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March 17, 1959 
life's ways* and earthly griefs are o'er, ask God to grant us 

n Heavens Eternal Shore. 0 dear St. Patrick, light 
the road you trod, and lead our souls, and 

of all former members of tiae Senate, at ©lose of day, to 
with God. Amen. In the name of the Father, and of the 
and of the Holy Ghost. Amen. 

THE CHAIR* 
I am going to ask Father Cotter on this oooasion, if we mlgWb 

adjourn today by Joining with prayer. 
Business on the Clerk*a desk* ' 

THE CLERK: 
Calendar No. File Ho. 56. Safrstitute for Senate Bill 

No. 491. An Aot concerning Creating of a Circuit Court to Replace 
the Trial Justice and Municipal Courts. 

: 
tor from the 10th. 

SENATOR HEALEYi 
Mr. President, I have an amendment whloh the Clerk has in his 

possession. 
THE CHAIRS 

Clerk, please read the amendment? 

for Substitute for Senatjt Bm.Jo», .491. FJLJj® I®. 
86. 

In Seotlon 31, line 10, strike out the period and add nunlei 
11" when called upon to plead, the olalws to be tried by a Jury of 
It' 
Wire* - -

326 
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In Section 33, line 5, strike out the period and add "unless 

any party to euCh action shall within ten days after 
claim a full jury of twelve". 

In Section 67, line 11, strike out the brackets. In line 13, 
after the words "superior court" insert a comma and bracket "and" 
and after the word quote pleas" insert and the oirouit court. 
In lines 19 and SO bracket "the municipal court" arad insert the 
circuit oourt. In line 21, insert a bracket before the word "anyf 
In lines 23 to 30, delete the sentence beginning "Subject". 

In Section 202, line 1, strike out "51-28". 
SENATOR HBAIEY: 

I move for the adoption of the amendment. 
THE CHAIR: 

f?he question is on the adoption of the amendment. Will you 
further? 

r from the 10 th. 
SENATOR HEALEYt 

Mr. President, very briefly with reference to the first 
portion which refers to seotion 31, line 10, I would like to 
discuss that in conjunction with the second portion, Section 33, 
line 5. This amendment is two portions, simply provide far the 
right for defendent to appeal to the Common pleas Court from the 
proposed Circuit Court to claim a jury of twelve if he wishes. 
The present bill has six, this permits him to claim a jury of 
twelve, if he so eleats. The third portion of the amendment 
*hich refers to Seotion 67, concerns itself with the deletion 

proposed bill of a seotion which provides that judges 
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the proposed Circuit Court may be interchanged among other 

in our Judicial Department, This proposal, that is the 
of judges of the proposed Circuit Courts, to sit on 

Judicial Departments, we are deleting by this 
ment. The final question is Seotion 202, line 1, strike out 
"81-28", this would delete from the bill before by way of E That section which concerns itself would be adjournment of 

and sessions. This particular section concerns Itself with 
anner in which a term or session of the Superior Court of 

Common Pleas Court shall be discontinued or adjourned by reas 
of absence of a judge. This is a technical type of thing, tfil 
we originally felt we might inolude in our bill, which on 
thought, we feel should be left in the law. Mr. President, very 
briefly that is the amendment, and I propose the adoption, I movi 
the adoption of the amendment* 
THE CHAIRs 

The question is on the adoption of the amendment. Will you 

it or from the 26th. 
SIBAL: 

I would like to indicate to members of Circle, that it Is 
my understanding with the conversation I had with the distinguish-
ed Majority Leader, that the major proposition of this proposed 
bill, the major discussion on it will take place tomorrow. With 
that understanding, I will not remark on this amendmentf but will 
d®bat@ the fUll question and the full bill 
THE CHAIRS 
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SENATOR 
In order to make the matter completely explicit, ttie Minority 

Leader and I have agreed as he Indicated, that we 
tomorrow on the full discussion of the bill which I intend to ask 
the Senate to make the order of the day at 2too p.m.j that ther 

ts forthcoming to the bill before. This is 
that Is quite 

The question is on the amendment. Will you 
If not, ©11 those in favor signify by saying "aye", 

SENATOR HEAEEYr 
Mr. President, as I understand it, in 

rules 17, this bill is the amendments as passed now until 
bill with the amendments we have Just passed Is completely re-

, and has been distributed to and put In the files of the 
rs of this Cirole. Is that correct? 

THE CHAIR: 
That is oorreot with the adoption of this amendment, the 

bill itself is suspended, and the matter now goes to the legis-
lative commissioner, and as Senator Sibal has explained will be 

at 2s00 p.m. The bill is 

Calendar No. 78. 
cation of 

for aotion Tuesday, March 17, 195$. 
Bill No. 936. An Aot concerning Appli-
s to Use of Land by the State Board of 



March 19, 1969 
THE CHAIRS 

S@nat® please oome to order. Give your attention to the 
Clerk. 
THE CLERK: 

Calendar No. 79, Pile No, 89. Substitute for Senate Bill 
No. 491. As amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A. An Act con-
cerning Creating of a Circuit Court to Replace the Trial Justice 
and Municipal Courts. 

Favorable report of the Committee on Judiciary and Govern-
mental Functions. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALBYs 

The Clerk has an amendment. 
THE CHAIR s 

The Clerk has an amendment. Do you wish the Clerk to read 
the amendment? 
SENATOR HEALEYr 

No. Unless there is objections, I move that we suspend with 
the reading of the amendment. 

Mro President, I move for suspension of the rules so that 
this amendment, whioh is as you know, is for the proposed Circuit 
Court bill; because of the nature of this, we are not going to 
act on It today; but I move under suspension that the bill plus 
the amendments whioh the Clerk, presently has, be printed and In 
the files so that the bill and the amendments can be starred for 
action by this body, next Tuesday. I have consulted with the 
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Minority Leader on this particular operation here this afternoon, 
and he is In agreement with me on that point, 
THE CHAIR* 

f%@ question is on suspension of the rules. Any objections? 
There appears to be none. The rules are suspended. Will you re-
mark further on the amendment ? You want the Senate to take ac-
tion on the amendment, Senator? 
SENATOR HEALEY* 

No, I would move that the Senate, if you will? Mr. President, 
take actlen on the motion that I have made, the amendment ihieh 
has been presented to the Clerk be put in the files, printed and 
together with the bill be capable of being acted upon by this 
body on next Tuesday. 
THE CHAIR: 

So ordered. "Unless there is any further remarks? If not, 
all those in favor signify by saying "aye", those opposed Mno^# 
The "ayes" have it. So ordered. 
THE CLERK? 

Ne further business. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President, I move that we stand in adjournment until 
12*00 o*clock tomorrow noon. Friday as you know, is a non-con-
troversial day. I would prefer if we meet tomorrow at 12:00 noon 
THE CHAIR* 

The question Is on adjournment until 12*00 noon tomorrow. 
All those in favor will signify by saying "aye", those opposed 
"no". The "ayes" have it. We stand in adjournment until 12:00 
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Th© question is on the aoceptanoe of the committee's favor-

able report and passage of the hill. Will you remark further? 
If not, all those in favor will s ignify by saying H aye", those 
opposed "no". The "ayes" have it. ,£he bill is ordered passed. 
THE CLERK: 

Calendar No. 79. Pile No, 89. Substitute for Senate Bill 
No If 491. As amended by Senate Amendment Schedule A. An Act con-
cerning Creating of a Cirouit Court to Replace the Trial Justice 
and Municipal Courts. 

Favorable report of the Committee on Judiciary and Govern-
mental Functions. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President«o.o 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

I move for the aoceptanoe of the oommltee1s favorable report 
and passage of the bill which was amended by Senate Schedule A. 
THE CHAIR: 

The question is on the acceptance of the committee's favor-
able report and the passage of the bill which was amended by 
Schedule A. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President, the Clerk has an amendment. 
THE CHAIR: 

The Clerk will please read the amendment? 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

4:G7 

432 



March 24, . 1959 _ _ _ _ _ 
Mr. President, the Clerk has an amendment whioh I "believe is 

Senate Sohedule "B" whioh has been printed as Calendar No. 103, 
and has been in the file as File No. 118. If there is no objec-
tions, I move that the reading of the amendment be waived. 
THE CHAIR* 

If til ere is no objections, the reading of the amendment may 
be waived. Do I hear objections? The reading is hereby waived. 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President, I move the passage of the amendment of Senate 
Sohedule "b". I 
THE CHAIR: 

The question is on the passage of the amendment of Senate 
Schedule "B". Will you remark? 
SI HA TOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President, the amendment which is in our file, as File 
No. 118 is approximately seven pages long, and oontalns a number 
of amendments, the most important of vhich I will touch upon. 
The others, I am sure we are all familiar with, because of the 
fact that it has been printed since last Friday and in file. 
Mr. President, briefly, insofar as the amendments are concerned, 
whieh I oare to discuss Senate Schedule "b"j the first one is the 
one concerning the matter of "motor vehicle fines". As you will 
all notice, the amendments provide that one-third of all the fine 
resulting from motor vehicle arrests are to be returned to the 
towns of vftiloh the arrests occurred. Another important aspect 
of the amendment is the portion that concerns "juries". Very 
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briefly, a litigant will be entitled to a jury trial in criminal 
and civil matters in the Circuit Court in the first instanoe. If 
he wants a jury trial, that is the place for him to eleot it. If 
there is no appeal "de novo" after the jury trial at the Circuit 
Court and no appeals on the questions of law are taken to a three 
judge panel of this Circuit Court. Another portion of the amend-
ment whioh I would touch upon is the sitting in town which is 
seotion six of the amendment of seotion six of the original bill 
which points out that the Circuit Court shall hold session in any 
town where the legislative body of that town makes a request, 
therefore, to the executive secretary of the Judicial Department• 
The final portion of the amendment that I would bring to your 
attention by word of discretion and leave the rest to your read-
ing is that portion that concerns the praotioe of Criminal Law 
by prosecutorsand their associates and clerks • The third portion! 
of the amendment on Pile No. 118 on the first page points out 
that prosecutors, assistant proseoutors, their partners and as-
sociates are not permitted to praotice criminal law in any oourt. 
The partners and the associates of assistant prosecutors and 
clerks and assistant olerks shall not engage in criminal l§w in 
the Circuit Oourt, but they are privileged to practice oriminal 
law elsewhere. Mr. President, onoe again without delving into 
the amendment at any greater length, I move the adoption of the 
amendment of Senate Schedule "B". 
THE CHAIR: 

The question is on the adoption of the amendment of Schedule 
"B"o Will you remark further' 

4 6 9 

454 
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SENATOR SIBALr 

435 

Mr. President 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 26th. 
SENATOR SIBAL: 

I would like to remark on this amendment, because this amend-
ment represents the minority contribution to the overall oourt 
reorganisation bill which I am sure will pass this body late this 
afternoon. Each and every point whioh the Majority Leader brought 
out about the amendment will represent it, insofar as it went, 
exclusive of the Trial Justice Courts- The Federal committee 
bill which oame out of the Judiciary committee of the last ses-
sion, and whioh was liberalized further to some degree, and as 
you know whioh was supported by the minority party for sometime 
up to last Wednesday. The question of holding sessions in each 
and every town were requested by the legislative body of that 
town, and even holding night sessions were requested by the leg-
islative body of the town wishing to hold night sessions. It is 
a very vital point of this bill, and is a very real reason why 
the minority of this assembly are lending so much support to it. 
Some people, sincere people around the state, so I am sure after 
talking to them have some reservations about the enforcement of 
this provision of the bill. They feel based on some experiences 
of legislative action of the past concerning where courts shall 
sit and shall not sitj that perhaps this legislative aotion will 
not be completely followed in the department. I oannot emphasis 
too strongly, that a very real consideration in tiie support with 
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which this bill is receiving and this amendment is receiving from 
the minority part is based upon time good faith whioh we approaches 
this provision of the amendments It is inconceivable to me, that 
the Circuit Court judges v&ien they become judges in this state 
will ignore this provision. If they do, I would consider it a 
breach of faith with the legislature, and if I for one have the 
privilege to be in this legislature again, I will certainly do 
something about it. This is a most vital part of the amendment; 
it answers the very sincere questions whioh some people had in 
some of the towns about taking away the convenience of their 
local oourts. There is no reason vfoy it should not be honored 
and I am certain that I know that I speak for the vast majority of 
legislatures, that it will be honored; and if there is any ques-
tion about the legislative intent when it beoomes law, I hope we 
dispel that right here and now. Insofar as the money returning 
to the town, this too meets a very substantial objection, parti-
cularly in towns where revenue from the minor oourts represented 
an important part in their budget. It is my understanding that 
the money which will be returned by the state, one-third of all 
the motor vehicle fines colleoted whioh will be returned to the 
particular town where the arrest is made represents just about 
the amount of money which the towns now receive. They receive 
a larger percentage, but they have an expense of the court which 
the state will assume. Uiis too is most important. We can neveij" 
lose sight of the fact, that the towns have problems just as we 
oonoerned particularly with the problems that the state have. 
An aotion by this body in the House downstairs can never ignore 
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the problems whioh it might create in the town. I feel that 
this approach is a reasonable, sensible, intelligent, forwarding 
looking one, and should bring support from the whole court reor-
ganization proposition. The other point which the Senator from 
the 10th mentioned, having to do with 11 jury trials" and the elim-
ination of trials de novo, elimination of the praotice of crimin-
al law by prosecutors and their partners and associates, I won!t 
go into in detail. These are somewhat technical legal terms, 
probably a word to lawyers and judges than to laymen; but I feel 
that they are mostly important questions of the amendment because 
to my view, these provisions give the ©ourts, the new olroult 
courts, a statute whioh they did not have without them. A judge 
in the new cirouit court, is a judge now that can render a final 
decision, which decision is only appealable in matters of law, 
*ho will take his time at presiding ®.t jury trials, who will take 
his turn in sitting as a member of the opposed division of the 
Cirouit Court. It is a challenging assignment; it Is an assign-
ment whioh will bring to the court, I am sure, distinguished and 
eminent members of the bar. This probably, even though it Is 
technical and difficult to comprehend on the part of some people, 
is jberhaps not the kind of provision whioh is fully reported in 
the press because of its technical nature; this is the kind of 
provision which I think will probably make these courts work, and 
will make them work far better than other provisions might have; 
because men make courts just as they do every other institution. 
The kind of men who will be attracted to this assignment will 
make these courts amongst the finest in the world. I would like 
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to oonolude my remarks by quoting very briefly from a highly re-
spected political writer in the state of Connecticut. I feel sur^ 
that I am representing the people of all parties, when I say that 
he is highly respeoted; beoause his writings are always fair and 
are always oonstruotive. He writes in todays paper the follow-
ing: "The most beautiful play in all politics is that of the 
constructive, fruitful compromise• A historio day of compromise 
in Hartford last week was the Court Reform Issue, a something of 
everything. It has oharacter, it has intelligence and it had a 
bit of luck too. jtbbve all, it represented the triumph and de-
cency that sometimes open on the politioal soene". Ladles and 
gentlemen of this body, this is the day wish will long be remem-
bered In Oonneotlout. It is the day of progress, it is a day of 
enlightenment, it is a day which the two major parties shared 
contributing to the future of our state; and I urge the unanimous 
support of this amendment• 
THE CHAIR: 

The question is on the amendment of Sohedule "B", Will you 
remark further? 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Concerning one portion of the discussion of the Minority 
Leader, that is the portion in which he lndloated that It was hi£ 
slnoere hope that the language In the bill whioh provide that 
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sections of the Cirouit Court shall be held in any town with the 
legislative body of that town makes a proper request. May I say 
without getting teohnical, but putting it in its real light, that 
this particular language was arrived at last Thursday, the day 
after our very important meeting was held, and I certainly wlah 
to bring to the attention of this body, that it is our feeling 
that the legislative intent is what the Senator from the 26th 
indicates that it is, it was a genuine meeting of the minds on 
both sides. Without more, Mr. President, perhaps there may be 
more remarks, I will reserve my next motion. 
THE CHAIRt 

The question is on the adoption of the amendment Sohedule 
"B". Will you remark further? 
SENATOR BARNES: 

Mr. President..... 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 5th. 
SENATOR BARNES: 

Mr. President, members of the Circle, I rise to support this 
amendment, not only as a member of the Republican minority here 
In the Senate, but also as the sponsor of SenateBill No. 793, 
the so-oalled bar association bill which probably is the most 
complete reorganisation, oourt reorganization proposal submitted 
to this session. As you know In addition to providing a Cirouit 
Court for the Minor Courts, the bar association bill, in addi-
tion, established a Family Court, and provided a new Cirouit 
Court to replace the present Probate Courts. In supporting this 
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amendment, I want to make it quite clear that certainly as far as 
I am concerned, these latter two items, mainly the Probate Court 
and the Family Court, are items of unfinished court reorganization 
business. Nevertheless, the decision, I feel was sound, not to 
complicate or confuse the issue whioh is before us today with 
any provision for either the Family or Probate Court, Opinions 
differ strongly on all phases of court reorganization, and rather 
confuse any reorganization of the Minor Courts, additional op-
position or differences of opinion on the Family and Probate 
Court, I feel that the decision was a wise one to prooeed with 
just this phase of the reorganization at this time. As Indicated 
by the Senator from the 26th, this bill has been referred to as 
a compromise, and that it Is. I also feel that the compromise 
in the very best legislative sense. It embodies some of the best 
features of all of the various reorganization proposals whioh 
have been presented to the legislature, I know that I personally 
feel that way, and I know that the drafting committee of the bar 
association which has worked for over five years on this particu-
lar project feels that way. The conclusion is, of mine is, that 
this bill as presently amended or being amended for this body is 
in faot a better measure asfar as the Minor Courts are oonoerned 
thah the bar association proposal. I am told that others, ttio 
have advanced other particular proposals, feel the same wayj and 
if that is so, if our oonolusion Is correct, this is the best 
use of the legislative prooess to develop a piece of legislation 
in the best interests of all. So, Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of this amendment. 
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THE CHAIR: 

Dae question is on the adoption of, the amendment of Schedule 
" Btt • 

Senator of the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

I move that when tho vote be taken on the adoption of Senate 
amendment "B", that the vote be taken by roll ©all. Mr. Presi-
dent, may I ask is it proper that those vfao are to vote for the 
amendment vote "yea" and those who intend to vote oontrary-wlse 
"nay"? 
THE CHAIRS 

Yew, be it understood. Those voting "yea" are voting for the 
amendment. Those voting "nay" will be voting against the amend-
ment. The request is a roll call vote. It is so ordered, I hav$ 
just been asked that the opportunity would be given anyone to 
speak on the bill as amended, and I notify the Senators that it 
would. So the bill will be baok for any discussion you care to 
have. The request is for a roll call vote, Mr. Clerk. Will you 
adhere to that request? 
THE CLERKs 

Roll call vote on Calendar No. 103. Pile No. 118. Amendment 
Schedule "B" to Substitute for Senate Bill No. 491. 
District No. 1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 
Yea 



toistriet No. . 10 Yea 
11 Yea 
12 Yea 
13 Yea 
14 Yea 
15 Yea 
16 Yea 
17 Yea 
18 
19 Yea 
20 Yea 
21 Yea 
22 Yea 
23 Yea 
24 Yea 
25 Yea 
26 Yea 
27 Yea 
28 Yea 
29 Yea 
30 Yea 
31 
32 Yea 
33 Yea 
34 
35 Yea 
36 Yea 

Absent 

Nay 

Nay 

THE CHAIR: 
The Clerk will give you the tally. 

THE CLERKS 
The following is the vote: 

Number voting 35 
Neoessary for passage 18 

Those voting Yea 
Those voting Nay 
Those absent and not voting 

THE CHAIR: 
Therefore, the amendment for Sohedule "B" has been adopted 

SENATOR HEALEY: 
Mr. President*... 

THE CHAIR: 
Senator from the 10th. 
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SENATOR HEALEY: 
May we stand at ease for a moment• 

TOE CHAIRS 
The Senate will he at ease for a moment while the stamp is 

put on the amendment • 
THE CLERKs 

Calendar No. 79. Pile No, 89. Substitute for Senate Bill 
No. 491. As amended by Senate Amendment Sohedule "A". An Aot 
concerning Creating of a Cirouit Court to Replaoe the Trial Jus-
tice and Munioipal Courts. Substitute for Senate Bill No. 491. 
as amended by Sohedule MAH and "B11. 
SENATOR HEALEYs 

Mr. President*••• 
THE CHAIRs 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEYs 

I move for suspension of the rules for immediate considera-
tion of the bill that was amended by Schedule "A" and Schedule 
"B». 
THE CHAIRs 

The question Is on suspension of the rules for immediate con-
sideration. Is there any objections? Hearing none, the rules 
are suspended* 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr, Preslidnet, I move the passage of the bill and the aooept-
anoe of the oommittee»s favorable report as amended by Senate 
Sohedule "Am and WBN. 
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©IE <3HAIRr~~~~*-' 
The question is on the adoption of the committee's favorable 

report and the passage of the bill as amended by Sohedule "A" and 
"b". Will you remark Senator? 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

Mr. President..••• 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator from the 10th. 
SENATOR HEALEY: 

The bill whioh we have before us some Eighty-eight pages in 
length. I think, perhaps, the real physloal length of the bill 
is some sort of indication of the genuineness of the compromise 
that the bill represents. The Senator from the 26th indicated* 
and I feel rightly so, that it is the triumph for deoenoy in this 
state. It would seem, if I may take it a step further, that it 
is not only a triumph for the General Assembly, but also a 
triumph for all the people of the state of Connecticut. The bill 
vfaich you have before you was amended, is the result of genuine 
sincere compromise by having been hammered out and arising at a 
long period of sub-committee oogitation and an important group of 
meetings last week, the result of which we find the bill before 
us now with the support of both parties for this bill. It would 
3eem that the very definite type of benefit that this bill pro-
vides for all the people of this state. It is an indication of 

a 

the measures that is due to any person, party or group that has 
anything to do with the bill as we now find it before us. Mr. 
President, because of the fact that the bill is some Eighty-eight 
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pages long, I will comment briefly on the contents of the bill. 
The bill, as you know, sets up a Circuit Court which is to have 
forty-four judges which are to be appointed by the Governor and 
confirmed by the General Assembly. The salary is $16,000.00 per 
year, and the terms are four years. The judge will be entitled 
to pay, retirement and pension benefits as judges of other courts 
of our state. A very important aspect of the fact is that the 
judges In this court must be attorneys admitted to practice in 
this state; and they must devote their full time to the offics of 
judge of the Circuit Court. Very briefly, for the purpose of the 
act of operation for this oourt, the state will be divided into 
an appropriate number of circuits, and the court sessions will be 
held at towns within the circuit. The number and the size of the 
circuit in the town where sessions are to be held will be de-
termined by the ohief judge of the circuit after consultation 
with the other judges of the court. I think, perhaps, the fact 
that these latter determinations are to be made both for the oon^ 
venienoe of litigants and their counsel for the facilitation of 
court business, for the efficient use of judicial personnel to 
the end of court sessions be held in many, many towns as our 
possible, whioh we have supplemented with desire to reach the 
people, most of the people, we have supplemented one of our amend 
ments which permits the oourts to be held in a town with the leg-
islative body which counsel requests indicates the, length to whicjh 

the people who are behind this bill have gone in an attempt to 

provide a justice that is convenient for the people. As you will 



not© from further reading of the bill, judges will travel from 
town to town within the various circuit, and no judge is to serve 
in some circuit for more than four months. The officers of the 
circuit will be one per cirouit and more if needed. 'ftie bill 
provides for that. The offices may be maintained by the state, 
and the hearing rooms in the various places where the court holds 
session are to be maintained by the towns In •vfoich the sessions 
are held. All personnel of the courts, from clerfc, proseoutors, 
reporters, and what have you throughout the entire personnel as«* 
pect of this new court are to be appointed by the judges of this 
Cirouit Court. As you know, the oivil jurisdiction of the Cir-
cuit Court is up to $2,500.00, and oriminal jurisdiction with a 
maximum penalty of #500.00 fine or one year in jail or both. 
Without referring to the jury provision which is disoussed in the 
amendment, as the Minority Leader indicated, this provision alone 
will serve to give this oourt a real statute. We have made pro-
visions in the bill for a complete manning of the oourt, muoh of 
the setting up of the court is to be left to the Judges of this 
Cirouit Court, who are to be appointed in this session, and as 
you know the effeotive date for commencement of operation of this 
oourt Is January 1, 1961, ihich will give the new judges approxi-
mately eighteen to twenty months to set up the entire operation. 
Another provision of the bill as it will be seen is the fact that 
the forty-four judges are to be appointed evenly from the two 

o 

major parties. Mr. President, without more, I move the accept-
ance of the committee*s favorable report and passage of bill as 
amended by Senate Sohedule "A" and "B". 

481 
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THE CHAIRs 

The question Is on the adoption of the committee^ favorable 
report as amended by Sohedule "A11 and "B". Win you remark fur-
ther? 

Senator from the 1st, 
SENATOR KERRIGAN: 

Mr, President, members of the Cirole, we have hoard muoh from 
the legal profession relative to the merits and demerits of the 
so-oalled administration court reform bill, What though is the 
reaction of the non-lawyers, tiae man on the street? After all 
the litigant, viio must appear before municipal and justice oourt, 
whether civil or criminal are the primary parties in interest. 
I have taken upon myself, these several months, to probe into the 
citizen's reaction to the proposed bill. It has been my experi<* 
ence that the overwhelming majority of our people are dissatis-
fied with the Minor Cour situation in Connecticut. I found per-
sonally these same people are almost unanimous in their feeling 
of confidence in the operation of our higher oourts. Respeot for 
law is based on the oitlzens respeot or contempt for the plans of 
justice dispensed by our judioial system. The quality of justice 
insofar as humanly possible Is the goal towards vhioh we must 
rise. A case and point is the anti«epeedlng drive for the past 
few years. I've heard it stated time end time again, prior to 
last November, that enough Connecticut licenses have been sus-
pended to assure the defeat of the elected officials responsible 
for its conception in execution. The safety program appeals to 
he electorate, it applies without fear or favor and with such 

(1 
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bundling equality to all of us, whatever our state in life, that 
it represented a new and appealing phases of the quality and ad-
ministration of warm well released facets of law inforcement. 
That result was accomplished by exeoutive insistence and admini-
strative oo-operation. Such a situation should not have been 
necessary, even at that, the program was opposed by many of the 
judges and twelve justices of our Minor Courts. Without the co-
operation of these men, this program whioh has reoeived interna-
tional aoolaim must in time fall. It would appear that the people 
of Connecticut desire above all equality. Not whom but what, 
not who is arrested, but vfoat are the facts. The court of justio^ 
must be placed In the hands of men, Mho by education, experience, 
wisdom and ability are best equipped to offer our people a pure 
and unadulterated product. I trust, Mr. President and members of 
the Cirole, that this bill will receive unanimous support. 
THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark further? 
Senator from the 31st. 

SENATOR CADY: 
Mr. President, and members of the Circle, I have given very 

careful consideration to oourt reorganization over the past 
eight years. This is my fourth term on the judiciary oommlttee. 
I've served on the judiciary sub-committee on oourt reorganizaw 
tionj I've served on the Conneotlout bar association committee 
on oourt reorganlsat1on. I oome from the 31st distriot \foich 
represents one of our most rural areas in the state. Ten towns, 
one with a municipal court and nine with trial justice court3. 



Jgfiroh 84, 1959 X propose to ©over three points this afternoon. First the raethoc 
of affecting this compromise, secondly the dispense of our trial 
justice system, and third to point out certain weaknesses and 
objections which I have to the proposed bill on oourt reorganiza-
tion. I realize that what I have to say this afternoon is not 
going to affect the vote up here. X have no amendments to offer, 
but simply would like t© put my feelings on record in this mat-
ter. I realize that this is not probably the time nor the place 
to discuss the first point I mentioned, namely the method of af-
fecting this compromise. However, I do feel that one week ago, 
I was requested by the Republican party to vote to preserve the 
®rial Justice courts. I am doing just that this afternoon. My 
position hasn't changed one bit. If the Trial Justice courts 
were worth supporting a week ago, oertainly nothing has happened 
within the past week to warrant abolition after a two hour oon-
ferenoe. The official position of the Republican party a week 
ago was as follows: I quote "most of the people from the towns 
having Trial Justioe oourts are not sold on the desirability of 
liquidating them"• All I can say Is Amen to that. Another 
statement "There is not in handling this problem in one step at 
a time, namely through the interim judiolary oommitee bill, at 
all times it Is not proposed this afternoon. We have no choioe, 
but to vote for or against Senate Bill No. 491." My point here 
is why this sudden about faoe in such a short time? Why weren't 
the rural areas that like this Trial Justioe court given an op-
portunity to defend them? I had hoped as a member of this jud-
iciary sub-committee, if we would have a ohoioe to make today. 

