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I. 

PREFACE 

A. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

Since the court unification legislation was enacted in. 

1976, the process has received considerable attention -through-

out the State. The legislature, the bar, the press, and the 

general public have expressed a great deal of interest con-

cerning the implications of court unification. Having com-

p1eted the first full year of operation under this new court 

structure, it appeared appropriate and necessary to assess bo"th 

the impact of unification upon the judicial system and the vari-

ou~.resu1ts ach~eved during~his initial year. To that end, at 

the direction of Justice John A. Speziale, the Chief Court 

Administrator, a survey of all divisions and departments was 

undertaken. The results of ~hat survey as they pertain to the 

court unification process are discussed herein. 

B. SCOPE OF THE. REPORT 

While to a greater or lesser extent, court unification has 

had an impact on all aspects of court operations, there, never-

theless, are a number of areas where the impact is more admin-

istrative than operational. The omission of certain functional 

areas, or the relative length of discussion should not be con-

strued as indicating lack of progress, but, rather, that unifi-

cation was not as critical to those functions as it was to other 

areas. In fact, the survey indicated that progress was achieved 

in all areas. 

-1-
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Since this report was prepared in re~ponse to numerous 

requests for information concerning unification, much of the 

descriptive material conce~'ning various court operations and 

functions was not included. Should ~qdit~onal information 

concerning the operation .of the JUdicial Department, or fur-

ther amplification of the contents of this report be required, 

a more comprehensive description of the functions operations, 

and scope of the Judicial Department can pe found in the 

Biennial Report of the Connecticut Ju,dicial Department, 

July 1, 1976 - June 30, 1978. 

-2-
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II. I 
BACKGROUND t 

A. UNIFICATION LEGISLATION 

During the past two decades, the Connecticut judicial 

system has undergone enormous structural and administrative 

consolidation. In 1959 the system of municipal, county, and 

state courts was abolished in favor of a completely State 

maintained judicial system. During the 1974 session, the 

Connecticut General Assembly' enacted the first of two major 

pieces of legislation designed to unify the State's trial 

courts, the merger of the Circuit Court with the Court of 

Common Pleas.. The legislature completed the process in 1976 

by mandating the unification of the Cour,t of Common Pleas 

and the Superior Court on July 1, 1978. The result of this 

process was to place Connectiqut in the vanguard of state 

court organization. Connecticut became the first state in 

the nation to possess a single unified trial court, centrally 

administered, and entirely state finance'd. 

B. PLANNING FOR UNIFICATION 

~vith virtually no prior experience ,.or precedent, upon 

which to translate the unification legislation into action, 

the judges and employees of the Judicial Department have been 

working around the clock. Public Act 76-436 established an 

advisory council to assist the Judicial Department and the 

General Assembly in implementing court unification. The advisory 

council's membership consisted of judges, the Executive Secretary 

of the Judicial Department, legislators, members of the Connecticut 
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Bar Association, citizens with experience in the field of 
-. 

business and industrial management, and members of the 

connecticut Citizens for Judicial Modernization. Chief Justice 

John P. cotter was chairman. For the eighteen month period 

prior to July 1, 1978, the members of the advisory council and 

their subcommittees devoted many hours of their time in a 

sincere effort to make court unification a reality. 
P' 

The overall goal of this effort was to translate the 

opportunities presented by the new unified court system into 

positive action. It became almost immediately apparent that 

providing the necessary substance to the new organizational 

structure would require massive changes in virtually &11 areas. 

The complex interdependent relationships that exist between 

such areas as case management, rules of procedure, judicial 

assignments, support services, available physical facilities, 

and staff resources all had to be studied and carefully 

considered before chang'e.s could be implemented. 

Further, it became apparent that the goal of court 

unification could not be fully attained in the first year. 

Each and every change had to be carefully monitored and modified 

as appropriate. These modifications often, in turn, resulted 

in new policies and procedures. All changes had to be imple-

men ted within the context of a judicial system which had to 

operate justly, efficiently and effectively. Modifications: 

in methods and institution of new techniques had to be tested 

under real world conditions, ra;ther than a laboratory 

environment. The fact that positive results have'been achieved 

-4-
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during this first year is indeed gratifying in l~ght of the 

massive work involved and the numerous potential pitfalls 

which had to be avoided throughout the planning and initial 

implementation of unification. 

-5-
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE UNIFIED 

COURT SYSTEM 

While the court unification legislation provides an op­

portunity for the resolution of many problems facing the judi­

ciary, various approaches or techniques had to be developed 

to take advantage of the new favorable structure. Six key 

areas were identified as being essential to the successful 

implementation of the unified court system: improved admin­

istration; enhance~ rules of procedure; more effective judi­

cial assignments, including an expanded trial weeki innovative 

-r 

case management techniques; the design and installation of a 

modern computer system; and the implementation of legislation 

creating two new judicial districts (Ansonia-Milford and Danbury) • 

Intense effort was devoted to each of these major subject 

areas. 

It wa~ clear that new techniques and improved procedures 

would have to be accomplished without the expectation of 

substantial additional resources. Existing staff resources 

were stretched to the limit with many individuals, judges and 

support personnel alike, performing additional functions. Also, 

a degree of restraint had to be exercised in order to effect 

changes while simultaneously operating the system. Future 

improvements are planned and will be implemented as soon as 

the system has adjusted to the measures which have already 

occurrep. 

-6-
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A. COURT ADMINISTRATION 

The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is the head of the 

Judicial Department and the Chief Court Administrator is the' 

administrative director of the department. A Deputy Chief 

Court Administrator has also been appointed by the Chief 

Court Administrator to assist him. On July 1, 1978 the authority 

for the administrative supervision of the courts was consolidated 

in the Office of the Chief Court Administrator. Prior to this 

date the authority had been shared by the Chief Court Adminis­

trator, the former chief judges of the trial courts and the 

former office of the executive secretary. 

1. Office of The Chief Court Administrator 
". 

The centraiized administrative office is designed to enhance, 

the Judicial Department's ability to perform its basic task of 

determining cases justly, promptly and e~onomically. :. For each 

of the three principal divisions of the trial court (civil, 

criminal and family), the Chief Court Administrator has 

appointed a chief administrative judge and a caseflow manager. 

Under the direction of the Chief Court Administrator it is 

their responsibility to oversee the operations of their divisions 

on a statewide basis and to recommend approprrate steps to 

assure the prompt and proper administration of judicial 

business. 

Among the many other functions performed by the Office of 

the Chief Court Administrator are: coordination of court clerks, 

facilities managemen'c, personnel administration, purchasing, 

fiscal functions (audit, payroll, budget) jury administration, 
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legal research and legislative an~lysis, continuing educatio~j 

data processing, forms and records management, 'r'esearch 'and 

planning,. grant's administration, coordination of court r'~:porters 

and interpreters and statistiCal anAiysis. 

2. Administrative Judges 

The Chief Court Admihistrab:;r has designa;l:ed an admi-n:lfstra:!.. 

tive judge for each of the eleveh jUdicial districts of th'e state 

and one or two assistan't admini'strative jUdges in the larqer 

judicial districts. These judge's 'meet frequently with the Chief 

Court Administrator to report 'on the .progress 'made in reaching 

the goals of the department and to offer ariddisctlss solfitions to 

a ,variety of administrative issues. Under the direction of the 

Chief Court Administrator, these judges 'work closely with the 

chief administrative judges and t~he appropriate caseflow managers 

in implementing techniques designed to enhance the movement of 

cases throughout the system. 

3 . Support Services 

The activities of various Court support personnel are 

supervised by division and office directors who are responsi-

ble to the Chief Court Administrator. 'Domestic relations officers, 

who assist in dissolution of marrHige cases, family relations 

officers, who assist in criminal cases involving domestic disputes, 

juvenile probation officers, support imtesti'gators and collectors 

and juvenile detention workers are under the supervision 6f the 

Director of the Family Division. Bidl commissioners are 

supervised by the Chief Bail Commi'ssioner. The adult probation 

off icers are under the supervision of 'the Director of the 

01:fice of Adult Probation. This office became part of the 

-8-
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Judicial Department on January 1" 1979 pursuant to public Act 

77-614, the Act Reorganizing the Executive' Branch of State 

Governmen'/:. • 

'4. Prosecution Admini's't'r'a't'i'on 

July 1, 1978 also marked the beginni~g of significant 

changes in the administration of the Division of Criminal 

Justice. Former prosecuting attorneys and assistant prosecuting 

attorneys who had. been appointed to the geographical area 

locations of the Court of Common Pleas were appointed to the 

Superior Court judicial districts. This gives the state's 

attorney for each judicial district a greater supervisory 

role and more flexibility in the assignment of attorneys 

within the judicial district. 

,', 
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B. RULES OF COURT' PROCEDURE 

without effecti,ve. rules- 0.,£ pJ;'a,ctice ~nd prccedure, z:l~~t:Eter 

ccurt uni~icatic,n, cr c·aseflcw m,an~gement wcul,d have been pcs­

sible. During the pre-unification, J?l,gnning phase the SUJ?ericr 

Ccurt elicited and received COI:l).i11ents frcm the bench, the baJ;', 

and the public. Ccmmi ttees weJ;e fCJ;'med and hearings w:~re he.1:.4·, 

The en,a prcduct of this prCCe9!?' w.~s. the mcst ccmJ?rehe;ns~iVE! re­

vision to. the Connecticut Prc:l,c,ticE! Book s~nce 1.908;. 

The impact 0:1; the chan<i1,~9, i.l) the ruJ;es c.f practice;, and 

prccedure were prcfcund. Fi~9t, th,e, rules trans:lated cc:urt 

unificaticn ~rcm a legisla.tive enac1;ment into. a viable system 

and prccess which can be ~sed. Seccnd, the very comprehensive 

nature cf the revisicns increas.e;d the utility cf th.~ rules fcr 

thcse who. must understand and ccmply with them. Third, since 

the revised rules disccurage dila.tcxy pleadings and enccurage 

the prcmpt filing cf pleading~, al)Q mctions" the use cf caseflcw 

management techniques becam~ mcre viable. In additicn, the 

rules prcvide fcr mcre effect~ve ~se cf r~ferees in £.Clffiily 

matters further. enhancing th.e ma,na.gement qf case~lqw thrcugh 

the system. 

-10-

C. JUDICIAL ASSIGNMENTS 

In crder to. accelerate the dispcsiticn cf litigaticn, 

immediate steps were taken cn July 1, 1978 to require all 

judges to. ccnduct trials five days per week rather than fcur 

as had been the practice in the Supericr Ccurt pricr to. ccurt 

unificaticn. In additicn, judicial assignment pericds were 

extended to. six months to. permit judges to. plan better for 

lcnger trials and to. attack accumulated backlcgs in their 

assigned lccaticns. 

A greater degree cf flexibility in judicial assignments 

is pcssible because cf ccurt unificaticn. The entire pccl cf 

113 trial judges are assigned and subject to. reassignment by 

the Chief Ccurt Adm;n;stratcr. ~ • The centralizaticn cf the 

assignment authcrity has enabled the Judicial Department to. 

direct judicial rescurces to. the areas cf greatest need. 

Administrative judges will reassign judges who. ccnclude their 

primary assignment pricr to. theclcsing cf ccurt at 5 p.m. / 

Admi~istrative appeals are appcrticned amcng all judges assigned 

to. the judicial, district. In judicial districts, cther than 

Hartfcrd-New Britain, Fairfield, and New"Haven (the busiest and 

mcst pcpulated) ,it has been feasible to. assig~ judges withcut 

any designaticn'as to. ccurt lccaticn cr specific duty. The 

administrative judges in these districts have been permitted 

by the Chief Ccurt Administratcr to. designate the specific 

lccaticn and duty, thus giving them the ability and the 

flexibility to. devcte apprcpriate judicial rescurces to. the 

areas mcst in need. 

-11-
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, t ' I we,ek ha~ "",.axed' both the bench and the The five day rl.a .. - -

bar. 't' w,h';ch l."n ,the past could be performed Responsibill. l.es, • 

k k W must be accomplished in th~ during the normal wor wee ",no 

, k" J d B' ecau, se du, ties such 'as legal res~arch, evenirig and on wee, en s. 

review of briefs, attorney conferences are,not activities 

, d d' al)Y, way" opti, onal , the burden has, which can be' consi er~ l.n 
" , 

been enormous'. The wholehear1:~dqoope:r.·ation and intens~ve 

efforts o,f both judges and at,!:orneys in ~aking the fIve', day 

~'s a ma]'o,rreason for the positive results. trial week a succ~ss 

. ' 

'" 

D. CASEFLOW MANAGEMENT 

-
The unification of the state trial courts has permitted 

the development of programs to reduce delay thro~gh centralized 

caseflow man~gement techniques. Caseflow management involves 

the efficient and sys,tematic mov,ement of cases from filing to 

final disposition. The goals of caseflow management include: 
, ' 

1. expediti~g the disposition of all lit~gation 

fairly, promptly, and economically; 

2. 'minimizi~g the uncertainty associated with 

the processi~g of court cases; 

3. assuring equal access to the 'adjudicative 

process for all lit~gants; 

4. enhancing the 'qual'ity of justice. 

