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Co-Chairs, Sen. McDonald and Rep. Lawlor, and members of the Judiciary Committee, I am Joseph P. Secola, 

Judge of Probate for the District of Brookfield and President of the Connecticut Probate Judges Association for 

Local Courts, Inc., an organization of over 30 probate judges, who are committed to preserve the local court 

features of  our probate system. 

The Probate Assembly has just adopted major and historic reforms to inlprove our beloved 300 year-old 

Probate court System. Besides dramatically increased education for judges (requiring all 15 CLE hours be in 

person, up fiom 5), including intensive training and mentoring for new judges, we have adopted certain 

minimum standards for courts. The two most important standards deal with 1) court hours of operation 

(requiring a 20 hourlweek minimum) and 2) compliance with Conn. Ge17. Stat. j 45a-8, which requires towns 

to provide adequate facilities for their probate court. If the Probate Administrator had been enforcing this 

statute, many voluntary mergers would already have taken place. 

Our reforms preserve our most important quality - the accessibility to the general public, who can come 

to their local probate court without a lawyer and without the intimidating presence of metal detectors and 

sheriffs. Our people can come to their local probate court when they need help with their estate, their elderly 

loved ones, their mentally disabled loved ones, and their children, any of whom maybe infirm and in need of 

the assistance of the local probate court; no bureaucracy, no red tape, just a clerk or judge to help. 

In an age which prizes efficiency above everything else, we are constantly bombarded with this bigger is 

better philosophy, resulting in constant mergers, a massive federal government and larger and larger multi- 

national corporations, all of which cause our heads to keep spinning. We all morn the loss of the sense of 

community many of us had growing up; the local probate courts are one of the few community building 

institutions left, where we can sit down and catch our breadth in an informal and welcoming atmosphere, many 

times with a judge we already know and trust. 

Our Association strongly opposes S.B. 1272 and S.B. 1454, exp1ained.h the following chart of bills. We 

support S.B. 1439, which provides increased protections for conserved persons, but oppose 3 sections of this 

bill as detailed in the chart of bills. We support S.B. 1454, which raises the limit fiom $20,000 to $40,000 for 

small estates. We support H.B. 7382, which transfers the cost of present and former judges and employees fiom 

the Probate Fund to the General Fund. We suggest this bill be expanded to also transfer the system's indigency 

costs to the General Fund. 

What follows is a chart for specific bills and language as well as a detailed memorandum with 

documents attached discussing the major reforms adopted by the probate assembly and the financial 

mismanagement and excessive spending by the probate court administrator. 



CHART REGARDING SPECIFIC BILLS 

1. OPPOSE S.B. No. 1272 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
COURTS OF PROBATE AND THE DUTIES OF THE PROBATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR. 

OPPOSE - THIS BILL CREATES A MONARCHY IN THE PCA, GIVING HIM CARTE 
BLANCH CONTROL OF ALL COURTS, JUDGES, STAFF, ETC. AND ALLOWS HIM TO 
DESIGNATE "SPECIAL JUDGES" AND THEREBY PROVIDE INFERIOR SERVICES TO 
CONN. RESIDENTS, BASED ON WHERE THEY LIVE, AS WELL AS 
DISENFRANCHISING THE VOTE OF MANY CONN. RESIDENTS. PROBATE JUDGES 
ARE ELECTED OFFICIALS, NOT POTTED PLANTS. 

2. OPPOSE S.B. No. 1453 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING THE TRANSFER OF AN 
APPLICATION FOR THE APPOINTMENT OF A CONSERVATOR TO THE SUPERIOR COURT OR 
OTHER PROBATE COURT. 

OPPOSE - THIS BILL ALLOWS FORUM SHOPPING BETWEEN THE SUPERIOR COURT 
AND PROBATE COURTS AS WELL AS BETWEEN PROBATE COURTS. IT ALLOWS THE 
PCA TO ASSIGN "SPECIALLY TRAINED JUDGES" TO REPLACE ANY JUDGE AT ANY 
TIME AT THE REQUEST OF ANY PARTY. TH IS ALLOWS THE PCA TO PROVIDE 
INFERIOR SERVICES TO CONN. RESIDENTS, BASED ON WHERE THEY LIVE AS WELL 
AS DISENFRANCHISING THE VOTE OF MANY CONN. RESIDENTS. PROBATE JUDGES 
ARE ELECTED OFFICIALS, NOT POTTED PLANTS. 

3. SUPPORT with 3 exceptions S.B. No. 1439 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING 
CONSERVATORS AND PROBATE APPEALS. 

WE OPPOSE THE CHANGES SHOWN IN THESE SECTIONS: 

Sec. 2. Section 45a-649 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is substituted in 
lieu thereof (Efective October 1, 2007): 

(a) (1) Upon an application for involuntary representation, the court shall issue a 
citation to the following enumerated parties to appear before it at a date, time and 
place named in the citation, which shall be served on the parties at least [seven] 
fourteen days before the hearing date, or in the case of an application made pursuant 
to section 17a-543 or 17a-543a, at least seven days before the hearing date, which date 
shall not be more than thirty days after the receipt of the application by the Court of 
Probate unless continued for cause shown. [Notice of the hearing shall be sent within 
thirty days after receipt of t l~e  application.] 



3.A. OPPOSE Section 2(a)(l): REGARDING ADDING 17A-543 AND 17A-543A - THESE 
STATUTES INVOLVE MEDICATION AND PSYCHIATRIC TREATMENT - ESPECIALLY WHEN 
IMMEDIATE TREATMENT IS NEEDED, DOUBLING THE NOTICE TIME ALLOWS MENTALLY 
DISABLED INDIVIDUALS TO REMAIN VULNERABLE AND A DANGER TO THEMSELVES AND 
OTHERS 

Sec. 4. Section 45a-650 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof (Efective October 1,2007): 

(b) After the court determines pursuant to subsection (a) of this section that it has 
jurisdiction over the application for involuntary representation, the court shall 
receive evidence regarding the [condition] capacity of the respondent [, ii~cluding a 
written report or testimony by] to care for himself or herself or manage his or her 
affairs that may include evidence froin one or more physicians licensed to practice 
medicine in the state who have examined the respondent within [thirty] forty-five 
days preceding the hearing. The [report or testimony] evidence shall contain specific 
information regarding the [disability and the extent of its incapacitating effect] 
respondent's condition and the effect of the condition on the respondent's ability to 
care for himself or herself or manage his or her affairs. The court [may] shall also 
consider such other evidence as may be available and relevant, including, but not 
limited to, a summary of the physical and social functioning level or ability of the respondent 
and the availability of support services from the family, neighbors, community or any other 
appropriate source. Such evidence may include, if available, [reports] evidence from the social 
work service of a general hospital, municipal social worker, director of social service, public 
health nurse, public health agency, psychologist, coordinating assessment and monitoring 
agencies, or such other persons as the court deems qualified to provide such evidence. [The 
court may waive the requireincnt that medical evidence be presented if it is shown that the 
evidence is impossible to obtain because of the absence of the respondent or his or her refusal 
to be examined by a physician or that tlie alleged incapacity is not medical in nature. If 
such reiluireinei~t is waived, the court shall make a specific finding in any decree 
issued on the petition stating why medical evidence was not required. In ally matter 
in which the Cornmissioi~er of Social Services seeks the appointment of a coi~servator 
pursuailt to chapter 319dd and represents to the court that an exainination by all 
independent physician, psycl~ologist or psychiatrist is necessary to determine 
whether the elderly person is capable of managing his or her personal or financial 
affairs, the court shall order such examination unless the court determines that such 
examination is not in the best interests of the elderly person. The court shall order 
such exarninatioi~ noh7ithstanding ally medical report submitted to the court by the 
elderly person or the caretaker of such elderly person.] Any medical [report] 
evidence filed with the court pursuant to this subsection shall be confidential. 