484 
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Some of us Ilk© the justice courts, some do not. They ought to 
give the legislature the ohoioe between the so-called administra-
tion bill and the interim judioiary committee bill. Lets just 
not pull the rug out from under the supporters of the Trial Jus-
tice courts. I admit that our Trial Justice courts are not per-
fect, I don't suppose their is any oourt system that is perfeot 
or will be perfeot. However, oertain improvements have been ad-
justed, and many others believe with those improvements, we would 
have a good Minor Court system that was well adepted to smaller 
towns, that opportunity likewise has gone out of the door. On 
other hand, I feel that this proposed bill Senate Bill No. 491 
is far from perfect, and I propose to dhow nfoy. taking this 
position this afternoon, I am undoubtedly going to be labeled as 
a "reactionary"j that has already been put in the papers as the 
name8 of those who opposed this form of oourt reorganization. 
I am inclined to think that I amy be too ldeallstio in this mat-
ter. However, I do propose to defend this system we now have. 
As I said before, we have nine out of ten Trial Justice courts 
in the 31st district. I have received no criticism, no speoific 
criticism from any constituent about these oourts. I have re-
ceived letters mostly from the League of Women Voters supporting 
these so-called bar association bills for complete integration 
of the courts, but I have heard no complaints in my distriot, 
at least that the Trial Jmstioe courts are not working as they 

0 

were designed to do. No charges of graft, fixing, wrong-doing, 
and yet isn't it sad to assume that those would be publicized 
and would be on the front pages of our paper; and yet in the 
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twenty years since our Trial Justice Courts were introduced to 
my knowledge, there has been no incidents, no glaring oases of 
fixing, graft• True, there may have been miscarriages of justice 
in the eyes of the attorneys representing party; but there was 
no olaim that the judge was not doing his honest best to reach a 
proper dispossession of the case. In other words, the people in 
my area, at least, are not oonvinoed of the need for this change. 
They point out to me, that according to the best they give this 
change is going to cost the state of Conneotiout $2,800,000.00. 
This bill we are voting on this afternoon 3s going to add almost 
$3,000,000.00 to the cost of operating our state. The people up 
our way, ask why this is necessary? I think over the years, the 
small towns have been a shining example of democratic government. 
Certainly, we have heard the New England town meeting referred to 
as demooraoy operating in itself. The other branch of the govern 
ment our selectman system has oertainly proved effeotlve In our 
small towns. Granted in your larger towns, there is a need for 
a different type of government. Our Trial Justice Courts seem 
to have satisfied the people in our smaller towns. We have there 
a separation of powers which we find desirable in our central 
system, separation of powers is desirable in our state system, 
and yet, now there is to be no third branch of government in the 
small towns. We are going to oentrallze our oourts, and there 
will be just the legislative and executive branch in our small 
towns with all administration of justioe under our same system. 
After hearing of the reorganization of our oourta, Judge Carmody 
the chief judge of the Trial Justioe Court pointed out to our 
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committee that the Trial Justioe Oourta over the years have 
proved themselves both convenient, economical, efficient, flexi-
ble and self-supportlag. 1 emphasize the economical and the self+ 
supporting. In 1957, our Trial Justioe Oourts disposed of twenty 
seven thousand oases; of these oases, only on® percent were ap-
pealed to the Oourt of Common Pleas. Needless to aay, there was 
no back-4®g in our Trial Justice Courts system, nor has there 
been any scandal as I have pointed out. The Improvements that 
were suggested, I feel would have had a great effect in strength-

these courts. The idea being not to require a town to join 
our state Circuit Oourt system, but to give them the option. 1© 
were going to say to the town, if you like this system keep it, 
if you don't like It, you have the option to join the nearest 
state maintained oourt. Why oan«t we keep this permissive, why 
do we have to compel? Towns that are satisfied with what they 
have got to go along with this much more expensive system 
suggestions to strengthen the Trial Justice Court were training 
courses, a child justioe assembly, such as we have in 
assembly here today. Certainly, no one will deny that 
bate assembly has strengthened eur Probate Court 
were going to take the Trial Justice out of politics, 
from membership on any town committee, yes, that would have 
a step forward. We were to be uniform rule, practice and 
cedure; so that a defendant would have to post the same bond for 
the same offense in each town, and could reasonably expect to 
reoelve the same fine in whatever Trial Justioe Court he happene 

facts of this court on the record, I only like 
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to point out that this doesn't sound to me like the biography of 
a condemned man. There are certainly some virtues in this man, 
<whlCh we are here condemning to extinction) so far as the Ciroult 
Oourt itself goes, I would first like to say that I would protest 
In our county of Litchfield where there will not be more than one 
Circuit Court, I would lay odds on ifcat, we are a rural area and 
there has been no attempt to reorganizing The Probate Courts to 
give more than one Probate district t© Litchfield county. Why 
can w® expect, more than one Circuit Court? That means that some 
of our citizens will have to drive at least thirty miles to the 
county seat, if they have to go there for trial, Certainly, an 
inconvenience to people wfao now can reoeive this Justioe in their 
home town. Much has been said of this concession that has been 
made concerning remitting one-third of the fines to the towns la« 
volved. It has been stated that is Just what the towns have been 
getting in fact now. Yes, that is what they are getting back 
now, but under this new system, they are going to be supporting 
#2,800,000,00 courts. Hho Is going to make up that difference? 
Under our present system, they keep two-thirds of these fines. 
Is it a concession I ask you to get one-third back instead of the 
present two-thirds? That is not agreed to me like a concession., 
at least to those who have claimed it to be so. Now the cost, I 

000.00 as compared to a 
self-supporting Trial Justioe system today. The next point is 
this that was made a great deal of, the matter of the trial de 
novo. I simply raise the question has trial de novo really been 
abolished. If you look at Seotion 28 of the bill, I think you 

JUL 
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will find that the judges in their discretion may grant a 
ing where they feel the party Is not properly protected their 
right8; that Is certainly a trial de novo, if there ever was 
At our hearings on oourt reorganisation, we had one of our more 
eminent judges to the Superior Oourt here to ask his advise on 
this matter of retaining jury trials In a Cirouit Court system. 
Many of you know to ttoom I m referring, aid It was his opinion 
that to permit Jury trials in our Circuit Court system is going 
to create a worse log-jam than we have ever seen. Simply think 
for a moment, if a person goes to our Circuit Oourt for a crimia* 
al trial, how long does it take to pick a jury; how long does it 
take to charge a jury; how long does it take the jury to deliber-
ate? If there were twenty-seven thousand cases, the Trial Justice 
tried in 1957, it wouldn't take long for a log-Jam to develop. 
I ask you is this a concession now, to eliminate a trial de novo 
in our Circuit Oourt? The point has been made that we aren't 
really doing just vfcat I have said; that in order to get a Jury 
trial, a person must go to the county seat. He won't get It in 
his own town; but oertalnly if I were charged with driving under 
the influence, reokless driving or speeding, I would certainly 
take my ohanoes on a Jury trial. Today to get a jury trial, you 
must appeal from a Justice Court. In our town most people feel 
that if they have had a fair trial, they take their medicine and 
go home. They don't bother to appeal. Now, on the Circuit 
Court, each person would not have to appeal, he goes directly 
into the Circuit Court; it won't coat him anything to have a Jury 

not rely on a Jury, rather than take the judges 
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is a real possibility that this right to a trial by jury may be 
considerably abused, and result in a serious log-jam. Notice 
Seotion 111 of this bill, strangely enough, that Seotion oould 
grant as far as counsel In the Superior Court and in the Court of 
Common Pleas to extending their arguments beyond an hour without 
the consent of the judge, nothing Is said about that in tiie Cir-
cuit Court, Counsel can argue (indistinguishable) in the Cirouit 
Court; so that I think that there is a real possibility of having 
a log-jam of major portion. Another point, I find disturbing is 

be under the merit system; that seems to be a good idea of the 
rest of our state empleyees seem to enjoy and profit from being 
under the merit system, but I look through this administration 
bill, and I can't find anywhere that anyone is going to be under 
the merit system. If they aren't going to be under the merit 
system, what is going to happen? Every time we have change of 
judges, there oan be a turnover of oourt personnel. Isn't that 
exactly what we are trying to get away from today? Why shouldn't 
this merit system operate In the judiciary department;, if it 
seems to operate well in our other departments of the government? 
Another disturbing feature of this bill is Seotion 20. You will 
notioe there, that anybody who Is now employed in a Municipal 
Court, who is taken In tixrough the Circuit Court system, is 
treated as if he has been paying in to the state retirement fund 
as long as he had been working In that oourt. May of them, ob-
viously may not have been, many of these Municipal Courts retire-

90 
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jment systems are non-contributory, and yet what will happen, here 
is a man who has worked eighteen years as an employee of the 
iolpal Court is welcomed into the Judicial Department with full 
retirement benefits, as If he had been contributing for twenty 
years, when actually he has not. It seems to me that it has 
marks a little of the oourt bill. Another provision whioh seems 
to disturb me reading It over is Seotion 11. There It permits 
a proaeoutor to oompromise more. At the last cession, fee judi-
clary committee had such a bill, but it was a pretty good idea. 
The bill went to Governor Ribicoff, and he vetoed it; said he 
didn't want that kind of legislature on our books. How, here it 
Is right baok in the administration bill with this right to 

on. If it was bad last year, that has suddenly 
how do things Change so quickly? Another feature mhioh I 

think is disturbing here at least, is the idea of the selection 
of personnel. It seems to me very possible under this system, 
that the limits of some of our circuit is going to be the 
geographical limits as many of our Municipal Courts today, 
is there to prevent judges, who were once appointed by a Governor 
being appointed again to this Circuit Oourt bringing along with 
them all the oourt personnel that are now in the Municipal Court, 
with the result that you have the same old court house gang, only 
difference is we are giving them new robes, we are giving them a 
higher salary, we are giving them tenure and we are giving them 
retirement benefits. But I will be much surprised if many of 
these new judges do not emerge from the ranks of our present 
Municipal Court judges, the clerks, prosecutors and assistant 
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olerks rigit on down the lino, may very well follow along with the 
judge® Another point that this matter of the Oourt thing re-
quired to meet in our smaller towns, and to have nlgit sessions. 
If the legislative body of the small towns requires it. Wow, 
again at a session of the Judiciary committee, we passed a bill 
requiring the Superior Court to set a certain number of weeks in 
Litohfield, a certain number of weeks in Ansonla and a certain 
number of weeks in Danbury and Stamford; now, they haven*t done 
that. They have a perfectly good reason; they say it isn't feasi-f 
ble for us to do so with our present complement of judges. How, 
I submit to you, that if we put this in the bill, there Is nothing 
there to require oar Circuit Ceurt to sit in a small town, if 
they find that the volume of business does not warrant It, if 
they have so much other work, that nlgit sessions are lnoonven-
ient, there will be any number of valid reasons why these judges 
cannot be required to sit in sm§ll towns and to hold night ses-
sions of court. Uftien we again call this a concession, I take it 
with a grain of salt. I've got to be convlnoed that these judges 
will do vtoat they are told, when it is worked out that eur Sup-
erior Court judges have seen fit to do what the General Assembly 
in part ordered them to do last session. Finally, we have the 
matter of constitution out. It seems to be fairly admitted 
around the halls of the Capitol, that there is & probability that 
abolishing jury trial in our minor offenses is going to require 
a court (indistinguishable) to prove its legality. I should 
think that is an unfortunate way for a new system to start off, 
if it Is flying in the face of a test of its constitutionality 
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jbefore it really gets started. So, Mr. President, I, with these 

, feel that I must stay with the position 1 was in last 
If anyone oan Alow me a need for a change and if we 

eliminate these faults in this bill whioh we have bef< 
will certainly buy such a bill; but until then, I feel compelled 
to vote against any bill which would abolish our Trial Justioe 
Court? 
THE CHAIRS 

The question is on the acceptance of the committee's favor-
able report as amended by Sohedule V and "B". 

from the 10th. 

Mr. President, I move that wbaa the vote be taken, that it 
be taken by a roll call. 
THE CHAIRs 

The question is that when the vote be taken, it be taken by 
roll call. Request so ordered. 

Will the Senators please take their Chairs? 
May I just say that the roll call vote is now taken on the 

bill as amended by schedule "A" and ttBM? 
THE CLERK: 

Substitute for fienatjsJSlll No. 491. As amended by Senate 
Sohedule wArt 

Senator Kerrigan of the First District 
Lebon of the Second District 
Armentano of the Third District 
Doooy of the Fourth District 
Barnes from the Fifth District 
Soaalon of the Sixth District 

Yea 
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Boyoe c 
Miller 

itor Alfano of the Seventh District Tea 
Falsey of the Eighth District Yea 
Marcus of the Ninth District Yea 
Healey of the Tenth District Yea 
Piooolo of the Eleventh Distriot Yea 

of the Twelfth Distriot Yea 
of the Thirteenth Distriot Yea 

Sohaffer of the Fourteenth Distriot Yea 
Verriker of the Fifteenth District 
MoGrath of the Sixteenth District Yea 
McCarthy of the Seventh Distriot Yea 
Mafclanl of the Eighteenth District 
Urbinatio of the Nineteenth Distriot Yea 
Orefloe of the Twentieth District Yea 
Reltham of the Twenty-first District Yea 
Gladstone of the Twenty-second District Yea 
Caldwell of the Twenty-third Di strict Yea 
Buaald of the Twenty-fourth Distriot Yea 
Hewitt of the Twenty-fifth District Yea 
Sibal of the Twenty-sixth Distriot Yea 
Ralteri of the Twenty-seventh Distriot Yea 
Ferland of the Twenty-eight Distriot 
Geutu of 
Burns of 
Cady of the Thirty-first District 
Angevine of the Thirty-second District 
Pickett of the Ofcirty-third District 
Holbraok of the Thirty-Fourth Distriot 
Dickson of the Thirty-fifth Distriot Yea 
Finney of the Thirty-sixth District Yea 
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>f the Twenty-eight Distrit 
the Twenty-ninth Distriot 
the Thirtieth District 

Yea 
Yea 

Nay 

Nay 

Let us go back to Senator Verriker of the Fifteenth Distriot. 
SENATOR VER: 

The tally shows the following votest 
Total number voting 
Necessary for pa ssage 

Those voting Yea 33 
Those voting Nay 2 
Absent and not voting 1 

GHAIRt 
May I announce the votes and say, ladles 

35 
18 

gentlemen, this 
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a most historic oooasion for 
it is a most historio oocasion for the 
am proud to say the "ayes" have it. 

of the 
state of 
bill is ordered 

. I 

Mr. President. 

for 
transmitting 

the XOth• 

to the bill that has just 
on of the rules for the 
bill to the House? 

, may I 
se of immediately 

,Th@ question is on the suspension of the rules for immediate 
transmittal to the House. Is there any objections? There appear 
mono, the rules are suspended. The motion is for Immediate trans 
mlttal to the House. All in favor, will signify by saying "aye", 
those opposed "no", ?he "ayes" have it. The bill is ordered to 
be immediately transmitted to the H 

Calendar No. 86. File No. 68. Senate Bill No. 178. An Act 
concerning Notification on Receipt of Property by Old Age Asalst-

Beneficlarles. 
Favorable report of the Committee on Public Welfare and Hu« 
Institutions. 

SENATOR PICCOLOS 
Mr. President..... 
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THE CLERKt 
Change of reference t 

. , , m m ^ m ^ 

S.B. No. 378* An act concerning licensing of distributors 
of motor fuels* 
THE SPEAKERj 

Referred to the CoBsmitte® on FINANCE. 
THE CLERKl 

Favorable reports The Joint Standing Committee on 
General Law on S.B. No. 746. An act concerning the validating 
of the notice given by Mary Kraft and granting her permission 
to prosecute to final effect a suit against the town of 
New Haven. 
THE SPEAKER 1 

Tabled for the Calendar and Printing. 

Favorable report of the Joint Standing Connlttee on 
Judlolary and Governmental Functions out 
Substitute for S.B. No* 491. An act concerning creation of a 
Circuit Court to replace the trial justice of the Municipal 
Claris as amended by Senate Amendment Schedules nA° and "B% 
THE SPEAKERS 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGELs 

I move that the rules be suspended in order that we may 
give immediate consideration to the bill just read by the 
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Clerk* 
THE SPEAKER s 

Gentleman from Brookfield. 
MR. FINNEYJ 

X rise to second the motion. 
THE SPEAKER t 

Question now is on suspension of the rules for immediate 
consideration of the bill. 

For what purpose does the gentleman from Westbrook rise? 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH: 

I rise for the call of the order of the day, sir. 
The order of business of the day is set forth in the Calendar 
that we have before ust A suspension of the rules can be 
challenged if continued before the order of the day. 
THE SPEAKER t 

In the opinion of the Chair the order of the day starred 
for action can be taken up at a later time. 

Question now is on suspension of the rules for immediate 
consideration. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Burlington arise? 
MR. HOGAN: 

I rise to move that when the vote is taken it be by 
roll-call. 
THE SPEAKER t 

The question is when the vote is taken it be taken by 
roll-call. All in favor say opposed 4no". The •ayes9 
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have It. A roll-call is in order. The House will be at ease 
while the announcement is made. 
THE SPEAKERt 

The House will be in order. I repeat that any person in 
the Hall of the House who is not a member of the General 
Assembly, member of the Press or an employee of the House or 
the General Assembly please remove themselves from the 
chambers• 

The Chair is a member of the assembly and intends to vote 
on this issue. 

Question Is if you vote in the affirmative you will vote 
for suspension of the rults for immediate consideration of the 
bill; I will now unlock the machine. 

Kindly dlreot your attention to the board to see if you 
have voted as you desire. Have all those voted who claim the 
rjftght to vote? Does anybody desire to change their vote? 
If not, the Chair will now lock the machine. 

The Clerk will please ann&voice the tally. 
THE CLERKs 

Those voting yea 186 
Those voting nay 86 
Total voting 272 
Necessary for suspension 182 
Suspension is voted! 

THE SPEAKER: 
The rules are suspendedt 
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MR* SCHLOSSBACHt 
Mr* Speaker, I would like to challenge this vote* I do 

not believe that everyone who is present in their seats have 
voted! And under the rules they must vote! 
THE SPEAKERS 

It is the opinion of the Chair that everyone here has 
voted, and therefore the gentleman from Westbrook is not in 
order! 

The gentleman from Westbrook* 
MR, SCHLOSSBACHt 

I would like to refer you to page 78 of our rules. 
Section 42, and in regard to that, Mr* Speaker, I would like 
to have the House counted! 
THE SPEAKERS 

In the opinion of the Chair the gentleman is out of order! 
Presumption is that 7 members are absent * 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Britain* 
MR. GQOGELs 

I move the acceptance of the Committee*s favorable report 
and the passage of the bill as amended in concurrence with 
the Senate* 
THE SPEAKERS 

Question is on acceptance of the Committee's favorable 
report and passage of the bill as amended in concurrence with 
the Senate * Will you remark. Gentleman from New Britain* 
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MR, GOOGEL* 
At the very outset, Mr, Speaker, let me say that the 

Court Reorganization Bill, which this House is presently 
considering, is not the work or product of any one individual, 
any single group, organization or association, or of any 
political party, I am happy to say, Mr, Speaker, that the 
end product is the result of the collective thinking and 
combined efforts of many individuals, citizen groups, civic 
groups, Bar Association, and members of the two great 
political parties of our State! All of them have recognized 
that a court reorganization program was badly needed, and 
although there were some differences of opinion as to the 
form it should take, they resolved their differences, united 
and threw their support behind this measure • And, I say, 
Mr. Speaker, that the people of Connecticut will forever owe 
thfese dedicated Individuals and groups a deep debt of 
gratitude! 

Now I would like to take up generally the provisions of 
this bill to tell you in a brief way the purpose and general 
principles, and to give you a brief digest of what this bill 
proposes to do and how the Court Reorganization Program will 
function and work. Now the Judiciary Committee^ basic 
purpose, Mr, Speaker, has been to replace the minor court 
system of Municipal and Trial Justice Courts with a full-time 
state-maintained court presided over by full-time qualified 

judges* It is our belief that the newly created circuit court 
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accomplishes this objective. The Circuit Court has generally 
been modeled after the present Superior and CMrt of Common 
Pleas. However, recognizing the need for the Circuit Court, 
to be able to adopt itself to special local problems, the 
Committee has not endeavored to make rigid provisions to 
cover all phases of the operation of the court. Rather, the 
Committee has proceeded on the assumption that the operation 
of the new court must be flexible, and that only experience 
will provide a solid foundation on which it can thrust more 
detailed provisions. To this end the Committee has let the 
final determination of a number of specific problems to the 
judges of the new Circuit Court themselves. They will have 
at least one year and one-half to work out the details of the 
Circuit Court preparation. Moreover, as the new court begins 
its official existence on January 1, 1961, the 1961 General 
Assembly will be convening and any need for immediate 
legislation that develops can quickly be filled. In consider-
ing the many problems of a new court the Committee encountered 
numerous suggestions of practices and procedures that would 
apply to all courts In the state. Many of these suggestions 
had considerable merit; however, we have determined in this 
bill to make no changes In the over-all operation of state 
courts and the administration of justice in those courts 
except the minimum methods necessary to establish a Circuit 
Court. Other changes have been left until later mea specific 

bills. 
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I'd like to give you a brief rundown as to seme of the dotalli 
of this court; how it's proposed, to set it up etoi 
Section 1 provides for creating a Circuit Court and provides 

for Initial complement of judges. The judges are to be 
appointed by the General Assembly upon the nomination of the 
Governor in the same manner as the Superior and Common Pleas 
judges. The 4 year term equals the' term of the Common Pleas 
' ™ and • • 

judges,/While this term does not establish very substantial 
tenure we anticipate that since these judges have all the 
attributes of judges of the Superior Court and the Court of 
Common Pleas, they will like their brethem on their other 
courts, be subject to early automatic reappointment. 
Now the statement of the length of the term has been pattern-

ed after the corresponding section for B&perlor and Common Plean 
judges to make sure that any judge appointed to replaoe a 
judge, who for any reason has given up his office, will be 
appointed to a full 4 year term and not the unexpired portion. 
The 4| year term provided for the first 44 judges is intended 
to enable the 1965 General Assembly to make reappointments and 
appointments during this session. Otherwise khe 1963 General 
Assembly would have to act 18 months In advance. Now this is 
important - no more than half of the first 44 Jud^ges appointed 
may be members of the same polltloal partyi thus, reflecting 
Governor Ribicoff'a pledge to appoint judges of the new court 
equally from both major political parties! 
Section 2 of this act assures that each judge shall be a 

B7R ! 



WEDNESDAY - MARCH 25, 1959 

member of the Bar in the State of Connecticut and will be a 
full-time judge. The salary of $15,000 has been set as the 
highest level reasonably possible under the existing judicial 
pay scale* We believe this salary is necessary to attract 
the qualified personnel who will serve as judges of this 
court* With this consideration in mind the salary was set at 
a minimum Increment beneath the $15,500 salary of the 
Common Pleas Judge. 

Section 3 provides for an annual meeting of the Circuit 
Court judges in the same manner as the Superior and Rommon 
Pleas Court Jtodges. 

' the 
Section 4 authorizes ft newly appointed circuit judges to 

meet anytime after their appointment for the purpose of taking 
whatever action may be necessary te Initiate the Circuit Court* 
At these meeting the judges will be expected to make the 
decisions given to them by other provisions of the bill and to 
appoint necessary personnel. 

Seotlon 5 authorizes the judges of Circuit Court subject 
to rule making provisions of general application to make rules 
for the initiation of the Circuit Cjgvnt and to publish these 
rules in the Connecticut Law Journal by July 1, i960* This 
will provide ample time for the members of the Bar and other 
Interested persons to become familiar with the rules of the 
Court, the new Court, and possibly to suggest modifications 
that might be accepted by the judges prior to the initiation 
of the Court on January 1, 1961* 
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Now I'm going to road an important section of this billt 
Section 6 establishes a basic plan for the geographic 

organization of this Circuit Citart* The state is to be 
divided into circuits; no number is specified but we anticipate 
there will be at least one per county and very likely more, 
although county lines need not necessarily be followed, and 
in the amendment which was adopted in the Senate, they also 
said that court sessions will be held in any town where the 
legislative body makes a request for themt So if any town, 
through the process of its legislative body requests its 
court sessions be held In that town, there will be a session 
of that court In that townI Judges are to be on circuit as 
assigned by the chief Judge. No Judge may be assigned to 
consecutive duty in a single circuit for more than k months. 
The reason for that provision, of course, is apparent and 
obvious. We anticipate that during the winter month®, when 
traveling may be difficult, Judges will be assigned to circuits 
that include or are near to their homes. At other times, 
however, they are expected to travel to any circuit in the 
State. When we specify that judges are to be on circuit, we 
anticipate that within each circuit the judges assigned there 
will travel among the towns In that circuit. Of course it Is 
not feasible to schedule court sessions in every town, but on 
the other hand we do not anticipate that sessions will be held 
only In central locations. 

Now the hearing rooms and other rooms necessary for the 
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holding §f o w l i«sisiiii, and furniture for such, are to be 
provided by the towns in which eaeh session Is held* Such 
roans are to be maintained at the expense of each town. When 
available facilities provided for the Superior Court or the 
Court of Common Pleas may be used by the Circuit Court such 
expenses are to be paid by the county* Cirouit Court offices 
are to be provided and maintained by the State, and the State 
will be responsible for all supplies. 

Section 7 provides for a minimum of one office to be 
established in each of the circuits* The number and location 
of these offices shall be determined by the chief Judge after 
consultation with the other Judges on the oircult court* At 
least one clerk, or assistant clerk, shall be assigned to duty 
at each offioe* Other assistant clerks are authorized either 
to help staff the offices or to accompany the Judges on 
circuits* 

Section 8 provides for the appointment by Circuit Court 
Judges of a clerk, assistant clerk and temporary clerk* It is 
pattern after the corresponding provisions for the Superior 
and Common Pleas Court| and 

Sections 9, 10 and 11 provide for the appointment by the 
Circuit Court Judges of prosecuting attorneys, assistant 
prosecuting attorneys and special prosecuting attorneys* They 
are patterned also after the corresponding provisions for the 
Superior and Common Pleas Court. 
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Prosecuting attorneys in the Circuit Court like other 
prosecutors are expected to evaluate charges presented to 
them and make up appropriate resentment and complaint* 
Prosecuting attorneys are in power to collect and with the 
consent of the court compromise forfeited bonds. There is to 
be at least one prosecuting attorney in each circuit* We 
anticipate that one prosecuting attorney will generally be 
responsible for a circuit to be assisted by as many prosecut-
ing attorneys or assistant prosecuting attorneys as may be 
necessary* 

Now, there is also a provision In the amendment which 
sets forth this composition, and this is rather important t 
That no prosecuting attorney or his partners or his associates 
of that prosecuting attorney or assistant prosecuting 
attorney in any of the circuit courts shall engage in the 
private practice of criminal law in any court, not just the 
Circuit Court, and then partners and associates of assistant 
prosecutors and clerks and assistant clerks shall not engage 
in private practice of criminal law in any circuit court* 

Sections 14 and 15 deal with the appointment of court 
reporters whloh is similar to the system used m the Superior 
and Common Pleas level, and wo go down the line here to some 
of the other minor provisions1 

It gives Section 22 authorizing short calendar sessions, 
more claims sessions, night sessions and other special 
sessions, and domestic relations bureaus and various 
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the group related 
communities that made advantageous/cases or classes of cases 
and disposed of them as special sessions* 

How Section 23 is known as the "Venue" section and that 
provides that civil actions ought to be heard in a cirouit 
where one of the parties resides or is doing business, or in 
the case of a corporation is located in or has a place of 
business In, or where the defendant has some estate or tract 
in the circuit if the action concerns land* 

Venue for criminal acts is the cireuit where the crime 
was alleged to have been committed* We have provided the 
lack of proper venue shall not be failed! every action may 

consent of 
be heard where brought by/the parties and the judges before 
whom the action is brought* Otherwise it is to be transferred 
to the proper session* 

Section 24 sets the civil jurisdiction of the Circuit 
Court with claims up to $2500 except for actions which are 
within the exclusive jurisdiction of the Superior and Common 
Pleas Courts* • " ' | 

Seotion 25 sets the criminal jurisdiction of the Circuit j ' I 
Court where the maximum penalty is a $2500 fine or a one year j 
sentence or both* The Court also has the same bind-over j 
" - - . . • -- --• -

powers as present minor courts where offenses exceed its 
jurisdiction* As with the Municipal Courts the Circuit Court 
may take jurisdiction of offenses where the maximum penalty is 
a fine of $1,000 or a 5 year sentence providing the penalty 
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actually Imposed Is within the limits set out above. 
Section 26 gives the court additional powers In eivll l 

cases. 
Section 27 gives the court additional power In orlmlnal 

cases. That Is provided the prooess can be served by any 
proper officer, and we anticipate that the Circuit Court will 
use the services of town law enforcement officers when 
appropriate. 

Section 28 authorizes the Circuit Court to grant a new 
trial under the same conditions that now apply to the Superior 
and Common Pleas courts. In addition the judges of the 
Supreme Court of Errors are authorized to promulgate rules 
for the granting of new trials in the Circuit Court under 
additional circumstances if such should be necessary. 

Section 29 requires a judge in a orlmlnal proceeding to 
make written findings of facts and confusions of law when 

Included to 
requested to do so. This has been/provide^ a criminal defender 
with a basis for making his decision whether to appeal or to 
accept the fact finding of the Circuit Court Judge and 
appeal on matters of law to the appellate section of the 
Circuit Court.*..In the great majority of cases we anticipate 
the findings will not be requested, but if requested they will 
be of a routine nature. 

' ' - / 

Now, thore has been an amendmentj of course, originally 
it was the feeling of the committee that there was to be no 
jury trials on the Circuit Court level, and In the event that 
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that an accused wanted a jury trial he could obtain one by 
requesting & traasfer to the Common Pleas* Since that time, 
however, at the suggestion of some of the Bar Association 
officers and others, it was decided to amend this Circuit 
Court act and provide that there be Jury trials on the 
Circuit Court level, and the only exception to Jury trials Is 
in those cases whore the maximum fine is $50 or less for a 
criminal violation there is no right to a trial by Jury, or 
in a civil case where the claim and demand Is less than $250 
there is no right to a trial by Jury* 

There is just one additional feature that you will dls* 
cover in your amendment, that's Pile No* 118, which was 
passed by the Senate, and which provides that all of the towns 

. • - * - . - . ... r ...... ^ ., , ..._.... 

In the State shall have the right to retain, and I'm sure 
»»- • • • j - . . . . . . . . . . . . ^ ., . 

every town will avail themselves of that opportunity, to 
one-third of the fines Imposed by the Court, the Judges, 
and motor vehicle violations, and the towns will also have 
the right to retain all of the parking fines that are made* 
This of course provides some of the towns with seme revenue 
that perhaps they might not havo obtained under the original 
bill as drawn up* 

The rest of the bill deals with procedural matters, 
statutory ohanges that are neoessary In order to put this 
bill into effect* 

Now, Mr* Speaker, I served my first term In this House 
back in 1931, that was 28 years ago, and on many, many 
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occasions, Mr* Speaker, I wished that I possessed certain 
capabilities beyond my own limited ones so that X could in-
fluence and impress dthers with my reasons, my reasoning, 
my argument either in favor of a certain proposition or bill, 
or give a certain proposition or bill, and, Mr* Speaker, I 
want to confess .fee you that today, this afternoon as I stand 
here before you that I wish right now that I had the oratori-
cal ability of a Daniel Webster or the home-spun philosophy 
and good wisdom of an Abraham Lincoln, or the talent and 
personality of a Franklin D, Ros^evelt , or the warm-hearted 
appeal of a Dwight D* Eisenhower because I know that I lack 
all of those attributes, but I do want to Impress upon the 
members of this House of the golden opportunity that is ours 
here this afternoan to make perhaps one of the most far-
reaching contributions to the people of the State of 
Connecticut that has been made in the history of our State1 

I don't know of any of us who have served this General 
Assembly In the past, who are serving now and will perhaps 
serve in the future, will have an opportunity like this again 
to ;frlay a principal role in a major piece of legislation 
such as this! 

