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AFFORDABLE HOUSING LAND USE APPEALS PROCEDURE

By: Julia Singer Bansal, Legislative Analyst II

You asked several questions concerning the affordable housing land
use appeals procedure, which we answer separately below.

1. WHAT IS THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING LAND USE APPEALS
PROCEDURE UNDER CGS § 8-30G?

The affordable housing land use appeals procedure (“the procedure”)
is a set of rules that allows developers to appeal to Superior Court local
zoning and planning commission decisions denying affordable housing
developments or approving them with costly conditions. In traditional
zoning appeals, the developer must convince the court that the
commission (i.e, municipality) acted illegally, arbitrarily, or abused its
discretion by rejecting his or her proposed development. The procedure
instead places the burden of proof on the municipality.

A municipality must meet certain criteria for a court to uphold the
local commission’s decision. First, it must prove that the record contains
sufficient evidence to support its decision. Next, it must meet one of two
sets of conditions. Under the first set, it must convince the court that:

1. the decision was necessary to protect substantial public interests
in health, safety, or other matters the commission may legally
consider;

2. these interests clearly outweigh the need for affordable housing;
and
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3. they cannot be protected by making reasonable changes to the
proposed development.

Under the second set, the municipality must prove that the proposed
development is (1) receiving no government funds and (2) located in an
industrial zone that specifically prohibits residential uses.

Under the procedure, “affordable housing development” means a
housing development that is (1) assisted housing or (2) a set-aside
development. “Assisted housing” means housing that receives
government assistance to construct or rehabilitate low- and moderate-
income housing, or, housing occupied by individuals receiving rental
assistance (i.e., Section 8). A “set-aside development” is a project where
at least 30% of the dwelling units are deed restricted as affordable for at
least 40 years after initial occupancy.

A developer can use the procedure only in those municipalities that
the Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD)
determines have little or no affordable housing stock. A municipality is
subject to the procedure if less than 10% of its housing stock:

1. is assisted housing,

2. is currently financed by Connecticut Housing Finance Authority
mortgages,

3. is subject to deeds and conditions restricting the sale or rental to
low-and moderate-income people, or

4. consists of mobile homes or accessory apartments subject to
similar deed restrictions.

Additionally, a municipality qualifies for a four-year moratorium from
the procedure by obtaining a certification from DECD showing it meets a
specific threshold of affordable housing units created since 1990.

2. HAS THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY AMENDED CGS § 8-30G SINCE
ITS PASSAGE AND IF SO, HOW?

Since establishing the procedure in 1989 (PA 89-311), the General
Assembly has made substantive changes to the statute four times (in
1995, 1999, 2000, and 2002). We summarize the changes below. (Several
other acts, not included here, made technical changes to the statute.)
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PA 95-280

Criteria for Rejecting Projects. The act gave municipalities another
criterion for defending their decisions to reject proposed affordable
housing developments. Specifically, it allowed a municipality to reject a
development if it could prove that the project was not receiving public
assistance and was located in an industrial zone that prohibited
residential uses.

Venue for Appeal. The act changed the venue for bringing appeals.
Under prior law, a developer could bring an appeal only to the Hartford-
New Britain Superior Court, regardless of the proposed project’s location.
The act required that the appeal be made to the Superior Court in the
district where the proposed development would be located.

Affordable Units. The act increased, from 20% to 25%, the share of
units developers had to agree to make affordable in order to use the
procedure and lengthened, from 20 to 30 years, the time during which
they had to remain affordable. The definition of affordability was changed
to the lower of (1) 80% of the area median income or (2) 80% of the state
median income.

Reporting Requirement. The act created a reporting requirement for
developers (or owners and managers) who won appeals under CGS § 8-
30g. Under the requirement, developers had to annually certify that they
were renting the affordable units to low- and moderate-income
households and make up for any units that were not rented to such
households by renting the next available units to income-eligible
households. The act also authorized commissions to review the income-
statements of the tenants who rented restricted units used to meet the
developer’s affordable housing quota.