3.B. OPPOSE Section 4(b) - DELETING THE COURTSr ABILITY TO WAIVE MEDICAL 
EVIDENCE, ESPECIALLY IN EMERGENCTY SITUATIONS, ALLOWS MENTALLY DISABLED 
INDIVIDUALS TO REMAIN VULNERABLE AND A DANGER TO THEMSELVES AND 
OTHERS. 

Sec. 4. Section 45a-650 of the general statutes is repealed and the following is substituted in 
lieu thereof (Efective October 1,2007): 

[(f)] (i) Upon the request of the respondent [or his or her counsel, made within thirty days of 
the date of the decree] or any interested party, the court shall, [make and furnish findings of 
fact to support its conclusion] within fourteen days of the date of such request, clarify the 
findings of fact required to support an appointment of conservator under this section. 

3.C. OPPOSE Section 4 (i) - THIS SECTION ADDS "ANY INTERESTED PARTY" AND WE 
BELIEVE THAT THIS IS A VIOLATION OF THE RIGHT TO PRIVACY OF THE RESPONDENT, 
WHO SHOULD BE THE ONLY ONE WHO CAN REQUEST THIS FACTUAL CLARIFICATION. 

4. SUPPORT: S.B. No. 1454 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING THE REQUIREMENTS FOR 
FILING AN AFFIDAVIT IN LIEU OF ADMINISTRATION IN THE PROBATE OF A SMALL 
ESTATE. 

SUPPORT - THIS BILL RAISES THE LIMIT FROM $20,000 TO $40,000. 

5. SUPPORT: H.B. No. 7382 (RAISED) AN ACT CONCERNING HEALTH INSURANCE 
COVERAGE FOR PROBATE COURT JUDGES AND EMPLOYEES. 

See paragraph 9 of my attached memo - indigency costs and health insurance are driving the 
financial problems of the probate system. 



CONNECTICUT PROBATE JUDGES ASSOCIATION 
FOR LOCAL COURTS, INC. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Co-Chairmen and Members of the Judiciary Committee and 
Interested Members of the General Asseinbly 

FROM: Judge Joseph P. Secola, District of Brookfield and President of the 
Connecticut Probate Judges Association for Local Courts, Jilt. 

DATE: March 30, 2007 
RE: 1) Major Reforms adopted by the Probate Assembly and 2) Financial 

Mismanagement, Excessive and Wasteful Spending, and a Lack of Openness 
and Trans~arencv bv the ~resent  Probate Administrator 

1. Probate Judges have adopted Major Reforms. At a Probate Assembly Meeting on 
February 28, 2007, Probate Judges unailimously adopted historic reforms on Judicial Education 
(see pages and Minimum Standards for Probate Courts. I co-chair, with President-Judge Dianne 
yamin' of Danbury, a working group of thirty probate judges, who have proposed reforms in 
response to the Progranz Review & Iizvestigatioizs Coi?zi7zittee recomn~endations. These proposals 
were adopted on February 28, 2007. ~esides'dramaticall~ increased education for judges [see 
attached pages 3-71 (requiring all 15 CLE hours be in person, up from 5) ,  including intensive 
training and mentoring for new judges, we have adopted certain minimuill standards for courts. 
[see attached pages 1-21 The two most important standards deal with 1) court hours of operation 
(requiring a 20 hourlweek minimum) and 2) compliance with Coiziz. Geiz. Stat. § 451-8, which 
requires towns to provide adequate facilities for their probate court. If the Probate Administrator 
had been enforcing this statute, many voluntary mergers would already have taken place. The 
statute is attached as pages 29-30. Recently I had an eilcouraging conversation with the judicial 
department's Chief Court Administrator, Judge Lavery, who encouraged my own view that these 
two reforms will achieve the voluntary consolidation needed. 

2. Probate Courts provide money to the state each year. In addition to funding 
themselves, the probate courts have generated over 80 million dollars for the state in the past 
four years from liens asserted against estates. This money is used by the state to provide 
services to Connecticut residents. See letter froin the Department of Adnliilistrative Services 
dated December 26, 2006 attached as page 8. 

3. Lack of Openness and Transparency in Budgetary matters. One of the casualties of 
Probate Adininistrator James J. Lawlor's financial and personnel mismanagement of his office 
was staff accountantlauditor David Saltzman, who had worked in the Probate Administrator's 
office for 15 years, from 1990-2005. See letter of Saltzman to Sen. Coleman, written in the 
spring of 2006, attached as page 9. This letter reveals not only the Probate Administrator 
Lawlor's manufacture and use of knowingly faulty financial projections, but also his real 
purpose, namely to achieve a fore-ordained massive consolidation of courts. 

4. Local Court Costs Distorted: The first financial deficit in the history of the probate 
court system, occurring in the 05-06 fiscal year was not the result of probate court expenses, i.e. 
staff, judges' salaries2, and operating expenses. Probate Administrator Lawlor's figures show 44 

I President of the Connecticut Probate Assembly ofjudges since April, 2006. 
2 Program Review & Investigations committee staff found that judges' salaries rose 18% over six years, from 1999- 



CONNECTICUT PROBATE J U D G E S  ASSOCIATION 
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courts "in the red". To support his contention that many of the courts are operating "in the red", 
Probate Administrator Lawlor unilaterally changed the accounting system, in violation of statute, 
to allocate health insurance costs to each court even though the legislature decided that this 
expense would be a system cost. See P.A. No. 96-1 10, codified as Conn. Gen. Stat. $5-259 (g). 
In reality the individual courts are not losing money. There is only one court experiencing a 
true deficit (Hartford - $38,000). See 2005 chart of individual court income and expenses, 
showing a net income to the Probate Fund of 9.2 millioil dollars, according to the Probate 
Administrator's own figures, attached as pages 10-12. The problem is the financial 
mismanagement and excessive spending by Probate Administrator Lawlor, who was 
appointed by former Chief Justice Sullivan in 2002, both Waterbury residents. The Probate 
Administrator serves at the pleasure of the Chief Justice. 

