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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed the Appellate Court’s reversal of a trial court judgment in a
housing-discrimination action involving a request to accommodate two emotional support dogs. The
court held that the trial court found only that Wendy Pizzoferrato was regarded as having a mental
disability and did not implicitly find that she had a record of such a disability. Because a person
regarded as having a disability was not entitled to the requested accommodation under the applicable

statute, the court vacated the Appellate Court’s discussion of the necessity standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Appellate Court correctly construed the trial court's judgment as implicitly finding that
Wendy had a record of a mental disability under General Statutes § 46a-51 (20).

2. Whether a person who is only regarded as having a disability may establish a failure-to-accommodate
claim under Connecticut's fair-housing laws.

3. Whether the Appellate Court's discussion of the legal standard for determining whether an

accommodation is necessary under General Statutes § 46a-64c (a) (6) should remain in effect.

HOLDINGS

1. The Appellate Court incorrectly inferred that the trial court found Wendy had a record of a mental
disability. The trial court expressly found only that Wendy was regarded as having a disability, and a
finding that she had a record of a disability was an independent alternative basis rather than a subsidiary
finding necessary to support the judgment.

2. Under the circumstances of this case, and because the commission conceded the point, a person who is
only regarded as having a disability is not entitled to a reasonable accommodation and cannot establish

the failure-to-accommodate claim at issue.

3. The Appellate Court's discussion of the record-of-disability prong and the legal standard for determining
when an accommodation is necessary was vacated because those issues were not necessary to the

disposition and could have legal consequences if left in place.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The judgment of the Appellate Court is affirmed insofar as it reversed the judgment of the trial court; the
judgment of the Appellate Court is vacated insofar as it addresses the “record of” prong of § 46a-51 (20) and

the legal standard of what constitutes “necessary” for purposes of the state fair housing laws.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Pizzoferratos sought to rent an apartment at The Mansions while keeping two emotional support dogs
despite the complex's no-pet policy. The defendants approved one dog but requested additional information to
justify the second, including explanations concerning the necessity of two dogs and information relating to



Wendy's anxiety. The defendants later cancelled the lease, and the commission brought a housing-discrimination

action alleging constructive denial of a reasonable accommodation.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities brought a civil action in the Superior Court after an
administrative investigation found reasonable cause to believe that the defendants had committed a
discriminatory practice. Wendy and Rudy Pizzoferrato intervened as plaintiffs. After a bench trial, the Superior
Court entered judgment for the plaintiffs, finding that the defendants had constructively denied a reasonable
accommodation. The Appellate Court reversed. The Connecticut Supreme Court granted certification for
separate appeals by the commission and the defendants, affirmed the Appellate Court's reversal of the trial

judgment, and vacated portions of the Appellate Court's reasoning.
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