The 'Chief Court Administrator's major priority in the ad-

ministration of the unified Superior Court was the development 

of a workable and efficient 'caseflow man~gement system. Case­

flow man~gement techniques are bei~g used in all three divisions 

of the court (civil, criminal and family). , Three caseflow man-

ager positions, one for each division, were created in the Office 

of the Chief Court Administrator. Each casef,low manager works 

closely with the appropriate chief administrative judge in each 

respective division. Their responsibilities include timely mon­

itoring of caseloads thro~ghout the process, pinpointing stages 

of delay, recommendi~g improvements to curtail delay, and imple­

menting delay reduction techniques. The use of chief adminis-

," 
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trative jQc;l<,:J.e$ anCi man~gement S;SJ;>ec:i,.alie;ts worki~.gas a t.eam 

has proviqe.d a multifaceted approach.' 

'h '1 ha·ve .. · ·p.e .. e. n e. i.ther initiated ora~gmented Specific tec nques 

in eachd:(,vis:j,.on. Amo~g the 'teqhr~iques currently be.i~g imple-

meriteq aJ!e: the. 'ee;tapl,is;shnient; o:f! time. standards ag.ainst which 

caseflow can beassesEled; the 'use of Ci;lse monitoring by the 

s.t~ge of case 'prqcessi~g ,aE!sisti~g' in .identifying more. closely 

the areas of delay; t!:l,e. enha.nc;:e.Q: \lse o.f a dormant case program, 

lack O..c cas.e m.o.·veme.nt in the. civil ·area; and the 
discour~ging.L 

use of three 'separatetrial lilSlts in dissoll,ltion of marriage 

caseS, per~itting the narrowi~~ of :(,ss\les s.o that cases ready 

for disposition will be hearc1 at; a f.;1ster rate. 
Each of these' 

techniq,ues has demonstrably assist~Ci in the very encouraging 

res'ul ts attained. Further refinements and increased monitoring 

t 1 t d Ther'.e is a ... , strong conunitment in tne future are .con empae. . 

-r 

h . ' . po.ss,i.ble res\llts .. , throu, g. h the use of case--to achieve t e maX1mum ... 

flow management. 

-14.-

-- - -.--.....-...--~----- ~- --- -

E. COURTHOUSE' FACILITIES 

In order that the 'judicial system may continue to remain 

responsive to thenee'ds of the public, it is necessary to pro­

vide facilities that meet the needs of all citizens through­

out the State. For the past year the Judicial Department 

has been actively involved in bri~ging its capital, renova-

tion, minor 'improvement, and leasi~g projects nearer to fruition. 

New and improved courthouse facilities are imperative to allevi­

ate theovercrowdi~g and shortage of administrative space and 

courtrooms which continues to hamper the orderly processi~g of 

court busines·s. Thecapi tal projects involve new facilities 

as well as thereriovation and modernization of courthouse which 

are still in current use. In addition to these la~ge scale 

projects many minor improvement projects are required to im­

prove courtroom areas, courthouse security and public areas. 

The' leas i!lg ..L pr~gram involves initiati~g new leases as well as 

the renewal of current leases that are due to expire. 

, To increase the accessibility of the court system, provi­

sion .for two additional judicial districts (Ansonia-Milford and 

Danbury) was included in the unification legi,slation. A great 

deal of time and effort is bei~g expended in planni!lg and se­

curi~g adequate facilities for these two new judicial districts. 

-15-
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F. JUOICIAL INFORMATION. SYSTEMS 

Court unification had a major impact on the data processing 

function of the Judicial Department. The Information Systems. 

unit is responsible for operating and maintaining existing com-

puterized systems and developing new systems to improve the 

efficiency of the courts and assist in the management of caseloads 

and resources;. During the past year, not only the changes required 

by merger and new rules were implemented, but a long range plan 

to expand computerization to all areas of the court was initiated. 

In addition, a major project to computerize the digesting and 

indexing of abstracts of court decisions was undertaken. Another 

significant action taken by the department was.' the acquisition of 

dedicated computer hardware to support the expanded services which 

will be geveloping over the next several years. 

1. Modification of Civil System :' 

Since a data processing system must accommodate the structure 

and procedures of the operation it supports, tl1.e court unifica­

tion and attendant rule changes requires considerable modification 

of the Judicial Department's civil sys;tem to ensure continuation 

of the essential services the computel;' provides fox-the daily 

operation of the civil/family court function. The statewide 

merged civil data base now contains approximately 160,000 case 

records, with transactions in these cases averaging about 6,000 

-r~---
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per day. New program modules were installed for trial lists, :r 
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assignment lists, short calendar, annual dormancy and statistical 

reports. 

2. Statewide JUdicial Information System (CJIS) 

The changes in the civil system were accomplished against a 

background of overall redesign of the computerized data base to 

provide a structure which would accommodate an expanded caseflow 

management system for all court busl.'ness. U d d n er a evelopment 

plan which is being assisted by a $400,000 SJIS grant over a 

2-year period, Civil/Family, Criminal, Juvenile and Appellate 

modules which will serve the various divisions and parts of the 

merged court will be integrated into a total system supporting 

the management function at all levels. 

The new SJIS will be a user oriented on-line system with 

local terminals at each court location s'upported by a distributed 

processing network. During the year a transition from punched 

cards to cathode ray tub (" 'I e 8l.ml. ar to television screens) data 

entry has been made in the civl.'l system. I ' , nqul.ry l.nto current 

case status via visual display on the terminals is now in pro-

totype testing. Additional inquiry into a Party Name Index 

and an on-line Trial List will complete the modernization of 

the Civil/Family module of our SJIS. 

The JURIS II project to develop a criminal system for the 

Judicial Department has been incorporated into the comprehensive 

SJIS plan. This module, which will serve all part A and part B 

criminal courts, will monitor the status of some 500,000 total 

criminal/MV active cases per year and tract individual cases 

-17-
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from transmittal to the court to final disposition. Disposition 

data on the approximately 1800 cases disposed each day will be 

routinely entered into the computer. System design will mirror 

the revamped Civil System; with interactive terminals for -data. 

input and inquiry. 

Continuing our support of the Criminal Justice Information 

System (CJIS) goal to construct a total criminal justice infor­

mation system, the Judicial Department will maintain electronic 

interfaces which will be used to share selective data between 

our criminal system and the computerized components of the 

other criminal justice agencies. 

An on-line Juvenile module will provide current information 

on the status of cases for both cas~flow management in the courts 

and allocation of probation services. The system will be com­

patible with the redesigned civil system so that juvenile and 

other family matters can be conlhined for statistical purposes, 

but the juvenile data base willrema.in physically separate, with 

strict control over acces's in a.ccordancewith privacy and 

security standards relating to juvenile matters. The system 

model approved by the National -Council -of Juvenile and Family 

Court Judges will be the basis fo:rour design, with modifications 

to meet Connecticut's special needs. 

When the Office of Adu'lt ;Proba;tion was transferred into the 

Judicial Department ·on January 1, 1:97:9 ,'their inf.ormation 's:ystem 

devel'c>pment project, Adult Probation lOn-Tame '!rnrormation :System 

-]:8-
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(APOLIS), was integrated into the SJIS development plan. Since 

Adult Probation has been a participating CJIS agency, structuring 

APClLIS to be compatible with the court's SJIS will not only 

assist judicial management but will facilitate the establish­

ment of interfaces and strengthen the CJIS development. 

3. Hardware Acquisition 

Essential to implementation of an information system is 

appropriate hardware, including computers, terminals and 

peripherals. During its ten years of data processing experience, 

the Judicial Department has become aware of the problems inherent 

in operating in a shared computer environment. With the need to 

expand computerization to all areas of the court for an SJIS, 

the commitment to CJIS and the development of computer-aided 

text processing, the decision was made to acquire dedicated 

hardware for the department to be installed in an independent, 

Judicial-controlled facility to operate in conjunction with the 

State Data Center. 

Pursuant to the evaluation of b;ds ;n • • response to a request 

for proposals (RFP) , hardware has been acquired from Digital 

Equipment Corporat;on. Th PDPll/70·· • ree· m~n~-computers and thei~ 

necessary peripherals will be installed in a Judicial Data Center 

at 340 Capitol Avenue. It was expected that this would take 

place early in 1978, but due to numerous delays in site prepar­

ation, the hardware will not be installed and operational until 

the fall of 1979. ·At that time, the prototype systems and the 

continui~g system development will be transferred to the new 

hardware. 
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IV 
QOURT A.CTIVITY 

A. CRIM'INAL DIVISION 

1. Pa'rt A (Class Ai B a.nd C Felon:i;es, and. tJnclassified 

Felonies PunishaOle. by 10, yea,r~ or more) 

Despite a 32% increase in the number of cases, aQded ove~ 

the previous year (from 3811 to 5043)" (F:tg .• I), the foll,ow~ng: 

outstanding results were achieved~ 

1. Cas.es in excess of 12. months we:t;e red.uc;:ed from 

877 to 696, a decrease of al\(F:tg. II). 

2. The total number of c~~es in exce~f:O 0:1: s:j..}C months 

was reduced from 1,506 to 1,382,. 

3. Theperiding caseload d.ecrease.d f:!;,om 3,042 on 

July 1, 1978 to 2,892 on July l~ 1,979~* 

4. potential disposition time for a criminal case 

was reduced from '9.7 months on J~ly 1, 1978 to 

6.8 months on ~uly 1, 1979, a decrea~e of approxi-

mately 30%. 

These exceptional results were ach~eved despite re.co+d num~ 

bers of new cases, 5,043, ang d.espite a record number of tri~ls, 

-r --- ~. -~ 

207 which surpassed the previou,s mark achie.ved during the 1977,..1918 

court year by 31. The above statistics refleqt excellent case 

monitori~g in the Judicial Districts. 

*On July 1, 1979, as compared to July 1, 1978, mOre case~ hag 
reached the '.'awaiting sentenGe" stc;lge.:i-nthea,c;:Iju,q:j..catory ~;r:Q'" 
cess. In this final stage, the only remaini~g action requiring 
attention by the court is the :i.IllPQsit:i-onof sentence. If ~uch 
cases are not included in pending case, 'count, i::hen thenu$er 
of pending cases dropped by 7.5% (as opposed to 5%), from 2,855 
on July 1, 1978 to 2,640 o~ July 1, 1979. 

-20-

Of ,further s;i.gnificance was the'establishment during the 

current year of a t'ime, guideline 'of six months from date of 

presentmen't to date of disposition in thefollowi~g JudiCial 

Districts: Ansonia-Milford, Danbury, Litchfield, Middlesex, 

Tolland and Windham. As of June 30, 1979, there were only 

32 cases in excess of six' months in the' above districts, which 

is :J.l% ,of their peridi!lg casel'oad, a very acceptable f:tgure. 

In the 'la~ge Judicial Districts, Fairfield, New London 

and Waterbury had a combined reduction of 243 ca.ses in the 12 

Hartford, with ~ 24% .increase in cases 

entered, had an increase' 'of only 17 cases, (146 - 163); however, 

it is disappointing to note that New Haven, with a sl;i.ght reduc­

tion in cases' 'entere'd, had an increase of 55 cases ,over twelve 

months', 

2. 

(208 - 263). 

(Class' D Felonies', Misdemeanors, Motor Vehicle Vio­

lations and Infra~tion~) 

Because of close case monitori!lg by the ju~ges, the 10.2% 

inc~~ase in cases entered ove~ the pr.evious year (96,231 - 87,311) 

had no appreciable affect on the ability of the court to reduce 

the activeperidi!lg caseload from 8,729 cases on July 1, 1978 

to 7,585 on July 1, 1979, and to reduce cases over time standards 

from 2,168 to' 1,661 cases over thle same time, period. 

