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Dear Committee Members,
My name is Kevin Shea I am 62 years old and I have resided at 141 Pheasant Lane Branford, Ct 06405 a Condominiun

at The Meadows of Branford Condominium Association which consists of 136 units, T am not a Board Member.

I thank you for the opportunity to address you today on the topic Property Manager Licensing and would like to take
this opportunity to share with you recent experiences I and my Association had with Margolis Management from
Hamden, CT. At this point I would ask you to please review and reference the below copied atticle and docket

No. 11-818 a case that I was personally involved in with this Manager which was resolved in Nov 2011 with the DCP:

Please Take Special Note of the References to Assessments In This Case

Article published in CTWatchdog.com, January 2, 2012
Margolis Condo Management Fined For

Padding Condo Association Bills

On November 9, 2011, following a two year investigation by the State of CT Department of
Consumer Protection (Docket No. 11-818, Case No. 2009-5477), Commissioner William M.
Rubenstein, imposed a penalty of $8,000 on Stephen Margolis, A/K/A Margolis Management &
Realty of Hamden, CT, for failing to properly notify and disclose to The Meadow’s Association the
inflated prices he, Mr. Margolis, was charging for “additional services other than Association
Services for compensation, to an Association, The Meadows of Branford, to which he was also
providing Community Association Manager Services.”

In 2009, Kevin Shea, an owner at The Meadows of Branford, became aware of inflated billing for
contractors’ services to the condominium. “It was obvious that something was wrong, [anyone]
could see that money was going out the back door.” Additional/multiple assessments had been
levied for four years running for major maintenance items, some of which were never completed.
Prior to 2009, The Meadows Board and their property manager were confronted by
Association members [the owners] who petitioned for and scheduled a special meeting.
Members requested that the assessment funds be accounted for and segregated from the
regular operating budget. The Board, property manager and their attorneys refused.
Following an inspection of the Association records, Mr. Shea filed a complaint with the CT
Department of Consumer Protection, which investigated the issue over a two year period. In
November 2011, a setflement was made in Shea’s favor, with a penalty of $8,000 imposed on
Stephen Margolis.

Margolis’ Assurance of Voluntary Compliance, in which he agreed to the penalty without admitting
any violation, was accepted by the Commissioner with Margolis further agreeing to refrain from any
business practices that can be construed as a violation of the CT Fair Business Practices Act. The
Board did not pursue Margolis.

The Connecticut Condo Owners Coalition (CCOC), a grassroots organization, became aware of this
case, which again confirms the need for a mediator to resolve issues between condo owners and
their boards or management companies. CCOC’s membership is comprised of condo owners



Boards are no longer required to provide owners with timely, accurate, consistent financial
reports that contain who the manager or board is contracting with for goods, services, repairs,
construction or who the actual confractor is and the prices owners are paying, which in many
cases owners are unknowingly and unnecessarily overcharged. In my Association we were
notified that if we even speak to a contractor or repairman we would fined by the board.

If an owner wants to see the Association’s books he or she has to make an appointment
with the property manager to look the books. I can tell you from personal experience geiting an
appointment to view or copy your records of any kind IS A NIGHTMARE. Once I made the
request to see the records Board members immediately began telling residents that I was causing
trouble, I was blacklisted. Great lengths were taken to discourage or prevent me from making the
inspection and after three weeks of abuse 1 was granted and appointment. The records I was
provided with were incomplete and I had return for two additional appointments, the whole
inspection process took six weeks. I then pieced together enough information to file a complaint with
the DCP which is covered in the above listed article.