We are modernizing a judicial system which has been in 
operation In our State for over 3 centuries of time, 320 yeara 
to be exacts Now, someone ence said of our Judiciary that 
administration of justice In a Democratic soolety and 
Democratic government is a dynamic thing that should respond 
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to changed condition® and to the change demands of the people* 
I submit, Mr. Speaker, that court reorganization in Connecticut 
is long overdueI And, Mr. Speaker, that is very much in order 
today, and each one of us in this great House of Representa-
tives, who has been given this God-given opportunity to partici 
pate in this history-making event, should rise to the occasion 
and vote as one to Improve the standards of the administration 
of justice in our beloved State! 
THE SPEAKERS 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Breekfleld. 
MR. PINNEYs 

Mr. Speaker, I join In the applause for the brilliant 
detailed analysis of the bill which has been given to us by 
the gentleman from New Britain. In view of this careful 
analysis it will not be necessary for me to go into great de-
tail or to make a lengthy speeoh. I would ̂ olnt out only a 
few brief matters In connection with this bill* 

First of all, as the gentleman from New Britain has 
Indicated* this bill Is the result of the combined efforts of 
people of good will in both parties and olvlc-mlnded groups 
throughout the state of Connecticut. It is the combination of 
the best ideas contained in both of the major proposals which 
were before this assembly. It, of course, eliminates the 
present minor court system including the trial justice courts 
and the town and city courts, and It creates a new Circuit 
Court to be staffed by Judges who will be on a par with the 
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Judges/ifur present 8tat@»maiiatt,in@d judicial system and will 
have all the pewers of offloe which those judges now have. 
The judges will lay out circuits and will set up their rules 
for operation, and in 1961 will commence to hear the 
small cases that come before our judiciary in the State. The 
bill has purposely left the description of circuits, the 
making of rules to the judges to be appointed providing a 
flexibility which will be important in developing a working 
machinery for this new court* 
Now the court that Is created is a court of real stature and 

first rank; it Is a court capable of holding jury trials, of 
making final decisions, which decisions are appealable only on 
matters of law* It is a bill that at the same time goes a 
long way toward recognizing the legitimate desires of the small 
towns throughout the State, those towns which have been accus-
tomed to the convenience of local court justice* First of all 
the bill provides a financial return to the towns in the form 
of a rebate of one-third of the fines, but secondly, and I 
believe vastly mere Important to the communities throughout the 
State it provides, in quite strong language, for convenience of 
sessions, and I would like to read this section to yout 
"Except for during appellate sessions, sessions Including night 
sessions of the Circuit Court shall be held In any town the 
legislative body of which makes a request therefore to the 
Executive Secretary of the Judicial Department 2 Now I would 
underline the word "shall"8 there's no discretion here the 
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language of the bill requires sessions to be held in those 
towns which request it. This, I think, is a very important 
factor and a very important concession to a legitimate concern 
of the communities of this State• 

This bill is a combination of more than 30 years of 
intensive work and study and slow, steady progress toward this 
point. As you all know the movement for Improvement of our 
Judicial system has been going on steadily for many years now, 
and gained tempo and force up thru the years until we have 
reached the point where at long last this General Assembly 
is going to vote today on this issue! I think that the whole 
procedure by which this particular bill was arrived at Is an 
example of the legislative democratic process in action and at 
its finest 1 through the give and take and exchange of ideas we 
have created here a bill far superior to other proposals which 
were before us. It is a compromise which does not produce a 
watered down version of one bill or another, but instead 
produces a truly fine, well thought out bill which will create 
a Judicial system of which all of us here in Connecticut can 
be proud. I hopo that we will give our whole-hearted and 
united support to this bill! 
THE SPEAKER1 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the 
, o 

gentleman from New Britain. 
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ME, OOOOELt 
The Clerk has kindly called my attention to the fact that 

motion should have been made on the adoption of the Amendment 
Schedule "A" and "B" before we consider passage of the bill as 
amended, and I failed to do that and I think that perhaps I 
should make that motion now so that there will be no question 
about the correctness of our procedure, and I move, Mr. Speaker 
the adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule "A", file no* 56, and 
that has already been touched upon In my remarks on the bill 
proper• 
THE SPEAKER* 

In order to bring the bill properly before us the question 
now Is on the adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule "A*. All 
in favor say »ayew, opposed "no*. The "ayes" have it, and the 
amendment is adopted* 
MR* GOOGELt 

I now move the adoption of Senate Amendment Schedule "Bn* 
THE SPEAKER* 

Question now Is on the adoption of Senate Amendment 
Schedule "B". All in favor say "aye", opposed "no". In the 
opinion of the Chair the "ayes" have it. The amendment is 
adapted* 

Will you further discuss the bill as amended by 
Schedule "A" and "Bn* The gentleman from Westbrook* 
MR* SCHLOSSBACHt 

The Clerk has an 
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THE CLERK? 
House amendment Schedule "A" by Mr, Schlessbach of 

Westbrookt "Cross out everything after the enacting clause 
and substitute in lieu thereof the following"*••»***••«*• 
THE SPEAKERS 

Gentleman frem Westbrook* 
MR* SCHLOSSBACHt 

I would like to ask that the reading of the entire bill 
be waived for the purpose of saving time* 
THE SPEAKERS 

Xf there is no objection the reading of the entire bill 
will be waived* Question now Is on the adoption of House 
amendment Schedule "A" * Will you remark* Gentleman from 
Westbrook* 
MR* SCHLOSSBACHs 

Mr* Speaker, Ladles and Gentlemen of the Houses The 
amendment that I wish to speak on as you all know is the 
Interim Court Bill* This is the bill that those of us who sit 
on this side of the aisle, and quite a few of you who sit on 

" ' 'step' 
the other side, felt was a real fflftfifflff la court reorganizatio 
Not only did we feel so but many of the citizens and our 
leaders felt the same way* Y@u will recall that a statement 
was made by a gentleman who was perhaps most influential in 
this State for the preparation, and considered tops, of what 
we call the Bar Association Bill* 

I notice at this time, Mr, Speaker, that that bill is 
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dead! No effort has been made for a considerable time ihr 
- • - - • • - • • . - % . • 

trying to being that bill to life, and the reason is a rather 
obvious one* The Administration Bill which had the support 
of His Excellency; the Governor of this State, was opposed to 
it, and it was known that without the support of the 
Democratic Party the Bar Bill couldn't possibly pass)%So the 
support that tjie Bar Association shifted to through its 
spokesman we are now considering here in this amendment, the 
Interim .Bill* And, the gentleman of whom I spoke before 
considered that bill; it Is the only bill that gives real sense 
to our courts* It Is true that ho did not fool that the 
justice courts are a good part of our Judicial. system, $ut 
nevertheless he w*s willing to accept the Interim Bill rather 
than the Administration Bill with the disability found by 
continuing the minor courts* 

What has taken place since that timet Since the time 
when those of us who sit on this side of the House mot in 
solemn oaucus and pledged ourselves to the Interim Mil„ 
Well this is what happened: the same gentleman together with 
one of his senators came up with an idea of still getting wfrat 
they called the Partial Bar Bill, which is your Circuit Court 
Bill whioh you have hfre today* They were coming to life 
again and now they were enlisting both sides pt the aisle* 
The little glmmloks that wore placed in the present bill as 
supported by the Democratic Party, and our,leadership, the 
mite or pittance, as you have heard me characterize It, the 
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one-third rebate to the towns of the motor vehicle finesj they 
did not tell you, however, that the little towns havo to give 
up two-thirds of the fines and also that the little towns 
and all the towns had to create accomdatlons for the judges 
and the court at their own expense* Nor, have they dwelt very 
much on the one that has been hidden for so long*••what is the 
cost of all this??!! It has boon roughly estimated that under 
the bill that is being proposed here today that the cost would 
be approximately 5 million dollars! They did not toll you, 
however, that it was going to be paid for by all the taxpayers 
In all those small towns who are giving up their minor courts, 
so that we have In the Interim Bill one-half of that amount 
plus the fact that the small towns would still be able to 
poll two-thirds of the fines, and don't forgot that the present 
bill calls for suitable accomodations, and I would like to knon 
who is going to make that decision!/ It wasn't so long ago 
In your memory and mine that a certain judge of the Superior 
Court refused to sit in one of our counties beoauso the 
accomodations in that county wore so bad!! Are the judges 
going to bo able to demand that we give them court houses of 
statute as well! The Interim Bill provides that wo shall 
move our Municipal Court into a division of the Common Pleas 
Court and that the judges shall be full-time. It also provides 
that the prosecutors, as well as the judges shall be lawyers! 
I would now like to have anyone of you turn to your file and 
find for me any section of that bill that requires that the 
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prosecutors of the Circuit Court shall bo lawyers1! Take a 
look at It* You are the on®who are going to destroy those 
minor courts here today, and you should know what you are 
doing) There Is no question of constltutioiialty that has been 
raised by the Interim Ctftart Bill, but I can only ask those 

« 

members of the Judiciary Committee who sat with mar In the 
executive sessions attended by many of the Judges of this 
State In which several of them said "there are red flags 
flying all over those bills" and what did they mean? They 
meant that there wore many sections of that particular act, 
the Administration Bill at that time, that were Just props 
with constitutional questions questioning the verity of that 
bill entirely. And, I say to you that there are many questions 
in your present bill that may make those same questions arise 
and will have to bo answered. Now right here under Suspension 
of the Rules because "we want to put this bill through"!$1 
And yet you're going to havo a year and a half to look it over* 
They couldn't wait two days to destroy a court system that has 
been with you for over 300 years. What is the rush? Where is 
the expediency of this? Where is the necessity for coming 
through? They say they want to got on with the business of 
the General Assembly, I say to you that there is no more 
important business than what you are doing here today, and I 
say that any bill that Is crammed down the threats is suspect 
and rightly so. What is the reason for this rushing? Is it 
Just murder has boon done? And, like all murder it's much 
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quicker to get the body under the ground where it can't be 
found, or if it lays on top too long it s t a r t s te s m e l l ! ! 

I say to you that this bill you are now prepared to pass does 
just t h a t ! 

Connecticut has always been known as a state of steady 
h a b i t s * We are proud of ourselves) we never rush into any-
thing; that wo always gave consideration and a great deal of 
it to evsjr important step that we are to take, so did wo feel 
with the Interim Bill, We wore taking a step, a giant stop 
as 41 leaders should in the direction of good court reorgani-
zation, and wo also placed in our bill several items that 
would at the same time Improve those courts that have been <, 
criticised not by the people of this State but by the newspape 
of the State and by the loaders who word i t . Now, just what 
i s wrong???wlth the j u s t i c e courts??? They say t h a t they are 
manned by incompetence; we shall see whether or not those who 
want this bill passed are desirous of having competence 
beoause the bill and amendment offered here today r e q u i r i n g 

that a lawyer shall have practiced at least 20 years before 
being appointed to those courts. Let's see if they want 
competence or they w a n t to make jobs for kk young lawyersI 
In the small court situation in the Interim Court Bill there 
is an Item which will allow each town to make a declAon as 
to whether or not they wish to join the upper courts, and I 
say to you that in a period of two years if e n o u g h of those 
towns did join, the justloe courts would die on the vino!! 
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But, no, we can't take those chances; wo must take this big 
step all at one time I We also have the requirement in the 
Interim Bill that a defendant may move his case to the 
Common Pleas division on motion alone. We do also require 
i n our Interim Bill that no Judge of the Justice courts shall 
be a member of the t o w n eeamlttee. T h a t was to satisfy those 
who felt that too much politics were being played* Of course 
there is n o t h i n g I n t h e present bill t h a t w i l l be p o l i t i c a l s 

Oh no! As a matter of fact His Excellency said that the 
Judges are going to be elected by him with the help of some 
very prominent attorneyst And I say to you, John Bailey i s a 
very prominent attorney) 

I feel, Mr. Speaker, that this particular b i l l that we 
are offered here today is a good bill; it does everything that 
we want it to. It gives you a court of real stature. It 
keeps the small justice court and the minor court in the 
position that we find it with certain reservations. But, it 
also does something that your bill that Is presented here 
today doesn't do and that i s , it does away with the possibility 
of a log Jam that you now find in your bill, because you can 
be sure that with 160,000 thrown into W judges courts, In 
the circuit courts, with the right of trial by Jury, it won't 
be long beforo your courts will be crowded as badly as the 
upper courts if not worse, and that is the best part, one of 
the good things, of keeping our small courts. 3*They are 

- • • • • • . . . „ . . . . . • ' i. 

convenient; they are speedy, and they are e c o n o m i c a l , and I 
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s a y t o y o u , L a d l e s a n d Gentlemen of this House, t h i n k h a r d 

w h e t h e r ©r net you w a n t t o d o a w a y w i t h s o m e t h i n g t h a t i s s o 
i 

© l o s e a n d d e a r t o t h e h e a r t s o f e v e r y o n e i n t h i s S t a t © o f o u r s , 

o r i f y o u want to give t h e m a chanoe t o e s t a b l i s h themselves 
i n our State. I move the adoption for the motion, s i r * 

T H E S P E A K E R t 
T h e q u e s t i o n is o n t h e adoption of House Amendment 

i* 

S c h e d u l e "AV Will y o u remark f u r t h e r * The C h a i r recognizes 
t h e g e n t l e m a n from Merlden* 
MR, SMEAt 

I t is d i f f i c u l t for mo, a freshman i n t h i s House, to stand 
u p and remark a b o u t the remarks of my d i s t i n g u i s h e d colleague 
f r o m W e s t b r o o k , but I cannot let t h i s moment pass without 
m a k i n g a few o b s e r v a t i o n s concerning the amendment w h i c h my 

colleague from Westbrook has offered* Ho has offered the 
well-known Interim Court Bill to us this afternoon; a bill 
which has been rejected by his own party, a bill which would 
g i v e ins half-way court reorganization at a time when the 
people of this State have spoken f o r full court reorganization* 
I should like to liken the Interim Court Bill as proposed in 
this amendment to a person who feels he needs a now pair of 
shoes a n d g o e s o u t and b u y s one s h o e ; half-way Is not enought 
Wo need f u l l c o u r t r e o r g a n i s a t i o n as proposed In S u b s t i t u t e 

Bill 491. 
I should also like to address myself to some of the remarks 

made by the gentleman from Westbrook concerning the various 
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provisions of Substitute B i l l 4 9 1 * He has spoken about the 
amendment oanoernlng the return to our towns of one-third of 
motor vehlole fines; he has erroneously stated to this House 
that at the present time towns are receiving all of these fines 
and therefore they are losing two-thirds of their fines. It 
need not go without saying that at the present time our towns 
and cities are paying the full expenses of these courts, and 
under the bill presented on the floor today the expenses for 
this court will be borne by the State, and therefore it I s 
erroneous to state that our towns and cities are getting a 
•dirty d e a l ' so to say. 

I would l i k e to address myself to the sub-committee of the 
Judiciary Cganlttee on the question of a small town In 
Connecticut I n consideration of this court reorganization bill; 
I ' m very proud to say that In the many hours of deliberation 
the sub-committee had on this b i l l that the small town position 
was extsemely and thoroughly considered, and that In every way 
the men who served on this ceonlttee from all areas of the 
State realized full well that we were bringing out a bill for 
the entire state of C o n n e c t i c u t , a bill that would be the best 
f o r the small towns in the State, and the best f o r the larger 
and middle-classed oitles of our State. I believe we have done 
it. 
The speaker has also stated the 'Otis' is in us today for the 

doing away of the c o u r t system that is 3 2 0 years old. I would 
like to say that the people of this State with clarity and 
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determination In the last General election spoke to us and said 
t h a t their eyes would be on us today as we debate t h i s b i l l * 

They e x p e c t the passage of this bill and I'm sure they will 
gat itI 
I should also like to remind the gentleman from Westbrook 

en the opposite side of the aisle that yes, we are people of 
steady habits, and I believe he is a man of steady habits as 
the people who are supporting also are, I should like to 
hearken back to the founder of the Republican Party, Abraham 
Idneoln, who in his campaign for election In 1834 stated that 
he wished to become a member of the G e n e r a l Assembly of the 
great State of Illinois because major matters would be oonsldere 
that he wanted a part of the good that would be d o n e In that 
s e s s i o n of the General Assembly; that he also wanted to take 
p a r t i n stopping a n y t h i n g that w o u l d be bad, X would also like 
t o r e m i n d my d i s t i n g u i s h e d c o l l e a g u e that the first bill 
introduced by Abraham Lincoln in the session of 1834 in Illinois 
w a s a bill f o r c o u r t r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ! Therefore, it g o e s with-
out saying that as a member of the great Republican Party he 
can stand in the company of our finest if he supports the bill 
that is brought before us today, I'm sure that we are not going 
to have a perfect b i l l hero today, being d e s c e n d a n t s of Adam and 
Eve it is impossible that we as humans can bring out such a 
perfect bill. This position was taken by all people who worked 
for the drafting of this bill, a n d especially t h e p o s i t i o n was 
taken by the distinguished Majority Leader of the Senate, 
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Senator A r t h u r Healey who acted as c h a i r m a n o f th© reorganlza 
tion sub-oonmlttee • However, wo havo d o n o tho bost wo can* 
Learned men in all walks of lifo hav© c o n t r i b u t e d t o the 
matter that is before us today* They have rejected the 
amendment that is offered by the gentleman from Westbrook; 
they also remember, however, that we are not perfect and for 
that reason Section 4 1 of the bill befor© us today calls for 
the Executive Secretary of the Judicial Department to make a 
report to this session of the Legislature by January 15, 1961, 

so that any possible errors or omissions may be c o r r e c t e d * 

I t is with pride that I stand here and ask for your support 
in rejecting the amendment• I t is with pride that I take 
part in this h i s t o r i c occasion I n asking for your support of 
a fine pleoe of l e g i s l a t i o n * I ask for t h e r e j e c t i o n o f this 
amendment and the passage of Substitute 491 as amended* 
THE SPEAKERi 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Wlllington, 
MR* HALL? 

I ' d Ilk© to inform tho last speaker tho Republican Party 
did not roject th© I n t e r i m Bill; a certain portion of our 
party rejected i t . To me it was a matter of principle; there 
was a matter of ethics involved* There is also the little 
matter of the eventual subjegatlon of our small towns* Last 
n i g h t I typod out my remarks; they seem almost useless to me 
knowing full well that there are thos© of you who will 
a p p a r e n t l y vote for political e x p e d i e n c y ar© going to put this 
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t h i n g t h r u a n y w a y , b u t I w a n t to take a few minutes* I w a n t 

y@u t o know t h a t t h e r e i s a l r e a d y i n some o f o u r t o w n s 

w o n d e r m e n t o v e r t h i s t h i n g . I h a v e my s e r i o u s d o u b t s t h a t h a d 

the p e o p l e o f t h i s S t a t ® , particularly th© small t o w n s , k n o w n 

in November w h a t t h e r a m i f i c a t i o n s o f t h i s b i l l w e r e , believe 
me it would never have been in hero today! How far should 
court reform g o ? T h e r e l a no doubt in my m i n d that o u r c o u r t 

system needs repairs in certain areas. H o w e v e r , th© c o u p l e t © 

d i s s e m i n a t i o n and surgery of looal justice courts is far from 
practical. They will surely be far m o r e expensive. I am 
thinking of those folks f r o m t h e s e towns who undor c o m p l e t e 

reform as given are being manipulated by a heart-sick and s e l f -

cont©r«d minority of our c i t i z e n s who s e e in its total ©clips© 
t h e e v e n t u a l t e a r i n g down of l o c a l g o v e r n m e n t * F i r s t t h i n g s 

should come first. Tho e l i m i n a t i o n of t o w n o r j u s t i c e l e d u r t s 

is not among th© first* We of the smaller t o w n s d o n ' t h a v e to 
be attorneys to know that certain corrections might be made 
to tho advantago of all c o n c e r n e d * I kould and would go along 
with th© idea of having a legal head for all Justice courts 
and would so advocate; In fact I would make it mandatory* 
Centralization of justiee courts under state c o n t r o l is not 
e c o n o m y . It amounts to a bmmm© for a c h o s e n few* O u r s m a l l 

towns from the beginning of t i m e hav© always b e e n and still a r e 

th© r e a l b a c k b o n e o f s t a t e g o v o r m i e n t . Leoal c o u r t s a r e m o r e 

than j u s t close to th© p e o p l e ; th©y are a part of us* T h e r e is 
n o virtue in a c h a n g e o f t h i s k i n d f o r the sake of changing* 
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The throttling of tho volco of tho snail town courts costs 
mighty noar taking away tho last message of hope which we 
h a v e in running our local government as we know It should be. 
Town government, and this includes the Justice courts, is a 
basic part of our way of life. Taken from us we will come 
ever closer to a tight socialistic type of government. We 
h a v e operated rather well over the years, and the reform need 
i s not so much i n the Justice courts as I t is in the hlgier 
c o u r t s where we know tho traffic load is tremendous. The 
closer local government is k e p t to the people the more 
responsive those people b e c o m e . This reform, though I prefer 
to call i t correction, is an Intrusion by the State which is 
not looked upon kindly by the g r e a t majority of our towns. 

We have had a sad experience since tho state took over 
o u r county home. T h i s t a k i n g of local j u s t i c e will be even 
worse. The barn d o o r s will be open and will become a paradise 
for a lot of hungry peoples With a n I c e - c u b e for a heart 
these groups have been plotting our downfall methodically and 
with the hangers on, with their hands out for a government 
plum, we of the small towns will become the forgotten peoples 
How h u n g r y c a n the State get f o r still more p o w e r t t T h i s is 
not government by the people; this Is government for the 
people being forced a g a i n s t their w i l l * I am not dedicated 
to preserving special groups or a machine at tho expense of 
my birthright; I am dedicated to preserving the basic rights 
of the small town folks; rights which we have under the laws 
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of t h i s S t a t e . Fundamentally, town g o v e r n m e n t i s sound a n d 

sensible. This Is no time, neither is it the right time, to 
t h r o w out that whioh has operated successfully and bend the 
difference between good and bad town government. Our present 
system of local g o v e r n m e n t workod e x c e p t i o n a l l y well. We of 
tho small towns had better search our souls before we v e t o ! 

Our d o c i s i o n should not and must not rest solely o n future 
p&itioal ambitions. Once our town people wake up and realize 
we have held steadfast in our beliefs that local justice must 
not be tampered with, your political future i s assured. I love 
my home and so do you; we are grateful for those who s e n t us 
here; we are working for those folks; we won't lot t h e m down. 
Democracy means freedom; freedom for the Individual p e r s o n 

or unit of government insofar as that freedom d o o s not ©ncroacb 
upon the rights of othors« This court r e f o r m d e f i n i t e l y 

encroaches upon the rights of our towns to govern themselves 
within our present day laws. Voting to abolish our local 
government by the people for political expediency will 
eventually turn out to be the biggest blunder this pari? has 
ever madeI! Thank you. 
T H E S P E A K E R i 

The gentleman from Newington. 
MRv SATTERt 

I think it is Important to recognize that the Interim 
Court Bill as suggested by the gentleman from Westbrook, did 
not fall b e c a u s e of any political expediency. It failed on 
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its merit. It failed because it doesn't solve the needs ©f ©ur 
people| it failed because it doesn't go as far in court 
reorganization as our people want it to go. By retaining our 
trial justice courts we were retaining a system that continues 
to have many deficiencies. Some of them are a part-time judge 
who is devoted to other occupations besides being a judge and 
holding his court in his own house with the records in a 
kitchen cabinet, being totally untrained as a lawyer and a 
judge, and other deficiencies, particularly the one of 
political expediency because these pat-time judges had their 
Jobs turned away from them every time there was an election. 
Our new court bill would ellmlnat© these Important deficiencies 
and would oorroot them; it would make the court one we could 
all be proud of. 

Now those of us of th® sub-committee who worked m this 
bill workod very hard on every single sentence and word; It 
was tested and retosted; every portion of it was carofully 
gon© ovor, and in th© end we came up with a bill that we 
honestly felt was the best that we could humanly achieve. 
By no means do we think we did the final last job; nor by tho 
passag© of this bill here In th© legislature feel that w© have 
don© th© last Job on court reorganization. 

This bill, in order to be effective, must be manned by the 
most oapabl© judges that we can find In our State, and we of 
the legislature before whom thos© Judges will com© will hav© 
the right to scrutinize thos© ^Judges and be certain that they 
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ar® fully and completely qualified t® th® job because I can 
conceive of a© more challenging Job that any Judge will have 
than to become a member of this court at Its initial stage 
and begin to #put this court to work* Wo think it will work, 
w© think it will work effectively, we think It will accomplish 
the kind of Justice that our Stat© wants and wo fo©l, l»m 
certain, extremely proud that wo voted for and mad© It com© 
into operation* Again, I emphasize that to make it work w© 
must got tho best possible Judges, and I believe we will get 
them* X believe, as Mr* Shea of Merlden said, that we all 
have a magnificent opportunity hor© today; an opportunity to 
pass an historic measure> one that Is true it will change 
courts of 300 years, but will change them for the best and 
will ereat© a Judicial system that will fill the needs of our 
State at this time in this 20th century, and we firmly believe 
it will do It admirably* X therefore urge that we reject tho 
amendment schedule HAW and pass the bill before us* 
THE SPEAKERt 

Question is on House Amendment Schedule "A". 
Gentleman from Norfolk* 

MRe ZANOBXs 
X am not accustomed to speaking so if X stumble over my 

words, X hope you will excuse me* X want t© speak on th® 
. . . o 

amendment. The so-called (Rest of speech inaudible due to 
'mike* difficulty. The following paragraph® takes from th® 
Hartford Times of March 26, 1959)* 
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R e p , J o s e p h T. Zanobi, Noffolk Republican, l a b e l e d town c o u r t s 

a s th© b a c k b o n e o f t h e c o u r t s y s t e m . H e s a i d t h a t d u r i n g t h e 

p r o h i b i t i o n ©ar " b o o t l e g g e r s frcm New York and other places 
f e a r e d t h e s m a l l t o w n c o u r t s i n C o n n e c t i c u t mor© t h a n a n y t h i n g 

e l s e , " 

" T h i s i s t h e g r e a t g i v e a w a y o f 1 9 5 9 / s a i d R e p r e s e n t a t i v e 

Zanobi, d e c l a r i n g t h a t D e m o c r a t i c S t a t e C h a i r m a n , J o h n M . l a i l o y 

w s u l d h a n d l e t h e p a t r o n a g e * 

T H E S P E A K E R ) 

Th© C h a i r r e c o g n i z e s t h e gentleman frem T h o m p s o n o n 

H o u s e Amendment S c h e d u l e "A"* 
MR*' L A P L E T J R * 

X am o p p o s e d to t h i s amendment 1 X am o p p o s e d t o a n y 

amendment t h a t m i g h t c m © u p o r w i l l come u p u n d e r t h e C o u r t 

R e o r g a n i z a t i o n b i l l * A s a m a t t e r o f f a c t X am o p p o s e d t o 

c o u r t r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ! A n d t h i s p o s i t i o n g o e s b a c k f o r a 

n u m b e r o f y e a r s b e c a u s e t h i s i s n o t t h e f i r s t s e s s i o n t h a t 

c o u r t r e o r g a n i z a t i o n a p p e a r s o n t h e s e f l o o r s * 

What i s p l a n n e d by c o u r t r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ? E l i m i n a t e t h e 

j u s t i c e c o u r t s w h i c h are now s e l f - s u p p o r t i n g b y t h e m s e l v e s , 

a n d I n s t e a d c r e a t e judges p r o f e s s i o n a l Jobs f o r l a w y e r s , 

a n d i n t u r n g i v e t h e s e 4 4 l a w y e r s a c h a n c e to a p p o i n t a n o t h e r 

4 4 , 88 j o b s , w h i c h i s n o end, and e v e n at that l e t t h e m s e t th© 

s a l a r i e s o f t h e s e o t h e r s * X say, Mr. S p e a k e r , t h a t fthla 

I s n o t a n economy m e a s u r e . On© o f t h e f i r s t r e m a r k s we heard 
t h i s s e s s i o n was t h a t t h e r e had t o bo an economy m e a s u r e * X 
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hoard that story 4 years ago and 6 years ago! For these 
reasons X opposed It 6 years age; X opposed it 4 years ago and 
even at this late date no one has been able to tell me all the 
faots about how mueh this eourt reorganisation bill is going to 
cost us. Shis is not an economy measure and I'm afraid to say 
that before this year, or before the first year of this court 
reorganization is over, many o f those same people who are 
going to vote for court reorganization today are going to be 
sorry as heck they ever didtl I know X was one of the fellows 
a couple of weeks ago that was criticized by seme of the 
leaders up hero for asking to see the bill on tho salaries come 
up for debate in this Assembly. X say to you, Mr. Speaker, I*d 
rather save $660,000 en salary than spend several million on 
something we don't know nothing about and nobody is going to 
tell us anything about here today! 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, X opposed It years ago 
and X oppose it today. X oppose this amendment, any amendment 
and the bill m court reorganization! 
f H SPEAKERS 
Th* Chair recognises th* gentleman from Weston. 

Mftg XAOTOHs 
in 

X rlii t@ oppose the iiiliiat schedule *Af and ft support of 
tho Senate bill Substitute 491. 
As a representative from a small town X wish to speak briefly 

in support of this measure. We who are representatives from 
small towns have a great responsibility to represent our towns 
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in this General Assembly* This is net always easy t o do yet 
I believe there are occasions, and we hav® her® one, when we 
hav® an even more difficult task to represent our towns to 
this General Assembly, I refer to our responsibilities as 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s from small towns to represent the wishes, 
the wants and the needs of all the people of our ̂ State back 
to our small towns. There is no doubt in mind but that a great 
majority of the people of our State want the uniformed 
professionally staffed and supervised Justice provided by this 
bill. To believe otherwise is folly!! In our gubernatorial 
elections we act in Connecticut as a united state. It must 
be agreed that in the last election the people voted over-
whelmingly for court reorganization. It was tho tftfer plank 
in t h o Governor's platform. To say t h a t t h e people of our 
State do not understand or appreciate the subject of c o u r t 

reorganization is recklessly to underestimate our citizens, 
M r . Speaker, I n the world of today all of C o n n e c t i c u t Is a 
small town; in the growing competition of our union among the 
states for the available Industry and business I n the basic 

» 
elemental search for more Jobs for Connecticut people, our 
State will be required more and mere from now on to act in 
concert as a united Connecticut1! •. •..with an increasingly 
consistent philosophy of concerted political action!! 