PA 99-261

Affordable Units. The act tightened the conditions developers had to
meet before they could use the procedure to challenge a municipality’s
decision rejecting an affordable housing development. Prior law required
developers receiving private financing to make at least 25% of the units
affordable to low- and moderate-income people. The act required them to
make a portion of these units affordable to people within this group who
had very low incomes (i.e., less than or equal to 60% of the state or area
median income, whichever was lower, in the municipality where the
housing was located).
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Judicial Process. The act narrowed the requirement for assigning
judges to hear affordable housing appeals. The law required the chief
court administrator to assign these appeals to a small number of judges
so that the court could develop a consistent body of expertise. The act
required the chief court administrator to assign appeals to judges sitting
in different geographic areas. It also required the assigned judges to hear
appeals, including pretrial motions, that arose within their respective
judicial districts, unless the chief court administrator required otherwise.

PA 00-206

Housing Stock. The act changed one of the factors DECD had to use
when it annually identified the municipalities where developers could use
the procedure. It required DECD to compute a municipality’s share of
affordable units based on its housing stock as of the last U.S. Census
instead of its current stock.

Affordable Units. The act increased, from 25% to 30%, the share of
units developers had to agree to make affordable in order to use the
procedure and lengthened, from 30 to 40 years, the time during which
they had to remain affordable. It also imposed new conditions limiting
the rent that developers could charge for the affordable units.

Assessment by Local Commissions. The act gave local land use
commissions more tools to assess proposed affordable housing
developments. It required developers to submit plans showing how they
intended to comply with the law’s affordability requirements. The DECD
commissioner had to adopt regulations delineating some of the elements
the plans had to contain. The act allowed commissions to require
developers to submit conceptual site plans if they needed a zone change
to build an affordable housing development.

Resubmittal. The act changed several procedural requirements for
acting on an application after a developer modified and resubmitted it to
the local commission.

Court Evaluation. The act required the court to evaluate the
evidence in the record and decide for itself whether it showed that the
decision was necessary to protect public interests, that those interests
outweighed the need for affordable housing, and that the proposed
development could not be changed in a way that did not harm the
interests. Under prior law, the court only had to determine if there was
enough evidence for the commission to have reached the decision it did.
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Land Use Commissions. The act gave land use commissions acting
on an affordable housing development the same power to enforce the
conditions for using the procedure that zoning commissions had to
enforce their orders and regulations.

Moratoria. The act changed the time period and conditions under
which municipalities could obtain a moratorium on affordable housing
appeals. Under prior law, municipalities could obtain a one-time, one-
year moratorium on affordable housing appeals if they participated in
certain state housing programs and created units that equaled 1% of
their current housing stock. Instead, the act allowed municipalities to
obtain a three-year moratorium each time the total number of certain
types of housing units equaled 2% of the housing stock as of the last
census, or 75 unit-equivalent points, whichever was greater. It specified
the types of units that counted toward a moratorium (e.g. those that
became affordable July 1, 1990 and were constructed with government
funds) and assigned points to them. DECD had to adopt regulations
specifying how municipalities could obtain a moratorium and get a
certification if they qualified for one.

PA 02-87

Moratoria. The act made several additional changes to the
moratorium. Specifically, it extended, from three to four years, the length
of an appeals procedure moratorium a municipality could obtain. It also
extended, by one year, any moratorium in effect on the act’s effective
date (October 1, 2002).

Affordable Units. The act added deed-restricted mobile
manufactured homes and accessory (“in-law”) apartments to the list of
affordable housing units that counted toward the 10% threshold. The
deed restriction had to be recorded on the land record and, for at least 10
years, require the units to be sold or rented at prices that allowed low-
and moderate-income individuals or families to pay no more than 30% of
their income for them.
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3. SINCE PASSING PA 02-87, HAS THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
CONSIDERED ANY BILLS THAT WOULD HAVE MADE
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO CGS § 8-30G?

origin and sponsor, if any, and last action.

The General Assembly considered at least 84 bills between 2003 and
2012 that would have made substantive changes to CGS § 8-30g. Of
these, 14 were raised or drafted by the committee of origin. The
remaining were proposed bills and were not fully drafted. Table 1 lists
the 14 drafted bills, summarizes their purpose, shows the committee of

Table 1: CGS § 8-30g Raised and Committee Bills: 2003 to 2012

Year
2003

2003
2003
2003

2003

2004

2004

2004

2004

2004

2005

2006

2010

2011

Bill
6504
6506
992
993

994

5378

5379

5381

5382

5385

6428

672

5240

5479

To count multi-family residences of four or fewer units as affordable

housing units.

