disallowing short term
rentals in Ledyard together.



Every time a new person with an interest
in operating a short term rental comes
along, we lose more time debating the
issue and delaying any actionable
decision.

We can no longer wait and see what
happens. Enough is enough already.

We urge you to please stand by your
unanimously approved and newly
adopted zoning regulations and do not
amend them in any way that would
allow non-hosted short term rentals.

It is just not worth it.

| O



Please protect and preserve our
residential neighborhoods and
community before they become
irreparably damaged for good.

Thank you,
Ackley & Jeanne Hollister
54 Long Pond Rd. S.

Ledyard, CT 06339
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appeal on this basis as compliance in this
case was voluntary as an existing home
does not need to comply with the new.
flood regulation requirements,

Instead, the court upheld the
Board’s decision because the record
demonstrated  that  the  overall
nonconforming nature of the property
would be reduced.  The property
owner’s application, while  creating a
nonconformity as’ to building height,
would eliminate a lot coverage
nonconformity as well as reduce several
othets. Fedus v. Zoning Board of
Appeals, 66 Conn, L. Rptr. 183 (2018),

SHORT-TERM RENTALS NOT
PERMITED AS A USE OF A SINGLE-
FAMILY DWELLING

The Massachusetts Supreme
Court addressed an issue that has the
attention of many Connecticut land use
agencies. The issue is whether short
term rentals of single-family dwellings
would be permitted as an additional or
accessoty use of the property. The court
found short-terms rentals do not as they
conflict with the intended purpose of a
single-family zoned district which is to
have an area free of commercial,
transient uses and instead provide
stability and permanence which furthers
a sense of community.

The court also found that the
short-term rental of a single-family
home is not the same as a lodging house
or tourist home as both of these envision

that the owner of the propetty is present
to supetvise his lodgers whereas with a
short-term rental, the owner is absent.

It should be noted that a short-
term rental is defined as renting a
dwelling for fewer than 30 days, Styller
v. Zoning Board of Appeals, 487 Mass.
588 (2021).

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Lifetime Achievement Award and
Length of Service Award

Nomination forms will be sent
out later this month for these awards
which will be presented to recipients at
the Federation’s annual conference. You
should begin your process of finding
worthy nominees now.

Workshops

- At the .price of $180.00 per
session for each agency attending, our
workshops ate an affordable way for
your board to ‘stay legal’.  Each
worlkshop attendee will receive a booklet
which setsforth the ‘basics’ as well as a
booklet on good governance which
covers conflict of interest as well as how
to run a meeting and a public hearing,

ABOUT THE EDITOR

Steven Byrne Is an attorney with
an office in Farmington, Connecticut, A
principal in the law firm of Byrne &
Byrne LLC, he maintains a strong focus
in the area of land use law and is
available  for  comsultation  and
representation in all land use matters
both at the adminisirative and court
levels.

Written and Edited by
Attorney Steven E, Byrne
790 Farmington Ave,, Farmington CT 06032
Tel, {860} 677-7355
Fax. (860) 677-5262
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Lynnfield short-term rental host not responsible for murder
of a guest at a party at his mansion, court rules

By adamg on Mon, 06/07/2021 - 11:35am

The Supreme Judicial Court ruled today that a man who rented out his Lynnfield mansion
to people who then threw a massive party that ended with a guest shot to death was not
negligent, in part because he wasn't there and had given control of the property over to the
five men who'd rented the place,

The court concluded that Alexander Styller was not negligent because it was a third party
who murdered Keivan Heath early on May 29, 2016 while Styller was staying elsewhere.

In a separate ruling, the court rejected Styller's suit against the town of Lynnfield, which,
following the murder, drastically restricted the ability of homeowners to rent out their
properties on Airbnb and similar sites. Styller continued his suit even after selling the
property; the court said the current owner could take up the question, but it laid out reasons
why it was rejecting Styller's zoning case regardless of his owning the property.

According to the court's summary of the case, five men rented the 5,000-square-foot house
for the night and that, rather than the college reunion they told Styller they would be
holding, threw a large and widely advertised house party that attracted upwards of 100
people, including Keivan Heath, a Randolph resident, as well as two off-duty Boston police
officers.

Heath was shot twice in the chest; his murder remains unsolved.

His mother, Sharon Heath-Latson, sued both Styller and the five men who rented his house
for the night - only one, Woody Victor, identified by name - for negligence.

The court said it first had to determine whether the home owner had “a duty of reasonable
care” to Heath, then concluded he did not, because the legal definition of that term does not
include actions of a third party, in this case the still unknown murderer. Further, nothing in
Styller's experiences with renting his house on Airbnb and HomeAway suggested somebody
would shoot somebody else to death on the property.



The court acknowledged there are exceptions to this rule, but said that is only where there is
a "special relationship" between the plaintiff and the defendant. And that, the court said, is
where Heath-Latson's case falls apart, because there was no relationship at all between her
son and the home owner - her son did not know Styller and he showed up at party thrown by
the people who had rented the house, not by Styller.
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