Several years prior to this discovery of this invoicing scheme, over 50% the owners in our
association, after being assessed $140,000 in addition to the normal operating budget of
$450,000, petitioned the board for a special meeting for the specific purposes of having the
assessment money set aside from the normal operating budget and kept in its own account for
accounting and tracking purposes. We also requested a list of uses for this money and the
costs associated with each use. We had only been provided a list of ‘intended purposes’.
When the meeting notice for the special meeting was sent out to the owners the meeting
agenda omitted any mention of the petition’s sole purpose and the owner’s assessment
concerns. The board hired a Condo-Attorney who along with the subject property manager
ran the meeting and refused to allow any mention of or vote on the legally petitioned for
assessment issue. They pulled the ‘old switcheroo’ and the assessment money was blended in
with the budget and became discretionary to the property manager, Under this manager there
was approximately $500,000 of assessments levied, collected and mixed in with the regular
operating budget within a 5 year period; items that were promised are still incomplete.
Owners still have no idea what we actually received for this money.

THE PENALTIES FOR MANAGEMENT OVERBILLING / INVOICING OR CONTRACTOR/CONSTRUCTION
SCHEMES ARE INADEQUETE, REGARDLESS OF THE AMOUNTS TAKEN, THESE CRIMES WHICH ARE
PERPUTRATED ON ASSOCIATION OWNERS WHO HAVE NO KNOWLEDGE OF THEIR EXISTANCE AND NO WAY
TO DEFEND THEMSELVES ARE TREATED AS MISDEMEANERS. OWNERS HAVE TO DEPEND ON VOLUNTEER
MANAGER FRIENDLY BOARD MEMBERS WHO IN MANY CASES HAVE BEEN LED ASTRAY, FOR PROTECTION.

I AM REQUESTING THAT LANGUAGE COMENSRATE WITH THE FOLLOWING BE
CONSIDERED AND MADE PART OF AND REQUIRED IN THIS BILL FOR ANY
ASSESSMENT OR LOAN IN A PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL ASSOCIATION OR
COMMUNITY CONSISTING OF 25 OR MORE UNITS.:



BEFORE ANY ASSESSMENT, LOAN OR ASSIGNMENT OF FUTURE INCOME
SHALL BE ALLOWED TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE MEMBERSHIP FOR APPROVAL
OR DENIAL; IT SHALL CONTAIN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:

1) An itemized list of the goods, services, repairs, construction, including labor, materials,
installation or any other use of any assessment or loan funds.

2) The contracted / quoted costs, names of vendor(s) and contract(s) or vendor invoice(s) for
any goods, services, repairs, construction or installation, including labor and materials or any
other use of any assessment or loan.

3) Any item of the above mentioned to be installed, repaired, constructed or contracted for

must contain a completion date.
4) A separate account shall be opened and used exclusively and individually for any
Assessment or loan funds regular assessment progress reports shall be sent to the

membership.
All BUDGET, ASSESSMENTS AND LOANS SHOULD BE VOTED ON AND
DECIDED BY A SIMPLE MAJORITY.

I am also forwarding the below listed observation of Act 828 based on my observation and
limited knowledge of these laws. I have sighted obvious inequalities of Rights and Protections
provided to or for Private Association Home Owners as apposed to Non Private Home Owners
as a result of act 828 which recently was put into effect for Private CT Common Ownership
Communities and Owners:

Public Citizens vs. Private Association Citizen’s Rights and Protections

As & result of the new 828 act there are Unequal and Separate rights,
protections and access to the law and enforcement as it pertains to
ordinary CT citizens (0OC) as opposed to CT citizens who live in private
associations (PC) creating many obvious inequities for vulnerable private
association home owners.

Both classes of these home owner citizens pay equal State, Local and
property taxes however receive separate and uneqgual services, legal
protections and access to any law enforcement in the event of wrong doing,
conflict or preditorial behavior within a private community.

Within a private association as a result of Act 828 there are also two
distinctly unequal classes of citizens with the above mentioned
inequities. That would be Board Members who have access to association
funds and legal recourses vs. unit owners who have to use their own
resources in time of conflict or obvious mismanagement.