5. Dramatic Probate Administrator Staff Increases. Probate Administrator Lawlor 
has dramatically increased his staff from 13 employees3 to 20 employees plus numerous outside 
contractors, all performing staff functions. Staff salaries and benefits rose from $1.2 million in 
02-03 to nearly $2.0 million in 06-07, a 60% increase in 5 years. See employee comparison 
chart at page 13; the 2007 OLR report of staff salaries at page 15; and Probate Fund expenditures 
on "Personal Services-Staff' and "Fringe Benefits-Staff' during the 02-03 to 05-06 fiscal years, 
attached as page 27. 

6. Massive Spending on Outside Consultants. Beginning with the 02-03 fiscal year, 
Probate Administrator Lawlor has spent $1.2 million dollars on outside professionals, including 
six-figure spending on consultants. The professional fees have risen from $54,000 in 02-03 to 
$220,000 in 05-06, cumulatively $570,000 over the 3.5 years [see 2005 OLR report at pages 
18-23]. However the 2007 OLR report shows that this spending has exploded, as in a 14 
month period, from 12-1-2005 to 1-13-2007, the Probate Fund expenditures on 
"Professional Fees" was $600,000, as much as the last 3.5 years [see 2007 OLR report at 
pages 14-17]. The probate courts have not benefited in any way from these wasteful expenditures 
on consultants, lawyers and public relations firms. Compare the Probate Fund expenditures on 
"Professional Fees" during the 02-03 to 05-06 fiscal years, attached as page 27. 

7. Lack of Candor: Children's Court Costs Hidden: On March 14,2005, before the 
Judiciary Committee, Lawlor testified that the cost of the New Haven regional children's court is 
"$170,000. My estimate is that when we get 13 courts online, one in every DCF district, that our 
total cost will be less than $2 million per year."4 However, 10 months after this testimony, 
Lawlor told Judge Pellegrino that 7 courts would cost 5 million annually. Judge Pellegrino 
"strongly encouraged" Lawlor to immediately report the true costs of operating the new regional 
children's courts to the "Executive and Legislative branches" and seek "permanent funding", but 
he never has. The attached letter of Judge Pellegrino reveals the significant difference 
between what is reported to the public, and what is actually requested in Mr. Lawlor's 

2005, averaging a 3% per year increase. Progranr Review & Ir~vestigatior~s Corrrn~ittee, 2005 Str~dy, Probate C011r.r 
System Firla1 Report at page 36. 

Under former Probate Administrator Paul Kurmay, who was replaced by Lawlor in the spring, 2002. 

See March 14, 2005 transcript of public hearing before Judiciary conlrnittee at p. 6-7. 
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budget.' See 1-31-2006 Pellegrino letter, attached as pages 24-25. 

8. Lack of Transparency and Openness in Planning. At least annually, the Probate 
Adininistrator and the Chief Justice meet to discuss the probate system, a meeting that the chief 
counsel of the Probate Administrator's office, Linda Dow, who had been on staff for more than 
20 years, always attended. When Probate Administrator Lawlor was appointed by Chief Justice 
Sullivan, Attorney Dow was intentionally excluded from these meetings. Moreover, despite her 
exemplary service to the probate court system, Linda was involuntarily transferred to the 
Judicial Department, Juvenile division, in the summer of 2005. Universally, the judges and their 
court staff relied upon the advice and guidance of Attorney Dow and auditor Saltzman. They 
provided the institutional memory of how the probate courts have historically operated; without 
them, any historical restraints on the operation, including staff size and other spending, of the 
Probate Administrator's office are gone. Without them, we are all diminished in our capacity to 
serve the public. Such personnel mismanagement must be reversed; a new Probate Administrator 
should immediately seek their return. 

9. First ever deficit driven by two system costs: Indigency Fees and Health 
Insurance. A simple analysis of the use of the Probate Fund reveals that two system-wide costs 
are driving the present financial stresses on the probate court system. Indigency costs have 
quadrupled in the past five years from 1.0 million in 01-02 to over 4.0 million in 05-06. In 
the same 5 years, Health Insurance for Courts (current judges and staff) rose from 1.8 million to 
2.8 million; while Health Insurance for Retirees rose from 1.1 million to 2.2 million. Total 
Health Insurance costs have nearly doubled from 2.9 million to 5 million. See Probate 
Administrator budget ("Health Ins.-Courts" and Health Ins.-Retirees"), attached as page 27, and 
the Lndigency chart, attached as page 28. If a new fiscally conservative Probate Administrator 
eliminated the millions in wasteful spending as well as reveal and seek assistance for the millions 
of dollars in hidden costs of the regional children's courts detailed earlier; these two system costs 
will remain and need to be dealt with openly.6 

10. Our entire judicial system needs a fresh start. When a new Chief Justice is confirmed, 
she will provide the judicial branch with a fresh start to continue on the path to openness and 
transparency. We can only hope that a new Probate Administrator is then appointed, as the 
probate court system needs the same transparent leadership, coupled with a fiscally conservative 
attitude toward the use of public funds. 

5 This lack of candor was revealed to me at a meeting I was invited to near the end of the 2005 legislative session. 
At that time, the CBA President, Fred Ury, invited me and Probate Adnlinistrator Lawlor to a meeting to see if we 
could find any common ground. At that meeting Probate Administrator Lawlor stated his belief that the future of the 
probate courts was the new regional children's courts, and that he was willing to spend the ENTIRE Probate Fund to 
get these regional children's courts up and running, because he stated that they will be so successful that the 
legislature will have to fund them out of general tax revenues, something he has never informed the legislature of. 

6 Program Review Recommendation #2, states: "The costs related to indigent cases shall be paid from the state's 
general revenues." Program Review & Iirvestigatiorrs Coarririttee, 2005 Study, Probate Coirrt Syster~r Executive 
Sunrrirary at page ii. 



MINIMUM STANDARDS1 
VOLUNTARY CONSOLIDATION 

. SUBCOMMITfEE 

February 2 1,2007 

RE: Status to date (summary form) 
- 

' 

. CRITERIA TO BE USED 
TOWARDS VOLUNTARY CONSOLIDATION 

The subcommittee of the Working Group has met approximately nine (9) times on 
its own and at least an additional ten (10) times with the Working Group Committee and 
proposes the following criteria. The subcommittee has agreed that the absence of one or 
more of the following should prompt a) first contact with the Judge by the PCA (with a 
period of 30 days to respond and if no response or inadequate response; b) PCA contact 
with the local municipal CEO (s) with a recommendation that they first seriously 
consider correcting the situation or voluntarily consolidating with another district. If no 
solution thereafter, PCA to advise legislature per Statute. 

Minimum Standards, as follows: 
1. Court hours: Courts to be "open to the public" 5 days per week (except 

where t o b  supplied facility is closed), for not less than 20 hours per 
week. Courts to post accessibiIity information with phone numbers when 
not open (if less than full time). 

2. Each Court must have a clerk and a Judge and be staffed by the judge 
andlor clerk during the hours the court is "open to the public". In addition, all 
Courts must have at least two designated standby judges, and their names and 
contact information posted whenever the judge of that district is not available. 