To change the cutoff for use of the appeals procedure to 5% affordable

Purpose

housing stock (down from 10%).
To repeal the affordable housing appeals procedure.

To limit the applicability of the affordable housing appeals procedure to
applications for housing projects of less than one hundred dwelling

units.

To add requirements to the application for an affordable housing

development (height, density, local impact, fees).

To increase the portion of affordable units in an affordable housing
development that is a set-aside development (from 30% to 35%).
To guarantee minorities access to affordable housing by requiring

developers to publicize availability.

To provide incentives to homeowners to create new affordable external

Committee of

Origin/Sponsor(s)
Housing Comm.
Housing Comm.
Housing Comm.
Housing Comm.; Sen.
Freedman
Housing Comm.
Housing Comm.

Housing Comm.

Housing Comm.; Rep.

accessory apartments and to maintain the continued affordability of new Bielawa

and existing external accessory apartments.
To increase the period, from 40 years to 45 years, during which
affordable units in a set-aside development are required to remain

affordable.

To give people with physical or mental disabilities who meet the income
requirements for set-aside developments first priority in the sale or

rental of set-aside dwelling units.

To exclude real property that is part of a regional fair housing compact

from the affordable housing appeals procedure.

To clarify the requirements for the record compiled before a
commission, and to clarify matters that a commission may consider in
denying an affordable housing application in order to protect a

substantial public interest.

To discontinue the practice of having affordable housing development
take precedence over the protection of the environment and natural

resources.

To amend the criteria a judge must consider in an appeal of a denial of
an affordable housing application (adds: proposed development located

on unbuildable lot).

Housing Comm.; Rep.
Hyslop

Housing Comm.
Housing Comm.; Rep.

Urban

Judiciary Comm.

Enviro. Comm.

Plan and Dev. Comm.;
Rep. Reynolds; Sen.
Prague

Last action
Public Hearing 03/06

Public Hearing 03/06
Public Hearing 03/06
Public Hearing 03/06
Public Hearing 03/06
Public Hearing 02/24
Public Hearing 02/24

Public Hearing 02/24

Public Hearing 02/24

Public Hearing 02/24

Language removed by
Housing Comm. in Joint
Favorable Substitute
Change of Reference to
Planning and
Development

Public Hearing 03/24

Public Hearing 03/01

Referred to Joint
Committee on Planning
and Development
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4. WHICH MUNICIPALITIES ARE SUBJECT TO APPEALS PROCESS IN
CGS § 8-30G AND WHICH MUNICIPALITIES HAVE A FOUR YEAR
MORATORIUM?

In 2011—the latest year for which DECD’s list is available—30
municipalities were exempt from the appeals procedure because at least
10% of their housing stock was affordable. The remaining 139
municipalities were subject to the appeals procedure (see Attachment 1).
The amount of affordable housing in exempt municipalities ranged from
10.03% (Danbury) to 35.57% (Hartford).

Currently, the municipality of Darien has a four year moratorium that
expires in October 2014. In the past, Berlin and Trumbull have been
granted moratoria. CGS § 8-30g authorizes a four-year moratorium in
municipalities where the total number of affordable housing units added
since the last 10-year census equals 2% of its housing stock at that time,
or 75 unit-equivalent points, whichever is greater. Restricted income
units built after 1990, as well as units subjected to deed restrictions
after 1990, are eligible to be counted toward the 2% or 75-points. DECD
awards points based on the type of unit and income restriction.

5. DO OTHER STATES HAVE AN APPEALS PROCEDURE LIKE THAT
IN CGS § 8-30G AND IF SO, DOES THE BURDEN OF PROOF REST
WITH THE DEVELOPER OR MUNICIPALITY?

We found five other states (California, Illinois, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, and Rhode Island) that have established special procedures
under which developers can appeal decisions by local planning or zoning
commissions denying affordable housing development applications or
approving them with costly conditions. In California, the burden of proof
lies with the municipality. In Massachusetts, the burden lies with the
developer to establish a prima facie case, but then shifts to the
municipality. In the three remaining states, it lies with the developer.
Like Connecticut, all five states exempt municipalities meeting certain
criteria from the procedure.