Cases are 'considered over time standards if they exceed 

the' allowabl'e 'number of days in various stages, 'such as first 

appeara'nce, plea and pre-trial, with 60 days bei!lg the maximUm 
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allowable time for any crimihai case 'from arrest to disposi­

tion. The actual nuIriber of cases ,over 60 days for which no 

. guilty £indi~g has been erit~red is 910 and a cantinual reduc­

tion in this f~gureis also irtdicativeof, good case control. 

The reduction in p~nding motor vehicle case load is even 

more 'dramatic with 5,483 cases pehdi~g on July 1, 1979, Com­

pared wit.h 11,075 cases penai~g on July 1, 1978. Although 

the htimber of new fili!l9S, nearly 323,000; has remained vir­

tually tincha!lged flZ'otntne prior year , dispositions, as com­

pared to i977-l978, increased by mere than 10,000 to 328,459. 

With a newly enacted maximum speed iaw of. 55 mph; the impact 

on pendi~g caseload will be monitored very closely during the 

1979-1980 court year. 
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B. CIVIL DIVISION 

Absolute unification of the previously bifurcated trial 

courts has been affected in the civil division. The pending 

civil files of the Superior Court clerks' bffic~s and the Court 

of Common Pleas judicial district clerks' offices were merged 

both physically and within the statewide computer system. 

10 JUDICIAL DISTRICT CIVIL MATTERS 

Total reorganization of the civil process ha§ been a6com~ 

plished within the pa§t year. The 'Connecticut Practice Book on 

civil procedure has been revised so. that the filing practices have 

been accelerated and dilatory pleadings discouraged. A faster and 

more flexible computer system which will greatly improve vital 

caseflow information has recently been installed at all judicial 

district locations. Increased judicial assignment flexibility 

now permits certain types of litigation to be channeled to judges 

in geographical area locations. 

Docket 

The pending docket for the fiscal year rose slightly from 

57,394 cases to 58,109 cases (+715), a mere 1% change compared 

to an increase of 3,303 cases, over 6%, during the year prior to 

court unification. The number of new filings entered, 40,922, 

was a decrease of approximately 1% from last year. The total 

dispositions of40,207 cases for the year exceeded the 38,194 

cases disposed in the prior year by ~pproximately 5%. 
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Dorman't Program 

The case management program to dispose of slow-moving civil 

Ii tigation was e:,xpanded this year by lowering from eighteen months 

to just twelve months the time standard for claiming a case to a 

trial list. Of the 16,685 non trial list cases reviewed, 69~ 

were disposed, 7,784 cases were dismissed and 3,758 cases were 

diSposed by other means. 

Trial Lists 

Lowering the time period when a case must be claimed for trial 

caused, as expected, a rapid increase in the number of cases claimed 

for trial. For example, 8,430 (a monthly average of 703 cases) 

were added to the court trial list as oppose~ to 7,948 the prior 

year, and 5,827 (a monthly average of 4,86 cases) were added to the 

j~ry trial list as opposed to 5,341 the prior year. This faster 

movement of cases from the non trial list stage to the trial list 

stage was planned in order to 'develop earlier judicial control of 

civil litigation. 

Despite'the 9% increase in the number of cases claimed to the 

jury trial list and, as a consequence thereof, an increase in this 

list from 13,369 cases on July lr 1978 to lj,804 on July 1, 1979, 

some outstanding results were realized. Dispositions increased by 

15%, from 4,695 in 1977-78 to 5,392 in 1978-79 and average waiting 

time was reduced by more than 3 months. This result is particularly 

noteworthy when one considers that 438 of such cases had to be tried, 

as contrasted with only 359 during the prior year. 
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,~l;thougn d~spositicmsf.r()rn .the court ,trial l;i.9t (p\i5~7) ,w.ere 
;",.< 

slightly ,lef?f?t,han the l:l~er of q~~P9sitions re90p:~eg. ,the ;R;ripr 

year (6 ,f) 20), theburgeoni,n9' n.e~ of caf?e,S c,la;i,IRe'g ·t9 the lPpn 

jury trial list as ind,icq.ted ,before" wp,S the .l?rimary f,:ictor in 

causing this ;List to increq.s~ f;roJl1 l~, 0f)7 case~ on Jl,lly 1,i).97:6 

to 13,970 case$ on July 1, 1979. :w'e ,recogni?e, thi!3 as '(3, .prol:>l~m 

area and intend to deal with itgl,1;ring ,the ,],.979-80 court year. 

Stepsl)ave been in,sti tl,1ted tp ,g.j..sJ?o~e ,of the ,oldest tl:ial list 

On Febru~ry 1, 1979 ,n.iI}.,~J'lun~,re,Cl anc1 th,i;rte,en ,( 913) G.ourt cases. 

and jury trial list Cases ,oY,erfj,ye ¥ep,r(3 ,of age were pendin.g. 

On July 1, 1~79 only three hundr~g ~n.{~ ~eyerrt:een(3l7) of those 

cases remainec1 pending, a redu9tipn, of 65~ 9r 596 cases in jqst 

five months. 
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2 • GEOGRAPHICAL AREA CIVIL MATTERS 
" 

By statute, summary process and small claims transfers are 

returnable to geographical area courts except in the Hartford­

New Britain judicial district wherein summary process cases are 

returnable to the housing session. 

Overall, 14,974* civil cases were added to geographical area 

dockets. At the end of the year only 4,234* cases remain pending 

before the court, a slight increase from the 4,083 cases pending 

on July 1, 1978. 

Small Claims 

The small claims part of the civil divis~on has been inte­

grated into the unified trial court reorganization; it has, however, 

remained separate from the other parts of the civil division in 

order to mafntain the basic services it renders. 

86,356,;small Claims., ,cases were filed in geogr.,aphical areas 

and the housing session during 'the last fiscal year, up 1.6% from 

the prior year. 

The commissioil:ers program comprised of volunteer attorneys 

who hear contested matters has been expanded by eighteen 

commissioners for a total of one hundred and four commissioners 

available statewide. Two regional conferences were held by the 

office of the Chief Court Administrator to assist in the training 

of commissioners in this vital function. Commissioners in twenty 

* Includes a number of family division cases returnable to geographical areas, 

i.e., paternity and non-support. 
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ef the t}'l~J:1ty-ene geographical,a.reas ,~r~e, new assisting the judges 

who. alsel?resi!ie ever a :v:a.r;i.ety .o.f otne.r .co.urtbus;iness. Xe 

these cenunissiener$, who. gi:ve freely pt their ·time ,the Judicial 

Department is very grateful. 

As a result ef1:he small claiIJl$public .hear,ings held threugh~ 

out the state, addi tienal service orientedpro.cedures hav.ebeen 

implemented. These imprevements wil.! ;include the availability e'f 

a spanish tran$.latien ef the var;i..eus ';t'prmp and instructiensand 

standardizatien ef prec,edures fro.IJl lecation to. locc;ltien. Meetings 

are new unc;1erwaywi th the. she.riffs ;f,~()m v;arious ceunties in .an 

attempt to. impreve the celle.ctien .9.£ juqgm~nts~ 

3. HOUS·ING SESSION 

Respending to., grewi~g public cengern about the difficulties 

invelved in reselving disputespetweEm tenants and landlerds and 

the need fer stre~ger enfercement ef buildi~g, heusing, health and 

safety cedes, the 1978 session ef the Gen,eral Assembly enacted legis­

latien creating the Heusi~g $essiepl a pilet pr9gram within the 

Superier Ceurt. The Heusi~9 Session Was authorized fer a peried 

ef eighteen menths in the aa~,tferd-New Bl;'itain Judicial District 

cemmencing Ja,nuary 1, 1979 to. heg.rho~s.ipg mCitters in beth Hartferd 

and New Britain. 

Although i~ is as yet ~ee early to. evaluate. the Housing Ses­

sien eperati.ens, the experience of the first six menths ha.s been 

very enceur~ging. As ef June 30, 1979, 3,348 cases have been filed 
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with the Housi~g Sessien and 2,130 have been· disposed. The ju~ge J 'f 
l,:lt and the hotisi~g ses'sion staff have been able to., give individualized IJ 

a tten tien to. cases requiripg i t ~ In certain instances resolutions I:'f 
have been' formulated rei.~uiri~g the 'resumptien of rent payment or {';1 
the repair of dwelli~g uni ts, thus avoidi~g evictions or severe [::-1 

! .•... ~ 
financial loss to. the landlords. 11 

A more detailed.;.ointerpretation of the housing laws is emerging H 
n 

thre~gh the issuance cf an .incre","si~g number of written epinicns f;J 
by the judge, clarifying many of the l~gal issues in the housing 11 
area and premeti~g a, greater understandipg cf the heusi~g laws. II 
This will help to. prevent future disputes 'and lit;i.gaticn, and will M 
fester mcre efficient enfercement cf' the law. fJ 
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'c. FAMI.LY DIVISION 

1. PART D - DISSOLUTION OF MARRIAGE 

Docket 

It ,is significant to note that more cases were disposed 6f 

than filed in the Family Division during the first year of court 

unification. Family Division Part D cases for the current fiscal 

year have shown a dramatic increase in case flow and productiv~ty 

when measured against the prior fiscal year. New cases .filed 

during the current f;i.scal year as compared to the prior fiscal 

year increased. 3% from 16,56·1 to 17 ,068~'Faced with;" a larger 

caseload than in the previous fi~cal year, dispositions increased 

by 24.7% from 15,048 to 18,772 cases, thereby reducing pending 

cases from the beginning of the year to the end of the year by 

12.2% from l3,~79 to 12,275 cases. 

Trial List 

By revision of the Rules of Practice, effective July 1, 1978, 

contested cases were divided into the limited contested trial list, 

which contains those case~ where the matters in dispute are 

limited to money, property, or visitation rights, and the contested 

trial list, which primarily involves disputes over child custody. 

The year commenced with 802 caSes pending on the contested 

trial list and 744 cases were added and 1,095 were disposed. As 

a consequence this list, consis'ting of cases involving the most 

difficult issues to resolve, was reduced by 351 cases (44%) from 

802 to 451 pending at the end of the year. 
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. . The limited contested trial list commenced on July 1, 1978 • 

Durin~ the year 3,164 cases were placed on the list and 1,872 

were disposed, leaving 1,292 cases pending at the year's end. 

Within the flexibility afforded by the merged trial courts 

it is anticipated that the judges and staff assigned to' Family 

D~vision Part D cases will continue to meet the challenge of an 

increasing case load by continuing to expose all trial list cases 

in a manner consistent with the demand~ and needs of the litigants. 

Dormant Program 

In addition to trial list dispositions, ,the court conducted 

a successful non-trial dormancy program whereby 2,577 (77%) 

of the 3,346 cases declared dormant went to final judgment. Of 

the remaining cases 113 were exempted from t~~ program, arid the 

balance of 656 were claimed to the various trial lists producing 

a total compliance rate of 96.6%. 

2. PART A - JUVENILE MATTERS 

As compared to the prior fiscal year, Family Division Part A 

delinquency referrals increased 14.7% from 1j~945 to 15,99) 

referrals, but dispositions increased 21.3% from 13,601 to 16,505, 

thereby reducing the' pending cases from the start of the year to 

the ·end ~f the year by 12% from 4,390 to 3,878 cases. 

.Non-del.inquency petitions (neglect, termination and revocation) 

increased from 1,082 to 1,157 cases, and dispositions declined 

from 1,112 to 1,037, thereby increasing the pending cases, from 

409 to 525. It is anticipated that duri~g the next fiscal year 
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ftir1tfiereffot:t;'sWil1 be made to regulate case docketing and 

scheduling to.proVi.de stableblocltsof time needed for the trials 

()f nop"",,d~l":thquency .petitions. 

.; 
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V. 

COURT SERVICES 

A. FAMILY DIVISI'ON 

On the effective 'date of the me~ger of the trial courts 

in this state, the Judicial Department's four court-connected 

family servicla 'units '(Judicial District Family Relations, Geo-
t '. 

, graphical Area Family Relations, the Bureau of Support, and 

Juvenile 'Ma.tters) wer'e me~ged into a single ~gency, the Family 

Division, for the 'purpose of efficiency and quality of service 

delivery. Duri~g the year since unification these four compo­

nent units 'of the 'Family Division, as well as the Coordinated 

Support Enforc'ement Pr~gr'am, have continued to expand services, 

and to increase 'production and efficiency. The consolidated 
. ' 

administrative structure has assisted in providing increased 

coordination and uniformity throughout this function. 