3. Facilities Carnpliance: CGS 45a-8 

a. Hearing room of adequate size. 

b. Separate space of adequate size for clerk (s). 
c. Vault (conforming to statute) and to include access to public records 

during closed periods (when not open full time) or posting of access 
information with phone numbers, when closed. 

Judge Secola Memorandum attachments 
Page 1 of 30 



d. Appropriate storage facilities. 
e. Judge's office (separate from clerk's office). 

. . 
4. CMS software and hardware with all updates. 

5. Financially viable (have contributed to the Probate ~&inistration Fund 
for 3 of the last 5 years, with the cost of insurance not included in statutory 
computation); 

6. Geographically appropriate to serve the needs of the population served, 
taking into account accessibility and public transportation. 

NOTE: This report is provided in part as a response to the Program Review 
Committee's recommendations and in part as  part of an overall review of the Probate 
Court system, in an effort to make it operate in today's world, recognizing that this is 
only one portion of the overall report. UnanimousIy recommended by the Working 
Group, February 2 1,2007. . 

Judge Secola Memorandum attachments 
Page 2 of 30 

TOTAL P. E19 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
OFFICE OF THE PROBATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

186 NEWINGTON ROAD 
WEST HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06110 

TR 91-417 REVISED JULY, 1993, -, 2007 

TO: JUDGES OF THE COURTS OF PROBATE AND COURT PERSONNEL 

RE: CONTINUING JUDICIAL EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS 

The Continuing Judicial Education Requirements were adopted by the Connecticut Probate 
Assembly June 17, 1987, amended by the Connecticut Probate Assembly on January 17, 1991. 
Paragraph 3, which explains "in-person" credit hours, was revised in July, 1993. This entire TR 
was substantially revised, expanded, and amended in (month), 2007 by the Connecticut Probate 
Assembly. 

(NEW SECTION) Section 1. REQUIREMENTS FOR NEWLY ELECTED JUDGES 

A newly elected probate judge is a person elected to serve his or her first term of office 
whether during the regular quadrennial election or by a special election. 

A newly elected probate judge must (a)ttend a six day pre-bench orientation program, 
which will assist newly elected probate judges to make the transition to the new role of probate 
judge. It is designed to prepare the probate judge for the first day as probate judge upon 
swearing in. It is designed and required to be taken prior to assuming the position as probate 
judge regardless of educational background. The courses shall be offered in November and 
December, after the judge's election, but prior to the judge being sworn in. 

The six day program shall consist of the following: 

A) All courses of study required by C.G.S. § 45a - 27: 

1) Civil Procedure, including constitutional issues, due process, and 
evidentiary considerations, 

NOTE: A judge who has not completed the Civil Procedure course of 
Study will be precluded from presiding at any adversarial proceeding 
and another Judge shall be cited in to preside at these adversarial 
hearings until this educational requirement is completed. 

2) Property Law, including conveyancing and title considerations, 
3) The law of Wills and Trusts, and 
4) Family Law in the context of probate courts 

B) In addition to statutory requirements of C.G.S $45a - 27 programs shall 
consist of: 

Judge Secola Memorandum attachments 
Page 3 of 30 



TR 91-417 REVISED JULY, 1993, -, 2007 
Page 2 

1) Review of areas of Probate Jurisdiction, 
2) Ethics, 
3) Tasks of judging and conducting hearings, 
4) Preparation and writing decrees, 
5) Administrative duties of the new judge with emphasis on legal research, 
case flow, file and financial management requirements, court operations 
and support for judges, and 
6) Substantive study of Conservatorships, Guardianships for Minors, 
Guardianships of Mentally Retarded Persons, Termination of Parental 
Rights and Adoptions. 

C) Implementation 

1) Probate Administration with the assistance of the Probate Assembly 
shall facilitate a series of meetings, lectures and court visits for the new 
judges. 

2) The assistance of professional educators is contemplated in setting the 
final course curriculum and teaching with the Probate Assembly providing 
experienced judges for substantive probate law. In addition, the 
Continuing Education Judges Support Services of the State Judicial 
Department Staff and Facilities and other State Agencies shall be utilized 
whenever possible. 

D) Mentor program. 

Each new judge shall be assigned a mentor. Each mentor shall have 
served as a probate judge for a minimum of four years. The mentoring 
program shall include a total of fourteen hours for the new judge to sit in 
and observe hearings conducted by the mentor or other approved probate 
judge. The fourteen hours need not be consecutive. The mentor or other 
approved judge must certify attendance by the new judge on a form 
provided by the office of the probate court administrator. The mentoring 
program shall take place during the months of November, December and 
January, following the judge's election. 

E) Six Month Review 

Approximately six months after assuming the position of probate judge, 
the new judges shall meet as a group with the Probate Administrator and 
representatives of the Continuing Education Committee of the Probate 

Judge Secola Memorandum attachments 
Page 4 of 30 
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Assembly for an overview of the substantive law required 
by C.G.S. 3 45a - 27. 

F) Special election time requirements 

Judges elected in a special election shall be required to mcet all of the 
same educational requirements as above; however, they have 45 days 
after the election to comply. 

. The new training program shall be audio and video recorded for use in 
education of judges in special and off year elections. 

The failure of any judge in meeting the requirements of this section shall 
be referred to the Executive Committee of the Probate Assembly for such 
action as it deems appropriate, including, but not limited to, reference to the 
Council on Probate Judicial Conduct. See C.G.S. 345a-63; Canon 3, 
Sections B (2) and C (1) of the Code of Probate Judicial Conduct; and the 
Minimum Standards for Judges of Probate. 

Section 2: ANNUAL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL JUDGES 

All judges of probate shall annually complete a minimum of frfteen credit hours of approved 
continuing judicial education instruction, (except those judges specifically exempted fiom this 
requirement by these regulations). All fifteen credit hours must be achieved by the personal 
attendance of the Judge. Probate Administration and the Probate Assembly shall. offer 
educational oppurtunities which will satisfy all fifteen hours annually: 

An instructional hour must contain at least fifty minutes with no credit given for introduction of 
the speaker, meal breaks, or business meetings. 

Each judge of probate shall be responsible for ascertaining whether or not a particular course 
satisfies the requirements of these regulations. Judges shall exercise discretion in choosing those 
approved programs that are most likely to enhance judicial skills. 

Section 3: CERTIFICATION 

No later than ~ a n u a r ~  3 1 st of each year each judge of probate shall submit to the Probate Court 
Administrator astatement of the number of hours of judicial education progranis attended during 
the reporting period. Such statement shall be rendered on a form provided by the office of the 
probate court administrator. The failure to file a truthful statement or the failure to attend the 
minimum number of credit hours required shall be referred to the Executive Committee of the 
Probate Assembly for such action as it deems appropriate, including, but not limited to, reference 
to the Council on Probate Judicial Conduct. See C.G.S. F~45a-63; Canon 3, Sections B (2) and C 

Judge Secola Memorandum attachments 
Page 5 of 30 



TR 91-417 REVISED JULY, 1993, - 2007 
Page 4 

(1) of the Code of Probate Judicial Conduct; and the Minimum Standards for Judges of Probate. 