In my view this court unification bill I s a fore-runner of 
m a n y m o r e acts duo to claim our thoughts and attention as 
citizens of C o n n e c t i c u t united rather than as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s 

y 
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of our individual towns and cities, I plead with ay fellow 
members of small towns in this State that they vote in favor 
of this bill as presented by the Majority Leader, Thank you, 
THE SPEAKERS 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Fairfield, 
MR, MURRAY* 

I am very pleased that this Interim Court Reform Bill 
came here on the floor because that is the reason I am here. 
In my home town of Fairfield, the own town of your former 
Majority Leader, Fred Pope, this was the issue in the campaigns 
this is the issue that caused us to ring 6,000 doorbells, to 
walk Inches of leather off our feet, to meet en a common 
battle-ground and that battle-ground was the issue of court 
reform. There the Interim Bill got a full and fair hearing 
and for the first time in many, many years Fairfield came out 
and sent two Democratic representatives to this great Assembly > 
I ask, Ladles and Gentleman, that you defeat this House 
Amendment Schedule "A* and give the people the type of court 

, . for 
reform that they came out/in such tremendous number last 
November. 
THE SPEAKERS 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Bridgeport« 
MR, LYDD7* 

I've heard quite a bit mentioned today about the cost of 
this proposed reorganization plan. I at this time will 
attempt to give you some idea, if I may, of what the proposed 
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cost vs, revenue may be* Of coarse we take into consideration 
that the actual coat of such a proposed reorganization plan Is 
Impossible to determine here two years ahead of time. However, 
some estimates have been made and I have here, or rather /heard 
the estimates that the very distinguished gentleman from 
Westbrook made of $5,000,000; I take issue with that. However, 
I would like to state at this time that it is the fooling of 
the people who had something to do with the formation of this 
bill that these prepesod now court systems will be practically 
and for all intention purposes self-sustained. May X at this 
time - X didn't expect it would be agreed to* however X would 
like to back it up - I would like to callyeur attention to a 
presentation given to our Judiciary Committee by the Honorable 

t-W? ' ' ' • Jonathan Held President of tho State Sar Association, New 
the State Bar Association for years, as you all know, went into 
the question of court reorganization very thoroughly; they 
presented to this Assembly the largest bill in the Assembly, 
Therefore they had with them groat minds and they had people 
who waat Into all phases of this, therefore I think that any 

- eiis ; -
treat given by Mr, Held certainly has full authority behind it* 
and X would like to quote for you, if you will bear with me for 
a moment, a few iMissages from his presentation, and it may be 
enlightening to yeus "The amount of fines collected by the 
Justice courts in 1957* which wont only to the towns and not to 
the State, was $190,581, The total fines collected by the 
Municipal Courts, with 7 not reporting, was $1,387,851 from 
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which should bo substracted the rough estimate of ©no-third 
for motor vehicle fines which went to tho Stat©, leaving 
approximately a net of $900,000 or an over-all total in 1957 
from the minor courts of $1,100,000, 

It was proposed by Judge Ells that taking into considera-
tion, and ag&in stating In his presentation that at the very 
maximum and listing the judges, th® prosecutors, the clerks, 
the stenographers and all employees, that the cost of this 
court would be approximately $2,000,000, Mow weigh that again 
back to what the revenue was in 1957, and take into considera-
tion these 3 very important factors $ first of all the Increased 
jurisdiction of the new court on all levels to $2500; I say 
the Increase because the justice courts are costing criminal 
casos at th® present time th© limit was $ 2 5 0 on a chril and 
was increased all to $2500; there certainly would b© an in-
crease there in revenue* (2) a discontinuance of the present 
practice on occasion of remitting part of the mandatory 
minimum fin© proscribed by the Legislature In certain offenses 
notably drunken driving, and X think th© lawyers in this 
General Assembly will agree with me on that point that if, and 
X stand here sort of chagrlnly to admit, however, the situation 
should be remedied and there would be greater revenue from it 
from the judges who would be sitting on these courts, and 
thirdly, having to do with these judges, th® pr©s©no© of 
independent law trained judges who will more uniformly make 
the punishment fit the crime U Therefor© I think th© increase 
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of revenue would be in the estimation of Judge Ells, we 
would probably add, according to all of those figures, anjtf 
estimated revenue of approximately $1,800,000. Compare that 
to the $2,000,000 he proposed It would cost for the courts. 
Now also take Into consideration tho Danbury traffic court 
which at the present time is a form of district court, and 
is probably tho only comparable type of court to the one which, 
we have proposed here, and this court In 1957-59 cost the 
State $18,435 and collected in revenue $18,629 showing a 
$200 profit! 

Ladles and Gentlemen, I was privileged to be a member of 
the sub-committee of the Judiciary Committee whloh considered 
all the proposals whloh were made to us and all of the bills 
presented, and we attempted to come up with a bill which 
would be acceptable and be the fairest that we could come oat 
with. It Is by no means perfect, of course, and we knew that 
with the amendments that have been added and proposed hero 
today other than the amendment proposed by tho gentleman from 
Westbrook, that we will have as near perfect a bill as 
possible two years before the inception of such a court, and 

if 
I again call your attention to the fact that/any of these 
ramifioations of this court system wore to be challenged and 
were to be found not practicable that we would have the 1961 

and following legislatures and assemblies correct It! I 
want to emphasise one more things Mr. Shea from Meriden 
brought out the point of the one-third, two-thirds. The 



WEDNESDAY - MARCH 25, 1959 

gentleman frem Westbrook mentioned the fact that the towns 
did send one-third to the State. However, under this proposed 
system, or rather let's go back to the system under which the 
towns kept two-thirds.•..the towns paid all the operating oosta 
of this court including the judge* and prosecutors* and the 
clerks' salaries and all other employees out of the two-thirds, 
Under this present system with the one-third going back to the 
towns, out of the two-thirds remaining for tho State, the 
State pays all of those costs, and all the towns have to do 
for the one-third is to provide facilities, which in almost 
all oases presently exist• 

Ladies and Gentleman, one more thing. There was a dove 
flying above this year during the debate and I would like to 
think that was the dove of peace, and may the creator of the 
dove be with us in our deliberations I Thank you. 
THE SPEAKERs 

Will you remark further on House Amendment, Sohedule nAn. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Farmington, rather 
from Bloomflold. 
MR. WAGNERs 

A question has been raised here of tho cost of the new 
circuit court system* and my good friend from Bridgeport in 
his usual deliberate and methodical manner has attempted to 
answer the question. I think we would all agree that this 
necessarily has to be a prognostication of seme doubt« No one 
knows, I suppose, actually whether this system will show a 
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profit, break ©v@n or show a loss* I think that tho greateat 
©oat we have to consider, la consideration of the bill and 
of the proposed amendment, is th© cost to th© people of this 
Stat© who are now suffering a miscarriage of Justice through 
the operation of an unov«n system of Justice; a system which 
Is one thing in one town and another in another town and in 
another part of our state* Much has been said about th© 
basic rights of tho people of tho towns being affected, 1 
wonder if those speakers are talking about the basic rights 
of the people who hav© an Interest in th© perpetratl©n of 
th© courts as they now exist or the basic rights of the peopl© 
who use those oourts, 

Mr, Speaker, X com© from a small town; I*v© spok©m to 
many peopl© and X am convinced beyond a shadow ©f a doubt 
that Insofar as the users of the courts, the people who are 
brought before this bar of justice, th© peopl© who com© to 
prosmuto a small claim In their court, they are Interested in 
a uniform system of justice, a system whloh Is administered 
by competent judges* 

Th© question b«foro us is on an amendment, an amendment 
which would enact the so-called Interim Court Bill* Mow, 
what Is this Interim Committee Mil? The Interim Committee 
Bill sends out a report of an interim comlttde provided by a 
Joint house resolution of th© 1957 session, and X want to 
read the first two recommendations of that Interim Cfommltt©©*© 
reports yHWflffl 
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"The courts of th© Stat© mat b© Integrated in the sense of 
their being a channel of responsibility and oontrol," 
M&n Speaker, it says th© courts of this Stat®, not the city 
courts, but all th© courts of the state, and the second 
recommendation ist "Ultimately courts must be staffed by 
full time legally trained Judges with tenure assisted by 
qualified personnel,M Mr, Speaker, it says courts, meaning 
all the courts of tho state, I submit, Mr, Speaker, in terms 
of those two recmiendations that the main bill befor© this 
house m©re adequately meets the recommendatlens of tho 
Interim Committee than doos th© Interim C@mmitt©e Bill, 

I want to clos© again on this question of the rights of 
tho small town people. Coming from a small town It seems to 
me that in the early debate in the corridors and elsewhere, 
the question of this tremendous reorganisation bill, that 
this was the fundamental basis of th© real opposition to any 
court reorganization bill; that this was th© idea to which I 
was willing to pay s@m© heed and some attention; that thor© 
was a genuine feeling, perhaps, among th© people of the small 
towns that they did not want tholr courts taken away; they did 
not want to be inconvenienced; they did not want to have to 
travel into th® next county In order to hav® their day in courtv 
Mr, Speaker, the bill before us, I think and have never possibly 
imagined could be done, fits the needs of th® people In the 
small towns, The original bill prior to th® amendment had a 
phrase which thos® of us on th© sub-ooonltte© thought was a 
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f© licit ©us on© and whloh w« felt would adequately saf©-guard 
the rights ef the people In the small towns* X olte here 
Just for comparison purposes and I quote from the bill prior 
to amendment, it said that such determination, and this has to 
do with th© setting up th© circuits, shall be made for the 
convenience of th© litigants and their counsel, for the 

efficient 
facilitation of court business and for the ̂ l^/^X/iise of 
Judicial personnel to the end that court sessions will be held 
in as many towns as may be practical* 

On the basis of that phraseology, Mr* Speaker, I felt 
that I could com© before this honorable Hous© and suspend that 
provision and state sincerely that that provision adequately 
protected the legitimate rights of tho poople in the small 
towns in a convenient system* Xn the events of tho last ton 
days we had an amendment * X did not conoolve that the words 
of that amendment would be proposed; X don't think that many 
of us en th© sub-committee could conceive the words of the 
amendment as they are finding in this bill* Due credit tanast 
be given to all th© peopl© Involved in the wording of this 
now amendment because I think It fits the situation in terms 
of tho rights of tho small towns as wo11 as any words could 
possibly do so. Thoy hav© been repeated here befor© and X do 
not lntond to ropeat them again; the Minority Loader has 
stressed this point X am stressing to you now. I believe, 
Mr. Speaker, that the rights of the small towns are fully and 
adequately protected; X urge the rejection of tho proposod 
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•sentiment involving the Interim BLllo Thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule BAn. 
Tho Chair recognizes the gentleman from Farmington. 
MR. MC OEEs 

There are those on this side of the aisle who have reached 
a decision in support of tho compromise bill only after great 
consideration and deliberation to the extent that my colleague 
and fellow lawyer Mr. Satter, Mr. Shea, Mr. Murray have 
announced the Interim Bill as a half-way measure, I respect-
fully take issue. We did not roach the position that wo would 
support the compromise bill because the Interim Bill was a 
bad billtI On the contrary, we feel that it was a good bill 
and that it was a highly, practical bill. On the other hand, 
we feel that the compromise bill for tho first time recognized 
the problems of the small town and is a reasonable compromise. 
I would only ask that those on both sides of the aisle will 
consider that as the philosophy of a portion of those of us 
on this side of the aisle. Thank you. 
THE SPEAKERS 

Tho Chair recognizes the lady from Stamford speaking on 
House Amendment Schedule "Ah« 

MRS. MILLSs 
I would like to speak against the amendment proposed by 

the distinguished gentleman from Westbrook, but the lawyers 
have spoken in favor of the other bill and I as a non-lawyer 
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would like to speak in favor of it because I have worked for 
court reorganization for so many years* 
THE SPEAKER j 

Is the lady from Stamford remarking on the bill proposed 
or the amendment before us? 
MRS*' MILLS; 

I would speak m the bill* 
THE SPEAKERS 

May the Chair request that you defer your remarks until 
we disouss the bill, AND dispose of tho amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington* 
MR*; SHEEHYs 

I move that when the vote Is taken on the amendment "A" 
it be taken by roll-call* 
THE SPEAKERS 

Question is on a roll-call vote on House Amendment 
Schedule nAw* All in favor say 'aye*, opposed 'no** A 
roll-call vote is ordered* 

The gentleman from Westbrook* 
Mf*< SCHLOSSBACHs 

Speaking on the amendment* I would very much like to say 
to my colleague fiom Merlden that if I indloated at all that 
all of the fines were lost to the towns I did not mean just 
that* I would like to comment on his reference to that great 
man, Abraham Lincoln* He indicated that he was the first one 
to ask for reorganisation* If my memory is right he did ask 
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fer reorganization of the courts because at that time the 
courts wore in the hands of the Legislature* There have been 
several statements that have been mad® here, fend I believe 
that they ar® entirely erroneous, and th® most erroneous on® is 
the statement that the overwhelming victory of the Democratic 
Party in the last election could be laid at the feet of 
court reorganization* I do not believe that is true. If 
seme of the younger men in this House go back just a few years 
to about 1954, and before that to 19*9, they'll find the 
real reason for that victory of '58 for at that time we 
what I call "the great Connecticut *s Youth" » which undermined 
the Republican Party and for that reason, if for no other, 
it snowballed to what happened in 1958, and the gentleman from 
Fairfield need not, in my opinion, oredlt his victory to 
court reorganization, but for the same reason 

(inaudible,) 
The question before the House is the question of this 

Interim Bill, There are many things in that bill which I feel 
gives tha t court a better stature than does the present bill, 
I have referred to, of course, to the main feature and that is 
the question of competency. The great hue and cry in regard 
to the small courts was the fact that they did not have lawyers, 
3d like to draw your attention to tho fact that the appointment s 
in the original court which were made for the present body 
carry several of the judges who are not lawyersIt What is then 
to protect the present situation with your present bill that 
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the lawyers are also going to be the proseoutors of your 
Ciroult Courtstt 

The request has been made for a roll-call, Mr* Speaker, 
and X concur* 
THE SPEAKERS 

Question is on adoption of House Amendment Schedule "A"* 
The Chair recognizes the lady from Woodstock* 
MRS*! PITTS s 

I want to say something about the Interim Bill in trial justice 
relation to the AWdf/ftf/fflit courts* The lawyers have 
spoken and I shall not speak as a lawyer; I'm not a lawyer. 
X»m very much of a layman, but I do know something about the 
trial justice court of Woodstock because when I first came 
into the Legislature, when I was first elected, the trial 
justice of Woodstock asked me if I would like to visit that 
court, and every evening that that court has been in session 
and I have been In town and free I have gene to the court 
session in Woodstock, and X want to tell you that you cannot 
get better justice in any court. Of course, X know that there 
are good and bad trial justices. We have a good oneI! But 
X do say that a great deal of this general attitude to our 
trial justice courts throughout the state comes from the 
manners of ignorance and prejudice! I do not think that people 
who live In those 102 towns know what goes on in the trial 
justice courts in general. I also think that those people are 
effected by the past history of the justice of peace courts 
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when through Misappropriation of Justice due to the rise of 
traffic cases a great deal of wrong was done* This was 
performed in 1939; the trial Justice courts had had a reforma-
tion, Now one man served and one assistant ad trial Justice 
courts. This was done* The stigma^ however of that lasts in 
th® minds of people who do not know their trial Justice courts 
and they are opposed t® any form of change or improvement 
yelling *off with Its head* without considering. 

Now, at a hearing Juflg® Carmody made some very good 
suggestions for the improvement* One of those suggestions was 
lncorpomted In the Interim Bill; that is the transfer te 
another higher court of any particular case or any town. 
Another suggestion of JUdge Carmedy's, the trial Justice of 
this state was that a short course be given to those Justices 
who were not lawyers* I cannot see why a short course in law 
would not give these men who have been elected and selected 
by their townspeople sufficient legal knowledge that would 
enable th«m to handle these minor oourts* I do not see why 
they need law degrees for these cases* 

I would like to say one more thing. Of course I realize 
the Intention of which the elimination of the trial Justice 
courts is to assure that the figure of justice be blindfolded, 

you are 
but X maintain that eliminating the trial justice courts/hot 
so much blindfolding justice as hiding her in wrapping and 
making her invisible* I believe that a great deal of all 
stature of the towns are of responsibility of good civic tone 
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that oernes from the fact that we knew our trial justices, we 
know what is going on, it is not hidden, it is not a part, it 
is here! This we agree if we feel that Justioo is done we are 
proud; if we do not wo are ashamed and hare a feeling of guilt, 
What better oould you have for any town, any democracy than a 
growth of that feeling of responsibility. We teach it in 
school; we have mock courts; we bring them to the Legislature; 
we try to train the young people. Here we have the real 
thing right on this doorstop; right there it exists now!! 
If we do away with trial Justice courts at this present time, 
I most earnestly believe that in a generation or two we will 
be asking them back!! We will say bring it back, bring up the 
people, pay them in thought in judgment! 
THE SPEAKERS 

Will you remark further on Housed Amendment Schedule nAw, 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Berlin, 
MR, MC MAHONs 

I rise to comment briefly and urge the ladles and gentle-
men of this House to reject the Amendment of the gentleman 
from Westbrook, I think the adoption of Senate Bill 491 as 
amended is a clear mandate in expression from the people of 
Connecticut that we act accordingly and adopt this judicial 
reorganlzatlon, 

I have studied this registration very carefully and it is 
not a lawyer's bill. The sub-committee at my persuasion 
removed the provision that prosecutors and clerks must be 
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attorneys-at-law; anyone may serve in that pstlcular oapaolty. 
X havo practiced law in 5 states for the past decade; I have 
practiced in the District of Columbia; I am one of the authors 
of the court reorganization bill In the District of Columbia; 
I have been studying legislative drafting and reorganization 
for the past 10 years, and I have studied this bill 491 very 
carefully, and In my practice in different states I have been 
extremely cognizant during my days on Capitol Hill of the 
various types of judicial organization. This bill which your 
sub-committee has drafted Is a workmanship bill and is a bill 

rural 
that has given/consideration to all ramifications of justice 
in the state of Connecticut. 
I have practiced law In Connecticut In 27 very small 

communities, trial justice courts eto. I lthlnk It is a sad 
commentary in the 20th century that we are gifted with such 
antiquity. We must remove these courts; we must have modern 
courts which have a keen appreciation as evidenced in proper 
presentation of justice. X tried some oases where there was 
more attention paid to the surroundings of the court than 
actually the judge who would be presiding at the court. 
They are filled with disturbance, there Is a lack of proper 
justice and X think It is a sad commentary in these times that 
we have to have such a system. I come from the small town of 
Berlin. X honestly believe that Berlin will benefit from this 
new clroult court system; It will benefit judicially snd 
economically. The bill will restore dignity to the law of our 
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state and the town of Berlin will no exception* This provision 
that one-third of the traffic fines cones back to the towns 
concerned is a good provision; it will give the local 
communities an opportunity to have sessions in their particular 
court if they so desire* I think that tho mandate is very 
clear* I have spoken to hundreds of people; I have yet to 
have m e person come up to me as a lawman and say that they 
are against judicial reorganization* I think the provisions 
of the Interim Bill has not been given proper hearing; I do 
not think that proper hearings have been held on it; I don't 
think that there has been any sub-committee action on it that 
would reflect anything that oould be adopted by this House. 
Comparison with the amendment with the circuit court bill 491 
there Is no comparison! The true Justice is found In 
Senate Bill ̂ 91 as amended. Thank you* 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further en House Amendment Schedule nAn* 
Tho Chair recognizes the gentleman from Kllllngly* 
MR* CARLSON: 

I will speak Just briefly In favor of the amendment* 
I am from one of these small towns that have been talked about 
a great deal this afternoon; as a matter of fact, if I compared 
my town with Berlin and some of these other towns I would say 
it was real small, and I have tho honor of serving people from 
my town and trying to interpret their wishes here, and I don't 
think that there has been any piece of legislation on which I 
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have received so many ©alls from th© people in town asking, 
"what in the world is going on up here"? If I were to speak 
as I had intended to originally, I would be duplicating what 
the lady from Woodstock has said beoause we ̂ have a very good 
trial Justice court in our town; I have never found any fault 
with it; I have visited it, and we have capable people running 
it* In our town, if this bill passes, I'm not speaking on the 
amendment, Mr. Speaker, we'll be hard-put to find a plaoe to 
set up a court on the basis on which the circuit court must be 
set up. This is going to be a geeat deal of expense to our 
town when we are already faced with high cost of education, 
school buildings etc*, and now we are going to have to provide 
a place for a court. Our court as I said before is run very 
well. I haven't heard, since I've been here this session, 
any real case against the trial Justice courts. I have tried t« 
find out from time to time, to satisfy myself, that perhaps 
there is something wrong with the trial Justice courts, but 
believe me I haven't found anyone who has said that their trial 
Justice court in their small town was slip-shod, was run other 
than it should be, and therefore, I support the amendment to 
this bill. 
THE SPEAKERi 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfleld. 
MR*1 PINHEYt 

I will remark only very briefly* I want to point out to 
all of the members of this House that In the 1959 session of 
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the General Assembly the issue has never been whether or not 
court reform; the issue has been how much court reform and 
what form will it take! House Amendment Schedule "A" which is 
before us now is the position originally espoused by the 
Republican party In this session. When we adopted that 
position we Ad so in terms of the other proposal that was 
before us* the then Administration 9111, and we felt honestly 
then, and do now, that between those two bills what is now 
embodied In House Amendment Schedule "An was a better bill, 
but we are no longer faced with that choice; we're faced with 
a third proposition, a different and a better product than we 
had to consider before; a product whloh is the combination of 
the best Ingredients of the two original proposals. For this 
reason the Republican Party abandoned its original support of 
what Is now House Amendment Schedule "A", and determined to 
support the compromise bill embodied In Substitute 491 as 
amended. 

For this reason I urge the defeat of House Amendment 
Schedule "A " . 
THE SPEAKERS 

The gentleman from Walllngford, 
MRtf CARROZZELLAt 

I rise to oppose the Interim Committee Bill proposed by 
the gentleman from Westbrook, In support of the Interim 
Committee Bill the gentleman from Wllllngton stated it was a 
matter ofprinciple for him to support the bill. In affect 
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he stated that beoause th® Republican Party had supported this 
bill before going Into the matter and learning more about it 
and then changing their position that they had more or less 
gone down the river, and it was therefor© his principle that 
he was going to support the Interim Committee Bill* Since 
when in this Hall does prlnoiple stand In the way of good 
government?! We are here to represent the people not to 
oppos© on© potty and inslgnifloant principle! 

The gentleman from Wllllngton admits that changes should 
be made in the small town courts, but then he says that because 
of his principle he Is against the compromise bill which Its 
leadership has so well espoused* Now th© gentleman from 
Westbrook states that th© cost of th© compromise bill will be 
excessive, and then he puts forth his amendment* Does the 
gentleman from Westbrook think that this amendment will not 
cost money?! I submit that It will cost money* But what of 

plaoo 
the cost. To think that those who would g&gfcfc costs before 
the protection of the lndlvdual rights Is to me unthinkable* 
I submit, Mr, Speaker, that the Interim Committee amdndment 
be defeated and that the proposed compromise bill be aocepted* ! 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "A". 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Thomaston* 
MR* INNES: 

Members of the House: I would like to make a few remarks 
on this court reorganization bill before us* 
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THE SPEAKER: 
Sir, ar® you speaking on House Amendment Schedule "A"? 

MR;! INNES: 
Yes, I am* On the amendment, 
I'd like to state that sometime ago when we first talked 

of court reform that we were informed as to what tho present 
court system costs.*.ran into several million dollars* Now 
here last week or the week before, there was deficiency budget 
of some $15,000,000 come In here for action by the House, 
and at that time we voted $890,000# to carry our present court 
system along for the next 3 months until July 1st. I believe 
that that in addition to tho cost of the court at the present 
time we have to ̂ put more money in to carry them along. If 
there's a new bill goes in I think some future assembly will 
have to do tho same thing; we don't know what the cost will be 

^ 

Now I think that anyone who went to that hearing on court 
reorganization and heard the remarks of attorney Carmody went 
away feeling that he wished he had something to offer* There 
are 102 Justice courts in the state and out of the 27,000 
oases that were heard there was less than of these appealed 
Now I think that speaks for good Judges I In our own town I 
held a hearing on this court reorganization and it was fairly 
well attended, and at that hearing unknown to me there was a 
motion made on the floor that we should go along with our 
trial Justice court. In addition to that our local newspaper 
originally was in favor of court reorganization and they 
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out In an ©flit©rial and supported me on retaining th® trial 
Justice court, and th® reason they did was due to the fact 
that cur ®ov©mor has an austerity- program. They thought 
that inasmuch there was an austerity program that it was a 
poor time to go ahead and spend more of our money inasmuch as 
we would hav® to raise taxes to do it* 

Now I feel that wo should support this Interim Bill and 
give the town th® say whether or not they want trial Justice 
courts or not* x^1*11^ 7 m * 
THE SPEAKERS 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "A". 
The gentleman from Norfolk* 
MR*' ZANOBI j 

Are we to believe that no justice has existed in Conn* for 
the past 300 years? Are the small towns populated with 
Ignorant hlll-blllles? People who do not Jmow th© difference 
between right and wrong? Ar© th© small towns to bo considered 
uncivilized?, and so b© led by th© judgment of the gentlemen 
of the Bar Association?? And, the Governor's office?) 
I submit to you, Mr* Speaker, that some of the grayer members 
of this assembly can recall back to the days of prohibition, 
the days of bootleggers and gangsters, that thos© city boot-
leggers from New York and such feared the small towns of 
Connecticut more than anything else because they hadjustice 
there and It wasn't good for themU 
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THE SPEAKERS 
Will y®u remark further on House Amendment Schedule ttAw. 

The gentleman from Bethany, 
MR« TURNERS 

I represent a small town. We have our own trial Justice 
courtj we shall he very sorry not to have it continue. In 
addressing my remarks to House Amendment Schedule "A" 1 would 
like to have everyone look forward over the next 10 years or 
so if we were to adopt the Interim Committee Bill, X have told 
my own trial justice that when he no longer chooses to serve, 
if that bill were to be enforced in all probability there 
wouldn't be enough business left In the hands of the court to 
make the people want to retain it, and under the provisions of 
the Interim Bill we would then have our own referendum and go 
under some district jkfceurt and we would not have our own court 
within our town such as the compromise bill now provides with 
the Circuit Court. I thank you. 
THE SPEAKERS 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "A". 
If not, the Chair will announce on the loudspeaker again that 
a roll-call vote is to be taken and we'll be in recess for 
two minutes. 

u m j w m 

THE SPEAKERS 
The House will be in order. May the Chair point out that 

to bring 
In the anxiety fit this matter to a roll-call no vote was taken 
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on whether the vote should be taken by roll-call, so all la 
favor say 'aye', opposed 'no'. The 'ayes' have it* The 
roll-call Is In order. 

Now we are ready to vote on House Amendment Schedule rtA". 
If you vote 'yes' it will be to adopt the House Amendment 
Schedule "A"; if you vote «nay* it will be defeated. 
The Chair Is ready to unlock the machine so we may vote. 

Will you kindly direct your attention to the board to see 
If you have voted as desired. Have all those voted who claim 
a right to vote? Has every member in his seat voted? 
The Chair will now unlock the machine. 

The Clerk will announce the result of the tally. 
THE CLERKS 

Those voting yea 82 
Those voting nay 189 
Those absent and 
not voting 8 

THE SPEAKER: 
The amendment Is defeated; 
Question now is on the Committee's favorable report and 

passage of the bill as amended by Senate Amendment nAn amd "B" 
in concurrence with the Senate. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Chester* 
MR .' WATROUS: 

I have an amendment. Will the Clerk please read it. 
THE SPEAKER: 

1411 the Clerk please road the amendment* 
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THE CLERKi 
Renumber sections 204 and 205 as 205 and 206, 
Insert section 204 as followst Any town having a trial 

Justice court, or any municipality having a municipal court, 
prior to the effective date of this act, may, by a majority of 
its legislative body, vote to retain or reestablish such court 
as it was constituted, and having the same jurisdiction which 
it had, prior to said date, 
MR, WATROUS: 
I move the adoption. 
This amendment is very short and veiy simple but the basic 

philosophy behind it is not simple« It incorporates tfee 
philosophy of home rule which I think anybody in this House 
is acquainted with if he doesn't actually believe it in his 
heart, because I am sure that some people in this House believed 
in government at the top level, fhis amendment will 
provide each town or municipality by a firm decision to have its 
own system of court* There are many points about this trial 
Justice orJustice of peace courts; most of them have been 
aired here this afternoon and for the previous 2 or 3 weeks, 
I f this amend/ment should pass people in the small towns 
and larger towns could retain their courts and prevent 
(inaudible) and all of the testimony I have heard 
here this afternoon and in the previous 2 or 3 weeks, 
(inialible) If toils amendment could pass people in 
the small towns and in the larger towns could retain their 



WEDNESDAY - MARCH 25, 1959 

FYRS 

courts and prevent that a considerable (inaudible) 
i --

and all of the testimony I heard her© this afternoon there 
wasn't any question that there was considerable expense 
attached to th© proposed bill; th© amount has been anywhere 
from a million to 10 million. In th© event that a good 
number of these towns should elect to continue their present 
system, it certainly will be a to the state in the 
years to come. 

Some mention was mad® by the gentleman from Bloomfield 
sometime ago that the trial justice ̂ courts did not give out 
©qua1 justice. The sentences were not uniform* That could 
be, but who is (inaudible due to mike difficulty). 
It was about 2 or 3 weeks ago when I sat in a meeting of what 
to last week I thought was a very fair assembly and I 

in this assembly a considerabledtssatatlor 
on why there were in State's Prison* 

was that the ununiforaity of 
the sentences; one man they sentenced to two years, another 
for 8 ©r 10 for basically the same offense. Now, I leave it 
to you whether or not they were legal minds that were making 
these sentences, and if they were not uniform, would we expect 
the sentences to be more uniform In the small courts. At the 
hearing the Judiciary Committee had voted to 
this state, and the judge of the or of a municipal court, made 
the statement that if a man or woman came to him without 
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legal attendance that he would give them . 
Now, would you expect that all our small towns were 
violations such as passing a traffic light, that if we do not 
hire a lawyer for an offense that might have a fine of $10 or 
$15 that we would have to hire a lawyer that would probally 
charge us $25 or $50; would we expect to have to hire a 
lawyer or else get the book! I don't think very much of 

except . 
Ladies and gentleman in this House who may expect to 

come up for e/lection for next session, and that's for 
members of both sides of the House, they certainly will have 

and on 
to stand before the people before/this issue, and they may 
(inaudible) 

Ladies and Gentlemen, and Mr. Speaker, I hope this 
amendment passes. 
THE SPEAKER? 

Gentleman from Chester. 
MR. WATROUS: 

I move that when the vote be taken it be by roll-call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is that when the vote is taken it be by roll-call 
All in favor say *aye», opposed 'no'. The 'ayes' have it. 
The gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. aOOGEL: 

This proposed amendment, schedule «B» will destroy one of 
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the basic objectives of the Court Reorganization program or 
bill, whloh is mainly, of course, a court or an Integrated 
court system in the state of Connecticut. I am opposed to 
the amendment; I hope it will not prevail!I 
THE SPEAKER: 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfield. 

MR* PINNEY: 
I Join with the gentleman from New Britain In urging the 

defeat of this amendment• As he has pointed out, it is simply 
another restatement In very short form of House Amendment 
Schedule »A»• The issue has really been determined by the vote 
on that particular amendment, and I would urge that we maintain 
our position and defeat this amendment • 
THE SPEAKER: 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Westbrook. 

MR. SCHLOSSBACH: 
I am very happy to see that the Majority Leader and the 

Minority Leader agree on this one!! 
THE SPEAKER: 
Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule *B*. 