The me~ger of the former Juvenile Court into the ~tate-

wide trial ~ourt system has necessitated extensive administra-

ti veres'tructuri~g and the consolidation effort will continue 

into the current fiscal year. However, des'pi te the requirement 

for s~gnificant cha~ges duri~g the initial phase of merger, 

there has been no disruption to past levels and quality of ser-
, .1 

vices. In fact, the number of dispositions increased by 21.3% 

over the prior year resulti~g in a s~gnificant reduction in the 

number of cases pendi~g at the close" of the period. This ac-

complishment indicates that the increased flexibility in judge 

ass~gnment made possible in the unified court system has had a 

bene'ficial effect on the movement of cases in the court and, 
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further" ,that innovative ,pr?grammi'pg in the Division of J.uvenile 

Probat:iortServ~ces' ,has resulted in increasEt<;1 l.ev.els 0.£ .servic.e 

delivery. 

,Cotl.siderable ,pr?gresshas been made in the implementation 

of unifort,\ ,policies and procedures, revision of staffipg pat­

terns, reportipgand invest?-gatlon of incidents., i~provement 

of £acilit1:es and the ,monitoripg ·.of .children in cus:tody. ,Con­

tinued ,pr?<.Jress 1,n all aspects of detention., parti'cularly i'n 

,progra.miJ:li'pg for .counselipgand other ,crisis interven:tion:tec,h­

niques., is dependent', 'on thea'ss?-gnmenlt .of ,additional personnel .• 

Realization .of the depa~:tment' s, 99ail.'s for the detention pr?.gr,am 

'willins'Ureapp'r,opri;ate levels of ,care, security :andprotecltion 

for children at this critical st~ge of judicial interv.ent'ion. 

'-34-
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.B. ADULT PROBATION 

There is no question that the court me~ger is impactipg 

in a positive way o~ the 'criminal docket and consequently, 

upon the adul~ probation function. Statistics demonstrate 

that the Office, while experien'cipg increased caseload in all 

areas, has achieved, greater productivity during the past court 

year. The" consolidation of similar type serv.ices and the stream­

linipg of operations, which 'has resulted from the me~ger, will 

continue to contribute 'to this pr?gress in future years. 

Pre's'e'n'ten'c'e' 'InVe's't'i'g'a'tioIl P'r'oj 'ed t 

As a re.sul t of the" court unification and the me~ger of the 
" 

Department of Adult Probation into the Judicial Department ef-

fective January 1, 1979, various steps have 'been taken to con­

solidate and coordinate the production of services. A committee 

of judges' was appointed by the Chief Court Administrator to meet 

with the 'Office of Adult Probation to revise the format for the 

presenten'ce report. The document continues to provide all the 

elements, necessary to the sentencipg process but now'appears in 

a briefer, more concise format. 
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c. JURY ADMINISTRATION 

A~~I).ticipt,tteg, the cr~ation of exclusive Judicial Di~tricts 

in July of :197'8 resulted in juror shortages in some districts. 

Thes~ short.~g~$ar~ especi~lly evident in the Fair£ie1d,New 

Hav~n aJ;ldWaterbury dil;)tricts du~to the lo.s',s of towns formerly 

withiI). th~ir juril;)diction~. 

Astll~ y~.;lr progre~sed, th~ agditiona1 t.ria1 day increased 

j1,lry act:i.v;j.,i;y ang .;It th~ I;)cupe t:i.metr:i.a1~ 9f~xt~nded 1engt'n \w.ere 

being b~lc;1. W;i,:thout aI).y acigit:i.9I).a;L jl,u:or resources to compensate 

for th~ :i.r:t:i.t,it,t1 ,t;lnQrtages o~ tbf3im;:r~ase :in acti v:i.·ty , it was 

highly pr()bab1~ tn~t some prospective jUr,or 1:istsw9U1d be de­

pl,etf3d early intne court year. 

During 1978-1979, t.he Jury Administrator introduced the 

fo110wipg m~afn,lI;'f3S :int.o the courts in ane£fort to maintain 

adequate jurQr coverage: 

Automated Juror Postponements 

Tpe court I)orma11y ~XC\lseS ove:r. 50% Of the persons 

t;ll,1mmon~d for serv.j.ce. :J:t wa$ dete.:r.mi'ned that many of 

~h~se r~quest;s for ~x.C\.ll;)e Q9Ql,d ·be. c:nanged to a post­

:ponemept. of service at a l,at~+ dt,tte. The 1aZ:ge numbers 

~ummon~d for major cr,imj,I).al 't.l:':i.alswould bepol;)tponed 

·:i.tth~y Cqu1d nqt $~rV~ Qr:t it,tD, e~te.Jld~d t:r.ia1 at th~t 

time. lI). tbis manner, jurQ;t' sYl?pl;i~sC:QUl,d be more 

eas:i.1y ~,iI).tained. Tq prQmc:>~e. tbeu..se of pos,t:.ponements 

r~ther t.b~n outright excus.e$:,c;:l:~r~s.,we.re. instructed 
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to use a .computer terminal procedure which auto- i { 

matica11y postponed the juror and then re-a110cated 

that person to the pool on a given date. 

To illustrate the effectiveness of this pro-

cedure, statistics reveal that the New Haven Judicial 

District would have been depleted of jurors in the ' 

third week of ,March, 1979, without the postponement 

capability. The Fairfield Judicial District would 

be void in June of 1979 based on their usage. The 

use of postponements has provided these districts 

wit~, enough jurors for the remainder of the court 

year. 

Legislation 

This past year has indicated that present juror 

quotas submitted annually by each town are outdated. 

This prompted the Judicia,l Department to introduce 

1egi~'lation to enable the Jury Administrat~r to in­

crea~e th~se quotas when de~med necessary. The 

passage of Public Act 79-242 by the General Assembly 

will help stabilize future juror avai1abi'li ty. 

Juror Utilization and Management 

As jury activity continues to increase in the 

courts, it is critical that the courts employ those 

jurors as efficiently as possible. This not only results 

in considerable cost savings to the state but also has 
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a positive affect on the juror and ~~rther promotes 

patticipati6fi. 

During the first year of court unification, the 

jury service phase has been continually monitored, 

enabiing the introduction of new and innovative tech-

niques in jury management. 

juror,Call~in 

Introduced in the Litchfield Judicial District 
, 

in 1978, a simple teleplrone answering device allows 

the juror to call-in every night to determine if 

his service is required the next day. If·thecourt 

does not require the juror's presence, he' or she can 

pursue normal activities for that day. This pro­

cedure not only saves juror fees ($1,500 the first 

month ih Litchfield), but allows greater flexibility 

to the jurors in the scheduling of their time. The 

success of the pilot project has led to 14 additional 

court installations which .arecurrently underway 

throughout thesta'te·. 

J.u;t::or,Usage 

The numbers of jurors being used by 'the court 

has ·been cons'tantly studied by jury administration 

personnel. Over apexiod of weeks in the court" 

these studies have indicated, in a~.preliminaJ:y 

analysis, tha't juror 'us'a:gecan'be "further 'improved, 
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although trimming of the jury pool is complicated 

by statutory requirements (i.e., Connecticut's 

exclusive use of individual voir dire). An, appli-

cation for federal assistance has been submitted 

and, if awarded, will concentrate on training 

present court personnel in the latest man~gement 

'techniques for jury systems. 

P"ublic Awareness 

It is notable, that over 90% of our jurors are 

se~ving,for the first time. This reflects the 

average citizen's knowledge of Connecticut's jury 

systl9m and the need for more public information. 

During the past year, jury administration personnel 

have' visited 150 educational ins,titutions and have 

lectured and provided visual presentaions to stu-

dents and civic organizations. These efforts con-

tinue in order to inform the citizenry and encourage 

participation. 
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RESEA:aca'AND< PLANNlNG. 

Uz:l~t under~oqk a varie.ty of ~nit.ta:~ives. which rela;te to, the, 

oppqJ;:tunities. J?r~sent~d by the, conso:l:i.d'atiqn of Connecticut's 

juQ.:icial sYl:?tem. FrOm a planning! p.erspecti ve the merger of the 

St.ate's, t.r:i:al courts coupled, with th,~ a,t;tendal1t.adm:i;nis~tra.tiv;e . . 

chaRge~~ r~q.1l.'ired to: succes,s.~u:.lf:JlY. .$n:tpleman;t the7 new COUl!t. s,truc-
. ., 

ture, has J?re$en.~ed an a·rray o,~ s~gni.fi.c·an;t i.ssues' :eo:rexamfna~ 

tion, <l:i.s.cul:?s$C)ll"'; and tpe. develOl?men:t, or po:li·9Y optiQf1s,.-

FO\:l,r ma:jq:r:: ~reas were· the· sub,j;ect o,·f eX.tensiv.e a·t.t:en.tion 

by theRes~a.rch andPlanni,ng, Q'nit during; the. pas:t fiscal -ye'ar. 

The most cO~l?elling of these from a total court. system perspec­

tive WaS the develop~ent of the Improved. Judicial- Department 

Personpel ~.ystem proj~ct. 

1. Pers6nl1el System 

A·t the direc·t.ion of theCb~ef CQUl:"t Adrninis.trator, this .. 

project was designecfi to incJ;:ea.se t.he eff'iciency' and. effec.ti.ve­

ness of the administration o'f the Department's. non-judge 

'personnel; 'Ghrough a comprehensive ,process of as!sessment and 
. 

recommendation covering all aspects 0.£ the personnel system. 

Recognizing that the court merger, in OJ:l'der to be effective, 

must be thQ.roughly implanted: in. elVery' as.p,ect. of the Department's 

operationSi, i.t is imperative tha't:all. p:ersonnel understand the 

importance; o,f their particular positions wi.thin the. I:?ystem. As. 
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a result of this effort. the management of the personnel system 

will be enhanced, the organizational and operational lines of 

autnority and communicat.ion will be improved and clarified, and 

the duties and responsibilities of all positions will be delin­

eated. The primary thrust of this program is' the implementation 

of a new system which will provide simultaneously for the 

current needs of the Department as a whole, and for the neces­

sary flexibility to meet future requirements. 

2. Court Delay 

The ~econd major activity of the past year was the develop-

ment of a research program designed to assist in the' identifica-

tion of the causes of delay in "the trial court. Emphasis has 

been initially placed on the examination of criminal case pro­

cI:!ssing. Understanding the complex and' varied internal and 

external influences which affect 1:he movement of cases is the 

nel~essary first step in a process \\Ilhich will ultimately result 

in the design and implementation of strategies to further re-

duce congestion and delay in the trial courts. Within the con-

text of court merger, it is efforts such as this which can act 

as a catalyst in coalescing the new court struc.ture with im-
" 

proved procedures which this merged court system permits. 

3. Juvenile Court Advocates 

The third principal area of concern relates to the manner 

in which the interests of the State are represented in juvenile 

delinquency proceedings. The previous system of employing part-
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time attorneys as court advocatt::fs to perform this important 

function lacked the nec'essa.ry attributes to guarantee the 

efficient ana. '·e'ffective processing of delinquency cases. 'These 

defj_c'iencies -coupled with increa'sed concern about the s'erious 

juveni'leo'f'fendercaused a recon:sideration of alla:spects of the 

court ·advoca'teprogram. New procedures 'were developed by the 

Family DivisioIi-iJuveni'le Matte'rs while ·theResearch and Plarining 

Uni.t ,devEdopeda ';program 'to securoeand evalu-ab:~new ful1-~td!m~' 

,persontlel.Notorilywill this "J;iroJect 'permit increa'sed ;p'rd'!;' 

fess'idnal'ism ahd :accbuntabillty, :but aTsb it 'will permit c'er't~dn 

ftinct'idnsMhich '·have hereto'fote 'b~ehp"'e~:t'fbrrned sporadiCiil1y '1:6 

become par'to£ 'ito'rmal opera-cion 'of ,thec(1urt advoca'tesprogram. 

Case screening-for 'legal sufficiency, 1i:aisbn ~wi th local ,police 

agencies, and uniform criteria for 'the handling of certain types 

of cases are all bertefitsthat 'will :be ded:':lved from this program. 
, 

Ihadditioh, jUvenile proba'tion bffi'cerswill be relieved 'of 

the legal. aspectso'f ,Case screening, 'thereny enahling the in­

take s'taff to -d'evote 'more e'f£6r't to :the's6Cia1 -and disposItional 

components b'x ,thiS!, fwiction. 