Section 4: ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 

There is established a Judicial Education Standards Committee consisting of the chairman of the 
Connecticut Probate Assembly's Continuing Education Committee, the executive secretary of 
the Connecticut Probate Assembly, the probate court administrator or his designee, and the first 
vice-president judge of the Connecticut Probate Assembly, who shall serve as chair. The purpose 
of this committee is to assist in the implementation of these regulations. 

Section 5. EXEMPTIONS 

Any judge of probate who has obtained a written waiver fiom the Judicial Education Standards 
Committee shall be exempted fiom the minimum requirements for the reporting period for which 
the waiver is granted. 

Section 6. CREDITS 

Credits will be given only for continuing education instruction or activities approved by the 
Judicial Education Standards Committee. Continuing legal education activities conducted by the 
following sponsors are presumptively approved for credit, provided the subject matter is related 
directly to probate law or will enhance the skills of the judge in the judge's capacity as a probate 
judge. 

Connecticut Probate Assembly SeminarsProbate Court Administrator's Seminars (Note: 
For newjudges elected in special or "off-year" elections, this includes training at the 
Administrator's office.) 

Continuing Education Judges Support Services of the State Judicial Department Staff and 
Facilities and other State Agencies 

National College of Probate Judges' Seminars 

American Bar Association Seminars 

Connecticut Bar Association Seminars 

County and local Bar Association Seminars 

Accredited Connecticut legal, medical, and social work courses. 
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TR 91-417 REVISED JULY, 1993, -, 2007 
Page 5 

Regional meetings of Judges of Probate, where education is offered. 

Judges who participate in Probate Assembly education programs shall be allowed credit 
preparation for the annual education requirements in an amount equal to the time of the 
presentation. 

Othcr sponsors may be added to this list as their identities or programs are accepted, confirmed 
and approved by the Judicial Education Committee. 

In addition, judges may receive credit for presenting seminars and other instructional materials 
relative to probate law and procedures, subject to the approval of the Judicial Education 
Standards Committee. This approval must be obtained before the judge submits the Compliance 
Report to the Administrator's office. 

The Judicial Education Standards Committee shall evaluate and, where appropriate, approve 
those 
programs that serve to satisfy the requirements of the regulations. Although all sponsors' listed 
above are presumptively approved for credit, an Application for Credit for all sponsors' other 
than the Connecticut Probate AssemblyProbate Court Administrator must be made to the 
Judicial Education Standards Committee. All Judges seeking such approval shall submit in 
writing to the committee an explanation of the benefit of the program to the position of probate 
judge, on a form prepared by the Probate Court Administrator's Office, which shall be called an 
"Application for Educational Credit". In evaluating the specific programs, the committee shall 
consider the following factors: 

(1 )  Whether the course tends to increase the participant's professional competence as a judge; 

(2) The number of hours of actual presentation and participation, so that the appropriate 
number of credit hours can be identified; 

(3) The usage of written educational materials that reflect thorough preparation by the 
course provider and that assist course participants in improving their judicial skills. 

The assistance of the Judicial Branch, Superior Court Operations Continuing Education shall be 
sought in developing and implementing the educational requirement for new judges and for 
annual education programs. 
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165 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 061 06- 1658 

December 26,2006 

Hon. Joseph P. Secola 
Probate District of Brookfield 
P.O. Box 5 192 
Brookfield, CT 06804 

Re: Revenue Generated through Probate 
Court Processes 

Dear Judge Secola: 

It was such a pleasure speaking with you last week. The Department of Administrative 
Services has worked very hard to improve communication between the Probate Courts 
and the agency in order to both maximize revenue and respond to questions and concerns 
in a timely and consistent manner. We value this partnership and the many positives it 
has provided to DAS. 

In response to your questions regarding the revenue collected by DAS through the 
Probate Court processes; the following represents total revenues for the last four fiscal 
years. 
FY02-03 FY03-04 FY04-05 FY 05-06 
$1 6,867,476.45 $1 7,835,439.42 $21,293,930.36 $24,457,6 15.60 

If you have any m h e r  questions, please contact me at (860) 713-5469. Best wishes for a 
happy and healthy new year to you and you staff. &*- 

/A bie T,I otkyns 

. . .  : ; :: 

i . i  . I .  

. . JAN - 3 2007 : , :  > i 

1 i 
1 i .......... L 

-:-. ?,..... - ;..7;- :-:,.: :-..y , f I 
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Senator Eric Coleman 
Legislative Office Building, Room 2100 
Hartford, CT 061 06- 1591 

Dear Senator Coleman, 

I am writing to you to urge you to oppose SB 43 1 and HB 5598. These bills were submitted by 
Judge James J. Lawlor, Probate Court Administrator. I was the staff accountant/auditor at the 
Office of Probate Administration fiom July 1990 until May 2005. I quit when I decided that 
Judge Lawlor was not a person for whom I could work. 

Judge Lawlor's ultimate plan is to reduce the number of Probate Courts to 25-30 large 
courts that would operate like his court in Waterbury. Probate Courts in towns such as 
Windsor and Bloomfield would be combined into large regional courts. 
Much of the statistical analysis provided by Judge Lawlor is faulty. Using a model 
developed by Judge Lawlor, Chief Justice Sullivan announced at the 2004 Probate 
Assembly annual meeting that the probate system would operate at a deficit in 2004 and 
thereafter. Judge Lawlor created the deficit by underestimating system revenue and 
overestimating the expenses of his own office. A retired state auditor hired by Judge 
Lawlor to review the analysis pointed out the faults, but his comments were ignored. 
Judge Lawlor is constantly invoking a financial crisis in the probate system. His proposal 
to make probate clerks state employees would increase the probate system expenses 
significantly. While a few clerks are paid more than their counterparts in the Judicial 
department, far more clerks are paid less than comparable state employees. 
HB 5598 contains a provision to make all probate court clerks state employees. 
However, HB 5598 also contains a provision regarding the probate clerks' medical 
insurance that requires them to pay more for coverage than current state employees pay. 
SB 43 1 contains a provision that would allow a Judge or clerk to receive a pension if they 
serve as few as four years and their district is merged into another district. This provision 
would allow a Judge or clerk, some as young as their 20's or 30's' to receive fiee medical 
insurance for life, for themselves and their spouses. This is an extremely generous gift 
from a system facing financial crisis. 
Information routinely disseminated by prior Administrators is withheld by Judge Lawlor. 
This is evidenced by the numerous FOI requests filed by Probate Judges to obtain 
meaningful information fiom the Administration office. 

On more than one occasion Judge Lawlor stated that he reports to the Chief Justice and no one 
else. Therefore, he does not have to be concerned about following recommendations by the state 
auditors. If you give him the powers contained in these bills it will be the last time you have any 
control over what he does. 