The gentleman from New Britain. 
MR.r GtOOQEL: 
Just one brief reply to the distinguished gentleman from 

Westbrook, and it might give us an idea about how we should 
govern ourselves for the rest of the amendments that are perhapc 
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coming up I want to remind you, Mr* Speaker and the gentleman 
from Westbrook and all other® who are interested that 
Lincoln's Gettysburg Address only had 266 words in it, and the 
Ten Commandments oonti&n 297, and our own Declaration of 
Independence has 300 words, and I Han't know how many words 
we have spent here on this bill so it must be a very, very 
important measure, and as the distinguished Minority Leader 
pointed out I think that perhaps all of the arguments have 
been made, generally speaking, and I think that perhaps we 
could proceed with dispatch on any amendments that might be 
coming up from this pJbint on* 
THE SPEAKER? 

Will you remark further* The gentleman from New London* 
MR* OTTAVIANO? 

I've listened with great patience to all these arguments 
and I wish to make some remarks pertaining to this amendment* 
Once you get a uniform court system 

(inaudible) 
Integrated court system* Where an integrated uniform court 
system exists the judicious honor of the 
state is invested in a single court* State-wide and state-reported 

a n d all the different tribunals of branches, depart-as well as 
meat® or divisions, and the business jf the judicial powers 
of the court is organized to prevent 
of judicial powers, needless clerical work, duplication of 
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papers and records and over-lapping of Jurisdiction, For 

exarapl$, the Court of Coaaion Pleas has concurred in the 
above it 

jurisdiction of certain cases that the Superior Cpuu^ and 
the Municipal Cteart below it. Other uniformed courts have 
well-trained, qualified Judges throughout the Judiciary, 
8?eater flexibility in the court systems, greater uniformity 
in the administration of the laws, more efficient in clearly 
fixed responsibility. 

Now, I can't on this political issue and I 
whole-heartedly and actively endorse court reorganization, 
X would like to quote Just one little paragraph which was put 
out by the New London Women League of Voters* (Inaudible Awe 
to mike difficulty)*.*(Also, due to too much noise in House*) 
THE SPEAKER t 

Question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 
>B». Will the Clerk please clear the machine* 

The Clerk will now announce the tally* 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting yea 
Those voting nay 
Those absent and not voting 

THE SPEAKER: 
The amendment is rejected, 

68 204 
7 

DOROTHY KNUDSEN 
HOUSE TRANSCRIBER 
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THE SPEAKER: 
Question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule "B 

Will the Clerk please olear the machine? If you vote "yes" of 
course it's to adopt it, and a "nay" is to defeat it and reject 
it• The Ohair will now unlock the machine. 

Will you lcindly direct your attention to the "board to see 
if you have voted as you desire. Have all those who claim the 
right to vote done so? Does anybody desire to change their vote? 
If not, the Chair will now lock the machine• 

The Clerk will now announce the tally. 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting yea, 68; those voting nay, 20I4.5 those not 
voting, 7. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The amendment is rejected. 
The question now is on the acceptance of the committee's 

favorable report and the passage of the hill as amended by Senate 
Amendment schedule "A" and "B" in concurrence with the Senate• 

The gentleman from Norfolk. 
MR. ZANOBI OP NORFOLK: 

Mr. Speaker, speaking on the bill. To me this bill is 
like privileged class legislation. It does two major things. 
It creates forty-four new judgeships with all tho attendant per-
sonnel, such as clerks, prosecuting attorneys, eto», etc. I wonde 
what other state gives its governor such sweeping patronage. 
Other than that, I believe it increases the financial security of 

•<'yf S y.y^i 
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all lawyers In this state. "How", you ask? Of the hundreds and 
hundreds of oases heard annually in these justice courts without 
benefit of counsel..••.under this proposition even the most minor 
traffic case or breach of peace case will for all practical pur-
poses require the necessity for counsel for the accused. A 
lawyer's minimum charge, I believe, is twenty-five dollars, there 
by causing a financial burden on the defendant even if he is fouled 
innooent. 

The slogan is "equal justice"• What is the meaning of 
equal justice? Only a short time ago we nearly had a riot in the 
state prison by inmates who felt aggrieved because of vast dis-
crepancies of sentences given by Superior Court judges on similar 
cases• You know the State Supreme Court rarely gives a unanimous 
decision. Are these new circuit court judges to be of such supei 
human intellegence that they will not be subject to the frailty 
of human judgment? Even justice in ancient times, the law oallec 
for an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. Can anyone deny 
that that was equal justice? But with the evolution of civiliza-j-
tion man has come to realize that circumstances often alter caseg, 
and what may be justice in one instance is downright dirty in 
another. 

I would like to take the privilege of quoting f rom one of 
the great court cases (inaudible). 

Mr o Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment. 
THE CLERK: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Zanobi of Norfolk to a Substitute 

Ml 
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for Senate Bill Mo* 14-93.., Pile. No. 89. 
In Section 2, add the following: No member of this 1959 

general assembly shall be eligible for consideration for appoint-
ment to a judgeship, prosecutor or clerk of this court created 
herein for a period of ten years following the enactment of this 
law* 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Norfolk. 
MR. ZANOBI OP NORFOLK: 

Mr. Speaker, as so often is said in these halls..... 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 

MR. ZANOBI OF NORFOLK: 
As so often is heard here, the amendment is self-explana-

tory * If especially the lawyers in this House whom I seriously 
question should have the right to vote on this issue as being 
personally and financially interested >in the passage of this bill 
really believe in it, they should go along with this. If this 
court reform is so good they should forego any consideration of 
themselves for future judgeships. 
THE SPEAKER:: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "c"? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Fairfield* 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM FAIRFIELD: 

I just wanted to say to the gentleman from Norfolk, I don 
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him trying to take money out of my pocket or keep it out, tout I 
do hope that he will leave me the privilege of voting on this 
issue» 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Mansfield* 
MR. SMITH OF MANSFIELD: 

This amendment may have been offered in part to arouse or 
to relieve the tedium of this discourse, but I want to point out 
that there is a provision of this kind in the federal constitutic 
which prohibits any member of congress from receiving an appoint-
ment that was brought about by any legislation which he participat-
ed in, so it's not altogether a frivolous amendment. 

I think the time is a little bit long, although the proba-
tion in the federal constitution, I think, is longer• 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington. 
MR. QUINLM OF WASHINGTON: 

Mr, Speaker, speaking on the amendment presented by the 
gentleman from Norfolk. It has been said out in our county that 
the only real agitation to destroy our justice court system has 
come from the governor, the lawyers and the League of Women Vota^ 
and that proponents of court reform wouldn't dare submit this 
question of destroying the justice courts to a referendum in our 
one hundred and two towns having justice courts because it would 
be overwhelmingly turned down. 

Now further, laymen have raised this point: the question 
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of conflict of interest on the part of attorneys supporting this 
hill* To remove some of this criticism that has "been justly or 
unjustly leveled at our profession, I would ask that my legal 
colleagues here today vote unanimously to support this amendment. 

I urge the support of this amendment and, Mr® Speaker, I 
move that when the vote is taken that it tie taken by roll call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is that when the vote be taken it be taken by roll 
call. All those in favor say yes, all those opposed no. The ayea 
have it. A roll call is ordered. 

Question now is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedul^ 
ttC"o Will you remark further? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Avon. 
MR. AUGUST OP AVON: 

Mr. Speaker, I profess at least to be a lawyer, but I have 
no objection to this particular amendment, but I do have a question 
which I would raise by a point of Information* If the amendment 
applies only to members of the Legislature of this particular 
session. I don't think that we should put this burden on future 
legislators who might be attorneys if they so chose to accept an 
appointment of this nature. I might ask the Clerk to road the 
amendment again just for clarification. 
THE SPEAKER: 

o 

Will the Clerk please read the amendment again? 
THE CLERIC: 

In Section 2, add the following: No member of this 1959 
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general assembly shall be eligible for consideration for appoint-
ment to a judgeship, prosecutor or clerk of this court created 
herein for a period of ten years following the enactment of this 
law. 
MR. AUGUST OP AVON: 

I would have no objection to the amendment• 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, I'in going to exercise a little courage. I am 
a lawyer. I have objection to this amendment. I think it's clas 
legislation for one thing. I think if we open up the door for 
this type of rider on a bill, or amendment, or legislation, we 
could very well say that no League of Women Voters who are behind 
this measure perhaps could participate in the future on any of 
these bills or as a housewife or anything else, or some of the 
gentlemen here who are laymen cannot if they vote on a certain 
road bill perhaps cannot use that highway for a period of ten 
years. This is almost bordering on the ridiculous, and I'm 
certainly going to vote against this amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from West Hartford. 
MR, SHEEHAN OP WEST HARTFORD: 

Mr. Speaker, I'm a layman. I object to the amendment. I 
feel that it certainly, at least by inference, impugns the integ-
rity of many respected members of the bar here on both sides of 
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m 
3-B this aisle. I think that we can enjoy an honest difference of 

opinion on any subject in this assembly and still have respect 
for the integrity of the men and women who comprise the assembly, 
and I urge the defeat of the amendment• 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from East Hartford. 
MR. GRIFFITH OF EAST HARTFORD: 

Mr. Speaker, I'd like to take exception to the remarks of 
the gentleman from Washington. As an employer of labor, time and 
time again, he gets up on this floor and said, "This legislation 
is detrimental to labor", and as an employer he should refrain. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfield. 
MR. PINNEY OF BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker , point of personal privilege•••.point of order 
excuse me. I haven't risen this afternoon to object to any 
remarks by anyone, but I do think we could avoid this aspersion 
on personality. 
THE SPEAKER: 

In the opinion of the Chair the gentleman from East Hart-
ford is not speaking germane to the amendment0 
MR. GRIFFITH OF EAST HARTFORD: 

Mr. Speaker, it should work both ways. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle j-
man from Watertown. 



Wednesday, March 25, 1959 •^.Q Ml 

MR. KEILTY OP WATERTOWN: 
Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen, I'm no attorney either. 

All I do is work for a living, they do too, but I'll tell you thia 
I don't care if they make all forty-four of them right out of this 
honorable general assembly. 1 think the people here are honorabl; 
and I have no objection if all forty-four came right out of here. 
That's my opinion of it. Thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "C"? 
The Chair r ecognizes the gentleman from Newington. 
MR. SATTER OP NEWINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, 1" just want to say that this bill very specif-
ically provides that no present member of the legislature can be 
made a judge under this act because it goes into effect on Januarlj 
1 , 1961, and the term of our office continues until beyond that 
point, and under the recent constitutional amendment, no present 
member of the legislature could ever hold the job in that oourt 
as initially constituted at any rate. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHL0S3BACH OP WESTBROOK: 

I would like to remark on the statement just made. I do 
o 

not think that is exactly so beoause the appointments can come in 
after the bill has been put in. However, I don't believe in this 
type of legislation myself. It doesn't seem to me that we should 



Wednesday, March 25, 1959 •^.Q Ml 

discriminate against any member of this general assembly in any 
way, I have some very good friends, one of them on the other sid 
I would like very much to see him a judge. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule "d" 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Mansfield, 
MR. SMITH OP MANSFIELD: 

I think in fairness I ought to say that I was mistaken 
about this provision of the federal constitution. I couldn't f in,d 
it quickly• It reads like this: 

" No Senator or Representative shall, during the Time for 
which he was elected, (that means during his term) be appointed 
to any Civil Office under the Authority of the United States, 
which shall have been created, or the Emoluments whereof shall 
have been encreased during such t i m e T h a t refers only to the 
time, to the term for which the Senator or Representative is 
elected, and not for a period thereafter• 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? This is on Plouaa Amendment 
Schedule "c"• We are now ready to vote• The Chair will now un-
lock the machine. Kindly direct your attention to the board to 
see if you have voted as you desire. Have all those voted who 
claim the right to do so? If so, the Chair will now lock the 

, 0 

machine. The Clerk will announce the vote, 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting yea, 28; those voting nay, 2ij.O; those absent 
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and not voting, 11® 
THE SPEAKER: 

The amendment is rejected. 
For what purpose does the gentleman from Farmington rise? 

MR. NOYES OF FARMINGTON: 
To speak on the bill before us, Mr. Speaker. 

THE SPEAKER: 
There are two or three more amendments being proposed, sir. 

Question now is on acoeptanoe of the committee's favorable report 
and passage of the bill as amended by Senate Amendment Schedule 
"A" and "B" in concurrence with the Senate. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Wllllngton. 
MR. REPKO OF WILLINGTON: 

The Clerk has an amendment. 
THE SPEAKER t 

Will the Clerk please read the amendment? 
THE CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "D" offered by Mr. Repko of the 
town of Willington to Substitute for Senate Bill No* .k91„ File 
No. 89. 

In section 2, line J+, strike out "fifteen" and insert in 
lieu thereof "twelve". 

In section 90, line 28, insert after "(c)": Fifty per 
o 

cent of all funds which represent receipts from the payment of 
any fine for the violation of a law or ordinance concerning the 
operation of motor vehicles and. 
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THE SPEAKERI 
The question is on the adoption of House Amendment SchedulE 

nD"o Will you remark? The gentleman from Willington. 
MR. REPKO OP WILLINGTON: 

Mr• Speak er , I think this amendment has merit. Number oneI 
these judges who are just glorified justices of the peace, do not 
come up to the standard of our common plea courts• Number two, 
they are not on the same plan as our common plea courts, and I 
believe, in all fairness to the public and to the taxpayers, that 
when our state employees have to contribute toward their retire-
ment , I can't see setting up any special precedent for these 
judges for retirement free of charge• 

Why did the Majority Leader omit section 20, and skip from 
19 to 25? If you read section 20, these fellows, these judges 
will be given a special privilege of a retirement at the cost of 
the taxpayers plus survivorship for the widows• 

I ask you, is this fair justice to the taxpayers? If this 
is what you wish then you may have it, but I am opposed. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The chair recognizes the gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, in answer to the remarks made by the distin-
guished gentleman from Willington, please be advised, sir, that 

0 

the subcommittee on courts and the judiciary committee, when it 
came time to discuss the question of compensation for office of 
judges of the circuit court spent a great deal of time on that 
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particular phase of it and they decided, in line with recommenda-
tions and suggestions that were made by Bar Association officers 
and citizens ' groups and the Citizens' Committee for Better Courtk 
and others, that the compensation should be pegged at fifteen 
thousand per year. 

Now, these courts will have a considerable volume of busi-
ness, and we want those courts to be courts of stature, and we 
want the judges who will occupy the bench and who are required to 
give full time to the duties of that office at least to have a 
living wage so that they won't have to worry about how they can 
support their family and send their children to college and so 
forth, and that was the figure that we agreed upon. I think it's 
a reasonable figure, but all the facts were taken into considera-
tion. 

I trust, Mr. Speaker, that this amendment will be defeated 
THE SPEAKER% 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Brookfleld. 
MR. PINNEY OF BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from New Britain has pointed 
out, one of the key factors in the development of this entire 
court reorganization system, and I might say this was a factor in! 
both the administration bill and the interim committee bill and 

o 

in the bill that we now have before us, was an effort to create 
judges who would be removed from the political arena and who wouljd 
have stature and in fact tenure on the bench. This is a matter 
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of extreme importance, and I subscribe to the remarks of the 
gentleman from New Britain insofar as the salary schedule is con-
cerned. It's also Important that these judges have the pensions 
and the perquisites of their office comparable to the remainder 
of our state maintained judicial system. 

Now, if I heard the amendment correctly, it also provided 
for an increase in the rebate to the towns from one-third to 
fifty per cent. I would comment on that to this extent. The 
figure of one-third arrived at in the compromise bill derives frap 
the fact that while the towns presently receive two-thirds of the 
motor vehicle fines back, they have had to maintain the courts 
and so forth, pay the salaries, out of the whole two-thirds 
figure, and on the state average the net return to the towns has 
been one-third. And consequently what we were doing in the amend 
ment that has been the compromise bill was to maintain the exist-
ing ratio of net rebate to the towns. 

I oppose this amendment and I hope it will be defeated. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "D"? 
If not, all those in favor of the adoption of Schedule "D" please 
indicate by saying aye, opposed no. The *nos" have it. The amend 
ment is rejected. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OP WESTBROOK: 

Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment. Will the Clerk please 
read it? 

< 1 
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15-B THE SPEAKER? 
Will the Clerk please read the amendment? 

THE CLERK: 
House Amendment Schedule "E" offered by Mr, Schlossbach of 

Westbrook to a Substitute for Senate Bill J4.9I, Pile No, 891 
In Section 1, line 3, after the word "governor" there shaljl 

be inserted the phrase "and upon the approval of such nominations 
by the State Bar Association of Connecticut". 
THE SPEAKER: 

The gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OP WESTBROOK: 

Mr. Speaker, I do expect to oppose the bill as it comes in. 
but certainly if we are to have a bill and it should turn out to 
be the circuit court bill I would like that bill to be as strong 
as it possibly could be. 

This amendment is not new in legislative circles. There 
are many states of our union which require approval of men who 
are to be our judges by the Bar Association of that state. I am 
certain that even if this amendment does not pass that there will 
be some oompetent judges. But nevertheless, it would seem to me 
that this being very important to the members of the bar of this 
state that one of the necessary things to be inserted in a bill 
of this kind should be that your bar association should have 
some say at least to approve of those men who are to be s elected. 
I don't believe there is anyone in this hall today who doesn't 
feel that our judges should be of the highest caliber, and certainly 
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there Is nothing in this amendment which would take away from 
that fact. It is my sincere feeling that this amendment should 
he inserted in order that this approval that it asks for shall be 
contained in the bill. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr<, Speaker, the circuit court bill we're now considering 
provides for the nomination and confirmation of the judges of the 
circuit court in the same manner as are now the judges of the 
Superior Court and Court of Common Pleas nominated and confirmed. 
I see no reason for this amendment. I trust it will not prevail. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from West Hartford. 
MR. SHULANSKY OP WEST HARTFORD: 

Mr. Speaker, I am a member of the State Bar Association 
and I have been active in the affairs of that association, and 
I'm at present serving on the executive committee of the Junior 
Bar. I would oppose this amendment. I might call to the atten-
tion, although I haven't the exaot statistics, I should call to 
your attention and through you to the attention of this House 
that the State Bar Association does not, I believe, have the un-
animous membership of the members of the bar of this state. I 

o 

think its membership is perhaps fifty per cent of the bar of this 
state, and I suggest that this bill provides for approval of the 
judges by a much more representative body than the State Bar 



Wednesday, March 25, 1959 •^.Q Ml 

As sociation, and "by that I mean by the General Assembly* I oppose 
this amendment• 
THE SPEAKER! 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfleld. 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker, the governor has publicly stated, I believe, 
that it is his intention to seek the advice of the State Bar Assoc-
iation's committee on the judiciary when he makes his appointments 
under this bill. I think this is a commendable position for him 
to take and I trust that he will follow it. 

As far as the amendment itself is concerned, I would point 
out that the governor of the State of Connecticut is elected to 
perform certain duties and that we in this General Assembly are 
eleoted to perform certain duties, and it seems to me that we 
should not make the proper performance of those duties contingent 
on the approval of some nonofficial non-eleoted body. It is our 
duty and the governor's duty to select the people who will fill 
these judgeships. I urge the defeat of this amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Norfolk. 
MR. ZANOBI OF NORFOLK: 

The gentleman from Brookfield stated the position the 
governor has taken on this, and he has stated that he would seek 
advice and all that. The governor has also stated that he alone 
will appoint these judges. 

In reference to an article in the Hartford Courant last 
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Sunday mention was made about various appointments that come under 
the governorship including those appointments that must necessar-
ily be of the opposite party. It was the contention of that 
article that the governor could appoint regardless of the wishes 
of the party involved, that he could appoint on his own discretion. 
I submit to you that the final decision in the appointment of 
these judges rests not with the governor, but with John M. Bailey. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OP WESTBROOK: 

Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to hear from the gentleman 
from Brookfield that the governor has indicated that he is going 
to be assisted by recommendations. However, if that be true and 
I assume that it is, I see no reason therefore why it shouldn't 
be a part of this bill. 

If our association, while it may not have all the lawyers 
as members, nevertheless has a position as far as judiciary 
system in this state is concerned, and I believe that we are only 
asking that they be allowed to give their approval. Thereafter, 
of course, it will come into this House for final approval, and 
I see no reason why this amendment should be opposed by anyone. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? If not, the question is on the 
adoption of House Amendment Schedule "E"• All those in favor 
indicate by saying aye, opposed no. The 'nos* have it. The 
amendment is rejected. 
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THE SPEAKER'. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Morris. 

MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 
Mr• Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment. 

THE CLERK: 
House Amendment Schedule "F" by Mr. Ives of Morris. Sub-

stitute for Senate Bill go. M l F i l e No. 89. 
In Section 88, line 10, after the word "member" insert a 

comma and add the following: "except that any justice or judge 
whose combined service on the aformentioned courts was for less 
than twenty years shall receive as retirement, annually, an amount 
which shall be two-thirds the salary of a judge of the court of 
which he was last a member multiplied by a fraction, the numerator 
of which is the number of years of his service and the denominator 
of which is twenty." 

in section 89, line 1J, after the word "death" insert a 
comma and add the following: "except if her husband's combined 
service on the aforementioned courts was for less than twenty 
years, she shall receive twenty-five per cent of the salary of a 
judge of the court of which her husband was last a member multi-
plied by a .fraction, the numerator of which is the number of years 
he served and the denominator of which is twenty." 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

o 

Mr. Speaker, I move for the adoption of the amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 
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"F"* Will you remark? The gentleman from Morris. 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

Mr® Speaker, thia amendment, even though it sounds compli-
cated, simply aaks that if we have to subsidize the legal profess: 
that we get something in return. Namely, twenty years of service 
or if they should retire before twenty years then they will 
receive a pro rata retirement. I hope the amendment passes, Mr<> 
Chairmano 
THE SPEMERl 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OF NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the amendment does not prevail. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Burlington. 
MR. HOGAN OF BURLINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, thia is a good amendment® This amendment 
should passo I believe it would work in the implementation of 
this bill and make the bill a better bill if we are to have the 
bill. It is my contention that a man nearing retirement age 
would make a better judge than someone just starting in practicec 
I do not know for sure, but I believe that it is the ultimate 

0 

goal of every attorney to become a judge to round out a cycle in 
his life of pursuing the legal profession. I believe that every 
attorney who has conducted himself for a period of twenty or 
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thirty or f o r t y years a n d has conducted himself in a manner that 
is becoming to the judicial that he is entitled to a judgeship, 
but I cannot on the b a s i s of austerity, of good common sense, see 
why that any judge who has reached the age of s i x t y - s i x o r s i x t y -
e i g h t years should go and sit on the bench for two or four y e a r s 
and then be able to retire at a ten thousand or greater salary. 
1 believe that it is an injustice to the members of the bar who 
have reached that near retirement age to feel that they are under 
the stigma of p o s s i b l y n o t being appointed to a judgeship because 
they are too n e a r the retirement age• 

I a l s o believe t h i s bill wouldnlt hurt them because I 
believe t h a t l / t h e y are capable attorneys and the proper attorney 
to be appointed a judge they have amassed a little of the coin of 
the realm and they're not suffering too bad for a retirement. 
This amendment to the bill allows them to retire at a percentage 
equal to the amount of time that they have served. If I am not 
misinformed, in the judges retirement they do not pay in a nickel 
towards it» Now, I may be wrong on that0 A state employee has 
to work for twenty-five years and pay in five per cent of his 
salary before he is eligible for retirement, and he has to reach 
the age of fifty-five in order to be eligible a t that time, and 
he doesn't retire on a ten thousand dollar salary. 

Now, I believe that the statements that I have made here 
0 

have been made in all fairness. I believe that they w i l l make 
this a better bill if we must have it, and I hope that the good 
common s e n s e of this Legislature from a sane, sensible viewpoint 
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will support this amendment. I believe s i n c e r e l y that it will 
make this a better bill in every way, 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfield. 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIELD: 

$fr . Speaker, the judges of the State of Connecticut by 
comparison with the members of the judiciary of moat of our 
surrounding states and of other states of comparable size are 
relatively low paid judges• Now, one of the arguments which has 
always been used in Connecticut to justify the low rate of pay 
is the fact that we have provided a liberal, attractive retirement 
system. A judge, when he goes on the bench, knows that his later 
years are going to be taken care of. He can afford to leave a 
lucrative practice and go on the bench. The Immediate returns in 
terms of actual salary are below the incomes of most successful 
lawyers in the state. Consequently, without the liberal retire-
ment provisions that we have in Connecticut we would have difficulty 
in attracting able judges to the various courts of the state. 

Now this amendment is directed only at the circuit court 
that is being set up but would a l s o effect the retirement rights 
of the judges of the Supreme Court, the Superior Court and the 
existing Court of Common Pleas. It seems to me that the net 
result of an amendment of this kind would be to make it impossible 
for older people to be attracted to the bench, and would almost 
certainly reduce the attractiveness; of a job of this kind to high 
caliber lawyers throughout the state. I hope the amendment la 
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defeated. 
THE SPEAKERS 

Will you remark further on the amendment Schedule "F"? 
T h e Chair r e c o g n i z e s the gentleman from Coventry. 
MR. HARLOW OP COVENTRY: 

Mr. Speaker, originally when the salary of fifteen thouaan 
dollars per judge came out I w a s a little concerned, and I thank 
the distinguished minority leader for pointing out some questions 
that did toother me. But personally, if I had my w a y , I certainly 
would not even consider fifteen thousand dollars. It would be 
closer to twenty-five to thirty thousand branch because I was a 
little concerned on where will we get our qualified people to 
sit in the chair for fifteen thousand dollars a year, and I thank 
you, sir, very much for pointing out this problem to me. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Parmlngton. 
MR. NOYES OP FARMINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the sponsors of the bill whether 
the retirement benefits provided in it, this two-thirds of salary 
are to be paid from the State Employees Retirement Fund. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does anyone desire to answer the gentleman from Parmingtor 
MR. NOYES OF FARMINGTON: 

I would s p e c i f i c a l l y , s i r , with your permission, direct 
that question to the majority leader as the originator of the 
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m o t i o n t o a d o p t S u b s t i t u t e f o r 
T H E SPEMER L 

D o e s the gentleman from New Britain care to answer? 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

I would say in reply to the gentleman from Farmlngton that 
they would get paid out of the same fund as do the judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas and the Superior Court. 
MR. NOYES OP PARMINGTON: 

I thank the gentleman from NQW Britain for his comment 
and wonder if the gentleman from Brookfield has another. 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIELD: 

Our retirement benefits are paid out of the current judicial 
department appropriations. 
MR. NOYES OF PARMINGTON: 

I thank you, sir, very much for the information, and as 
far as I can see the amendment is a eminently sound one because 
I think that the adjective 'liberal' used to d e s c r i b e the retire-
ment benefits as set up in the b i l l as it now stands is a master* 
piece of understatement« I don't know anywhere in the world 
other judioial systems to the contrary and notwithstanding 
where that kind of retirement can be obtained free of charge, 
and I think that this question of pro rata retirement based on 
a normal of twenty years, which in itself is low, is a perfectly 

o 

reasonable proposition. It still would allow a man of forty-fiv^ 
to serve for twenty years and obtain full retirement benefits• 
THE SPEAKER: 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Weston. 
M R . L U P T O N O P WESTONj 

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to speak in favor of the amendmen 
and I'm going to vote for it b e c a u s e I do not understand the logic 
of substituting good pension provisions in lieu of adequate 
salary. I can see some serious a b u s e s of a situation of that 
kind, and I would think that it would be much better if there is 
a weakness in the bill in providing inadequate salaries that it 
be corrected there rather than to provide inducements and incen-
tives for attorneys to get on the bench b e c a u s e of fine retirement 
programs, especially since this does not require any term or any 
length of service before the full retirement benefit i s received. 

I can't j u s t i f y in my own conscience any form of p e n s i o n 
for a job which i s not limited and which does not s p e c i f y that a 
reasonable amount of service be given in return for the pension. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair r e c o g n i z e s the gentleman from Newington. 
MR. SATTER OP NEWINGTON: 

M r . Speaker, and ladies and gentlemen of this assembly, I 
think there may be possibly some merit to this suggestion, but I 
don't think it's meritorious in its present form. I think that 
the whole question of retirement and of pensions is a very tech-
nical one and one which should be c o n s i d e r e d by the Judiciary 

o 

Committee possibly or by the Finance Committee before it is passe'd 
upon, and for that reason I would vote against this but would 
reserve the right probably to have it r e c o n s i d e r e d at another time 
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T H E SPEAKER: 
Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-

man from Chester. 
MR. WATROUS OP CHESTER: 

I wonder if the gentleman who just spoke d o e s n ' t know that 
this business is urgent• 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Parmington. 
MR. NOYES OP PARMINGTON: 

Speaking for the s e c o n d time on Amendment Schedule " F u , 
Mr. Speaker. I would only point out that the gentleman from 
Newington is apparently unaware of the s e r i o u s consideration 
which the Judiciary Committee of which he is a member has given 
to this whole proposition, and onoe we pass this bill extending 
retirement benefits without respect to length of service I despair 
of ever changing that situation. 