4. Grant.s, Adinini:s't'ration 

The fourth area of major ;ac'tivityrevolved around the con;;'" 

solidation of federal gran'ts adiil1.,nist:i2d::.i6h 'and the development 

of a coordinated approach to tne 'use of ri3Ci~rai funds. Since 

the' acquisiti:on and ina.n~gement -6£ federal ft1l1d's, approxirili:i'tely 

one and Olle-half millio'n dollars -annual1yh.as and will continuCe 
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to be a major responsibility of the Research and Planning Unit, 

and new management procedures d were eveloped to enhance the 

overall coordination of grant f d d un e programs. By centrally 

administe~ing federal programs, increased effectiveness of the 

various programs being conducted can be aChieved. Further, with 

central coordination proJ' ects can more readily be designed to 

fall within the policy di+ectio~s set forth for the Judicial 

Department as a whole. All t gran programs in the 1979-1'980 

fiscal year will receive a much higher degree of attention and 

coordination than ever before. 
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E. SliPERn)R COURT' 'LAW' CLERKS AND' JURY' 'INSTRUCTION ,PROJECT 

1. L'e~aT 'Rese'arch 

':l'~e a!lv:ent of tJle f~veQa¥ tliial If.1~~lt C)nd tbe flex.i,piJ,;i.1;:y 

in jq¢i;i.cial; ~ss~gnments whic.h unificat;iQn provides., reql,lil;"eg 

the q,evelQJ?m.ent of a cost""e.ff~ctiv~ ·m~t.hod of. providin,gtr;i.~l. 

juqg,e.s, W:i.th as.,s;i.s..tance in l~gal :t:'~se~:t;cp,. Tb.e ac,cele;r~t;~q p~c·~ 

of litig,atipnC)l).Q, the ql,lali t¥ wou.ld be extre~ly difficl;lli;. 1;:Q 

m~int~in w.it,l;l.ou.t aQ¢iition~l r~s.,Q1trce.s in thifil irnJ?p:t:'tC)Ilt C):t;e9-., 

':l'n.~' Sl,lperiqJ; Court Law Clerks prpgJ;:C)rn l:>eg~,t;l on Se.ptemP~:r; .. . .' . ". . 

8, 1.978. 'Th,e feQ~raJ,ly fl,1ncled J?r~.g:r;am emJ?loys a tot~l Qf f.i,f­

teen ~ttqrn,eys as la.w cler:kfil ,C)nq ~, ~ta~f Qi:t;~ctor. It::j..s 

des~gned to p:t;o't'ide these selivices. 'rbe. pr9.gram. operates on 

a J?ooJ, basis, loc~ted in tbe New Haven Ge9graphical Are.a co:u:t;t-

house. 

L.a.w cJ,e.rks are. ~ss,igned to short caJ,endar sessions in each 

ju,dicial district, as needed. In adqition, research assistan,ce 

is avai:\.abJ,e to <;i.ny j.u.?ge who requ~res it for a pending matte:t;, 

upon reque.s.t. I,aw cJ,erk,s are aJ,so ass~gneg, to assis.t wi tb, 

habeas co:t:'J?~s rp.atters and, .i,n appropriate CCises, may be assigned 

to a. ~u~ge £,or the duration of C) trial. 

Betwe,e.n september 8, 19·78. C)n.4. glJJ)',~ 29·, 1979, 1251 res.e~~c.h 

requ~sts w~re. received., result:i,p,g in tne preJ;>c;I,ration of ~pproxi­

mate.ly 8..~.Q; IIl,exnoranda of law.. 'l'b.~!:).e :t;e,<;(u,e.s,ts were :t:'ece.:i, ved froIR 

94. j:u.~ges., ~l}ich repres.ents 8.~'%. of. 1;:h~ j\l.d.~c:i,a:t;¥. 

EffQ~ts.. a:r;e. being, IQqde to· cl,~velop tb.e l:'e.s..earch fa,cili1;y 

-4.4-

into a resource ·unit. The ultimate goal is to provide research 

assistance,' as needed, to all trial court ju?ges, in all, geo-

. graphic locations, and in all types of matters (civil, criminal, 

juvenile 'and family). 

2. Jury' . Inst'r'uct'ions 

,In response 'to requests from many ju?ges, the nucleus of 

a central jury cha~ge"bank is bei~g developed at the research 

facility. Ju~ges thro~ghout the state have been requested to 

submit repres'entative jury cha~ges, and copies of these are 

available to other ju?ges on request. . The j ury cha~ge project 

is just,b~ginni~g~ ,With the acquisition of data processi~g 

eqUipment, which is expected by September, 1979, it is anti­

Cipated that the' project will be able to provide increased 

services. The data processi~g equipment will permit the pro­

ject to collec't, index, update and disseminate the jury charges. 
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F. CONTINUING EDUCATION 

''1Jn.~ ·Q9;r}~;j.nuiJ1g Edllcat~QP program ~s r~sponsible fQ~the 

,~~l:1~~t~qJ.1qno. t~aininc:J of ~l:t .Jy.digial P~partm~nt emplQ¥,eef;. 

In :tne ~~.Pl?t year follow;inc:J llnif;Lcation oftne trial courts;, 

i;h~~~ PFi§ Peel} a 8ubp tantia1 i~<;:rea~e ;i,ll the nl,1Inber of pro­

~~aml!? gonq.~cted an,d in. the t+a~nin9' m~1:erials; devel.oJ?ed anCi 

.q..:j.J:?~r!p\.lte!l! ~;ffQ+ts; ,Were maQe to s9hegule juqic;ia.+eQ.l,1ca~ion 

R~mii-n~:r:,Ej g!1 a 1Ilont ll:Lr baSlis fo:r; 911 jlldc:Je$~ $ubjectsinc:Lude¢i 

~Q.miniRtrativ~ ~PJ?eal,Ej, rec~pt tJ:"epds 'i,n Sy.pre;nl~ Court Cases, 

ca§e~lQW m~mg"c;J@II)eptl men1:a:L healtp law, and new, rules of 
.. 

h p~~gial empPasi$ Wap placed, on orientat~on prQ-

grams for all j udges assic;J;n~Hj, to h~a"r j uv~mile rna tte:r:s, with 

more thap f.t,ve qays of seminars Qein9' gevoted to juvenile law 

S!n~e yn;f!9atiQn. 

~~tensiv~ t~ainipg materials nave peen produced to s;up­

plememt pro~rarn~ by p:r;ovidiPc:J add.i, tiO.nal equcationaJ. ,re$OllJ:'ces 

in, Var~OllS. a.rea,,~ of. law anp pro~edll.re~. W:r;i'tten mate:r;i..als have 

beeJ;1 4.i,~t+iQllteCi and aUgiO and v.i,CieQ t.a,pe recordings; have peell 

made ava.i+.aAle on a lQan b.a§is~ 

E}duQation prQgl:'aII\$· have :Peen he.ld fQr state's attorneYs" 
' .. ~ . 

c+.e;-ks o.f qourt, juveniJ,e cu~Q.. ad,lJ,lt:, prQ:Qat:i...Qn Office+$ and 

faIT1,:!:ly re.l,~tion~ offiGers~ :tn qqCi:ttiqn" 9.:0. ipt,ensiye sem.:j.nar 

on ca~ef!9,W' m~ngge.~e~t was ~(;:mgq~:t~Q. $.t9:t,~I'l? attol:"neYC$ have 

CQn9;\l9tl~9, ~P;(Wr~s 9n seg,~9:tl. g,A9. ~,e:t~lJ,~~ ~ and ~:i...ct:i,.m-witnes.s 

cg~q~rn~ '!. ¥.amily qj, vi s,iQ:r\ ~~,t'§~!ll1e+ bel,g, §;e~JI::i;nars. on :f irst-
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aid training for juvenile detention staff, juvenile delin­

quency and employee relations •. In May, 1979, the family 

relations staff participated in: a five-day national conference 

hosted in Hartford for the National Council of Juvenile an. 

Family Court judges. 

Perhaps, the best illustration of the effect of unifica-

tion on continuirg education pr~grammirg was the development 

of trainirg sessions on cardiopulmonary resuscitation. Once 

thenee'd was identifi,ed, representatives from every court" 

facility we~e 'selected to attend traini~g pr~grams that ~ould 

qualify them to provide 'eme~gency services for heart attack 

victims. Due . .,to the improved administrative capacity of the 

unified court to coordinate 'staffi~gpatterns and scheduli~g, 

the selection, notification and pres'en:tc3;tion of the first 

session was completed less than four weeks after initiation. 

It is 'anticipated that all future education and traini~g pro­

grams will benefit from the improved administrative capabilities 

to plan, coordinate and implement necessary programs and pro-

jects',. 
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J . ACTIVE PENDING CASES 
ON 7/1/78 

0-6 6-12 + 12 
---..kOCAT ION ~IOS . ~IOS. ~IOS. TOTAL 

---hJ'lS, -MI I •. 0 0 0 0 

--'ill..Wro r: PORT 235 158 396 789 

DANIIURY 0 o ~: 0 0 

IIARTfORD 518 254 146 918 
, 

t.ITCIIFIELD 47 Zl 16 84 

mDDLESEX 39 3 3 45 

NEI~ IIAVEN 353 144 208 705 

NEW LONDON 148 20 9 177 

TOI,LAND 46 5 0 51 

WATERBURY 131 21 99 251 

W'INDlIMI 19 3 0 22 

STATE 536 629 877 3042 

\ 

L 

L 
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SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL (PART A) STATISTICS 

STATUS OF ACTIVE PENDING CASES' . 

JULy I, 1978 - JULy I, i979 

ACTIVE PENDING CASES ACTIVE PENDING CASES 
ON 1/1/79 'ON 7/117f! 

0-6. 6-12 + 12 0-6 6-12 ... 12 
MOS. ~10S. MOS. TOTAL MOS. MOS. ~IOS. TOTAL 

79 0 0 79 :44 15 0 59 

265 147 378 790 229 130 243 602 

34 1 0 35 28 1 0 29 

583 330 185 1098 477 281 163 921 

34 9 4 47 45 6 6 57 

102 4 3 109 49 0 1 50 

372 244 181 7.97 254 218 263 735 

200 22 13 235 126 10 1 137 

19 10 0 29 78 1 2 81 

137 37 46 220 167 24 17 208 

17 0 0 17 13 0 0 13 

1842 804 810 3456 1510 686 696 2892 

'. 

CHANGE IN ACTIVE CHANGE IN ACTIVE 
CASES (6-12 MOS.) CASES (+12 MOS.) 
SINCE 7/1/78 SINCE 7/1/78 

NUMBER PERCENT NU~1BER PERCENT 
! 

+ 15 - 0 -
- 28 - 17.7. -153 - 38.6 

+·1 - 0 
. -

+ 27 + 10.6 + 17 + 11.6 

- 15 : - 71.4 - 10 - 62.5 

- 3 -100.0 - 2 - 64i.7 

+ 74 + 51.3 + 55 + 26.4 

- 10 - 50.0 - 8 - 88.9 

- 4 - 80.0 + 2 -
-to .3 + 14.2 - 82 - 82.8 

- 3 -100.0 0 -
+ 57 + 9.1 -181 - 20.6 

.: .; 

MEDIAN 
AGE OP(In mos.) 
ACTIVE 
CASES 

4.4 

9.3 

2.1 

S.7 

3.8 

1.0 

9.1 

2.1 

?O 
2,3 . 

2.1 

5.7 
, -

I !t 
f1 
1\ 
i:.:.:1c 

------- --------.---------~~ -- -----
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\ 
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LOCATION 

ANSONIA ., MILFORD 

DAI'!BU~Y 

FAI~n~~Q: 

HA~W()~P 

. NEW HA\!;N: 

J,.ITGJlFIE,~P 

M,iPDL~:SE}{ 

NEW I,.QNJ)ON 

T01,.LANi;) 

WINDH~ 

\O~A'l'ERBURY 

TOTAL 

-E 

NO. CASES 
PENDING BEGIN­
NINGOF PERIOD 

o 
j) 

ff9,7 

1~28 

837 

ll9 

78 

206 

64 

~l 

348 

3;898 

SUPERIOR .COURT ... 'CRIMINAL (P~T A) S:rATISTICS 

M.OV~NTOF 'CRIMINAL DOCKET 

.JULY 1, 1978 - JUNE 30, 19.79. 

CASES ·DISPOSED OF 
- DURING PERIOD' 

CASES, 
ADDED 
DURING PERIOD WITHOUT TRIAL' 'wlTHTRIALTOTAL DISP. 

208 

1;4;7 

767 

1482 

73.9, 

1.3.4 

366 

60.5 

159 

76. 