Sincerely, 

Is1 DAVID SALTZMAN 
David Saltzman 
6 16 Palisado Avenue 
Windsor, CT 06095 

APR 1 8 2006 
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COMPARISON OF JUDGE LA WLOR WITH HIS PREDECESSOR 
PCA staff has mushroomed from 13 employees in 2002 to 20 employees in 2007 

I Alison Green I Legal Assistant ( Alison Green 57,765 

2002 PCA 
STAFFER 

1 Kathleen Cull / Administrative I Sue Dornfiied 54,544 I 

POSITION 2007 PCA STAFFER WITH 
_ANNUAL SALARY 

Winnie Surnner 
Sue Scotti 

Judy Robertson 

Additional New Employees I Nuno Fernandez 62,809 
I Ste~hanie Janes 57.565 

Carol Souza 
Cynthia Mitchell 
Del Wright 
Jane Obert 
Diama Orvis 

David Saltzman 

I 1 Amv Beniamin 57.565 1 

Assistant 

Computer Dept. . 

. 

FinanceIBusiness 

Carol Souza 58,889 
Willette Frank 34,643 
Paula Gilroy 32,407 
Alison Blair 34,643 
Barbara Aszklar 32,250 
Judy Robertson (contract) 
Jane Obert 34,180 (p/t) 
Diama Orvis 44,25 1 
6 Contract auditors 

TOTAL EMPLOYEES 
13 (NO CONTRACTORS) 20 Plus Numerous Contractors 
'01-'02 Total Salaries $83 1,582 06-07 Salary Of 20 Employees $1,321,263 
0 1-02 Staff Benefits $374,076 05-06 Staff Benefits 

Pat Tarca (contract) 
George Texeira (contract?) 
Sue Scotti 67,456 

. 
AM Brennan 53,372 
Wipnie Surnner (contract) 
Alyce Cariseo 83,127 

TOTAL $1,205,658 1 1 TOTAL (60% INCREASE) $1,985,521 
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March 23,2007 2007-R-0269 

PROBATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR'S OFFICE, REGIONAL COURTS, 
AND YOUTH IN CRISIS PROGRAM 

For: Honorable Eileen M. Daily 

By: George Coppolo, Chief Attorney 

You asked us  to update of 2005-R-09 11 concerning the personal 
service contracts of the Office of Probate Court Administrator. In 
addition, you asked for: 

1. a breakdown of all full- and part-time employees of the Office of 
the Probate Court ~dministrator  and their salaries; 

2. a breakdown of all full- and part-time employees of the Regional 
Children's Courts and the Youth in Crisis Pilot Program in 
Middletown including their salaries, and personnel whose salaries 
are paid from other sources and the names of those sources; 

The information in this report was provided by Probate Judge James 
J. Lawlor, the probate court administrator. Table 1 provides the names 
and salaries of all employees of the Probate Court Administrator's Office. 

Mary M. Janicki, Director 
Phone (860) 240-8400 
FAX (860) 240-888 1 
http.Jlwww.c~a.ct.gov/olr 

Room 5300 

Connecticut General Assembly Legislative Ofice Building 
Hartford, CT 06106-1 591 

Office of Legislative Research Olr@c~a.ct.gov 
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Table 1: Names and Salaries of Employees of the Office of Probate Court Administrator 

I Employee I Annual Salary 1 

Table 2 updates a 2005 OLR report (2005-R-0091) concerning 
personal service contracts. 

Table 2: Personal Service Contracts for Office of Probate Court Administrator for FY 2005-06 
and 2006-07. 

March 23,2007 Page 2 o f  4 2007-R-0269 
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Table 2: Continued 

Crane Enterprises Inc. 

1.16.2007 

Heidi Famiglietti 19,395.00 1.27.2006 - 2005 - 06 

( Joseph F. Murphy I 2,070.00 1 3.20.2006 1 2005 - 06 1 

Karen Wagner 

Meghan E. Liljedahl 

Thomas F. Casey 

March 23,2007 Page 3 of 4 2007-R-0269 
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Table 2: Continued 

Winifred C. Surnner 

The Probate Court Administrator asked u s  to get the information 
about the children's courts and the Youth in Crisis Pilot Program directly 
from the courts. We have requested this information from them and will 
forward it as  soon as we receive it. 

March 23,2007 Page 4 of 4 2007-R-0269 
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December 20, 2005 2005-R-09 1 1 

PROBATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR-CONTRACT EMPLOYEES 

By: George Coppolo, Chief Attorney 

You asked u s  to provide information about personal service contracts 
entered into by the current probate court administrator' office (PCA) 
entered into in recent years. 

According to information provided to u s  by the PCA, the total amount 
the PCA has spent on personal service contracts for fiscal years from 
2003 through 2006 to date amounted to $542,932. A fiscal year runs 
from July 1 of one year to June 30 of the following calendar year. For 
example, fiscal year 2003 covers the period July 1, 2002 to June  30, 
2003. Table 1 shows the total amount the PCA's office spent each fiscal 
year for service contracts. 

Table 1: Amounts Spent on Personal Service Contracts for Fiscal 
Years 2003-2006 

Table 2 provides a breakdown of these contracts for each fiscal year. 
This table includes the name of the person, law firm, or other entity that 
was paid for personal services, the payment date or period, and the total 
amount paid. The PCA did not provide this detailed information for 

Mary M. Janicki, Director 
Phone (860) 240-8400 
FAX (860) 240-8881 
http://ww.cga.ct.gov/olr 

Room 5300 

Connecticut General Assembly Legislative Office Building 
Hartford, CT 06106-1591 

Office of Legislative Research OIr@,cga.ct.gov 
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personal service contracts during the fiscal year 2003 but instead 
reported that it paid $54,265 for personal services during that fiscal 
year. 

Table 2: Personal Service Contracts By Fiscal Year 

December 20,2005 

2003-04 

C 

2003-04 

2004-05 

Page 2 of 6 2005-R-09 1 1 
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Professional 
Fees - 51230* 

Professional 
Fees - 5371 5** 

--- 
Professional 
Fees - 51230 

Susan R Reyher 

Robert J. Hilliard 

Cipriano TRNG & Development 1012212004 - 800.00 1 14/2005 

Crane Enterprises Inc 

Robinson and Cole 

Mellon Consultants LLC 

Baxter Communications 

Susman Duffy & Segaloff 

Martha Morrison Dore 

1111 812003 

'I1 611 5/2003 812004 - 
10/912003 

-- 1/25/2005 
112512005 - 
611 512005 

1,400.00 

52,341.97 

275.00 
Casey Family Services 
Susan R Reyher 6/3/2004 2,130.00 

Integrated Corporate Relations INC 

Judith Robertson 

Cummings and Lockwood (NH Pilot 
Program) 4/28/2004 4,875.00 

1,070.00 1 

7 

Crane Enterprises INC (NH Pilot 
Program) 
Susman Duffy & Segaloff (NH Pilot 
Program) 
Casey Family Services 