Again, this is a most liberal situation and it seems to me 
entirely unfair to allow the judiciary separate and distinct fron 
all other avenues of state service to operate under this p a r t i c u l a r 
provision, and I c a l l the attention of the members of this 
Assembly who were not present in the last session to the, to me, 
ridiculous musical chairs proposition we had in the appointment 
of, it seems to me, four s u c c e s s i v e Chief Justices of theState 

(S 

Supreme Court of Errors within a period of a couple of months. 
Now, I have never been clear in my own mind as to why that was 
necessary, but it would seem to me that one r e a s o n would be a 
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possible increase in p e n s i o n , and it s e e m a to m e t h a t ' s no way to 
q u a l i f y for a pension benefit, 

I would move you, sir, that when the vote is taken on this 
amendment it be by roll call, 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is that when the vote be taken i t be taken by r o l t l 
call. All those in favor indicate by saying aye, opposed no. 
The ayes have it. So ordered. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Morris. 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

Mr. Speaker, I think from the discussion that has gone on 
since the amendment was introduced that there may be some parts 
of the amendment which hit at a subject that we didn't mean to 
hit. However, this retirement for the judges of this new court 
should be looked into, and I would ask you, sir, if we could 
stand at ease until a corrected amendment can be submitted, or if 
the aye votes don't want that whether we can recess this session 
until tomorrow. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Simsbury. 
MR. GERSTEN OP SIMSBURY: 

Mr. Speaker, may I correct what appeared to be an erroneoiis 
impression inadvertantly c r e a t e d by the gentleman from Farmingtor.. 

o 

The only reason why you had four appointments as Chief Justices 
is because we have a compulsory retirement age in the State of 
Connecticut, the age of seventy. 
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THE SPEAKERS 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Bloomfleld• 

MR, WAGNER OF BLOOMFIELD: 
Mr* Speaker, I just want to take a trail for the "benefit 

of those members of the IIouse who may not understand it... .what 
this amendment will do. This amendment which amends Section 88 
and Section 89 would amend the present system with respect to 
Common Pleas and Superior Court judges as well as the proposed 
circuit court judges• I don't intend at this time to make any 
kind of a speech about the unbiased course they're trying to 
amend the law as it exists with respect to those courts on a 
discussion of this bill. That would be the effect of the amend-
ment • 

I respectfully suggest to those people who are the propon-
ents of this amendment that this amendment should have been con-
sidered with respect to a separate bill changing the system now 
prevailing in the Common Pleas and Superior Court system, and I 
would address myself for just one more minute, Mr. Speaker» If 
the purport is to change the amendment at this time, if it oould 
be done, to effect just the judges in the circuit court that that 
in my opinion would be just as undesirable. In view of all that 
has been said here this afternoon about giving this court stature 
and comparable ability to the Common Pleas and Superior Courts, 

o 

how in the world are you going to justify one system with respect 
to retirement for the Common Pleas and Superior Court judges and 
another one for the circuit court judges? I think this is an 
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eminently b a d amendment• I think it should be voted down in the 
f o r m in which it now stands b e c a u s e I can't visualize any mod if 1c,a 
tlon of this amendment which would be a desirable one, 
THE SPEAKER: 

The gentleman from Morris has spoken twice on this amend-
ment • 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

I realize that, sir, I ' d like to move for a fifteen 
minute recess. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is on a recess for fifteen m i n u t e s ® All those in 
favor indicate by saying aye, opposed no, Ohe 'nos' have it. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Weston, 
MR. LUPTON OP WESTON: 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the gentleman w h o has just 
spoken for his information, but it doesn't change my position, 
in fact, if the same conditions prevail on these other benches 
at this time the same principles should be applied in my opinion 
to them. It's perfectly p r o p e r to agree that under the present 
leadership of the state no abuse of this situation would develop, 
but i t ' s a l s o possible to believe that the opportunity of future 
state executives to use t h i s provision in a negative way is very 
prevalent and very much present v/ith us. And X still maintain 

o 

that we must not substitute retirement programs in lieu of adequf 
ate compensation for our jurists. 
THE SPEAKER: 
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Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Vernon. 
MR. JBPIELMAN OP VERNON: 

Mr• Speaker, I believe that we have discussed retirement, 
and just to clarify that point, I ' m speaking against this amend-
ment, Is that the S t a t e Employees Retirement Act w a s set up for 
s t a t e employees, the classified and unclassified service for the 
state. We have a retirement for our judiciary. I think if we 
agreed to elevate this court into the status of Common Pleas that 
we should at least elevate the court up to the same retirement 
plan that judiciary already has. If there are any abuses of this, 
It has been said that there isn't much chance of changing it In 
future sessions of the legislature I don't believe that this 
particular session has any monopoly on b r a i n s . I think that 
future sessions, if they have a problem, will be able to make the 
necessary adjustments. I don't believe that v/e should tie in anj 
thinking that in setting the salaries and the retirement of this 
particular court that t h e r e ' s any inducement to a judge to get 
on in order to get a good retirement. I believe the bill explains 
it well enough. It sets t h e salaries; it sets the same r e t i r e m e n t 
plan judiciary has, and I think this amendment should be rejected, 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Trumbull. 
MR. SPIEGEL OP TRUMBULL: 

Just a question. If this particular amendment Isi defeated. 
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c o u l d a new hill come out o f committee asking an investigation 
of this entire p r o b l e m ? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does anybody desire to answer the question? 
MR, GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Undoubtedly. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Greenwich. 
REPRESENTATIVE PROM GREENWICH: 

I would point out to the gentleman from Weston that we do 
have a brake upon abuses of this retirement plan in that the 
general assembly here has to approve each appointment, and if we 
find too many old judges are being appointed w e don't have to 
appoint them. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The gentleman from Burlington. 
MR. IIOGAN OP BURLINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, in reference to the remarks the gentleman 
just made about the old fellows being appointed judges the 
point I tried to make was these old fellows was entitled to be 
judges, and I'm all for their being appointed judges but I'm not 
all for their being appointed judges for two or four years and 
retiring for retirement benefits. I again reiterate that in all 
due respect to the elder gentleman of which I'm fast approaching 
I believe that they are entitled, they should be appointed judges.: 
and they will be better judges , and I hope that this assembly 
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appointed so that you may retire on a full retirement benefit 
will carryo I guess I'm getting this all bawled up, but I think 
you know what I mean. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? If not, we will take the vote by 
roll call. The Chair will now u n l o c k the machine. Will y o u 
kindly direct your attention to the board to see if you have voteft 
as you desire. Have all those voted who claim the right to vote? 
If so, the Chair will now lock the machine. The Clerk will n o w 
announce the vote• 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting yea, 88; those voting nay, l8l; absent and 
not voting, 10. 
THE SPEAKER: 

House A mendment Schedule J'F" has been defeated. The 
gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OP WESTBROOK: 

The Clerk has an amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the Clerk please read the amendment. 
THE CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "G" offered by Mr. Schlossbach. 
Substitute for Senate Bill No<> 1|91, Pile No. 89. 

In Section 2, Line 2, after the word "and" insert the 
following: "shall have practiced before the courts of the state 
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o f Connecticut for at least twenty years prior to his appointment 
as a judge of the circuit court. He" 
THE S P E A K E R ? 

The gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SGHLOSSBACH O P WESTBROOK: 

M r . Speaker, t h i s amendment again i n my opinion brings to 
a point that which has been indicated here by those who are in 
favor of the circuit oourt bill in which they indicate that they 
would like to have their c o u r t s , and this particular court, a 
real court of stature. I believe this amendment, Mr. Speaker, 
will help go forward in that direction. We are very proud of this 
on the basis of t h e previous amendment which was lost in that it 
is my considered opinion that in order to be a judge of a court 
of real stature that the member to be selected should be in the 
neighborhood of between forty and forty-five years of age. Most 
of the lawyers in this particular area now other than a few would 
be in that area in twenty years. A man becomes, or a lady, be-
comes a lawyer when they are i n the neighborhood of twenty-five 
years of age, some earlier, some later, and after practicing for 
a period of twenty years have reached the age when they in their 
own minds can determine whether or not they have the judicial 
temperament so necessary to become a judge. 

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, would do just that. It w o u l d 
create a situation under this bill whereas a judge would be in 
what I call a mature age insofar as the practice of law is con-
cerned, and in a much better position to make a decision of whether 
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or not he would like t o b e a judge and whether or not he has 
accrued a s u f f i c i e n t basic amount of the worldly goods o He has 
reached the age when he can make a real decision as t o whether or 
not he would accept this position. 

Under the present bill there isn't anything in it that 
will allow or stop shall I say, the appointment of a young practi 
ing attorney, and believe me I have nothing a g a i n s t young practic 
ing attorneys, but they do need substance, they do need experlenc 
in order to make judicial decisions, and I think that this amend-
ment should be incorporated and I move when this is taken it be 
taken by roll call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is that when the vote be taken it be taken 
by roll call. All those in favor indicate by saying aye, opposed 
no. In the opinion of the Chair the ayes have it and it will be 
taken by roll call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The gentleman from S i m s b u r y . 
MR. GERSTEN O P SIMSBURY: 

Mr. Speaker, speaking against the proposed amendment. 
At t h i s point I ' d like to differ with my distinguished colleague 
from Westbrook. In the first place I ' d like to point out to the 
members of the House that the Attorney General of the State of 
Connecticut has to practice only ten years, and t h i s i s written 
in our statutes. Now, this would create fewer qualified men 
but not necessarily better men. I think the last appointment to 
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the United S t a t e s Supreme Court b y President Eisenhower involved 
a gentleman from out in Ohio who was a b o u t forty-two or forty-
three years of age, the most important tribunal in the world. 

I think that he is also mistaken when he talks about judic 
ial temperament coming with age. That's a combination of many 
qualities and I would urge the disapproval of this amendment, Mr. 
S peaker. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfieldo 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker, I would say in connection with this amendment 
only this: Maturity, judgment, judicial temperament are not 
necessarily associated with age. I urge the defeat of the amend-
ment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The question now is on a roll 
call vote on House Amendment Schedule "G". The Speaker will now 
unlock the machine. Will you please direct your attention to the 
board to see if you have voted as you desire. Have all those 
voted who claim the right to vote? Does anybody desire to change 
their vote? The Chair will now lock the machine. The Clerk will 
now announce the vote. 
THE CLERK: 

0 

Those voting yea, 31; those voting nay, 2325 those absent 
and not voting, 16. 
T H E S P E A K E R : 
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llous e Amendment Schedule "G" is rejected. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Norfolk. 

MR. ZANOBI OP NORFOLK J 
: 

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an excellent amendment• 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the Clerk please read the amendment. 
THE CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "H" offered by Mr. Zanobi of the 
town of Norfolk. Substitute for Senate Bill J4.9I„ File No. 89 
and 118. 

In Section 1, strike out line k and 5 to and including the 
word "be", and insert the following: "except that, of the judges 
first appointed under the p r o v i s i o n s of this section, twenty-two 
shall be appointed for a term of two and one-half years from 
January 1, 1961, and twenty-two". 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 
"H". Will you remark? 
MR. ZANOBI OF NORFOLK: 

I think this is a very sensible amendment. T h i s d o e s n ' t 
change the p u r p o s e of the circuit oourt bill at all. It simply 
makes appointment of these judges vary so that four years from 
now not f o r t y - f o u r will be appointed but only twenty-two, and 
every f o u r years only twenty-two will be appointed for four year 
terms and it's splitting them up a little more sensibly than hav-
ing all forty-four come up at one time with each election. 

•ft, 
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Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "H"? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfield. 
MR. PINNEY OF BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker, if I understand the amendment, the purpose is 
to stagger the appointments• Actually the b i l l , once the initial 
appointments are made, all subsequent appointments will be made 
to fill existing vacancies so that as you have death or retiremen 
during a term a new judge will be appointed for a four year term 
so that there is a staggering effect as the bill gets into opera-
tion. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? If not, the question is on the 
adoption of. Houae Amendment Schedule "H". All those in favor 
indicate by saying aye, opposed no. In the opinion of the Chair 
the "nos" have it and House Amendment Schedule "H" is rejected. 

The Chair r e c o g n i z e s the gentleman from Morris. 
MR. IVES OF MORRIS: 

The Clerk has an amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the Clerk p l e a s e read the amendment. 
THE CLERKS 

H ouse Amendment Schedule " I" by Mr• Ives of Morris. 
Substitute for Senate Bill No. Ml* F i l e No. 89. 

In Section 6, eliminate lines 16 through 20 through the 
word "held" and Insert the following: "Quarters and furniture 
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necessary for holding court sessions of the circuit court, includ 
ing hearing rooms and suitable rooms for the use of judges, prose 
out ing attorneys, and other court personnel, shall be provided 
and maintained by the city or town in which the sessions is held® 
Any additional facilities beyond those now present will b e provid 
i 

by the State of Connecticut 
MR. I V E S O P MORRIS: 

Mr• Speaker, I move for the adoption of Amendment "l"• 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is on the adoption of House A m e n d m e n t S c h e d u l e " 3 
Will you remark? 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

Mr. S p e a k e r , today we have heard a lot a b o u t the costs of 
this court. To me this section requiring the small towns if they 
wish to have court sessions to maintain and provide facilities 
it is the unwritten cost in the bill. This amendment simply pro| 
vldes that if in reality the judges require additional space or 
facilities that that be provided by the State of Connecticut and 
not the towns in which the court will be held. W e ' v e heard that 
the towns under the present system keep two-thirds of the motor 
v e h i c l e fines and send one-third to the state. However, there's 
been nothing said that the towns keep four-fifths of the fines 
of other than motor vehicles and in our small town where we have 
a good deal of boat re gulations and other things this four-fifths 
amounts to almost as much as the motor vehicles fines. In t a k i n g 
these away and returning in i t s place only one-third of the motor 
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vehicle fines, the painting of the rooms to satisfy some j u d g e ' s 
whimsy would more than eat up the one-third that they're g o i n g to 
give us, and I t h i n k if they desire any additional rooms or 
! 

facilities they should come from the State of Connecticut and not 
• 

out of our s m a l l towns who are losing their courts in reality. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Norfolk. 
MR. ZANOBI O P NORFOLK: 

Mr. Speaker, this anendment ties in with the A m m d m a n t 
Schedule "B" to Substitute Bill and so on wherein it says except 
for jury and about sessions Including night sessions and all that, 
that the circuit oourts w i l l be held at any t6wn for all these 
other purposes, without this amendment now proposed this legisla-
tion is meaningless. It's an insult to the intellegence of this 
General Assembly to vote for that without this amendment because 
this assembly cannot legislate the normal procedure for the courta 
nor the conduot, and where they're going to hold them• Is this 
the only way that you could make it trapped up for these judges 
to hold court sessions in these small towns? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "l"? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Wilton. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM WILTON: 

Mr. Speaker, I think I'll vote for t h i s one. In our town 
the court meets down in the cellar. 
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THE SPEAKER: 
Will you r e m a r k further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-

man from Mansfield. 
MR. SMITH OP MANSFIELD: 

Mr• Speaker, t h i a was a point that I w a s going to make in 
discussing t h i s b i l l a little later. I think t h e r e ' s no question 
that my town will not have any s e s s i o n of the court, and the change 
that was mentioned earlier by the gentleman from Brookfield would 
enable the town to ask or really demand a s e s s i o n of the court 
in one's town, but this language was left in the bill here . 
"and unless suitable quarters are provided" the judges wouldn't 
come. Those suitable quarters must be such as to take care of thj> 
entire paraphernalia of the court, and if we're going to have jury 
trials in some cases as is told that will mean quarters for jurie 
men and women, and the result of this bill as it stands would be 
that there would be very few sessions of the court in most of our 
towns except the big places where there are quarters already. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Norfolk. 
MR. ROBERTSON OF NORFOLK: 

I move the vote be by roll call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question i s that when the vote be taken on House Amendf 
ment Schedule "1" it be taken by roll call. All those in favor 
indicate by saying aye, opposed no. In t h e opinion of the Chair 
the ayes have it. A roll call is ordered. 
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W i l l you remark further? The Chair r e c o g n i z e s the gentle-
man f r o m B r i d g e p o r t » 
REPRESENTATIVE P R O M BRIDGEPORT: 

Mr. Speaker, I w h i l e sitting here listening to all of the 
talk about costs and the small towns with whom I have some sympathy, 
I say some sympathy, after looking over the figures as given to 
us in the Judiciary Committee by Judge Ells, and taking the net 
figure—this is interesting, I think—taking the net figures in 
the year 1957 70U will recall the figure from the Trial Justice 
courts was $190,581. Taking the 102 trial justice courts it w o r l d s 
out to an average to e a c h small town that they retained $1,868. 
approximately. The municipal courts retained under the same 
system approximately $900,000® There are 66 of those. Those 
towns retained $13,636. It 00ours to me the loss to the small 
towns may not be felt as great or greatly as to the larger towns. 
There is quite a difference in income. Thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Bethany. 
MR. TURNER OP BETHANY: 

Mr. Speaker, I r i s e for a question of information. I 
address my question to the somewhat distracted majority leader. 
I have a question. I spoke a short while ago, not as short as 
it might have been, comparing the court system that would have 
been set up if we were to p a s s the interim bill and my prognosti-
cation that in ten years we would h a v e no local court in towns 
like Bethany whereas the present compromise bill would provide 
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a circuit court. With regard to this amendment, I would like to 
ask the distinguished gentleman f r o m New Britain what chance do 
we have in the town of Bethany to persuade the circuit j u d g e to 
sit in our rather antiquated, b u i l t in 191I+, wooden town hall 
where we now happily a r e content with o u r court, or are we going 
to be faced with a demand to put up a court house with jury rooms 
e t c ® etc. eto. out of our own pockets? 
THE SPEAKER: 

I h e gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

I would say to the distinguished gentleman from Bethany 
that you will find that the judges of the circuit court whose job 
it will be to ascertain and f i x the places wherein courts will be 
held within a c i r c u i t or session of the court will go out of t h e J j r 
way to try to accommodate as many towns as they possibly can. 
That intent has been spelled out. I am s u r e that the judges will 
try to cooperate in such a manner as to s e r v e the convenience of 
the litigants and the general publio and the attorneys, and un-
less that antiquated building is absolutely in danger of falling 
down over their heads I think they'll stretch a point or two, anc 
if any building can physically accommodate a court room or court 
house I think they'll be very, very happy to hold court there 
provided, of c o u r s e , that the amount of business justifies hold-
ing court in that place. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Orange. 
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Mr. Speaker, the delightful news came to us last night 
that our tax rate was going up eight and one half mills. I speak 
I think for the town of Orange and many of the other small towns 
who have been subject to a high increase in taxes because of edu-
cation, and I do not want that town to suffer any more penalty 
as a result of this court action. Regardless of what bill is 
passed, our court is going out. It's a m u n i c i p a l oourt. In checjk-
ing up I found that it is going to cost us $8,000. T h a t ' s what 
we get net from that court. I feel that this amendment will help 
us to avoid any further expense which is going to be sufficient 
at any rate, and I r ecommend the passage of this amendment. 
T H E SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Haven. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM NEW HAVEN: 

Mr. Speaker, in the early part of the afternoon, or at 
least not too long ago, some of the distinguished gentlemen from 
the smaller towns with whom I have a great deal of respect so 
please don't misunderstand me, were talking in glowing terms aboujt 
their courts and their facilities a n d the way their trials were 
being held. Now suddenly the b u i l d i n g s are antiquated and they 
can no longer accommodate some of the trials that might be held 
in their areas. I think what we should do here is take a "wait what 
and see" attitude, a n d iF/they say is true a n d the situation does 
become a little bit cumbersome I ' m reasonably certain that the 
next general assembly will make the n e c e s s a r y provisions for chanjges 
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Thank you very much• 
T H E S P E A K E R S 

T h e C h a i r recognizes t h e gentleman from Killingworth. 
MR. CARLSON OP KILLINGWORTHs 

Mr o Speaker, speaking in favor of the amendment. Ohis is 
one of the big questions that I've had in mind as I mentioned 
before, the adequacy of facilities in our town to accommodate t h i i 
new circuit court• Now, speaking somewhat in answer to the gentlo-
man from New Haven, I don't think that o u r buildings are so anti-
quated that they're going to fall down, but I think that the big 
question in the minds of many of the people from the small towns 
is the adequacy of the facilities that we have now in respect of 
accommodating the new circuit court• Now, I don't question the 
gentleman from N0w Britain when he stated that every effort will 
be made to go along with the facilities that a r e available• I 
think t h a t ' s what he mentioned but that may be alright and that 
may be true to start with, but I think as the y e a r s go on these 
things are going to change, the court is going to change and that 
the demandsare going to be greater• I know my town would like 
very much to continue to have a c o u r t in t o w n . The quarters they 
have now are fairly suitable as far as the trial justice court 
is concerned. I think, however, there may be some question as fai? 
as the circuit court is c o n c e r n e d , and I am fully in favor of 
this amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Haddam. 
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M r . S p e a k e r , t h i s s o u n d s g o o d f r o m t h e p o i n t o f v i e w o f th|s 
small town, but I think it potentially is the most d a n g e r o u s of 
all. I would he afraid that over a period of time the judges 
would want better accommodations and that the State w o u l d be call-
ed upon to build one hundred and two court houses at a million 
d o l l a r s a c o u r t h o u s e which would be one hundred million dollars 
for the state • 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from MiIford. 
MR. LOVETT OF MILFORD: 

M r . Speaker, I have sat here this afternoon. I ' v e listen-
ed through House Amendment "A" through "i". I have listened to 
the small towns, I've listened to the large towns. We happen to 
be probably in the intermediary group. However, I refer back 
quite some h o u r s ago to the comments m a d e by the distinguished 
colleague f r o m Weston. He asked that in any regard when he spoke 
as a proponent of the Substitute for Senate Bill I4.9I that we 
remember that we are a Connecticut united I believe was the way 
he phrased it. Now, I d o n ' t think that this is going to resolve 
itself into a question o f small towns against large cities or the 
small towns against larger groups. We are all here representing 
constituents within our own localities. T h e r e ' s no doubt about 
that. We revere the attitudes; we've been elected by those 
people; we're here to serve f o r them. I've heard several of o u r 
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representatives aay t o d a y that they appear here as using the 
court reorganization program in their platform and they would 
adhere to it. We too in Milford did the same thing. However, we 
stand here and we hear small courts, we hear large courts. 1 
think basically the one thing is to remember that if all the con-
stituents are added together it amounts to a total sum of the 
State of Connecticut, and as a whole that is what we are represent 
ing and we should remember that in our basic thinking. Thank you 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Morris . 
MR. IVES OF MORRIS: 

Mr. Speaker, I think i t ' s too bad the amendment isn't so 
everybody could see it. However, if you e x a m i n e the amendment 
closely, I think it will help not only the small towns but it will 
help the large towns also. I have a feeling that t h e r e ' s still 
a little Yankee ingenuity left in some of our towns, a n d I propos 
what would happen if a good number of the small towns decided 
they want no courts. Take example of Morris and we should decide 
to send them to Litchfield. Suppose Goshen and Warren and Harwin 
ton sent them all to Litchfield. Litchfield is going to have to 
provide the additional facilities, and they c a n get no m o n e y back 
from the towns that send their cases up there while we stand the 
benefit, the one-third fees. I think all the towns should be 
protected against unwarranted building demands from these judges. 
I agree with the honorable gentleman from New Britain that these 
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the law that i f they want additional facilities i t comes out of 
their budget and not out of the local towns• 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "i"? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman f r o m Durham. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM DURHAM: 

If the judges appointed to this fifteen thousand dollar 
job, if he doesn't want to come down to the Durham Town Hall he 
doesn't have to take t h e appointment• 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Simsbury. 
MR. GERSTEN OF SIMSBURY: 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very happy and palatable solution 
to some of the problems from the small towns. The r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ^ 
here who felt somewhat left out I think would be able to salvage 
a lot of their thoughts if an amendment like this were passed. 
This happens to be the very first amendment that I would be in 
favor o f seeing go through, low, in the first place, the gentle-
man from New Haven remarked about the present J. P. courts and 
the small c o u r t s ® The procedure outlined in this bill that we're 
about to consider has an enlarged jurisdiction, and the volume of 
business i s going to be greater• 

As the distinguished gentleman from Mansfield has pointed 
out, we're now concerned with jury trials, and we have had nothing 

V? J ' ! 
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l i k e t h a t in the interim bill or the other bills. It would seem 
to me that there is a limitation imposed by the bill itself, and 
u n d e r line 11, p a g e 2, it says that the sessions will be held in 
a s many towns as may be practicable. I think that this is an 
excellent amendment and I would favor it and -urge the adoption. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Vernon. 
MR. HAMMER O F VERNON: 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately I a m obligated to differ with 
the distinguished gentleman from Simsbury. I do not feel that 
the amendment under consideration is one of substance. I would 
call your attention, Mr. Speaker, and the members of this H o u s e , 
of Line 20 in Section 6 which provides that the circuit court may 
use facilities provided by the Superior C o u r t and the C o u r t of 
Common Pleas. I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that in most of the 
counties, in the rural counties so-called, the existing facilities 
although they may not be aesthetically pleasing, a n d they may 
lack some modern conveniences, a r e satisfactory for the p u r p o s e s 
here required. I submit that that is true in Tolland C o u n t y » 
I t ' s probably true in Litchfield County. I would also like to 
state another objection that I have to this amendment. 

As a member of the Judiciary Committee, I presented to the 
full committee at our executive sessions the complaints of some 
of the smaller towns in Tolland County, and the complai nts were 
based upon the loss of revenue which some of these towns would 
sustain, on the basis of those objections the provision in regard 
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to return o f revenue was included. I was opposed to that provis-
ion, and I was opposed to it for this reason: There are some 
towns that will recover a windfall from this ono-third return of 
revenue since they are presently not making any money from their 
local courts• I ' m opposed in principle to making payment or pay-
ing a premium for acquiring the jurisdiction of these justice 
courts because I feel that the justice courts are administering 
the penal statutes which were enacted for the people of the state 
by their elected representatives and I did not feel that a n y town 
h a s a vested interest in t h e i r trial justice court. I feel that 
the return of revenue provision is sufficient to permit the towns 
to provide the facilities that may be n e c e s s a r y under this bill* 

. I urge the rejection of this amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Avon. 
MR, AUGUST OF AVON: 

I am opposed to t h i s amendment. I believe that if ever 
there was an opportunity to speak for eoonomy, or a time to speak 
it, I think this is It. I'm convinced that if this amendment w e r j a 
to be passed, as has already been r e m a r k e d , there would be one 
hundred and two new courthouses in the state all a t the expense 
of t h e State of Connecticut. 

Now, In the town of Avon we hold our court also in the 
basement of the Town H a l l , but I'm proud of t h e fact that it's a 
neat one and w e l l kept, and I believe that the benefits that go 
with being a judge of this circuit court which is proposed would 

V? J ' ! 
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to the basement rather than u p a few stairs to some other auditor 
ium. I take this opportunity, I hope I might be excused for m e n -
t i o n i n g a personal matter, but my grandmother always remarked 
that there was nothing wrong with having patches on your overalls 
so long as they were clean, and I think that that well applies to 
this situation here as to our local court rooms• 
THE SPEAKERi 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from. Meriden. 
MR o SHEA OP MERIDEN: 

Mr• Speaker, I would like to e n d o r s e the remarks of my 
distinguished colleague from Avon. I would also like to remind 
the members of this assembly that what seemed like several hours 
ago I reminded the members here that within a f e w weeks after the 
convening of the next session of the legislature that a report 
will be submitted by the executive secretary of the Judicial Depart-
ment concerning the operations of the new court. I should like to 
also state that the subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee which 
considered this bill discussed this problem a n d d i a c u a s e d it at 
length, and it was felt that due to the fact that there has been 
no responsible survey of the facilities of the state that the 
matter should be written in as it presently stands and that if 
there are problems that come up in this regard that the next 
session of t h e general assembly will be able to tackle them and 
tackle them quickly after it's convened. I therefore respectfully 
request that we vote against this amendment and g e t on w i t h the 
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T H E S P E A K E R S 
Will you remark further? If not, the vote on the adoption 

o f H o u s e Amendment Schedule "I" will n o w b e t a k e n . The C h a i r will 
now unlock the machine•> Will you please direct your attention to 
the b o a r d to see if you have voted as you desire? Have all those 
voted who claim the right to vote? Does a n y b o d y desire to change 
their vote? If not, the Chair will now lock the machineo 

The Clerk will now announce the vote. 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting yea, 106; those voting nay, l6j; those absent 
and not voting, 10. 
THE SPEAKER s 

House Amendment Schedule "I" has been rejected. 
The Chair reoognizes the gentleman from Burlington. 
MR. IIOGAN OF BURLINGTON: 

Perhaps we 're coming to the end of the line. I'm c e r t a i n l y 
not going to belabor you too long with this amendment. The C l e r l : 
has an amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the Clerk please read the amendment? 
THE CLERK: 

House Amendment Schedule "J" b y Mr. Hogan of the town of 
B urllngton. Subatituto for Senato Bill No0 1|,91, File No. 89. 

In S e c t i o n 205, lines 1 and 3, delete the words "January 
1, 1961" and insert in lieu thereof "July 1, 1959" • 
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MR. HOGAN OP BURLINGTON: 
Mro Speaker, I move a d o p t i o n of the amendment. 

THE SPEAKER: 
Question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 

"j"o Will you remark? 
MR. IIOGAN OP BURLINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, we're not going to take much more of your 
t i m e on this amendment b u t this, I believe, i s perhaps a fitting 
amendment to close on. I don't know of any more amendments here. 
But this, if we must have court reform, it's so important to the 
people of the State of Connecticut and it's a crying need, I can 
see no particular reason why we should keep them suffering from 
injustice for such a long t i m e . I believe that some prominent 
speaker here brought out the point that this bill has been under 
intensive study for thirty years, and if it has sure the bugs 
have been worked out of it and I think that if we're here to do 
something for the people of the State of Connecticut,that w e ' v e 
been l a x i n accomplishing over all these years, that we should 
give it to them n o w . If we could do it the first of July it would 
then be in the next fiscal year in its entirety, and I understand 
that many people here have said the next legislature would know 
w h a t to do about this if there is inequities in it, and I think 
t h o s e making up the budget two years hence might have a good ide^ 
then what it was going to cost. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? 
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When w o u l d that effective date "be, Mr. Speaker? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the Clerk please read tho a m e n d m e n t again. 
THE CLERK: 

D e l e t e the words "January 1, 1961" and Insert in lieu there-
of "July 1, 1959". 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

I ' m sure, Mr. Speaker, that the distinguished gentleman 
from Burlington introduced this r e s o l u t i o n with his tongue in his 
cheek. I think it's a facetious one because he as well as every 
one of us here realize that i t ' s going to take some time to set 
up this circuit court. We have to get the facilities. The judge^ 
will have to do a great deal of work in preparation for the court 
to assume its duties, and certainly three months time Is not 
sufficient. This was well thought out. The t i m e for the court t<J> 
oommence its work, January 1, 1961, was the date that it was 
agreed upon to have the courts be organized by that time so that 
the circuit court could begin to function and function properly. 
I trust that this amendment will be defeated. 
T H E S P E A K E R : 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Brookfield. 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIEID: 

Mr. Speaker, I join with the gentleman from New Britain in 
urging the defeat of this amendment0 I urged in the course of thi 
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conference from which the compromise b i l l developed that the 
effective date be moved up, but I was c o n v i n c e d by members of the 
Bar Association Committee w h i c h worked long and hard on this w h o l s 
court reorganization program that the mechanics of setting up the 
districts, of working out the rules of procedure, and of develop-
ing an oxderly p r o c e s s so that the court could function properly 
would require a substantial period of time, and I ' m convinced 
that that's a sound position and that we should defeat this amendL 
ment • 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the g e n t l e m e n from Mansfield. 
MR. SMITH OP MANSFIELD: 

Just for information, h a s n ' t the executive budget as pres-
ented to us assumed that this waa going through, and hasn't the 
budget t h a t ' s been presented to us e s t i m a t e d the net cost to the 
state of this change? If so, has not the budget been made upon 
the basis of the immediate effectiveness of this act in the next 
biennium. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the lady from Darien. 
MRS. FARMER OP DARIEN: 

As I recall, the governor included in the budget for the 
Judicial Department an item of $3,000,000® for the operation of 
these p r o p o s e d c o u r t s from January 1, 1961 to July 1st. T h a t is 
the item that is now in the budget....for one-fourth of the 
biennium. 



FPD 
55-B 

Wednesday, March 25, I959 

THE SPEAKER: 
Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-

man from Sirasbury. 
MR. GERSTEN OF SIMSBURY: 

Mr. Speaker, because the orderly transition of business 
must take place if this bill passes, and it looks like it's going 
to pass, it would be virtually impossible to avoid chaos because 
you have to transfer the reoords from the various clerks offices 
into other places, and it would be impossible to take care of 
such a complex and complicated structure in such a short period 
so there's much more to it than just budget. I would urge the 
disapproval of this amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? Question is on House Amendment 
Schedule "j". If not, all those in favor please indicate by say-
ing aye, opposed no. In the opinion of the Chair the 'nos' have 
it. The amendment is rejected. 