360 

5,043 

139 

llO 

852 

1376 

67,7 

173 .. ' 

347, 

614 

U9 

75 

395 :.; 

4877 

7 

6 

36 

42 

47 

5 

23 

23 

4 

o 
14 

20,,7 

~46 

116 

888 

1418 

724 

178 

370 

637 

123 

75 

409 

5084 

NO. CASES 
PENDING AT 
END 

62 

31 

776 

1392 

8'52 

75 

74 

174' 

100 

22 

299 

3857 

NET CHANGE 
DURING 
PERIOD 

+ 62 

+ 31 

-121 

+ 64 

+ 15 

44 

4 

- 32 

+ 36 

+ 1 

49 

-41 
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SUPERIOR COURT - CRIMINAL (PART A) STATISTICS 

STATUS OF CRIMINAL DOCKET AS OF JULY 1, 1979 

TOTAL ACTIVE PROCEDURAL STAGE OF ACTIVE CASES AGE OF ACTIVE CASES IN MONTHS 
CASES INACTIVE CASES WAITING WAITING WAITING 

LOCATION PENDING CASES* PENDING PLEA TRIAL** SENTENCE Q:1 1:.§. §.:1l OVER 12 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 62 3 59 0 34 25 17 27 15 0 

DANBURY 31 2 29 5 14 10 20 8 1 0 

FAIRFIELD 776 174 602 63 492 47 127 102 130 243 

HARTFORD 1392 471 921 47 781 93 300 177 281 163 
I 

NEW ~AVEN 852 117 735 19 701 15 110 144 218 263 U1 ... 
I LITCHFIELD 75 18 57 7 42 8 6 39 6 6 

MIDDLESEX 74 24 50 0 41 ? 46 3 0 1 

NEW LONDON 174 37 137 43 71 23 99 27 10 1 

TOLLAND 100 19 81 36 45 O· 60 18 1 . 2 

WINDHAM 22 9 13 8 4 1 9 4- 0 0 

WATERBURY 299 91 208 46 141 21 138 29 24 17 

TOTAL 3857 965 2892 274 2366 252 932 578 686 696 

\ 

, \ 

L 
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$U~E~IOR~ QOQRT "'- ORlMINAJ:{ ~,p'.AA:r; ~);, S'1lA'l!:IS'l';lCS. 

STATUS OF; ACr:~V~r GPi-SES' PE;.NDING· ON: Qt>,e~T~ A~ QIfr ~-qI!~::I:, l:979, 

TOTAL ACmVEY AGE OF ACnVE CASES, 
CASES INACTIVE CASES 3 -, 6; MOS,"., 6, - 12 MPs.; OlJ.ER 12: ·eOS. 

LOCATION BENDING CASES· RENDING, 0-3: t40S'., CONFINED NOT aONE!NED: eONEINED NOT, CONEINED CONFINED, NOT,CONFINED 
,.~. ~ >~,.~- '~~'.'" ~~ '~~. '~ .. -,-' -,. A' ... · """" ... " .... ',"d~ .. ,-_ .. "" ..... ~ 

ANS., - MLLFIh 62. 3; S9' :1:.7 :t.~ l;~, 3" 1;2. Q Q 

DdNBURY; :3,1', 2~ 1.9: 20 l,1 7' J; 0 ,,,' p 0 

FcM:R'Ft£DD" 71:6., 1;74;' 6~Q.~· li27: ~3' 79~ 1;9: l;~'l! ,. p.6 

:flARtEORO; l!3~:2; 4\i'~ 9.'2~ l'Q:O' ~W l?~'~' ~(1t 2,4)~ 9, 1;54. 

I: NEWtH~VEN., ~~'2~ 1;].i7' 7,3;5', 1;;l:Q' 3'0", llMi ~4: l;~~) l? ~5l 
(n 
to UtCHF.:tEtJj, 15. 18

' 
!j·t 6~ ~7' 2.~: 3.0 ~, t 2,' Ii 

M'H)BllE-SE){; 't4l 24; ~(), 4.6 0\ 3: a;' q, 0" 1 

NEW' EONDONl 1\7'4: ),7; ]));1' 9,9: 2 ~5 ?; 8, Q 1;. 

T(jLLA.~D 10'0' 19; 81', 6,0 6 l;~' l;- 0; ~. 0 

W,INDKAM! 2'2:' 9' 1.3: 9 0, 4' 0 Q 0, 0 

WATERBuRy 2§9· g'! :208' 13'8' I ~8; 0 2-:4, 1 16 

TOTAIi. 3-8'57 9'65, 28'9'2 932: 1*3; 4;~,~, ~;Q' .5,96. 3$. i.el 

\ 

L 
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LOCATION 

" f .~ 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 

DANBURY 

FAIRFIELD 

HARTFORD 

NEW HAVEN 

LITCHFIELD 

MIDDLESEX' 

NEW LONDON 

TOLLAND 

WINDHAM 

WATERBURY 

STATE 

SUPE~10R COURT 

CRIMINAL (PART A) CASES 

POTENTIAL DISPOSITIONTIME* 

IN MOS. 

1977-78 

---

12.5 

9.0 

12.9 

7.8 

4,.4 

6.0 

4.5 

3.1 

13: 2' 

9.7 

1978-79 

4.8 

3.0 

8.1 

7.8 

12.2 

3.8 

1.6 

2.6 

,7.9 

2.1 

6.1 

6.8 

* Potential Dispostion' 'rime is an estimate of time required to 

process a case through the court based on current disposition 

rates. 
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LOCATION 

SXAMFORD~ 

BRIDGEPORT 

DANBURY' 

.WATERBURY" 

ANS .• ~MIL'FORJJ 

NEW" HAVEN,; 

MEa:Ib~ 

Wt. HAV.EW 
~iDlitJg'l'OwK1 

NEw.OOHDONf 
JiANtEIiSON:' 

. E'., HARTF,~RD) 
WiNDS()R~ 

HAR<rnORol 
NEWl BillJ:ltATN1 
WI., lWt'rjJFORD} 

BRI:SroD, 
WiNSTED) 
ROCKVThLE'c 
NoRWAIlK{ 

NoRWItlH! 
rO'l!AIl 

-f 

SUIlERJ:OID; coutrr' _. CRIMINAl;, (fA1l1r" B)~ S,TAtIlISTI(;;S' 
ANNUAL . SUMHAR¥~' 

JUJ',Y>', l'. 19;78;: - JllN~,30:"., 19.79; 

CAsES! P.ENDING~ ON; 711.1781 CASES' PENDING' ON; 6/30/79~· 
DIVER'- RE~ 

SIONARY· tUUtESTS; 
ACTHE STAGE PENDING, TO'l'AE, 

1:6861 

1999) 

26.8\ 

23113; 

531<. 

287 

1150, 

2iYD~ 

650: 

250. 

9'45; 

58'll 
327t' 

3'9J1 
2J,6) 

205, 

589! 

395.\ 

6'81} 

31tn 

19"4, 

228' 

tOl! 

180: 

442' 

21/6: 

87,29' 

161 

469: 

11' 

806 

2n, 

226~ 

192i 

~2i. 

l'29) 

tJ.:4~ 

4iL! 

2bz: 

f63J 

252< 

236· 

l!711 

95' 

l'l'()' 

95' 

203' 
84, 

4'OS5i 

1238.' 

380': 

57: 

9'~7' 

68.~ 

846~ 

In;. 

2;22! 

2115) 

32 

1[87' 

1~01 

893: 

2:12, 

l!26'. 

20'];7: 

9t.'s:· 
4S?, 

7.42:: 

605: 

27,8\ 

9.i7.8i 

698" 

r826· 

7<59' 

4'91' 

247' 57.0': 

97· 40'8\ 

128\ 403-

l!72t 8t7, 

63, 393: 

6487' 1~'.2'7!li 

CASES': 
ADl)mr'DURING 
P.ERTOD! 

3~'l:.7· 

8868' 

2li,!llf:, 

64r.7~ 

4642 

10'17 

5008. 

4288} 

3~14'1 

5'688:' 

254\3"1 

4\353; 

3P4'2~ 

9J:S5: 

4'lro9,i 

2984' 

2539' 

2607 

2432' 

4'399; 

"5.49~· 

96.Z31l 

TRANSFERS X 
TO' 

PART A" 

134(· 

405, 

lt6. 

334' 

219 

41:3' 

182: 

.r31' 

440~ 

40Z' 

7!l.t 

256: 

In2' 

509; 

216' 

145 

86. 

134', 

128 

1!l.'4 

2·])7.' 

482Q' 

D;ISPOSEDi\ 
DURING,. 
PERIOD-, 

4034, 

8254'. 

23&3;, 

6631' 

3815', 

9531, 

484~~ 

4'101': 

307al 

53'62¥ 

221.'3\ 

428ll 

2968: 

7,5.48\ 

3845' 

273li, 

2244 

2405 

2274; 

38li2',' 

320£ 

&9.~..s89J 

DIY'ER- RE-·· 
~ION~Y~ A,RRE.sTS~ 

~. STAGE- PENDING. 

222; 251 4~2 

786. 598 824, 

2-33! 1:14; 1.'3Qi 

4['11 

476, 

881:: 

4'36.'. 

2,6, 

289'; 

1641 

164, 

508, 

22:3 

826: 

21.7; 

25.0' 

193' 

216. 

244 

381 

1691 

7,585. 

19.4 

40'7 

318 

19.6-

1'26. 

196. 

236' 

58: 

135: 

265 

395 

384 

166 

262: 

138 

109 

302' 

185: 

5035~ 

1'220 

25?, 

9;76;. 

294, 

1,1'2' 

360' 

l:2W 

55~ 

1·51! 

])22; 

1:7,33' 

20'6, 

183' 

324. 

122, 

80 

607/ 

11;81 

8k7::n 

TOTAli~ 

945 

2208, 

477' 

1825 

~1:38· 

2175. 

9·26 

5J4~ 

845-

529\ 

277 

7.9.4 

610 

2954; 

807' 

599. 

779 

476 

433 

])290' 

47'2' 

21,1,.093' 

NO'~. O'F,; TRIALS 

d!!@ COURT. 

1fl; 16 

48) 81 

27' 2a,<. 

13 21 

10 34'. 

32; 52 

2:5\ 21 

9; 35. 

0' 2.0 

l~, 42. 

6 1.40 

11' 48'. 

11 44. 

20 

33' 

10 

11 

10 

4, 

1:7' 

10'-' 

331 

37 

169. 

8'7' 

51, 

3D 

29, 

66 

321 

957. 

.. ---~~.--~~ -- -'---. 
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LOCATIONS 

STAMFORD 

BRIDGEPORT 

p.\NBURY 

WATERBURY 

ANS.-MIL. 

IIEWHAVEN 

MERIDEN 

WEST HAVEN 

--!!m?LETOWN 

HEW LONDON 

DANIELSON 

• • u 

i 
: 

! 

= 
; 
! 
: 
! 
: 

; 

: 

I 
i 

I 

I 
I • • • • • • 
I 

", 

ACTIVE PENDING CASES I 7/1/78 ON • • 
TOTAL r. OVER', OVER 

'rIME ACTIVE TIME = 
STAND. CASES STAND •• 

! 

60 187 ?n,Q ; 

353 1150 
; 

30.7 ! 
, . 

38 200 19.0 ! 
158 650 

I 24.0 • 

* 250 * I 
210 945 22.01 

e 
159 581 27.0 ; 

• 
94 327 28.7 ; 

127 391 = 31.5 ! 

66' . 
276 ! 23.9 ! 

40 205 19.5 I 
; 
• I 
I 
I 
I 

-r 

SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL (PART B) STATISTICS (INCL. ~'i.'OR VEHICLE) 

STATUS OF ACTIVE PENDING CASES 

JULy 1, 1978 - JULy 1, 1979 

CRIMINAL (PART i\) CASES 

ACTIVE PENDING CASES 1 ACTIVE PENDING CASES I ON 1/1/79 ON 7/1/79 
= OVER TOTAL % OVER I OVER TOTAL % OVER I 

ACTIVE TIME I TIME ACTIVE 'rIME • TIME 
STAND. CASES STAND. I STAND. CASES STAND. 