CT Micro CORP 

Heidi Familglietti 

Quaker Farms Consulting LLC 

Robert H. Clemens 

Winifred C. Sumner 

Buck Consultants LLC 

David D. Biklen 

6/2/2004 

6'2'2004 6/14/2004 - 
4/28/2004 

1211 912003 - 
811 812003 
6/8/2004 

101812003 - 
611 812004 

9/2/2003 
1 111 012003 - 

611 812004 
81212004 - 
6/14/2005 

4,000.00 

3,500.00 

40,000.00 

570.00 

8,250.00 

11 5,662.50 

1,256.25 

o,923.75 

53,620.00 



Table 2 (continued) 

* Code 5 1,230 is for consulting services 
** Code 53,715 is for information technology consulting services 

Table 3 provides the same information as Table 2 except it is arranged 
by the person, law firm, or entity that was paid in connection with a 
personal service contract. According to the PCA, personal service 
contracts were entered into with a t  least 26 people, law firms, or other 
entities in Fiscal years 2004, 2005, and 2006. The PCA did not provide 
this detailed information for personal service contracts during the fiscal 
year 2003. 

Table '3: Personal Service Contracts by Person, Law Firm, or Entity 

December 20,2005 

Baxter ~ommunications 

Page 3 of 6 2005-R-0911 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Buck Consultants LLC 81212004 - 1 2004-05 ( Professional Fees - 51230 1 538620'00 / 6/14/2005 

Buck Consultants LLC 

Carol A. LePage 

I Casey Family Services . . 40,000.00 4/28/2004 2003-04 Professional Fees - 51230 I 1  I I 

4,500.00 

Casey Family Services 

I Charles A. Bannon 

998'1 

/ 1.925.00 y.:$"6,; I ',"::- I Professional Fees - 51230 1 

7/15/2005 

6,510.00 

Cipriano TRNG & Development 1 800.00 1 012{go; 1 2004-05 ( Professional Fees - 51230 

:::- I Professional Fees - 51230 

8/112005 - 
9/20/2005 

Crane Enterprises Inc 

12/4/2003 

1 21,425.00 1 96:'g0; / 2004-05 1 Professional Fees - 51230 1 

2005- 
date Professional Fees - 5371 5 

2003-04 

I CT Micro CORP 

Professional Fees - 51230 

Crane Enterprises INC 

Crane Enterprises INC (NH 
Pilot Program) 

/ 570.00 / 12t:$& 2003-04 Professional Fees - 5371 5 I I 

3'997'50 

4,000.00 

December 20,2005 Page 4 of 6 2005-R-09 1 1 

Cummings and Lockwood (NH 
Pilot Program) 

David D. Biklen 

Deborah J. Tedford & 
Associates PC 

Heidi Familglietti 

Heidi Familglietti 
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9/8/2005 - 
1 1/04/2005 

6/2/2004 

4,875.00 

Os2' 5'00 

4,830.00 

8,250.00 

4'665'00 

2005- 
date 

2003-04 

Professional Fees - 51230 

Professional Fees - 51 230 

Professional Fees - 51230 

Professional Fees - 51230 

Professional Fees - 51 230 

Professional Fees - 5371 5 

Professional Fees - 5371 5 

4/28/2004 

1/8/2004 - 
3/24/2005 

3/3/2005 

6/8/2004 

8/1 0/2005 - 
911 612005 

I 

2003-04 

2004-05 

2004-05 

2003-04 

2005- 
date 



Table 3 (continued) 

Martha Morrison Dore 

Patricia P. Tarca 

Robert J. H~lliard 

Robinson and Cole 

December 20,2005 Page 5 of 6 2005-R-0911 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Susan R Reyher 1 2,910.00 1 1 2004-05 1 Professional Fees - 51230 

Susman Duffy & Segaloff 1 1.070.00 1 112512005 2004-05= 
-- 

Susman Duffy & Segaloff (NH 
Pilot Program) 1 31500'00 / 611412004 Professional Fees - 51230 

December 20,2005 

William E. Ryan & Co LLC 

Winifred C. Sumner 

Page 6 of 6 2005-R-0911 
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9'537'25 

01923.75 

912312005 - 
1111 712005 

1111012003 - 
611 812004 

2005- 
date 

2003-04 

Professional Fees - 51230 

Professional Fees - 5371 5 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
JUDICIAL BRANCH 

CHAMBEQS OF 

JOSEPh H. PELLEGRINO. JUDGE . 
CHIEF COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

! - 
231 CAPITOL AVENUE 
HARTFORD, CT 061 06 

The Honorable James J. Lawlor 
Probate Court Administrator 
186 Newington Road 
West Hartford, CT 061 10 

Dear Judge Lawlor: 
. . 

Thank you fortaking the time to meet with me yesterday to discuss your 
request for revisions to the budget of the Office of the Probate Court 
Administrator for the current fiscal year. I remain very concerned about the 
solvency of the Probate Administration Fund, particularly with respect to the 
burgeoning costs of operating Regional Children's Probate Courts. 

I have been concerned since its inception that the significant costs of 
operating the original Pilot Children's Court in New Haven would result in a 
substantial drain on the balance of the Fund. The data you have recently 
provided to me strongly supports that contention. The New Haven pilot has 
grown from an initial operating cost estimate of $100,000 to a revision to 
$170,000 and now to a requested increase to $470,000. By all accounts the cost 
of this project will continue to escalate. I am not questioning the effectiveness of. 
the program, and in fact all the studies I have seen indicate that the program is 
working well, hut there is no stable funding source earmarked to continue this 
program in the future, particularly at this funding level. 

The legislatively authorized expansion of the Children's Court to six 
additional sites can only result in a quicker depletion of the Fund. You have 
asked me to approve. the expenditure of over $400,000 to cover the start-up 
costs of these additional sites through the end of the fiscal year, and you 
acknowledge that the full year costs of the new courts will be substantially higher 
next year. You estimate that the full operating costs of all seven projects could . 

approach $5 million per year. At that pace, the Probate Administration Fund will 
'be exhausted in two to three years. 

Because you have been given legislative authorization to initiate these 
programs, I believe I have an obligation to approve your requested budget 

Secol3 Msroopndgm attachments 
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revisions. However, I do so with the following caveat. I strongly encourage you 
to prepare a comprehensive assessment of the annuahzed costs of operating all 
the Regional Courts and to immediately Share that informatian with the Executive 
and Legislative Branches and begin discirssions on the permanent funding of the 
programs. Otherwise there is an almost certainty that the Regional Courts 
would cease to operate, which would ill serve those who come before the Court 
and those who have worked so hard to make the program successful. 