Table 2 lists these states and provides information on their

procedures, including how municipalities become exempt, where the
burden of proof lies, and the entity to which decisions are appealed.
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Table 2: Appeals Procedures in Other States

State Trigg;r for Mynicipal Entity Bearing Burden Appeals Entity and Statutory Citation
Xxemption of Proof Powers
Connecticut 10% of housing stock is Municipality Trial court can remand, Conn. Gen. Stat. § 8-30g(q)
affordable overrule, or modify local
decision
Massachusetts 10% of housing stock is Lies with builder or State Housing Appeals 760 Mass. Code Regs. 56.07
affordable developer until prima Committee can force local
facie case made, then commission to grant a
burden shifts to permit or modify conditions
municipality on the development
Rhode Island 10% of housing stock is Builder or developer State Housing Appeals R.I. Gen. Laws § 45-53-6
affordable Board can overrule or
modify local decision
Illinois 10% of housing stock is Builder or developer State Housing Appeals 310 1ll. Comp. Stat. §§
affordable or population Board can overrule or 67/15, 67/30
under 1,000 modify local decision
New Jersey Submitted fair share plan, Builder or developer Trial court or state Council N.J. Rev. Stat. § 52:27D-301
detailing how affordable on Affordable Housing can et seq.
housing development will invalidate or redraft a
be encouraged, to Council municipal ordinance, or
on Affordable Housing require a specific site be
rezoned
California Land rezoned in Municipality Trial court can force Cal. Gov. Code § 65583(q)(3)

compliance with required
housing element

municipality to rezone land
to accommodate affordable
housing development

6. WHAT OTHER STRATEGIES DO STATES USE TO ENCOURAGE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT?

According to a 2012 report by Rachel Bratt of Tufts University, states
take a variety of approaches to encourage affordable housing
development. The report describes the following four strategies:
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fair share mandates, and

Page 8 of 14

general municipal goal with state zoning override,

mandated housing element as part of planning requirement.
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General Municipal Goal with State Zoning Override

Under this strategy, state law sets an affordable housing goal that all
municipalities should meet, often 10% of their housing stock. If a
commission in a municipality falling under the threshold denies or
unduly conditions a proposed affordable housing project, the builder or
developer can appeal to a state commission or trial court. The
commission or court may overturn or modify a local commission’s
decision. These laws seek to prevent local commissions from rejecting or
unduly conditioning affordable housing projects that are consistent with
local needs. Illinois, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island use this zoning
strategy.

Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning

Mandatory inclusionary zoning promotes mixed-income
developments. Under this strategy, state or local law requires developers
and builders to reserve a certain share of housing units for lower income
households if a construction project is of a certain size. Builders and
developers bear the cost of producing affordable housing, but in
exchange, local governments often offer incentives, such as tax
abatements, expedited permitting, or density bonuses. States using this
type of zoning include California, Florida, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, and Washington.

Fair Share Mandates

The goal of a fair share mandate is to disperse affordable housing
across a state, thereby reducing the number of exclusionary housing
patterns. Under this strategy, a state agency is responsible for assessing
the state’s current and future housing demand. The agency then
distributes a share of the “need” to each state region. Each region,
working with local governments, must implement a plan aimed at
meeting regional affordable housing needs. These plans include
strategies for removing removing regulatory barriers to the construction
of the region’s “fair share” of affordable housing. California and New
Jersey use this type of mandate.

Mandated Housing Elements

Housing elements are part of city-wide development plans that are
updated regularly. Housing elements do not require municipalities to
build additional housing. Instead, they require municipalities to identify
future housing needs at all income levels and specify how the needs will
be met. To complete a housing element, a municipality must identify
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developable land and, if scarce, outline how regulatory barriers will be
removed. Barriers commonly include density limits, lot size
requirements, and zones prohibiting housing. Though half of the states
require housing elements as part of municipal development plans, only
California, Florida, New Jersey, Oregon, and Washington have vigorous
mandates.