99 30;9 ?7·t:. 11 222 
i 

5.0 • 

279 941 29.6 182 786 23.2 

81 225 36.0 47 233 20.3 I 
136 544 25.0 81 411 19.7 

225 514 43.8 145 476 31.8 

175 868 20.2 196 881 22.2 

143 496 28.8 107 436 24.5 
" • 

66 342 19.3 I 34 296 11.5 

64 311 20.6 61 289 21.1 

34 248 13.7 9 164 5.5 

50 185 27.0 22 164 13.4 

I 
I 

I 

I 
CHANGE IN CASES I 

OVER TIME STANDARD! 
SINCE 7/1/78 i 

• • 
NUMBER PERCENT I 
- 49 - 81,7 

-171 - 48.4 i 
+ 9 + 23.6 

-77 - 48.7 

iIr * 
- 14 - 7.1 

- 52 - 32.7 : 

• - 60 - 63.8 a 
- 66 - 52.0 

- 57 - 86.4 

- 18 - 45.0 

• • 

I 
I 

-- -.-~~~--------------~ ~. 

MOTOR VEHICLE CASES 

PENDING PENDING I PENDING I 
CASES CASES J CASES 
ON 7;1/13 ONI/1/ ON 7/1/79 J 

I' TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL 
PENDING PENDING PENDING 

I i 
429 273 226 • 

611 643 I 549 

214 190 i 163 

• 399 205 226 

499 135 361 

112 217 • 189 

I : 522 • 350 241 • 
i 

170 154 136 : 
• ; 

1212 296 • 282 J • ; 
737 582 864 • • 

I ~ 

144 171 118 [ 

I I 
~ 
I 
I' 
I 

I I 

I 
I 

I f 
I 
I • I 

I • I • i .1 • 
~ 
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'SUPERIOR COURT 'PRIMINAL (PART B) STATISTICS ,«INCL,. iMbTOR ;,YEilICL'E) 

iSTA'l1JS ,OF ACTlVEPENDI~GOt;iIES 

31lliy ~1,,1978- ;iUI;y :a, ::1:9'79 

~n 'CRIMINAL ~(PART IB )CASES ,~ 'MOTOR 'VEill:Cm 'CASES 

:U iU 
:!ACTIVE PENDING.CASES!I ACnVE ·PENDING CASES ;1'ACT:rV~ ,PENDING ·CASES l~';U 'CHANGE. ,INCASES.' ;=' 'l'ENDING :U' 'PENDlNG i~ 
U ON '} /i/78 n 'ON '111/'19; = ·OVER·TIME 'STANDARDlCA~ES ji 'CASESf, 

PENDING 
C~SI1.s 

0" 7/1/79 '~ ft i 'ON 71lIi9"SItlCE 7/.. -/78 ,jn ON711/~U ON l/1/~ 
------.,---'!!,:---;,o::-:v:=ER=-"-+--=To:::T=:Ac=L-i--:;r.:;-;:o:Ov=ER:-·.~ii---=.OV::-:E:::R:-:-"~, --:='T=O"'TA7:L:---it·, '~%;;-:O::-:V:::E=-RDOVER 'TOTAL, ,%OVER iI/ ; '" '1111 

II TIME' ACTIVE TUIE 'a TIME AcrivE iiflME n TIME .iCTIVE· 'TIME ,: ""I TOTAL :II TOTAL = TOTAL LOCATIONS 
.~ 'ST~.'CASES STA~D. '~ST~. CASES ;STAND. USTAND. 'CASES 'STAND. iii ,NUMBER ,PERCENT:II PENDING ill 'PENDING~ PENDING 

WEST,i!ARTFORD , 

TOTAL 

. , ~", 



l .r 

TOTAL 
PENDING 

LOCATION 7/1/78 

STAMFORD 1,534 

BRIDGEPORT 1,910 

DANBURY 1,078 

WATERBURY 3,291 

ANS • -MILFORD 1,020 

NEW HAVEN 591 

MERIDEN 1,385 

W. HAVEN 729 

MIDDLETOWN 1,320 

NEW L01'DON . 2,028 

DANIELSON 402 

E. HARTFORD 829 

WINDSOR 699 

HARTFORD 877 

NEW BRITAIN 1,045 

W. HARTFORD 783 

BRISTOL 367 

WINSTED 205 

ROCKVILLE 1,689 

NORWALK 844 

NORWICH 1,658 

SUPERIOR COURT - MOTOR VEHICLE CASES­

G.A. LOCATIONS 

JULy 1, 1978 -,JULY 1, 1979 

PENDING ON 7/1/79 

INFRACTIONS MOTOR 
CASES CASES AWAITING VEHICLE 
ADDED DISPOSED PAYMENT CASES 

21,456 22,143 621 226 

29,647 29,498 1,510 549 

11,628 11,963 580 163 

18,005 19,079 1,991 226 

17,932 17,732 859 361 

14,562 14,507 457 189 

19,059 19,667 536 241 

11,300 11,407 486 136 

18,530 19,074 494 282 

34,520 34,402 1,282 864 

8,274 8,371 187 118 

14,493 14,514 534 274 

11,633 11,782 361 189 

8,519 8,932 299 165 

12,411 12,745 408 303 

13,931 14,150 468 96 

8,069 8,031 242 163 

5,483 5,188 316 184 

17,137 18,011 508 307 

16,497 16,616 514 211 

9,619 10,647 394 236 

STATE 24,284 322,705 328,459 13,047 5,483 

-57-
," .... \ . ~.~'.:.::~':,'..;::..;::~.::::::.::.;::;'.'.~~,..:f;o.~;::;vt~.!l=#'~4'"'~~-:;\.."PI-~--- .. -. ~ -~-",~ ~ -

-, 

r 
l 

,-TOTAL 
.=:.; ~ , 

PENDING 1~ 
~. 

847' 

2,059 

743 

2,217 
1,220 

646 

777 

622 

776 

2,146 

305 

808 

550 

464 

711 

564 

405 

500 

815 

725 

630 

--~l 
18,530 
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LOCATION 

AN$.QNla:",~lLFOR,J) 

DAN,llUR¥ 
" _ .. ~ 

F~+'!W~~t~· 

~'J:fH§~ 

N,~Ji:\!\~;r4;Iti 

N~~ ~'\f~~ 

Ll~~tt¥~~~!J.· 

MIPP~~s,~·~ 

NEW ~O~p'ON 

'r.()~~ 

Wlrm~ 

W4T¥R~U~Y 

STAMF0RD, 
~ .~'~".~"~.-

TOT~LS. 

- .r 

fE.ND.ING 
JULY. l,;, 19)8. 

130.· 

hf.?7 

~~P,9.9, 

J;~,,~~?: 

l",,1ga 
'0'. • 

:i.3.t 19~ 

l,,~~~3. 

)';,.68.4 

~" ~.8.~. 

1 2-21 . " .' .. 
MJ 

?J.~H 

5. 2·3.1 
," ~ .. t '-, 

?7,',39.4. 

SUPERIOR COURT .' -. ".~ ", .. :: ... -

J;;N'P!;~B 
W}~ING. 

Y.EAR 
: f- ". : lW nU~L 

··1 41{ 
": ' .>r ~ :t.E?E? 

!~;3Tl 56 .... .,. 

.5 551 '. .:. 3?~ 

~,63,l,; 311 
~~. ~ . ~... :-

1,.9,+9, 110. 
;:" ! ,~-. 

8.,OtW; ., ' 5~1 

t~l;~f 97 

]',4+7.' n; 

~~.53? 25.9 

l,o.03 75 

70..2 ~2: 

2.).~.~~; ;J;~~' 

~.J.1327. 83 ' .. 

40,- 9:24 2:,,316. 

~I&:p,Oa~ V.:Q.R~NG ~EAR 
.:; .;, .... , -,;. :.-.... .. ' 

OTaE:(~ DISPOSl:1'IONS 

·748 

890 

5,7,67 

9~}~~ 

1~~917' 