The question now is on the acceptance of the committee's 
favorable report and the passage of the bill as amended by Senate 
Amendment "A" and "B" in concurrence with the Senate. 

Tho Chair recognizes the gentleman from N e w Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OF NEW BRITAIN: 

Mro Speaker, I move you when the vote is taken on this 
measure it be by roll call. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The question is on a roll call when the vote be taken. 
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All those in favor indicate by saying aye, opposed no. The ayes 
have it• A roll call is ordered. 

The Chair r e c o g n i z e s the gentleman from Orange• 
MR. MARTIN OP ORANGE: 

May I, in talking on the bill itself, ask a question of thja 
distinguished gentleman from New Britain? 
THE SPEAKER: . 

You may ask it. 
MR. MARTIN OP ORANGE: 

Ihe question is: In this consideration of court reorganizal-
tion, in listening to the testimony it indicated that over eighty 
per cent of all the cases coming before the courts of this state 
were traffic cases. The question I'd like to ask him and all of 
those who formed these bills is why there was no consideration 
given for trafflo courts in the State of Connecticut under this 
r e o r g a n i z a t i o n . 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does the gentleman from New Britain care to answer that? 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, X d o n ' t know the exact percentage of traffic 
cases. I know, of course, a large percentage of the cases heard 
by the minor courts did involve traffic violations, and the over-
all important part of our consideration, of course, was to the 
reorganization of the minor courts. Now, I am certain that if 
the circuit courts or any other branch of our integrated court 
system decided it's necessary later on perhaps to have a traffic 
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division that that c a n b e done under the rules. 
THE SPEAKER? 

Will you remark further? The gentleman from Orange. 
MR. MARTIN OF ORANGE: 

Is there any assurance that we can have that this will take 
place? The figures that I heard in the testimony w h i c h was given 
before the committee was that in the justice courts that eighty-
five per cent of the cases were traffic cases, and in the overall 
of all the courts of the state that It was over eighty per cent 
so I think there's ample justification f o r the setting up of 
traffic c o u r t s In the State of Connecticut. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Montville. 
MR. BARNES OF MONTVILLE: 

Mr. S peaker, ladies and gentlemen, last Thursdey evening 
at the J e f f e r s o n - J a c k s o n dinner here in Hartford, the great Texan, 
Senator Lyndon Johnson, spoke about, among other things, "the willjl 
of the people," ifche servants of the people," and "the freedom of 
men." On my way home that night, I pondered over these features 
of his address and their relationship to this House of Represents 
tlves, and, then, whether or not we would be carrying out the 
will of the people if we passed this bill before us today. I 
recalled that the clamor for court reorganization had not come 
from the people, that the people of Montville had voted to retair 
their Justice Court at a duly held r e f e r e n d u m , and that at a very 
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recent, M a r c h llj-th to be exact, meeting of the Grange of New 
London County, not a hand had been raised when the question was 
put if there were anyone present who favored court reform, this 
inquiry before a discussion w a s held on the subject. 

Are we the s e r v a n t s of the people if we put through some-
thing they have not a s k e d for, and a r e we free men and women if 
we vote as we are told by others and not by the people we are 
s u p p o s e d to represent? I ask all of you, in all seriousness, is 
this measure the will of your people, are you the servants of 
your people in carrying o u t their will, and are you free to do sc 

Have you thought about what your constituents w i l l lose if 
this bill is passed, losses which will not be realized until afte 
the fact? I should like to point out a few losses which I am 
certain will follow, these in spite of denials by the proponents 
of this measure• 

(1) Community Court S e r v i c e - - t h e loss of which will 
mean traveling longer distances to courts located outside of one1 

town. 
(2) Prompt Court Action—the loss of which will mean 

being placed on a court calendar with others from other communities 
waiting one's turn, perhaps for weeks, if the speed in d i s p e n s i n g 
justice in the higher courts is any criterion 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Farmington. 
MR. N O Y E S OF FARMINGTON: 

In fairness to the gentleman from Montvllle, whatever o u r 
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attitude may be with respect to what he has said, may there be 
order in this chamber? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will the House please be in order? 
MR. BARNES OF MONTVILLE: 

Thank you, sir. If the speed in dispensing justice in the 
higher courts is any criterion, this in contrast with the current 
completion of all cases once every week in our small courts. 
Let's not forget that waiting for trial, even for the most trivial 
infraction, is mentally agonizing, the sooner the trlaL is ovor, 
the quicker is the psychological relief. 

(3) Convenient Court Hours—the loss of which will mean 
absenteeism from work, v/ith consequential loss of production and 
pay, detrimental to employer and employee. Our small courts are 
geared to avoid these losses. The new court system will not be s6 
accomodating; these courts will funotion only during working hourf 
on working daysf the latter in spite of what has been said here 
today. 

(i|.) Release on Recognition—loss of which will mean b a i l , 
a windfall for bondsmen, this an added expense to local offenders 
Let'a not forget that local judges in our small c o u r t s k n o w l o c a l 
inhabitants and whether they can r e l y u p o n t h e m to appear in cour' 
without the persuasion o f bail. 

(5) Right to A p p e a r W i t h o u t Legal Representation—los3 
of which will m e a n the retention of costly attorneys. No self-
respecting citizen will think, and no one will d a r e , to take a 
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plushbottomed c o u r t s * In this connection, I h a v e been told that 
one of the judges in one of our upper courts recently made the 
remark that one had little chance before him if one appeared in 
his court without a lawyer. Yes, it i s going to be expensive in 
these new courts if this bill is enacted. In most cases, the 

Xv 

l a w y e r ' s fee will greatly exceed the penalty imposed, and the 
g u i l t l e s s will have to pay, too. 

(6) Right to I n e x p e n s i v e Court3—loss of which will be 
reflected in ever increasing state taxes• Ihe people in my town 
cannot see forty-four new judges at $15,000. a year each; the 
additional cost of prosecutors, p u b l i c defenders, stenographers, 
clerks, and court attendants; the original cost and later the 
upkeep charges for the facilities, the embellishments, the trappings 
of the many courts which we of Montville believe will be eventually 
set up around the state as a result of the passage of this bill; 
all this for the handling of little c a s e s not meriting such eleg-
ance and extravaganoe. 

(7) Local Autonomy—loss of which will mean more central-
ized government and a l e s s e n i n g of our t w o - p a r t y s y s t e m , the 
latter the hallmark of o t i r vaunted democracy. Let1 a not forget 
that our two-party system i s far superior to the one-party system 
of Russia and the multi-party systems o f Prance and Italy, the 
proof of which is our greatness and strength. A l s o , l e t ' s not 
forget that government by parties is better than government b y 
men, because in the latter, there is always one man who emerges 
a 
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In addition to t h e p o i n t s I have just made, I should like 
to add another objection a n d resentment which one hears In t h e 
Town o f Montvilie. It is this interference by outsiders into the 
affairs of the town, by these self-appointed, self-righteous 
people who live in the cities and swank suburbs, tolling us what 
to do, a s if we are incapable of thinking a n d managing for our-
selves • Again, I say, who wants this s o - c a l l e d , court reform any-
way? Not the people in the towns, like Montville, but the League 
o f W o m e n Voters, membered by people who have little or nothing 
else to do but to trespass into other p e o p l e s ' business; Connect! 
cut Citizens for Better Courts, under the leadership and e n c o u r a g i 
ment of prominent lawyers and retired judges; The Bar Association:}! 
State and County, who, of course, have absolutely no motive other 
than the high purpose of sweet justice—no, no, no I...no thought 
of the forty-four lush jobs, the robes, the comforts, the prestig^ 
the security, and then, finally, the pictures on the walls, to be 
gazed upon, rapturously, by posterity. 

I say, ladies and gentlemen and Mr. Speaker, that the 
charges against the small courts have not been proved, anymore 
than the charges against the United States Supreme Court by the 
American Bar Association. As all lawyers know, before a case in 
court is allowed to proceed, the corpus delicti must be establish 
ed. Has the corpus delicti been established in this case against 
the small courts, when, after all, they carry on the same practlc<j> 
found in the higher courts? If Injustices and acts of favoritism 
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a r e practiced in the s m a l l courts, these courts are only f o l l o w -
i n g t h e examples set by the upper courts; in fact, what may g o on 
in the minor courts i s peanuts to what goes o n in the higher 
echelon of jurisprudence» 

As many of y o u know, I prepared two papers on the subject 
before us today, a copy each for 0very m e m b e r of the H o u s e and 
the Senate of this Assembly. The first was a frontal attack on 
thia so—called court reform movement. The second paper contained 
a suggestion that this issue could be more readily resolved for 
the good of all by placing all local courta on an elective basis, 
giving each town or city its own elective selection of its own 
judges, the same as in the case of t h e o t h e r local officials, 
strengthening local autonomy, and restoring to the people a direc 
means of impeachment at the polls of such judges a s might become 
In disfavoro But no, this would never do. Power would be taken 
away from the Legislature a n d the Governor• Let'a not be 3illy; 
power never wants to g i v e up power; to the contrary, power wants 
more power• In this connection of elective selection of judges, 
do you know Mr• Speaker, and ladles and gentlemen, that a little 
over four-fifths, thirty-nine to be exact, of our states elect 
their principal court judges? So often have I heard that e l e c t i o j i 
of judges invites political pay-offs. I say that j u d g e a m a d e o n 
an appointive basis invites j u s t a s much, b e c a u s e t h e judges so 
appointed are beholden to the friends who recommended them, to 
the Governor who appointed them, and to the G o v e r n o r ' s friends. 
Apparently thirty-nine s t a t e s think the elective method is the 



PVD 
W e d n e s d a y , M a r c h 25, 1959 

6X-B hotter o f tho two0 
My friends, the partisans for this measure are in the 

g a l l e r y a n d i n t h e h a l l s w a i t i n g f o r the kill, waiting f o r t h e i r 
gladiators to perform the coup de grace 1 I can already hear the 
g r e a t shout that will go up if this bill is passedi There will 
b e great joy and licking of chops as they prepare to devour the 
p r i z e « Yes, the Cadillac and cafe crowd will celebrate. Are we, 
who have kept the faith and trust of our people, going to give 
up? I hope not I Let'a all rise up wi th our votes and turn back 
this grab for further enrichment of the legal profession. Thank 
you very much. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Ohe Chair recognizes the lady from S o m e r s ® 
MRS. STREKAS OP SOMERS: 

Mr. Speaker and members o f this House, I rise in opposition 
to this bill as a backwoods obstructionist from the b e a u t i f u l 
hills of Somers. This is not a court reform bill, it is not even 
reorganization, i t ' s disorganization. It is j u s t the first of 
the many giants that are g o i n g to be offered to us, and this 
giant all wrapped up in compromises. Now, this sleeping giant 
they bound in chains l i k e poor Promethesus. We1ve been around 
a lot today in this H o u s e . We've been back three hundred and 
twenty years, w e ' v e been back to the Bible, to the Ten Command-
ments , to Moses, and now I'd like to take you back to ancient 
Egypt and point out to you what'a g o i n g to h a p p e n when you s a y 
"justice is blind", thanks to M r . Adams. This expression of 
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"justice is b l i n d " is derived f r o m the figure of Justice shown in 
old prints as a draped figure of a woman and holding the scales 
of righteousness. This representation had its origin in the 
custom of anc l e n t Egyptians• They conducted their trials in a 
darkened chamber in order that the prisoner, the one pleading for 
the prisoner, and the w i t n e s s e s being all u n s e e n o The judges 
would not be moved to undue sympathy. It made them feel that by 
doing this the better s e n s e of the judges could see the light of 
the truth. 

Now, I'm not very smart, and I know that, because the more 
I study and try to learn the more I find out I don't k n o w , and 
that's one of the reasons I worked so hard to g e t s t a t e recognition 
for the gifted children of this state• Never mind that-—-let's 
go back to my little town of Somers • I ' v e lived there for twenty-* 
one years so I know a little bit about it• 

In the past month of February, the motor vehicle fines of 
our trial justice court totaled 209 dollars• of this S o m e r s re-
tained $139#36, and #69<,61*. was sent to the State. This bill w o u l c , 
just do a turnabout• W e ' r e all so topsy-turvey by now I d o n ' t 
think a few more turns will bother you. When we depict t h e G o d d e s s 
of Justice as blindfolded, with her s c a l e s empty, I a s k you to 
think very clearly of what y o u ' r e doing hero today. T h i s G o d d e s s 
of J u s t i c e is depioted as a woman« To 3how her impartiality she 
is blindfolded. H e r scales are empty to eliminate any pre-determi.n 
ing factors of the case. I ' v e never noticed a price tag on her. 

Another factor that is very hush-hush in this bill is the 
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elimination o f the small claims courts. Two years ago we set up 
such a court in S o m e r s to help our small businessmen. In 1958 
sixty-three small claims were settled at the cost of one dollar 
and fifty cents each. S e v e n t y - f i v e per cent of t h e s e cases were 
collected and fifty per cent of them were settled out o f court. 
Now, of all the millions you're spending around here, match that, 
please I 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, would the lady from Somers yield for j u s t one 
moment. 
MRS. STREKAS OP SOMERS: 

Yes sir. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

T h e r e ' s no elimination of small claims c o u r t s in this 
circuit court bill. They still continue on to function. 
MRS. STREKAS OP SOMERS: 

Thank you. I stand corrected. But the small claims courts 
will be under this justice system, I believe, or this circuit 
court system. Is that not so, Mr. Speaker? 
EHE SPEAKER: 

Does the gentleman from New Britain c a r e to a n s w e r that? 
MR. GOOGELOF N E W BRITAIN: 

Yes. 
MRS. STREKAS OP SOMERS: 

Therefore they're part of the package deal. What1 s the 
difference? You're going to get these forty-four judges to 
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s e t t l e our small claims of l e a s than $250. at $1.50 p e r case? 
A r e you? Our judge and prosecutor receives lif.0. a month for 
salary. The clerk receives f j O . That's our total coat for both 
m o t o r vehicle, criminal, civil and amall claima. We have a f u l l -
t i m e resident State Policeman to protect the rights of our c i t i z e n s 
and others when they appear before this court. Our trial justice 
courts are limited by statute to enforcement only up to certain 
amounts, the violation of which is punishable by a fine of up to 
only $250. or imprisonment in jail of not more than sixty days or 
both. The Small Claims Division is also set where the demand doe 
not exceed $250. I am not so naive, ladies and gentlemen of t h i s 
House, to believe that everything is peaches and cream with this 
trial justice setup. However, i f a patient g o e s to a doctor with 
an ulcer on his leg, what does the doctor do? Amputate the 
patient'a leg? Does he kill the patient? N o , he attempts to 
treat the ulcer. In about a weeks time a few of these ulcers got 
so bad they spread throughout the one hundred and two trial 
justice courts of this state, they developed such a severe case 
of leprosy, they are so rotten that we have to rush this through 
without even a decent burial for them today1 

On the grass-roots l e v e l I have not heard any ground swell 
for this reform that you've been working on for thirty y e a r s I 
If it's so wonderful, why didn't you do it before now? 

However, l e t us go back to the reason for this M U S T legis-
lation, but first, except for voting on budgetary matters to 
operate the state, that is the only m u s t we have to pass or work 
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o n * We c o u l d g e t a l o n g f i n e without p a s s i n g a n y o t h e r b i l l s i n 
all of the three thousand some b i l l s that are before u s — — e v e n 
though they a r e all sleeping giants, but God help u s a l l , ladies 
and gentlemen of this House, when those giants wake upI S o l e t ' s 
start right now and wake them up and send them back where t h e y 
belong, to Mt• O l y m p u s 1 

Any of you ladies and gentlemen who have studied political 
theories of M a r x and Lenin know that their first stop i s to destr 
what they cannot control. This is the f i r s t step on the road to 
serfdom, and Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of this House, to 
prove that I have compassion, I have books here andmaterial and 
I could talk for h o u r s and h o u r s and hours and all night, and 
believe me, I have the ability to do iti But I'm not going tol 
So now we've taken this first step on the road to serfdom. This 
bill before you now would abolish the judicial arms of our local 
judiciary department and, ladies and gentlemen o f this H o u s e , 
when you cut off one hundred and two arms, that makes two hundred 
and four arms, and that is a terrible m e s s of arms to have float-
ing around. 

Even the next step of abolishing the administration of 
local government will not be too difficult, that's just our first 
selectomen, but what y o u ' r e going to do with the whole population 
of the towns is beyond my ability to figure out. If you think 
I ' m unrealistic, just look back to the s e s s i o n of 1955. We re-
moved the welfare children from the county c o m m i s s i o n e r s . Now 
four years later we are attempting to abolish county government 

o y 
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a a g i a n t s t e p s towards complete state centralization. I was not 
s e n t here to represent the adminiatration or my own leadership. 
I was sent here to represent the people of my town of Sorrier3, and 
they want to retain their local justice courts• 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker and membera of this House, I urge 
you to support justice, the people of o u r state, and defeat this 
bill because the occupant in the front office is not a Governor, 
he is a dictator I Thank you. 
THE S P E A K E R S 

The Chair recognizes the lady from Stamford® 
MRS. MILLS O P STAMFORD: 

Mr. Speaker, I will try to make my remarks brief, but I ' v e 
been working for court r e o r g a n i z a t i o n for years and I believe I 
have a few things to say about it. 

I wish to give reassurance to the members who are disturb-
ed by the bill. Thia bill has been in the offing for a long t i m e 
as you've heard earlier« The changes which it will make have 
been advocated for y e a r s by representatives of the B a r , Citizens' 
Committees and other d i s i n t e r e s t e d bodies, and I aay that with 
meaning. Our lawyers are disinterested in anything but making 
the courts better for the state. Hie changes have been studied 
a n d reported upon by individuals of authority, and by committees 
a n d commissions. They have been t h o r o u g h l y debated in a politlca 
campaign before the voters, and thoroughly examined a n d discussed 
before the J u d i c i a r y Committee of this legislature. It is seldom 
that the substance of a bill is given such a thorough scrutiny 
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b e f o r e its enactment. That alone is enough to invite confidence. 
The bill has precedence enough. Even in England where 

tradition is certainly a s strong as anywhere, an integrated court 
system was established by Parliament as long ago as 1876. Severe 
o f our o w n states now have unified court systems and others are 
w o r k i n g towards them. 

T h i s bill will create a circuit court with full-time 
legally trained judges. The court will be part of the state couijt 
system, and its judges will have the stature and dignity of state 
court judges. It represents the abolition of what are now known 
as Inferior courts, which i s long overdue» The bill does not 
represent a break with our traditions, quite the contrary. Our 
present court system was established in what we might call the 

J horseback and oxcart era when it was difficult for people to get 
from town to town, w h e n there was comparatively little for courts 
to do and few trained people to serve in them« Our forbearers 
were pioneers in government as in many other things <> In establish-
ing courts they had to start in the wilderness from the beginning, 
and t h e y had to meet conditions s u c h as no society had been c a l l e d 
upon to meet before. They did it extremely well. W h a t i s to be 
remembered now in this automobile and jet age is that they them-
selves were enervators<. They would have been thelast to say that 
their work should go unchanged. They were courageous and r e s o u r c e -
f u l , We are maintaining our best traditions w h e n we f o l l o w theij 
example. 

Ladles and gentlemen, this can be an historic moment in 
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t h e history of Connecticut, I urge you to make it so by y o u r 
s u p p o r t o f t h i s bill. 

T H E S P E A K E R ? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Morris. 

MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 
Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has one more amendment• Will the 

Clerk read the amendment? 
THE CLERK: 

H o u s e Amendment Schedule "K" as offered by Mr, Ives of 
Morris. Substitute for Senate Bill No. J+91. Pile No. Il8. 

In Section 6, line I4., insert after the words "circuit 
court" the following: And the small claims sessions of the cir-
cuit court. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Gentleman f r o m Morris• 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

Mr. Speaker, I move for the adoption of the amendment. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Q u e s t i o n i s on the adoption of H o u s e Amendment Schedule 
"K". Will you remark? 
MR. I V E S OP MORRIS: 

Mr. Speaker, I have to d i s a g r e e with the honorable gentle-
man from New Britain that the small claims sessions may be taken 
away from our towns. As I read the bill, it leaves it up to the 
j u d g e s to decide w h e t h e r the small c l a i m s courts....where they 
will be held, and this amendment simply inserts that the court 
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w i l l g o on circuit and the s m a l l c l a i m s c o u r t will g o o n c i r c u i t 
i f requested by the small towns. 
THE SPEAKER: 

W i l l you remark further? The gentlemen from New B r i t a i n . 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

M r . Speaker, I d o n ' t believe this amendment is necessary. 
If the gentleman will refer to tho P i l e No. 89, Section 72, y o u 
will find t h a t t h e r e ' s a provision m a d e for small claims c o u r t s 
a n d a l s o i n P i l e N o . 118, i n l i n e J , w h e r e it says: "except f o r 
j u r y a n d t h e public sessions, including night sessions of the 
oircuit court, s h a l l be h e l d in any town the legislative body o f 
w h i c h m a k e s a request therefor to the executive secretary of t h e 
judicial department"..•.and that also includes small claims 
c o u r t s . T h a t ' s e n t i r e l y superfluous. I d o n ' t think we have to 
adopt this amendment whatsoever, and also, at no time do I recall 
having made the statement that the small claims courts would be 
taken away from the towns o 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Morris. 
MR. IVES OP MORRIS: 

I d i d n ' t mean to infer that the gentleman from New Britair 
said that. He said, "if they w o u l d n ' t be taken away"0....and eve 
after reading the sections that he says take care of the situatic 
I don't believe it's necessarily clear that the small claims 
sessions will go on circuit. It definitely says that the other 
court will go on circuit, but it doesn't, necessarily say that the 
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s m a l l claims c o u r t will g o on circuit. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further on House Amendment Schedule "K"? 
If not, the question is on the adoption of House Amendment Schedule 
"K"• All those in favor indicate by s a y i n g aye, opposed no. In 
the opinion of the Chair the 'no' has it. The amendment is re-
jected. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Westbrook. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OF WESTBROOK: 

Mr. Speaker, I guess the time has come when those of us 
who have attempted to save our minor courts must admit that we 
haven't got the votes. But I would like to say here, Mr. Speaker 
and especially to those new members of the judiciary committee 
who labored so hard in their subcommittee, in their executive 
sessions and so forth, that the death of the minor courts did not 
occur there and did not occur here today. The death of o u r m i n o r 
courts and the destruction of our minor courts took place exactly 
one week ago today when upon being called into a conference, into 
the cave down the hall, members of both parties got together. On 
that day, as black in m y opinion as almost December 7th, 19l|.l. 
MR. GOOGEL OF NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, I hate to rise to a point of order, but I 
would like to inquire of the gentleman from Westbrook if he's 
talking on the bill. 
THE SPEAKER: 

May I suggest to the gentleman from Westbrook that he c o n -

P 
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fine his remarks to the b i l l before us. 
MR. SCHLOSSBACH OP WESTBROOK: 

M r . Speaker, if t h e r e ' s any question of the fact that I'm 
speaking on this bill then there shouldn't be any question of the 
fact that we aren't here. Certainly I ' m talking on this bill. 
A week ago, as I have said, the discussion of this bill, this 
present bill, should there be any question in the mind of the 
majority leader, was discussed around the bargaining table, and 
at that time the death and destruction of the minor court took 
place. All we are doing now is having the wake. There w a s n ' t 
more than a week and a day ago when there were a great many of 
us in this House patting o u r s e l v e s on tho back that we had reach-
ed what we thought was a very f i n e compromise, and we thought the 
we had enough votes to carry it through this House and perhaps 
even convince His Excellency to accept it. But, suddenly the 
knife fell and our minor courts wore a dead issue. I only hope 
that those who were a party of this assassination will be given 
more than they've given us, and that is the admonition of mercy— 
so that I, M r . Speaker, will g i v e it to you tonight, and may God 
have mercy on your s o u l I 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Farmington. 
MRo NOYES OF FARMINGTON: 

Mr. Speaker, I think i t ' s clear to all of u s here that the 
issue, the primary issue a t a n y rate, is j u s t i c e , and I want to 
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m a k e i t clear that I intend to vote for the bill b e f o r e us a n d I 
t h i n k i t ' s a good bill. But I think that costs in this matter ar̂> 
important, and although I'm indebted to t h e gentleman from Bridge 
port for what he has had to say about costs, I must, in all con-
science, pursue that item one step further. I think the sponsors 
have a responsibility to us here who are asked to vote on this 
and to the public in general for presenting the pertinent facta, 
and the costs, in my opinion, are pertinent. 

Now, if I recollect correctly, the gentleman from Bridge-
port mentioned in his remarks the opinion that the circuit court, 
the new forty-four j u d g e s to be set up under this bill, would be 
self-sustaining, that the income would be approximately 1.8 miHi 
and the expense would be about 2 million. Now, if I may, Mr• 
Speaker, through you I would like to ask the gentleman from Bridg 
port three questions which I believe are brief and to the point. 

First of all, has the judiciary committee made any study 
of its own to determine costs other than repeating the t e s t i m o n y 
of Mr. Ells which he's done here today. 

Second, how many employees, exclusive of the forty-four 
new judges, are included in Mr. Ells' figures which he gave us? 

Third, d o e s the 2 million dollar figure of total c o s t s 
include anything other than aalaries? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Does the gentleman from Bridgeport desire to answer the 
gentleman from Farmlngton? 
MR. LYDDY OF BRIDGEPORT: 

If 

on 
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f o r his information, and I would s u b m i t only this for t h e consid-
eration of the members of the general assembly: F o r t y - f o u r j u d g e d 
at fifteen thousand dollars a year, total $660,000 per y e a r ® The 
present system with forty-three judges in it has I4.15 permanent 
employees I assume in addition to the judges. With the same, 
roughly the same number o f judges in the circuit court....let's 
a s s u m e about the s a m e number o f permanent employees, take i j . 0 0 to 
be on the safe side, I4.OO employees a t a n average salary o f only 
1 3 5 0 0 . a year, which I think you will agree is relatively modest, 
totals One Million Four Hundred Thousand. So the total salary 
cost, assuming my figure of four hundred employees is correct, 
the total salary cost alone is $ 2 , 0 6 0 , 0 0 0 . Now, it is a g e n e r a l l y -
a c c e p t e d practice, a rule of some at l e a s t in private employment, 
that fringe benefits, including retirement and those retirements 
that I pointed out earlier, are less liberal than our retirement 
would be for these employees, are likely to run about twenty-five 
per cent of salary costs. Applying that twenty-five per cent to 
the $ 2 , 0 6 0 , 0 0 0 ® we get a total of $ 2 , 5 6 0 , 0 0 0 . for salary costs 
alone, salary and fringe benefits alone, for forty-four judges 
and four hundred employees. N o w that, if those figures of four 
hundred employees is reasonable, does not Include anything like 
jury costs, public defenders, commodities and s o on, and the last 
thought I leave with you is that the G o v e r n o r ' s budget,as explain 
ed by the lady from Darien, has apparently included a court re-
organization expense of $3,000,000. which ahe has Indicated is 
for a six; month period. 
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75-B Now, I submit that these costs are substantial in a period 

when we have a biennial budget which i s supposedly bounds by 
#100,000. I submit that there has not been sufficient study of 
t h e cost figure. I agree with the gentleman from Bridgeport that 
it is an exceedingly difficult and tricky a r e a to get into, but 
I do not believe that the full story has been told and I a imply 
wanted to go on record to t h a t extent and bo s a y that I think 
that the $2,000,000. figure is grossly inadequate although I do 
believe that the primary issue here is justice and I intend to 
vote for the bill. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes t h e gentleman from Bridgeport. 
MR. LYDDY OP BRIDGEPORT: 

M r . Speaker, may I again speak because I feel that some of 
the remarks are germane to what we have been discussing here, and 
I would like to point out for the gentleman^ edifioation that 
these estimates, as I mentioned before, are at an absolute maximum 
maximum, as set by Judge Ella. And just for your information, 
he had forty judges a t fifteen t h o u s a n d each, $15,000. I'm talk-
ing about, ten prosecutors at $8,000® each,---these are just 
suggested and maximums if you will—, seventy assistants at 
flj.,000., clerks at $7500., thirty c l e r k s at #5,000. each. T h e s e 
are pretty good salaries. I have respect for the figures that 
you quoted, but I must again point out that t h i s , 1 think, is 
probably the most extensive study from the s t a n d p o i n t o f covering 
every conceivable fixture, or every conceivable coat that the 
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c o u r t might h a v e b e c a u s e t h e B a r A s s o c i a t i o n c e r t a i n l y had access 
t o a l l o f t h e f i g u r e s t h a t w o u l d be available from all courts 
c o n c e r n e d , a n d c e r t a i n l y t h e l a w y e r s a r e n o t g o i n g to skimp„ I 
t h i n k w e ' l l a g r e e t o that so t h a t I t h i n k this b e i n g an abaolj-
u t e maximum, 1 w i l l a g r e e t h a t t h e c o s t w i l l b e in tho vicinity 
of two to three million d o l l a r s approximately. But, I might p o i n t 
o u t a l s o t h a t y o u d i d m e n t i o n b e f o r e , a n d I t a k e Issue with o n e 
thing, that I said that t h i s court would be self-sustaining• I 
beg t o d i f f e r . I f y o u w i l l r e c a l l m y o r i g i n a l r e m a r k s , I said 
this c o u r t will be, and I may be bending terms, practically and 
for all intents and purposes s e l f - s u s t a i n i n g ® Thank you, 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the lady from Darlen. 
MRS. PARMER OP DARIEN: 

Mr. Speaker, I f I stated that the $3,000,000. which appears 
in the budget w a s for a six month period I think perhaps I m a d e 
a mistake. I ' m not s u r e that the governor anticipated the effect 
ive date of t h i s law, so that I really have no right to fit ate 
that he intended that to cover only six months. Since the bill 
has been under consideration that has been the effective date 
and I think that it w a s natural to assume that. N o w , I think I 
s h o u l d say a l s o the governor d o e s estimate income, and in the 
front of the budget, upon looking further, I find that his estimat 
very n e a t l y coincides with the cost that he estimates on t h e s e 
courts• 

There are a couple of q u e s t i o n s I ' v e had in mind from the 
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beginning of thi • As X u n d e r s t a n d it, the prosecutors or a s s i s t 
a n d prosecutors from s o m e section here are not required to bo 
lawyers, and it seems to me t h a t ' s a great weakness if it is the 
case. The proponent of this bill stated in his very able exposi-
tion of it that the law r e q u i r e s the forty-four judges to be 
c h o s e n e q u a l l y from the two parties. Now, it appears that for 
one judge there a r e s o m e w h e r e between e i g h t and t e n other employe 
a n d I wonder just how t h e s e appointments a r e to be made. I real-
ize the judges are to make them, but w e have no civil service, I 
believe, in our judicial system. I wonder if those people will 
be appointed on merit; X wonder if there will be any political 
consideration in their appointment, etc. T h e r e i s nothing, I 
believe, in the law on that. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Norfolk. 
MR. ZANOBI OP NORFOLK: 

I know I ' v e spoken too much on this already, but just one 
last shot. We that have supported the department of justice 
courts, we admit w e ' r e beaten, w e ' r e battered, w e ' r e bloody, and 
I ' m proud to say w e ' r e still unbowed—--but one l a s t parting 
shot I 

This great c o m p r o m i s e court bill of 1959 As really the 
great giveaway of 1959® We give John Bailey forty-four j u d g 9 s h . i 1 : 
and all the p a t r o n a g e that goes with it. Right now h e ' s " r i d i n g 
in politician's heaven. We also give the lawyers a brand new 
source of revenue. 
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T H E S P E A K E R S 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montvllle. 