JSB:ro
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Attachment 1

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals List

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Exempt Municipalities - Revised
Total Governmentally | Tenant Deed Total
Housing Units Assisted Rental | CHFA/USDA| Restricted | Assisted | Percent

Town 2010 Census Units Assi ice| Morigages Units Units Affordable
1 [Ansonia 8,148 372 699 106 9 1,186 14.56%
2 |Bloomfield 9,019 584 147 295 0 1,026 11.38%
3 [Bridgeport 57,012 5604, 3724 964 15 10,307 18.08%
4 |Bristol 27,011 1771 791 1014 0 3,576 13.24%
5 |Danbury 31,154 1586 852 315 273 3,126 10.03%
6 Derby 5,849 259 305 63 0 627 10.72%
7 |East Hartford 21,328 1577 835 208 0 3,320 15.57%
8 |East Windsor 5,045 558 27 92 14 691 13.70%
9 |Enfield 17,558 1340 215 546 7 2,108 12.01%
10 |Groton 17,978 3267 56 337 10 3,670 20.41%
11 [Hartford 51,822 9415 7577 1440 0 18,432 35.57%
12 |[Killingly 7,592 530 124 251 0 905 11.92%
13 |Manchester 25,996 1813 1011 883 36 3,743 14.40%
14 |Mansfield 6,017 417 159 76 2 654 10.87%
15 |Meriden 25,892 1769 970 1022 11 3,772 14.57%
16 [Middletown 21,223 2814 1295 590 25 4,724 22.26%
17 |New Britain 31,226 3183 1457 1153 396 6,189 19.82%
18 |{New Haven 54,967 8210 6116 127 487 15,940 29.00%
19 INew London 11,840 1672 185 457 69 2,353 19.87%
20 |Norwalk 35,415 2248 982 238 559 4,027 11.37%
21 |Norwich 18,659 1906 707 517 0 3,130 16.77%
22 [Plainfield 6,229 378 225 261 0 864 13.87%
23 |Putnam 4,299 383 64 101 0 548 12.75%
24 (Stamford 50,573 4618 1645 309 1221 7,793 15.41%
25 [Torrington 16,761 1082 301 611 17 2,011 12.00%
26 |Vernon 13,896 1386 519 352 12 2,269 16.33%
27 (Waterbury 47,991 4870 3110 2256 333 10,569 22.02%
28 (West Haven 22,446 1024 1380 415 0 2,819 12.56%
29 (Winchester 5,613 316 248 116 0 680 12.11%
30 |Windham 9,570 1692 560 427 0 2,679 27.99%
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Attachment 1 (continued)

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals List

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals:List -:Non-Exempt Municipalities - Revised
Total Governmentally | Tenant Deed Total
Housing Units Assisted Rental |CHFA/USDA| Restricted | Assisted | Percent