7.~l1,9 

~,.29,3 

1,249, 

2,Z]4 

9,28 

6,79; 

~~~ 3.~~ 

J.,O(lO, 

3.Z,;a.91 

TOTAL 

2M 

946 

E?~095 

10,045 
•. r' 

~,49.7-

7~700: 

1,39,0 

1,3,?:2 

3,030 

-1,0(;)3 

7'3l 

2.,A~l 

3.,,),;4,3; 

40.,207 

~,911 

1,779 

2,a95 

~12 

~,.056. 

5.8,109. 

-.---- ..... ,,-- - ---.---.- -. 

JJ 
.,.~ 
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LOCATION 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 

DANBURY 

FAIRFIELD 

, HARTFORD 
I 

U1 
\Q NEW BRITAIN I 

NEW HAVEN 

LITCHFIELD 

MIDDLESEX 

NEW LONDON 

TOLLAND 

WINDHAM 

WATERBURY 

\ STAMFORD 

'- TOTALS 

L 

L 

-,. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL CASES - JURY TRIAL LISTS - JULY 1, 1978 - JULY 1, 1979 

ENTERED DISPOSED DURING YEAR . 
PENDING DURING 

JULY 1, 1978 YEAR BY TRIAL OTHER DISPOSITIONS 

55 104 8 47 

127 142 13 75 

2,414 980 76 904 

3,173 1,100 45 1,009 

454 225 20 171 

3,770 1,506 76 1,063 

309 165 38 208 

338 205 18 186 

621 320 36 385 

240 149 19 114 

58 89 19 70 

735 318 39 380 

1,075 524 31 342 

13,369 5,827 438 4,954 

TOTAL 

55 

88, 

980 

1,054 

191 

1,139 

246 

204 

133 

89 

419 

373 

5,392 

PENDING 
JULY 1, 1979 

104 

181 

2,41,.4 

3,219 

488 

339 

520 

256 

. 58 

634 

1,226 

13,804 

J , 

J~ 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL CASES - COURT TRIAL LIST - JULY 1, 1978 - July 1, 1979 

ENTERED DISPOSED DURING YEAR 
PENDING DURING 

LOCATION JULY l, 1978 YEAR BY TRIAL OTHER DISPOSITIONS TOTAL 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 158 223 70 101 171 

DANBURY 146 220 38 87 125 

FAIRFIELD 1,889 1,310 209 886 1,095 

~ 
HARTFORD 3,239 2,014 223 1,263 1,486 

NEW BRITAIN 278 266 77 149 226 -I 

NEW HAVEN 2,731 1,794 382 708 1,090 

LITCHFIELD 328 232 51 250 301 

MIDDLESEX 350 259 45 179 224 

NEW LONDON 885 566 205 659 864 

TOLLAND 170 189 30 106 136 

\ WINDHAM 64 125 25 105 130 

WATERBURY 549 45.4 63 252 315 

" j 
STAMFORD 1,280 778 39 325 364 

.. 
TOTALS 12,067 8,430 1,457 5,070 6,527 

« . 
~ ~,~~!;;vJ-4"~ ~"I.\\~.:(".;~'01$-:~:w.';~;" ~1f:t1-~u..~"~~*"~"'~~-';4~"O·~""~'-,,,,~,,,, "-, .. ~"'""'-1 •• , .... ,~ .. ..-:;;.,c"",,QG.I.&~ -.....;:.. .. :.s.-~.,.-i'I"I" "",~""",,,,,~,,>,,,,,,,,~~.uz.,U'->::»~,,,,.tl" ~~~~..lf.'~~~r.;..,.~ 

L 

L 

PENDING 
JULY 1, 1979 

210 

241 

2,104 

. 318 

3,435 

259 

385 

587 

223, 

59 

688 

1,694 

13,970 

I' 
t 

l 

J 
\ 

-~ 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

CIVIL CASES - G.A. LOCATIONS - JULy 1, 

CASES ADDED 
G.A. PENDING DURING 
NO. LOCATION 7/1/78 YEAR 

1 STAMFORD 193 839 

2 BRIDGEPORT 640 2,439 

3 DANBURY 54 328 

4 WATERBURY 218 823 

5 ANSONIA 128 437 

6 NEW HAVEN 329 2,163 

7 MERIDEN 219 514 

8 WEST HAVEN 146 643 

9 MIDDLETOWN 64 520 

10 NEW LONDON 300 662 
; 

,11 DANIELSON 89 388 

12 EAST HARTFORD 155 432 

13 WINDSOR 54 163 

14 HARTFORD 811 2,062 

15 NEW BRITAIN 111 508 

16 WEST HARTFORD 201 123 

17 BRISTOL 92 291 

18 WINSTED 54 271 

19 ROCKVILLE 51~ 291 

20 NORWALK 137 567 

21 NORWICH 34 510 

STATE 4,083 14,974 

. \ ' . 
';:'~ 

... 61-

L 

" . 

l~if 
~:,:.: . 

:.,: •. 

~~ 
\->i 

1978 - JUNE 30, 1979 

DISPOSED CASES 
DURING PENDING 

YEAR 6/30/79 

684 348 

2,425 654 

312 70 

771 270 

434 131 

2,132 360 

512 221 

674 115 

'474 110 

567 395 

347 130 

449 138 

188 29 

2,492 381 

484 135 

104 220 

308 75 

237 88 

278 67 

560 144 

391 153 

14,823 4,234 

-, 

" 

~, 
) 

~-~" 
--.-;--~ 

1~ 

., 
_~J 

- ~'- ......... -~ --- --. ---- -
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-r 

LOCATION 1973-74 1974-75 

STAMFORD (1) 6100 74.24 
BRIDGEPORT ~682 1037.8 
DANBURY 2022 229.9 
WATERBURY 5886 6335 
ANSONIA 2547 2599 
NEW HAVEN 4813 6386 . 
MERIDEN 4458 5116 
~VEST HAVEN 2134 3586 
MIPDL,BTOWN 2162 226). 
NEW LONDO.N ;!2) 5.28J. ·6845 
DAN I E.L.So.N ;L6,26 20~3 
MANCH.E'S T:l;::R .~Ol,1 493,2 
WINDSOR 1987 2104 
HARTFORD 10'8,47 13254 
NEW BR;ErrAIN 374.9 44J.6 
WEST 'H~.:R!r:FO.RD 3305 .4002 
BRISTOL 2391 272,1-
WINSTED .2077 23Sg 
ROCKVIlJLE .( 3) ·953 
NORvJALK (1) 
NORWICH (2) 

S UBTOTl;\'L 74078 90023 
HOUSIN.G CODRT(4) 

TOTAL 74078 90023 

SUPERIOR COURT 
C.IVIL DIVISION 

St-IALLCLAINSFILINGS 

.1975-76 197·6-77 ... .,. -, ,-. . . ., ~, 

7408 ·6~01 
1.0699 '9,890 

2402 2487 
.6292 ;6088 
3344 3764 
6426 6974 
5494 5843 
2967 2828 
2218 2380 
-8299 e6:J..'5 
.~136 2.238 
40.27 3976 
2074 2.211 

137.50 14319 
4399 4356 
43.67 .. 4017 
2731 ;2722 
3570 3655 
1992 2(138 

,.. 

94595 95002 
,.. 

94595 95002 

1977-78 1978 ... 79. 
. , - n" .~ • .~ "'. 

71:9.3 4073 
9.014 8J.9~ 
2506 2606 
4953 '9305 
3273 301~ 
:(i544 \9737 
5539 ~764 
2434 ~805 
2234 .~461 
'6669 .4211 
.le05 2~08 
33J4 307.2 
2141 .2116 

1,2550 11520 
3744 3245 

. .3 7.2J. .3365 
27.2.2 ~631 
2549 2992 
2033 2343 

3380 
2877 

84968 e5615 
'741 

,e4g68 86359 

1-
2. 
3 • 
4. 

G.A .•. 20 (No·rwa1k)crepted 7/1/78;c.ove;rs pn c;trea .fpr.me,t"ly servf:dpy Sta,mfQ:cd,. 
G~A. 21 (Norwich) c~eated 7/1/78ca~esan a~ea form~~,1.y ~ervea by New ~ondon. 
G.A.. cr.;,.eated -in Tolland Ju<;licial District pursuant ·to· P.A. 74-,1.83, .effect.;i.ve 12/3J./74 
Housing Court created .inijartford-New Britain J .. D .. ,Pursuant: to ,P.A,. 78"",365, et'fe.c,tive 1/,1./79 .•• 

-.- ..... ....---- ---- -- ---- - ~ 

l 

J J 
~ 

.. 
~ 
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SUPERIOR COURT 

F~iILY CASES - ON DOCKETS - JULY 1,1978- JULY 1,1979 

ENTERED DISPOSED DURING YEAR . 
PENDING DURING 

LOCATION JULY 1, 1978 YEAR BY TRIAL OTHER DISPOSITIONS 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 26 525 3 227 

DANBURY 463 677 57 531 

FAIRFIELD 1,300 1,608 299 1,717 

HARTFORD 3,034 3,713 11 4,104 
I 

0\ N.EW BRITAIN 748 824 21 836 
·w 

I 
NEW HAVEN 2,318 2,654 372 2,476 

LITCHFIELD 533 664 3 756 

MIDDLESEX 712 760 33 898 

NEW LONDON 1,365 1,560 48 1,806 

TOLLAND 585. 819 51 744 

WINDHAM 456 567 14 672 

WATERBURY 862 1,018 120 995 

\ 
STAMFORD 1,577 1,679 46 1,932 

\. 

TOTALS 13,97f} 17,068 1,078 17,694 . \ 

a 

L 

L 
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LOCATION 

ANSONIA-l-fILFORD 

DANBURY 

FAIRFIELD 

HARTFORD' 

¥JEW :13RITAIN 

NEt\! HAVEN 

LITCHFtELD 

MIDDLESEX 

NEW LONDON 

rOLLAND 

WINDHAM 

WATERBURY 

STAl-fFORD 

TOTAL:S 

-,r 

SUPERIOR COURT 

FAMILX CASES- CONTESTED 'TRIAL LIST - JULY 1,1978 ';..JULYl, 1979 

ENTERED DISPOS'EDDURING 'YEAR "', 
PENDING DURING 

JULY 1, 1918', YEAR BY TRIAL OTHER DISPOSITtONS TOTAL ',. 

2 13 0 7 7 

50 "47 21 45 66 

125, 129 130 98 228 26, 

80 89 0 79 ' 79 90 

32 30 . , 4 37 41 21 

85 . 97 50 56 106 76 

28 26 1" 32 33 21 

33 28 11 31 ' 42 19 

69 62 14 85 99 32 

17 19 11 11· 22 

15 24 .6 31 37 2 

45 39 25 28 53 31 

221 . 141 28 . 254 282 80 

802 744 301 794 1095 451 

. c") 
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LOCATION 

ANSONIA-MILFORD 

DANBURY 

FAIRFIELD 

I HARTFORD 
~ 
V1 
I NEW BRITAIN 

NEW HAVEN 

LITCHFIELD 

MIDDLESEX 

NEW LONDON 

TOLLAND 

WINDHAM 

WATERBURY 

\ STAMFORD , 

TOTALS 
'. 

L 

,-

-; 

SUPERIOR COURT 

FAMILY CASES - LIMITED CONTESTED TRIAL LIST - JULY 1, 1978 - July 1, 1979 . 

ENTERED 
PENDING DURING 

JULY 1, 1978 YEAR BY TRIAL 

0 67 1 

a 134 30 

0 350 132 

a 708 1 

0 138 10 

a 503 98 

a 108 1 

0 146 3 

a 390 6 

a 139 19 

a 0 a 

0 140 27 

a 341 3 

0 3,164 331 

DISPOSED DURING YEAR 

OTHER DISPOSITIONS 

38 

45 

140 

448 

67 

173 

70 

51 

267 

48 

u 

52 

142 

1,541 

TOTAL 

39 

75 

272 

449 

77 

271 

71 

54 

273 

67 

a 

79 

145 

1,872 

PENDING 

JULY 1, 1979 

28 

59 

78 

259 

61 

232 

37 

92 

117 

72 

a 

61 

196 

1,292 
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i 
0\ 
0\ 
I 

" . ANS(jNIA..:~utFORD 

DANBURY 

FAIRFIELD 

'NEW BRttAlN 

NEW HAVE~ 

LI'l'CllFtELD 

MIDDLESEX 

NEW LONDON 

TOLLAND 

WATERBURY 

STAMFORD 

TOTALS 

-r··' 

SlJPEtd:OR COURT 

FAMiLY CASES "" UNCONTESTED TRiAL Llsi' ;;; JULY 1. 1§78 ~ jULYi, 1979 

! 

ENTERED ... DJ$~9S.~D .~DRl~Gc.:YEAit. . ~- .-'" N, >- ,~_ • v·-". I PElmIt{o ·DUR.tr~@ P·ENDING 
.JULY i 2-- i9JS "tEAK ..... Bl .. .TRIAt. :orHERJUSP'OS:tttPNS tOTAt JUI:.L1.}. 1.2.79 

, 
2 184 0 148 i4fJ 38 

15 337 4 320 314 88 

200 9'8S 15 1,'C)69 1,084 104 

583 2,537 2 2;699 2,101 419 

241 50S' (j 536 536 2i3 

28~ 1,691 20 1,:521 1,541 438 

61 4j9 0 454 4S4 51 
215 !t~5 4 658 662 88 
t~7 886 0 821 821 112 

143 550 is 5'24 539' 154 

8'4 504 .5 501 S(),6 8'2-

'126 1'31 10 646 656 201 

217 693 '7 1fJi: 7Sg i21 

2.,288: llO,.58'J 8'2 tb'f68,() 101762, 2,,10'9 
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CASES PENDING - JULY 12 1978 
COURT DAYS DAYS DAYS 
LOCATION 0-90 91-180 180+ TOTAL 

BRIDGEPORT 322 144 177 643 

NORWALK 142 43 52 237 

STAMFORD 179 76 114 369 , 
I 

DANBURY 144 34 27 205 
O't 
-..J TORRINGTON 91 20 45 156 
I 

NEW HAVEN 442 139 140 721 

WATERBURY 177 44 31 2~J 

MERIDEN 93 Q'2 22 157 

MIDDLETOWN 102 28 10 140 

MONTVILLE 207 39 56 302 

HARTFORD 499 78 39 616 

NEW BRITAIN 85 10 4 99 

BRISTOL 71 9 8 a8 

TALCOTTVILLE 139 30 36 205 

WILLIMANTIC 137 41 22 200 

\ TOTALS 2.830 777 783 4,390 
" 

L 
l-

L 

SUPERIOR COURT - JUVENILE MATTERS 

MOVEMENT OF DELINQUENCY REFERRALS 

JULY 1, 1978 - JULY 1, 1979 

CASES CASES DISPOSED 
ADDED" JUDICIAL NON-JUDICIAL 

1444 892 962 

688 427 355 

807 412 414 

729 443 251 

473 319 204 

2701 1591 949 

1012 466 404 

531 380 211 

604 338 322 

1582 1132 593 

·2850 1132 1723 

643 251 295 

400 211 173 

922 340 630 

607 300 385 

15,993 8634 7871 

TOTAL 

1854 

.782 

826 

694 

523 

2540 

870 

591 

,660 

1725 

2855 

546 

384 

9.70 

685 

16,505 

l·· i.' I . 

" 
~ 

CASES PENDING - JULY I, 1979 
DAYS DAYS DAYS 
0-90 9i-180 180+ TOTAL 

130 '75 28 233 

116 i4 13 143 

190 108 52 350 

136 67 37 240 

82 19 5 106 

523 208 151 882 

182 140 72 394 

56 31 10 97 

77 7 0 84 

147 9 3 159 

465 119 27 611 

152 39 5 196 

66 24 14 104 

116 32 9 157 

106 12 4 122 

2544 904 430 3878 



L 

SUPERIOR COURT-- HOUSING SESSION 

~{ONTatY STATUS REPORT 

JANUARY l:; 19~7g ~ JUNE lOi 19'79 

HARTFORD NE~1 BRITAIN, 

SUMt-1tiRY: PROCESS 
PE~iDING i STA:RT OF PERIOD 
CPlSES ADI)Eb' 
CAS'ES' DISPOSED' 
PEfiDING i END OF PERIOD' 

CA:$ES ADDED 

eKsEs D't SPOSED' 
PENDING, END OF PERIOD 

CIVIL,tibcKET 
PENDING, STA~T OF PERioD " , 
CASES ADDEE>' 
CASES: ntsp'oSED 
PENDING; END OF PERIOD 

CRIHINAr.. DOCKET 
PErmING, START OF PERi~D 

C~§ES 'AnDED' 
CASES IJIS:i?OSED 
PEND I l'iG , END OF PERIOD 

TOTAL D6cKET 
PENDING; START OF PERIOD 

" ' 

CASES ADDED 
cAsES D'ISPOSED' 
PENDING, END bF PERIOD. 

;"68-

a 0 
1966 474 
1381 304 

.519 170 

b 0 

50'8 233 
261 149 
241 84 

d 0 

58 3S' 

14 7 

44 28 

0, 0 

74 6 
i2' 2 
6'2 4 

(j 0 
~6(J(j 748 
i668 462 
932 28S 

- ,r ,...... 

tOTAL 

0 

2:434 

i6SS' 
149' 

0 

74i 
4jJ) 

331 

] 

I 0 ~ 
93 
2i ! 

I 

72 ~ 

() 

80 

i4 

66 

G 

3348 

2i30 
i2i8 
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