H. Pellegrino, Judge 
, Chief Court Administrator 

cc: Hon. William J. Sullivan, Chief Justice 
Hon. William J. Lavery, Chief Court Administrator designee 
Honorable Michael Mack, Deputy Chief Court Adminisfrator 
Thomas A. Siconol fi, Executive Director 
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RECEIVED 

AUG 1 0 2006 STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

NEW CANAAN OFFICE OF THE 
~RcBATE CcC3f PROBATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR 

JUDGE JAMES J. LAWLOR 
ADMINISTRATOR 

ATTORNEY THOMAS E. GAFFEY 
CHIEF COUNSEL 

ALICE A. BRUNO 
AlTORNEY 

DEBRA COHEN 
AlTORNEY 

RE: Probate Administration Fund 

186 NEWINGTON ROAD 
WEST HARTFORD. CT 06110 

TEL (860) 231-2442 
FAX (860) 231-1055 

On July 15, the Office of the Probate Court Administrator received the final 
numbers for the 2005-2006 fiscal year, which closed June 30. This report reflects 
the combined activities of my office and the various courts. It shows that we are 
facing our first significant deficit within the probate court system. 

I have enclosed the Probate Administration Fund financial figures for the fiscal 
year,projections for the fund through 201 0, and supporting financial schedules. 

This information shows that at the end of the most recent fiscal year, the Probate 
Court System operated at a $3.2 million deficit. Based on this data, it is projected 
that in fiscal year 2008-2009, the Probate Administration F l~nd  will be insolvent. 

Unfortunately, my office has long-predicted this outcome. 

These figures demonstrate the need for immediate reform. Please contact me if 
you have any questions or you wish to discuss this further. 

Enclosures 
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PROBATE ADMINISTRATION FUND 1 
I I I I I I I I 
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C.G.S.A. 8 45a-8 
Page 1 

C 
Connecticut General Statutes Annotated Currentness 

Title 45A. Probate Courts and Procedure (Refs & Annos) 
KH Chapter 801. Probate Court: Administrative Provisions (Refs & Annos) 
*w Part I. Probate Courts in General /-1 

+§ 45a-8. Probate Court facilities. Minimum standards. Failure to provide suitable fa- 
cilities. Consolidation, separation and creation of probate districts 

(a) The town or towns comprising each probate district shall provide court facilities meeting the 
minimum standards required by this section. If a probate district consists of more than one town, 
the expense shall be allocated to the towns in proportion to their grand lists last perfected. Such 
court facilities shall include: (1) Office space appropriate for the conduct of judicial business, in- 
cluding (A) a room for the judge of probate sufficient in size for ordinary matters in which judi- 
cial proceedings may be conducted in private, (B) a separate room for the court staff, and (C) on 
a prearranged basis, access to a larger hearing room for the conduct of unusually large court 
hearings; (2) furniture and fimishings appropriate to a court facility; (3) use and maintenance of 
a copying machine and the necessary supplies; (4) use and maintenance of microfilming equip- 
ment and the necessary supplies, including record books or the equipment to produce records; (5) 
the necessary stationery, postage and other related supplies in order that the court may properly 
carry out its duties; (6) typing equipment with which to complete the necessary records; (7) basic 
telephone service, which shall include all local calls; (8) if a court is computerized, a dedicated 
telephone line and maintenance of the computer equipment; and (9) adequate liability, fire, loss, 
theft and replacement insurance on the firniture, fimishings, equipment, court facilities and the 
records of the court. 

(b) If a town or towns comprising a probate district and the responsible municipal official or of- 
ficials within such probate district fail to provide the court facilities required by subsection (a) 
of this section, the Probate Court Administrator shall offer in writing to meet with the judge of 
probate of the district and the responsible official or officials to discuss such court facilities. 
After discussion and consideration of the circumstances of the court operations, the Probate 
Court Administrator may waive or modify the application of a particular requirement of subsec- 
tion (a) of this section for court facilities. 

(c) If suitable court facilities are not provided in accordance with subsection (a) or (b) of this 
section: (1) The Probate Court Administrator shall submit a report to the joint standing cornrnit- 
tee of the General Assembly having cognizance of matters relating to the judiciary concerning 
the failure of the probate district to provide the required court facilities, together with a recom- 
mendation that the probate district be abolished as a separate district and be consolidated with a 
contiguous district where suitable court facilities can be provided; or (2) if, in the opinion of the 
Probate Court Administrator, abolition of the district is not in the public interest and judicial ac- 
tion is necessary to enforce the provision of suitable court facilities, the Probate Court Admin- 
istrator shall bring an action in the Superior Court to enforce the requirements for the provision 
of suitable court facilities. 

(d) Any town located in a probate district that desires to (1) consolidate such probate district 
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C.G.S.A. fj 45a-8 
Page 2 

with one or more districts, (2) be removed from such probate district to a separate district estab- 
lished for any such town, or (3) be located in another probate district, may, by resolution of its 
legislative body, petition the General Assembly for such consolidation, separation and creation 
of a new probate district or relocation. The Probate Court Administrator shall provide such as- 
sistance in the preparation of the petition as the officials of the town or towns may request. At 
the time of submission of a petition to the General Assembly, a copy of the petition shall be sent 
to the judges of probate in the probate districts to be affected. No probate district may be consol- 
idated with another district until the expiration of the tenn of office of any probate judge in an af- 
fected probate district. 

(e) Each judge of probate shall provide suitable records and supplies, in accordance with subsec- 
tion (a) of this section, for the court in the judge's district. The judge of probate shall cause a 
complete record to be made of all orders passed by such court and of all wills, inventories, distri- 
butions, accounts, bonds and returns made to or lodged with such court. The expense of records, 
microfilming or the equipment to produce records, and of supplies which the judge deems neces- 
sary shall be paid, upon the order of the judge, by the town or towns composing the district in 
proportion to their grand lists last perfected. 

(f) When the Probate Court Administrator, by regulation, requires that the courts of probate 
use specified forms, education materials, supplies or equipment not otherwise required by this 
section, they shall be furnished by the Probate Court Administrator and the expense paid from 
the fund established under section 45a-82. 

(1949 Rev., fj 6820; 1958 Rev., fj 45-12; 1969, P.A. 519, fj 1, eff. June 24, 1969; 1980, P.A. 
80-476, fj 4, eff. Oct. 1, 1980; 1993, P.A. 93-279. 6 1. eff. Oct. 1. 1993; 2003. P.A. 03-278. 6 96, 
eff. Julv 9,2003; 2004. P.A. 04-257, 6 66, eff. June 14,2004.) 

HISTORICAL AND STATUTORY NOTES 

2004 Main Volume 

Transfer of Section 

This section, formerly set out as C.G.S.A. 6 45-12, was transferred to C.G.S.A. 8 45a-8 in 
Gen.St., Rev. to 199 1. 

Codification 

Gen.St., Rev. to 1995, changed the section heading from "Record books, records and supplies" to 
"Probate court facilities. Minimum standards. Failure to provide suitable facilities. Consolida- 
tion, separation and creation of probate districts". 

Amendments 

1969 Amendment. 1969, P.A. 519, fj 1, added the former last sentence which related to payment 
of such books, forms, etc. required by the probate court administrator. 

1980 Amendment. 1980, P.A. 80-476, fj 4, divided and rewrote this section which formerly 
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