Town 2010 Census Units Assistance| Mortgages tnits Units Affordable
31 |Andover 1,317 24 1 20 0 45 3.42%
32 |Ashford 1,903 32 1 35 0 68 3.57%
33 |Avon 7,389 240 5 21 0 266 3.60%
34 |Barkhamsted 1,589 0 3 11 0 14 0.88%
35 |Beacon Falis 2,509 0 6 25 0 31 1.24%
36 Berlin 8,140 468 30 82 6 586 7.20%
37 |Bethany 2,044 0 0 1 0 1 0.05%
38 |Bethel 7,310 250 9 57 63 379 5.18%
39 |Bethlehem 1,575 24 0 0 0 24 1.52%
40 |Bolton 2,015 0 3 15 0 18 0.89%
41 |Bozrah 1,059 0 4 16 0 20 1.89%
42 |Branford 13,872 232 46 174 0 452 3.24%
43 |Bridgewater 881 0 0 2 0 2 0.23%
44 |Brookfield 6,562 35 6 38 52 131 2.00%
45 |Brooklyn 3,235 233 9 63 0 305 S.43%
46 |Burlington 3,389 28 0 25 0 53 1.56%
47 [Ccanaan 779 25 0 9 1 35 4.49%
48 |Canterbury 2,043 76 1 31 0 108 5.29%
49 |Canton 4,339 211 20 52 32 315 7.26%
50 [Chaplin 088 o] 1 23 0 24 2.43%
51 |Cheshire 10,424 237 5 70 17 329 3.16%
52 |Chester 1,923 23 2 9 o] 34 1.77%
53 |Clinton 6,085 84 5 42 0 131 2.16%
54 |Colchester 6,182 364 26 84 0 474 7.67%
55 |Colebrook 722 0 0 7 1 8 1.11%
56 (Columbia 2,308 24 4 37 0 65 2.82%
57 {Cornwall 1,007 18 0 0 0 18 1.79%
58 |Coventry 5,099 104 5 116 20 245 4.80%
59 [Cromwell 6,001 212 6 199 0 417 6.95%
60 |Darien 7,074 83 8 1 93 185 2.62%
61 |Deep River 2,096 26 4 22 0 52 2.48%
62 [Durham 2,694 33 1 11 0 45 1.67%
63 |East Granby 2,152 72 1 30 0 103 4.79%
64 |East Haddam 4,508 73 3 27 1 104 231%
65 |East Hampton 5,485 70 1 69 25 185 3.01%
66 |East Haven 12,533 421 254 294 0 969 7.73%
87 |East Lyme 8,458 342 61 78 10 491 581%
68 (Eastford 793 0 ¢] 16 0 16 2.02%
69 [Easton 2,715 0 33 Q 1 44 1.62%
70 {Ellington 6,665 260 6 69 0 335 5.03%
71 |Essex 3,261 36 4 8 0 48 1.47%
72 |Fairfield 21,648 241 182 29 117 569 2.63%
73 |Farmington 11,106 456 110 117 154 837 7.54%
74 |Franklin 771 0 1 15 0 16 2.08%
75 |Glastonbury 13,656 582 49 122 0 753 5.51%
76 |Goshen 1,664 1 1 5 0 7 0.42%
77 {Granby 4,360 85 1 34 5 125 2.87%
78 |Greenwich 25,631 837 359 2 54 1,252 4.88%
79 |Griswold 5,118 136 42 140 0 318 6.21%
80 |Guilford 9,596 168 5 28 0 201 2.09%
81 [Haddam 3,504 22 1 14 0 37 1.06%
82 |Hamden 25,114 684 514 448 4 1,650 6.57%
83 [Hampton 793 0 ¢] 16 0 16 2.02%
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Attachment 1 (continued)

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals List

.:2011 Affordable Housing Appeals:List - Non-Exempt Municipalities - Revised
Total Governmentally Tenant Deed Total
Housing Units Assisted Rental |CHFA/USDA| Restricted | Assisted | Percent

Town 2010 Census Units Assistance| Mortgages Units Units Affordable
84 |Hartland 856 2 0 4 0 6 0.70%
85 |Harwinton 2,282 23 1 21 0 45 1.97%
86 [Hebron 3,567 59 3 30 0 92 2.58%
87 |Kent 1,665 48 1 4 24 77 4.62%
88 [Killingworth 2,598 0 1 5 5 1 0.42%
89 |Lebanon 3,125 26 5 47 0 78 2.50%
90 |Ledyard 5,987 32 7 158 0 197 3.29%
91 |Lisbon 1,730 2 0 35 0 37 2.14%
92 |Litchfield 3,975 140 2 11 29 182 4.58%
93 |Lyme 1,223 0 0 2 7 9 0.74%
94 |Madison 8,049 90 1 7 29 127 1.58%
95 |Mariborough 2,389 24 0 16 0 40 1.67%
96 |Middlebury 2,892 76 3 8 8 95 3.28%
97 |Middlefield 1,863 30 0 10 1 41 2.20%
98 |Milford 23,074 822 285 212 85 1,404 6.08%
29 [Monroe 6,918 35 1 18 1 55 0.80%
100|Montville 7,407 81 30 177 0 288 3.89%
101 |Morris 1,314 20 2 0 0 22 1.67%
102 |Naugatuck 13,061 492 273 301 0 1,066 8.16%
103 [New Canaan 7,551 140 10 2 31 183 2.42%
104|New Fairfield 5,593 0 0 22 13 35 0.63%
105 |New Hartford 2,923 12 0 36 15 63 2.16%
106|New Mitford 11,731 233 221 107 16 577 4.92%
107 |Newington 13,011 426 84 366 36 912 7.01%
108{Newtown 10,081 134 4 20 15 173 1.72%
109 |Norfolk 967 28 0 3 0 31 3.21%
110|North Branford 5,629 62 8 52 0 122 217%
111|North Canaan 1,587 101 0 7 0 108 6.81%
112|North Haven 9,491 343 29 74 1 447 4.71%
113|North 2,306 0 1 17 0 18 0.78%
114[01d Lyme 5,021 60 1 5 3 69 137%
115]0I1d Saybrook 5,602 50 5 15 1 71 1.27%
116{Orange 5,345 48 4 9 0 59 1.10%
117|Oxford 4748 36 1 8 0 45 0.95%
118|Plainville 8,063 223 24 302 53 602 7.47%
119|Plymouth 5,109 179 5 142 0 326 6.38%
120|Pomfret 1,684 32 2 11 0 45 2.67%
121|Portland 4,077 185 91 438 4] 324 7.95%
122|Preston 2,019 40 3 34 o] 77 3.81%
123|Prospect 3,474 0 4 22 0 26 0.75%
124{Redding 3,811 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
125|Ridgefield 9,420 179 0 8 20 207 2.20%
126|Rocky Hill 8,843 236 23 173 o] 432 4.89%
127|Roxbury 1,167 19 0 1 0 20 1.71%
128|Salem 1,635 1 0 25 0 26 1.59%
129|Salisbury 2,593 16 0 4 10 30 1.16%
130|Scotland 680 0 0 9 ¢] 2 1.32%
131 Seymour 6,968 262 25 83 0 370 531%
132{Sharon 1,775 20 1 4 0 25 1.41%
133[Shelton 16,146 254 16 83 82 435 2.69%
134(Sherman 1,831 0 1 1 0 2 0.11%
135(Simsbury 9,123 241 12 58 0 311 3.41%
136|Somers 3,479 54 7 16 g 77 2.21%
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Attachment 1 (continued)