There axre aspects and features within Act828 that allow for & promote;

1) Unfair and Unethical Deceptive Business Practices, i.e.;

Prior to a contractor doing work on a public citizen’s residence the
contractor must provide the owner with the scope of work to be done, price
of materials, labor, date of completion and include a 3 business day right
of rescission./ Private owner’s have no protections or recourse and have
to depend on non experienced Boards who deal with seasoned professional
property managers and contractors who are fully aware of the lack of
enforcement in these areas and take full advantage this loophole and
employ an array of deceptive business practices when charging for and
delivering goods and services to private associations.



2) Absolute and Unfair Control of Elections, i.e;

If the sitting board feeleg as though it will be challenged they will
attack their challenger’s legitimacy, cancel/postpone meetings ..change the
meeting venues etc, etc and will employ Property Managers and other
professionals to deny access to their opponents to take part in the
counting of votes. 0fficial election results are rarely provided to voters
or contestants.

3) Unchallengeable Association Board Powers/Access to Legal Resources:
Boards have access to and will use Association funds to challenge and
litigate against unit cwners for many unfounded issues or disagreements.
This is done regularly and in the absgence of common senge, unit owners are
forced to use their personal funds to defend any actions. Property
managers, Association and Condo industry Attorneys are proponents and the
main beneficiaries of this activity.

An unbiased independent OMBUDSMAN is needed badly to setitle owner-board
disputes and keep property managers in compliance. The Ombudsman could be
self funded by condo owners at a pittance of what is lost annually through
a result of unnecessary litigation expenses incurred by owners and
deceptive businesgs practices.

4} No Understandable or Verifiable Association ¥Financial

Under the constant threat of foreclosure private homeowners are forced to
pay their monthly association fees regardless of the services or lack
thereof that they receive or the building and property conditions that
they live in and in many cases have little or no say in how their property
is maintained and who selectively receives services. As a direct result of
8§28 Boards are no longer reguired to provide members with annual or any
regularly scheduled reports making it impossible for owners to track
anything, Owners have no knowledge or way to defend themgelves against
overbilling, fraud or any number of other consumer or criminal schemes
that are regularly employed against associations that are run by held
harmless volunteers.

828 has put in place new restrictions of what financial and association
business records and documents owners are allowed to see or review leaving
owners defenseless against fraud and schemes.

5) No Immediate Available Law Enforcement or Relief When Viclations are
Discovered and Weak Penalties for Violators.

There are many c¢ivil and criminal violations of private unit owner’s
rights in the State of CT. These are violations that if encountered by a
public citizen that public citizen has law enforcement and other venues to
gseek out and rely on for relief and resoclution.

These violations happen within both poorly and well managed associations
alike. That is because the existing law allows for these conditions of
inequality to exist while providing cover for less than legal and ethical
industry vendors and providers of services to operate and prosper
unchecked.

When a violation is discovered the local police and the Atty general’s
office are helpless and turn away thousands of complaintsg every year.



An understaffed overworked DCP is responsible for licensing and
enforcement of very weak rules for Property Managers who handle all of an
Association’s records, dues, assessments and election processes. These
individuals have huge fiduciary duties and access to large amounts of
funds; they are in effect the bankers for associations and yet aren’'t even
screened with a criminal background check during the licensing process.
Run-away vendor-influenced Boards with their own self non-owner interests
are now the norm rather than the exception.

I again would like to thank you for the opportunity to be heard on this
important matter. There are over 250,000 Condominium Owners in CT and we
have no voice, the fox has been in the hen house long enough.

There are Condo Industry Trade Groups consisting of industry vendors and
Attorneys who have lobbied for the current businesz-friendly rules and
laws who inappropriately identify themselves ocur voice, which is
incorrect.

Thank you for taking the time to listen, I hope you will take corrective

and decisive action to amend the current laws that will provide improved
transparency and protections for Private Association Home Owners in CT.

Respectfully submitted,

Kevin Shea
141 Pheasant Lane
Branford, CT 06405

beacon@sprintmail.com