2011 Affordable Housing Appeals List

12011 Affordable Housing Appeals List - Non-Exempt:-Municipalities - Revised

Total Governmentally Tenant Deed Total
Housing Units Assisted Rental {CHFA/USDA| Restricted | Assisted | Percent

Town 2010 Census Units * Assistance| Morigages Units Units Affordable
137|South Windsor 10,243 427 53 235 0 715 6.98%
138|Southbury 9,091 89 2 12 0 103 1.13%
139|Southington 17,447 608 41 281 51 982 5.63%
140 |Sprague 1,248 20 9 30 0 59 4.73%
141|Stafford 5,124 178 12 140 0 330 6.44%
142|Sterling 1,511 0 3 21 9 33 2.18%
143|Stonington 9,467 296 16 49 0 361 3.81%
144|Stratford 21,091 524 365 259 33 1,181 5.60%
145|Suffield 5,469 212 4] 41 15 268 4.90%
146|Thomaston 3,276 105 3 83 0 191 5.83%
147{Thompson 4,171 150 12 54 0 216 5.18%
148{Tolland 5,451 97 2 69 3 171 3.14%
149 (Trumbull 13,157 315 13 35 274 637 4.84%
150|Union 388 0 0 6 0 6 1.55%
151|Voluntown 1,127 20 2 21 0 43 3.82%
152|wallingford 18,945 482 141 299 35 957 5.05%
153|Warren 811 0 0 2 0 2 0.25%
154|Washington 2,124 14 0 0 23 37 1.74%
155 | Waterford 8,634 123 13 192 0 328 3.80%
156 |watertown 9,096 206 19 134 o 359 3.95%
157|West Hartford 26,396 541 942 304 282 2,069 7.84%
158 |Westbrook 3,937 140 7 13 24 184 4.67%
159|Weston 3,674 0 1 0 0 1 0.03%
160|Westport 10,399 245 20 2 15 282 2.71%
161 |Wethersfield 11,677 625 127 216 0 968 8.29%
162|Willington 2,637 160 4 32 0 196 7.43%
163 | Wilton 6,475 84 4 7 70 165 2.55%
164 {Windsor 11,767 154 245 379 0 778 6.61%
165 |Windsor Locks 5,429 137 149 182 0 468 8.62%
166 [Wolcott 6,276 312 4 121 0 437 6.96%
167 |Woodbridge 3,478 30 5 6 0 41 1.18%
168|Woodbury 4,564 60 4 19 0 83 1.82%
169|Woodstock 3,682 24 3 39 0 66 1.84%

Total - All 1,487,891 86,208 41,613 26,217 5,481 159,520 10.72%

* includes units developed or assisted by CHFA, BECD, HUD, USDA or other governmental housing program
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