MR. B A R N E S OP M O N T V I L L E i 
Mr. Speaker> i n reading over Article 5 of our Constitution 

it seems to me that t h e framers of this constitution intended t h a t 
every town have some kind of court, and I feel that if a town 
should take this up with the Supreme Court of E r r o r s or a l l the 
way up to the United States S u p r e m e Court this bill will be found 
unconstitutional• If this bill goes through and becomes effectiv 
there are provisions, words, in t h i s Fifth Article which will 
become dead language• I personally am of the belief that this 
bill can be found unconstitutional. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from M a n s f i e l d . 
MR. SMITH OF MANSFIELD: 

Mr• Speaker, is it p o s s i b l e that in all of o u r d i s c u s s i o n 
today one point has not been mentioned? I think it is. 

I n this bill is a provision that there shall b e no right 
to trial by j u r y in criminal actions where the m a x i m u m penalty la 
a fine of $ 5 0 . or a j a i l sentence of thirty d a y s or both nor in 
similar actions where the amount of legal i n t e r e s t or property ir. 
demand does not exceed I 2 5 O . O b v i o u s l y i t ' s regarded that t h e s e 
f i n e s or penalties are so insignificant that no provision need t o 
be made with reference to trial by jury in these c a s e s . Now, 
t h e r e ' s some of us who would be s o m e w h a t concerned about g o i n g t o 
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j a i l for thirty days, and t h e r e ' s s o m e of us that want to g o on a 
j u r y trial, a n d t h e r e ' s some of u s that might feel in the case of 
involving two hundred and forty-nine dollars or two hundred and 
f i f t y dollars too who might want a trial by jury, and yet distinc 
ly we're told here there is to be no way of juror trial by jury. 
Yet, I read in the constitution that everybody i s entitled, every 
body, without exception, is entitled to a speedy trial, a public 
trial by an impartial jury, and I read also that "the right of 
trial by jury shall remain inviolate". 

Well, here appears to be a distinct contradiction. The 
courts later on will iron this out and we'11 know where we s t a n d , 
but I think h e r e ' s a s e r i o u s q u e s t i o n about the constitutionality 
of this provision of this bill. 
THE S P E A K E R : 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New Haven. 
MR. ROURKE OP NEW HAVEN: 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I a m very happy to enter into 
this to the support for the Substitute for Senate Bill ij.91. As 
a layman, I a m pleased to support it; as a resident of a large 
city, I am happy to support it. In fact, to this hour I have not 
received a telephone call o r a letter in opposition to this bill. 
The League of Women V o t e r s has been mentioned in this d i s c u s s i o n . 
May I say that I am very pleased to walk hand in hand with t h e 
League in the support of this bill, and I hope that I will have 
the courage to support other measures that the League supports 
because in the main they are r i g h t , and I ' m h a p p y to work w i t h 

b-
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t h e m o n t h e t h i n g s t l i a t I t h i n k t h e y ' r e r i g h t on. 
I have b e e n I n a n d o u t o f t h e legislature f o r t w e n t y y e a r s 

a n d i n my humblo opinion, t h i s l a t h e m o s t important piece o f 
legislation to come before us. I am not interested particularly 
in c o a t , but I am i n t e r e s t e d in full-time judges, in equality o f 
justice, and this is what this bill will give us, and I ' m willing 
to say that I ' m very pleased to give a pat on the back to o u r 
friends on the other side of the H o u s e who have made it p o s s i b l e 
for this bill to go through, and I hope it goes through unanimous 
lyo Thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the lady from T r u m b u l l * 
MRS. BLACKMAN OP TRUMBULL: 

Mr• Speaker, we have sat patiently for hours• We have 
p a s s e d on amendments• I in my heart have no doubt that everyone 
here knows just how they're going to vote• I do hope we could dc 
just that. Thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentlemsn from Burlington. 
MR. HOGAN OP BURLINGTON: 

I had wondered in talking about this should I ask for un-
animous consent, but I think through the c o u r t e s y of the Speaker 
everybody h a s wandered all over the lot all day s o very likely I 
will be able to do the same. 

I wish at this time, Mr. Speaker, to congratulate you on 
your very fine, handling of, as the gentleman from Norfolk s a y s , 
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t h i a "bloody b u t unbowed group. I think that you have extended 
every courtesy to everyone of u s . You've let everyone come in 
h e r e with every amendment, and that is the way that I think it 
should be, and again, I congratulate you, Mr. Speaker I (applause) 

I am not going to m a k e too m a n y r e m a r k s here, but a g e n t l e -
m a n came over f r o m t h e other aide s o m e t i m e a g o and s a y s , "This 
t h i n g h a s b e e n o n t o o h i g h a p l a n e all t h e a f t e r n o o n . When a r e 
you going to talk?" So I thought p o s s i b l y that I ought to make 
a few r e m a r k s on t h i a thing. 

At the moment, in apeaking to the members here and the 
members over on the other side, I ' m not speaking necessarily aa a 
Republican b e c a u s e at thia point I'm not quite sure juat what my 
status is. Also, I want to say to t h e people on the other s i d e 
of the aisle that we've heard t h i s thing referred to as the Interim 
Bill, the Administration Bill, the Bar Bill, the Compromise Bill, 
but to you people there and the new people on this aide and the 
new people over there, I will tell you right now it'a the pinney 
Bill. T h i a is M r . pinney'3 bill of two years ago, a n d I hope tha,t 
if this is passed that M r . Pinney will get the credit for it.. •. 
because I think it would serve him rightI Two years ago this waa 
the Pinney Bill, and in spite of inflation,it still hasn't gained 
in value a great deal in my opinion. 

I haven't got a prepared speech. I've juat got a few n o t e j i 
that I've been jotting down here I may have to put my glasses 
on but, this is one shot justice. Suppose you go into court 
a n d you don't take a lawyer, or if you do, you've had it 1 
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especially if you d o n ' t take a lawyer. You go into t h i s oourfc 
a n d practically, without an attorney, y o u ' d throw yoitrself on the 
m e r c y of the court• After all t h a t ' s b e e n said here all d a y long 
a b o u t everything, this is the one feature o f the bill that I don' 
l i k e , and it's not right. The only way that an appeal can be 
taken from this minor court is on a point of law, and as I under-
stand the thing, a point of law is an error in the trial or in 
the admission of evidence or what have you. Would the layman bo 
able to pick that out? They say that a transcript will be kept 
of t h i s trial and for a payment o f ten dollars or something you 
can get it, and then you can take that to a lawyer, you might 
as well take him in the first place I That Is very serious, folks 
very, very serious. 

To go along with the other remarks here about the austerit 
I think there ought to be another word for it, but I'm not g o i n g 
to go into that too much. The splitting of jobs is another very, 
very bad feature of this bill. If this bill was so good, so 
desirous by the people of the state, if it had so much backing, 
it would not be necessary for a very e s t i m a b l e gentleman to moun-| 
the podium and say, "if you will go along with me hero I will 
split the jobs". I had much rather he hadn't of said that. 

As some of the l a w y e r s in the row in front of mo.. . 1 haveijit 
said much today, very little....but s o m e of the attorneys in the 
r o w in front of me have been begging me to climb o f f their backs 
s o probably I should, but I might say that, from t h e a t t o r n e y s ' 
viewpoint, there's gold i n them thar bills I 
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It's also my opinion in the question o f l e a d e r s h i p — o n both 
s i d e s of t h e a i s l e — l e a d e r s h i p should s h o w the way a n d not drive 
ito In spite of some several remarks t h a t have been made to the 
contrary, I have but one political ambition. That political 
ambition is to live long enough, and it's also a personal ambitio 
it might give me some longevity, to be in the assembly just once 
on an important matter when the people of the assembly will vote 
as their conscience tells them to vote and not a s somebody else 
tells them to vote. Maybe I ' v e been here five terms and never go 
to a policy meeting, but when I go home I can sleep with my own 
conscience, and that i s something that X have to do. 

I might say in Section 2 of t h i s bill,"each judge of the 
circuit court should be a member of the bar of the State of Conn-
ecticut" ; in Section 1 of Article First of the Constitution says: 
" T h a t all men when they form a social compact, are equal in r i g h t 
and that no man, or set of men are entitled to exclusive public 
emoluments or privileges from the community"• I think that that 
might have a little merit, t h e study of that. 

To gat back to the actual operation of this bill as appll? 
to a small town, and I do represent a small town. We have a 
population of about twenty-five hundred. We have a resident State 
Policeman. That's our police force, and like m o s t everybody hero 
I ' l l say that I've got a good court i n my town, but the town nex-, 
t o m e — - t h a t ' s not so good. It makes a difference where you get 
arrested and where you get convicted. I understand t h a t a prom-
inent attorney c a s t slurs at m y court at a meeting recently that 
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X was not at, and had I b e e n at that meeting I w o u l d tell him, 
" t h a t ' s one court that he d i d n ' t fix" I 

Now, I don't k n o w where these judges are coming from, at 
this point I've lost track of w h o is going to appoint them. They 
might come from Stamford, or they might come from West Hartford, 
or they might come from some other bailiwick. If our resident 
policeman makes an arrest at ten or eleven or twelve o'clock at 
night on a violation o f a statute t h a t requires a bond, where's 
he going to get it? At the p r e s e n t time he gets the trial justic 
out of bed if he's in bed, gets the bond aet and releases the 
person who has been arrested. Under this, he might have to call 
the judge in some of these places I ' v e j u a t mentioned, he'd have 
to get the bond over the telephone and maybe he wouldn't get him 
Maybe he wouldn't be on circuit that night and maybe he'd be some 
where else, so w h a t ' s the officer going to do with thia particula 
peraon that he'a a r r e s t e d . Is he going to keep him in his car 
all night and drive around with him until he can find a judge the 
next day? Or is he going to put him in confinement? Well, we 
don't have a jail in Burlington. The only thing w e ' v e g o t out 
there is a dog pound. P o s s i b l y he v/ill make a f a l s e a r r e s t ® 
Perhaps he shouldn't have arrested thia fellow. Are y o u g o i n g to 
throw an innocent party i n the dog pound, and a t that particular 
point, I think we only got three s t a l l s and wo might h a v e three 
s t a l l s full o f dogs. I've heard o f throwing people to the lions, 
b u t I haven't ever heard of throwing them to the dogs in the name 
o f j u s t i c e I Supposing this peraon, when h e ' s arrested, demands e 
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s p e e d y trial. T h a t ' s his constitutional right, to demand that he 
s h a l l have a speedy trial. How i s ho g o i n g to g e t it? T h i n k 
t h a t one overt If we don't give it to him, why aren't w e violat-
ing the constitutional rights of a man? How a b o u t w a r r a n t s for 
immediate arrests that might c o m e u p any time during the night? 
Where are we going to g e t the warrants? T h a t ' s a g o o d question. 
Another good question is: Will the police force in the s m a l l 
town a r r e s t anybody? Being affixed with all these various featur< 
of this bill, it just cannot work in a t o w n the size o f ours. A 
c o n s t a b l e or even a state police officer that w e have, or in 
other towns where they may have supernumeraries, are t h e y g o i n g 
to take a day or two or three to g o to court and t r y to prosecute 
the c a s e ? If they don't look the other way, t h e y ' r e foolishl 
They s h o u l d n ' t be an officer. 

How about if in the circuit court t h e r e ' s fifty or s i x t y 
cases scheduled for t h a t day. Every one of t h o s e c a s e s is going 
to be s c h e d u l e d at ten o 'clock, if I know anything about court 
procedure....everyone a t the same time....you m u s t be there with 
your witnesses. Where we have a one man police force In our town, 
what are we going to do for a police force while h e ' s down in 
Bristol or in W e s t Hartford? And in c a s e any of you a r e g o i n g to 
come back that we ought to have t h e court in Burlington, our 
present room that we have court in is probably a b o u t twelve by 
fifteen. I think under t h i s court bill that you're going to h a v e 
to provide a courtroom and a courtroom that can accommodate 
spectators, that can accommodate sheriffs and m e s s e n g e r s and 
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r e p o r t e r s a n d p r o s e c u t o r s a n d . c l e r k s a n d assistant olorka a n d 
j u d g e s , a n d i n a lot o f c a a e s j u r y r o o m s , a n d we have m i x e d j u r i e s 
and you're going to have to have facilities f o r mixed juries 
you're not g o i n g to have too many jury rooms. Who is g o i n g to 
pay the transportation costs of our police force driving to W e s t 
Hartford or Bristol or Torrington or wherever we might be put in? 
Someone is going to have to provide transportation. At the 
present time we've got one policeman. We've got one police car• 
W h a t are you g o i n g to do about that? 

Another 'cutie' in here is local ordinances. Who's going to 
dig up the local ordinances and f a m i l i a r i z e these judges with 
every local ordinance In every town in the circuit, and he'a only 
going to be there f o u r months. Pour months later y o u ' r e going to 
do the same thing all over with another one. Has anybody here 
asked the police force in their town how they felt about this 
thing and the operation of it? If so, what was their a n s w e r ? 
Has anyone here asked the State Police what they think of it, and 
how they think it will operate? Maybe there's one out in the yar i 
now. If he i s you can aak him. I've asked him. What are you 
going to do about postponements and continuances that the people 
are entitled to and that you will have? Are they going to throw 
your schedule all off the beam? Think that one over 1 

We're going to get back one-third of the fines. W h o ' s 
going to audit the books? If we audit the books, are we g o i n g to 
audit the s t a n d a r d figure books for "no fix" charges? 

I might say that when I asked that the rulea not bo 
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87-B I d i d n ' t ask, but t h e s a m e result... .that the r u l e s n o t b e s u s p e n d -

e d today, it was my intention had m y thoughts prevailed that I 
w o u l d a s k every member of this House from one of the hundred and 
two towns regardless of whether he was a R e p u b l i c a n or Democrat 
b e c a u s e this thing is now out of the realms of politics, and I 
couldn't do it before because we were in tho realm o f politics, 
to meet with me and bring these features up and discuss them. I 
had an honest motive. I don't care what anybody thinks about it. 
I announced in the Republican caucus a week a g o that I would 
attempt to block suspension of the rules, and X did that in the 
spirit of honesty. I d i d n ' t want anyone to say that Hogan's try-
ing some slippery tactics here. I don't operate t h a t way—-I'd 
rather lose «then I guess 11ve lost I 

I might say to the gentleman from Bridgeport about that 
dove of peace t h a t ' s flying over here I d o n ' t see him any more. 
I think his c h i c k e n s have already started to come home to roost. 

We've heard a great many people speak here about this bill 
will go into effect j u s t before another session. T h e y ' l l start 
it and we will then be able to clarify it. In other words, to 
you people that will be here two years from now, you've just 
begun to hoar court reformI You're going to hear it every day or 
two, and as I said at the start I wouldn't talk too long and I 
already have. 

I might make one more illusion here. Many people here ha\|< 
and I heard the Lieutenant Governor do the s a m e thing yesterday, 
refer to this as a historical day. I think that I ' m not the only 
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o n e that gets m y tongue twisted, r think they m e a n t hystericall 
T H E SPEAKER I 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfleld. 
MR. PINNEY O P BROOKFIELD: 

Mr. Speaker, while I disagree with the distinguished gentle-
man from Burlington, I would compliment him on t h e charm, wit and 
intellegence with which he presented his case, and I hasten to 
assure him that no one q u e s t i o n s his honesty of motive or h i s 
integrity in any request that he makes. (applause) 

I have one final thing to say. The gentleman from Burling 
ton started his remarks by terming t h i s the Pinney Bill, and 
assuring me that I could take the credit for it. in a l l sincerity 
I wish this were the truth. I w i s h I could claim the credit for 
this bill because I think it is a monumental work in the best 
interests of the people of the State of Connecticut, but it is a 
bipartisan product, a product of the best efforts o f people in 
both parties. (applause) 
THE SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Vernon., 
MR. HAMMER O P VERNON: 

M r ® Speaker, some of the gentleman from B u r l i n g t o n ' s 
points were quite well taken. I'd like to direct my r e m a r k s to 
just one point that he made. Apparently he has not had a chance 
to read in full Amendment Schedule " B " which amends Section li|-9 
in regard to the setting of bonds and permits any clerk or assist 
and clerk of a circuit court to set bond. The purpose of that 
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amendment i s to meet the situation which he s p o k e o f ® 
T H E SPEAKER: 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Harwinton® 
MR. BENTLEY" OF HARWINTON: 

Mr. Speaker, I'm just going to read from the Amendments to 
the Constitution of the United States: 

"Article V I ® In all criminal p r o s e c u t i o n s , tho accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and p u b l i c trial, by an impart! 
jury of the State and district wherein the c r i m e shall have been 
committed...." 

"Article VII. In Suits at common law, where the value in 
controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by 
jury shall be preserved....." 

That's p l a i n english, isn't It? 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Watertown. 
MR. KEILTY OF W A T E R T O W N : 

,Mr. Speaker, as you know, I'm a freshman here, and I've 
sat here six hours approximately and I just want to say that I 
feel privileged and honored to support legislation just as this. 
If I'm never back here again, at least I've had a hand in making 
history in this state, and I thank you. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Will you remark further? The question is on the accept-
ance of the committee's favorable report and the passage of the 

frj8i-«y 
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90-B b i l l a a amendod in the Senate by Amendments "A" a n d UBU a n d i n 

c o n c u r r e n c e w i t h the Senate, The Chair will now unlock the 
machine. Will you kindly direct your attention to the board to 
see if you have voted as you desire? Have all those voted who 
claim the-right to vote? Has every member present in the House 
cast their ballot? Does any member desire to change his vote? 
If not, the Chair will now lock the machine0 

While the count is being taken, it has been said by the 
members of the Press that one of the beat things the House does 
is to congratulate themselves and it may be true, but I think 
today the Chair would be remiss if it didn't commend the wonderful 
gentlemanly and gentlewomanly manner in w h i c h this whole debate 
w a s conducted. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Brookfield• 
MR. PINNEY OP BROOKFIEED: 

May I s a y that in large part the gentlemanly conduct to 
which you have referred to i s due to your fine handling of this 
whole thing this afternoon. (applause) 
THE SPEAKER: 

Thank you very much. The Clerk will now announce the vote 
THE CLERK: 

Those voting Yea, 199; those voting Nay, 67; those absent 
and not voting, 13. 
THE SPEAKER: 

The bill i s passed. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Now Britain. 
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M R . G O O G E L O P N E W B R I T A I N : 
Mr. Speaker, I move suspension o f the r u l e s for Immediate 

transmittal of this b i l l to the G o v e r n o r ' s office. 
T H E S P E A K E R : 

Q u e s t i o n i s o n s u s p e n s i o n o f t h o r u l e s f o r the immediate 
transmittal to tho Governor's office. All those in f a v o r say 
Aye, opposed No. The Ayes have it. The rules are suspended. 
Question now i s on immediate transmittal t o t h e Governor's o f f i c e 
All those in favor say Aye, opposed No. The Ayes have it. The 

bill will be transmitted• 
The gentleman from New Britain. 

MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 
_» T „ . .. 4-i-mva on the Calendar be Mr. Speaker, I move that the matters ^ 

passed retaining their place on the Calendar and w®!11 a c t o n 

them tomorrow. 
THE SPEAKER: 

. 4.̂-r.q double-starred for If there is no objection, the matteis 
action will be passed retaining their places. 

The gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

+-n tomorrow at 1:JO P .Ivj M r . Speaker, I move a d j o u r n m e n t u m < 
THE SPEAKER: 

Tr untll is JO tomorrcj Question is on adjournment of the 110 u» I 
q o V i n f r A y e , opposed 

afternoon. All those in favor i n d i c a t e by „ 
No. The H o u s e stands adjourned. 

TIME: 7:I)-5 P. M< Reported by: -̂aYter-pT-Bo"- .. 
House Transcriber, 

iW 
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M R , GOOGEL O P UM B R I T A I N s 
M r . Speaker, I move suspension of the rules for immediate 

transmittal of this hill to the G o v e r n o r ' s office. 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question is on suspension of the r u l e s for the immediate 
transmittal to t h e G o v e r n o r ' s office. A l l t h o s e in favor say 
Aye, opposed N o . The Ayes have it. Ihe rules are suspended. 
Question now i s on immediate transmittal to the Governor'3 office 
All those i n favor say Aye, opposed N o . The Ayes have it. T h e 
bill will be transmitted. 

The gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, I move that the matters on the Calendar be 
passed retaining their place on the Calendar and w e ' l l act on 
them tomorrow. 
THE SPEAKER: 

If there is no objection, the matters double-starred for 
action will be passed retaining their places. 

The gentleman from New Britain. 
MR. GOOGEL OP NEW BRITAIN: 

Mr. Speaker, I move adjournment until t o m o r r o w at liJO P.ft 
THE SPEAKER: 

Question i s on adjournment of the House until 1:30 tomorrc 
afternoon. All those in favor indicate by saying Aye, opposed 
No. The House stands adjourned. 

TIME: 7:lj.5 P. M. 
R e p o r t e d b y : 
f*3rarvi-a~PiriDot ch i n — H o u s e T r a n s c r i b e r ® 
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JUDICIARY AND GOVERNMENTAL FUNCTIONS 

FEBRUARY 9, 1959 - 10:30AM 
Senator John M. Scarilon 

Representative Samuel S. Googel 
Presiding . 

Members present; 

Chr. Scanlon: 

Senators: Armentano, Relihan; Pickett, Finney, Cady 
Representatives: Shea, Barry, Carrozzella, Conway, 

Hammer, Katz, Lyddy, Mills, Murray, 
Purtill, Satter, Wagner, Schlossbach, 
Eddy, Marsters, Lupton, Dudley, Shulansky, 
Finch, Gersten 

First we will hear from any Legislators who are 
proponents of any of these bills, 

Senator Arthur H. Healey, 10th District: Mr. Chairman, members of 
the Committee. I would like to state by way of 
preface that I realize that there are many dist-
inguished members of the Bar, many civic groups, 
former Chief Justices of the Supreme Court and 
other people who are here this morning to speak 
with you. I hope if I may to keep my remarks as 
brief as possible, indicate our position on these 
particular bills. Gentlemen, the Administration 
has: 

S.B. No. k-91 ''(Sen. Healey) AN ACT CONCERNING REORGANIZATION OF THE 
MINOR COURT SYSTEM 

S.B. No. lf-92 (Sen. Healey) AN ACT CONCERNING A FAMILY COURT DIVISION 
OF THE SUPERIOR COURT. 

It is our position that reorganization of the Minor 
Court system in this State should have a top 
priority on the General Assembly agenda this coming 
Session. As it is well known, it is, and has been 
our position that we are making an all out effort 
to replace the present Minor Court System with full 
time courts presided over by full time judges with 
tenure. It is as a result of that position that you 
find before you the two bills to which I referred. 
The Administrationbills before you this morning, 
S.B. ̂ 91 and k-92 indicate in our opinion a sug-
gested approach to the problem. I think itrs purpose 
is, as I indicated to eliminate the Minor Courts, 
that is everything below the presently constituted 
Common Pleas Court and replace them with full time 
judges with tenure. Beyond that the details, the 
actual mechanics of the operation is something that 
this committee can certainly work out after hear-
ing the evidence being presented this morning and 
after deliberating in their Executive Sessions./ 
Very briefly, I will try to outline S.B. k9±/ 
I have a short statement which I will file with 
the committe, but this will take me approximately 
a minute and a half to read. 
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S.B. No. 491 (Sen. Healey) AN ACT CONCERNING REORGANIZATION OF THE 
MINOR COURT SYSTEM. 

Sen. Healey continues: This bill advocates the replacement of the 
present Minor Court System of Municipal and Trial justice 
Courts with a new State maintained court presided over by 
full-time judges with tenure. S.B. 491 provides and 
Administrative framework for the supreme Court of Errors, 
the Superior Court and a newly constituted Court of common 
Pleas. These courts will function as a general Court for 
Administrative purposes. The Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of Errors will be the Administrative head of the 
General Court. The Supreme Court of Errors and Superior 
Court will continue to function in their present form. The 
Court of Common Pleas under S.B. 491 is divided into two 
divisions. Division A. continues to operate as the present 
Court of Common Pleas. Division B. is composed of 40 
judges appointed equally from both political parties and to 
serve for a term of four years. Under the bill, they are 
to have all the pension and retirement rights of Superior 
Court Judges. This Court, Division B., that is, is to have 
jurisdiction of all civil matters under $2,500, and all 
crimes for the punishment is less than $500 fine or 20 
years in jail. This bill, insofar as Division B. is 
concerned, provides for juries in civil cases insofar as a 
claim exceeds $250. Criminal cases are to be tried without 
juries, but defendants are entitled to a de novo trial 
before a jury in Division A. Appeals and issues of law are 
taken to a three judge panel of Division B. Division B. 
will have officers throughout the State. Under our bill, 
judges in Division B. will be under the Circuit and will 
hold hearings in any town where Minor Courts presently 
operate. For the matter of convenience and assessability, 
we submit by way of introducing these bills, our suggestion 
for which these bills provide for. Offices will be 
maintained by the State, hearing rooms by the towns in 
which the court is held. Court personnel will be selected 
by the judges, in the same manner as personnel of the 
Superior Court. Gentlemen, that is a very brief outline of 
S.B. 491, which is the main Administration bill putting 
into law we hope after your favorable action which I 
exhort, our much reiterated position that there be prompt 
Minor Court Reform in the State. 
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S.B. No. 492 (Sen. Healey) AN ACT CONCERNING A FAMILY COURT DIVISION 
OF THE SUPERIOR COURT. 

Sen. Healey continues: in effect establishes a family division 
within the Superior Court. As indicated in the bill, this 
Court is presided over by 6 judges, who will be judges of 
the Superior Court. The court will hear cases concerned 
with family matter, including marital matters, adoption and 
juvenile matters. The Family Court Division replaces the 
Juvenile Court. It will 
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Sen. Healey continues: hear cases in the.State now served by the Juv-

enile Court. It will use the same personnel now 
serving in Superior Court. It will also obtain 
additionally specially trained assistants. Here 
by way of a footnote I might add, Division B. as' 
indicated in S.B. ̂ 91-and the Family Court as 
indicated in S.B. k92 are to begin operation under 
the bill are to begin operation on January 1, 1961. 
Gentlemen, by way of conclusion in order to permit 
the testimony vhihc I am sure will not only eriadite, 
and highly informational, of other people before this 
committee, may I say this: Once again, these bills 
are designed to reorganize the Minor Court systems 
and replace the Minor Court system as I indicated 

• before, with full time judges with tenure. These 
bills, may I indicate again, contain a suggested 
approach to the problem, beyond the broad basis of 
the fact that we are for Court reform with full-time 
judges, may I again say, that the actual mechanics 

7 and frame-work of the bill, the technicalities 
involved for this legislation is for the Judiciary 
Committee to work out, after hearing the evidence 
presented this morning, and present it to the 
Legislature. Our basic objectives are Court Reform, 
and Gentlemen, I hope that this bill will receive 
top priority in the matters of the Judiciary Committee. 
I hope that they will appear before the Legislature 
early in the Session so they may be fully debated and 
I urge your good thought and earnest deliberation on 
all these bills. 

Chr. Scanlon: Are there any other Legislators who wish to speak 
for these bills? 

Senator Wallace Barnes, 5th District: Ladies and Gentlemen: I appear 
before you today to support strongly 

S.B. Wo. 793 '(Sen. Barnes) AN ACT CONCERNING THE INTEGRATION OF THE 
COURTS OF THE STATE, 

Sen. Barnes: otherwise known as the Bar Association Bill. There 
will be many people here today to speak on the 
principles of Court Reorganization and the arguments 
for as well as against, particularly particular 
features of it. I would like to take a few minutes 
of the Committee's time to attempt to compare in 
broad outline the principle measures which are 
before the Committee today. In order to do that 
there has been filed with the Committee a pre-
pared general comparison of the Bar Bill with the 
present system and with the two administration bills, 
which Senator Healey has referred to and also wmth 
the so-called Interim Committee bill No. 3873. All 
of these measures leave the Supreme Court of Errors 
as presently constituted. But turning to page 2. 
of this schedule which covers the Superior Court, 
you'll notice that the judges in all instances are 
to be full-time and legally trained. By all instances, 
I mean in all of these measures. The Bar Bill provides 



Sen. Barnes continues: for a complement of thirty judges before the Superior 
Court which can be increased to forty upon certification 
by the Chief Justice to the Governor if that increase 
is necessary. The plus 5 refers to the members of the 
Supreme Court of Errors who are also technically membeis 
of the Superior Court. The present system has 22 judges 
plus the five who are members of the Supremem Court. 
And the Adrnnistration Billalso calls for 22 + 5 • The 
Interim Committee Bill does not affect the Superior 
Court at all. The jurisdictional area of the Superior 
Court under the Bar Bill would be all civil matters 
over$2,100, and all criminal matters over $500/ and/or 
one year in jail. In adition all appeals from Admin-
istrative Board would be for the Superior Court, That's 
a change from the present system which provides for 
some appeals to be taken to the Court of Common Pleas. 
And, there is a removal from Superior Court under 
the Bar Bill of Divorce Jurisdiction. The present 
system jurisdiction, I won't read, it's complex. There' 
an attempt in this"schedule to summarize it. As you 
know it varies widely from court to court. Generally 
speaking the Superior Court has over-riding jurisdict-
ion in virtually all matters. On the other hand, the 
Common Pleas Court can and the Minor Courts can, and 
occasionally do, take jurisdiction in matters where 
the fine is no more that $1,000 and the penalty 
no more than one year. The Administration Bill makes 
no change in the jurisdiction of the Superior Court 
except to create a new family court divisionm which 
is referred to later. Turning to page 2 the new 
Court of Common Pleas as established under the Bar 
Bill is compared on this schedule with the present 
system and the other two major proposals. The Bar 
Bill provides for a complement of lj-0 judges, full 
time, legally trained, with tenure, increaseable to 
50, upon certification to the Governor. This is 
intended to replace the Minor Courts, the Trial 
Justices, particularly the 66 town and city, courts, 
the Daribury Traffic Court, and also to absorb some of 
the functions of the present Court of Common Pleas, 
which has a complement of 12 judges. The Administrat-
ion bill as senator Healey has outlined approaches 
this problem in a different way. It sets up a 
Division A and a Division B of the Common Pleas Court. 
Division A is essentially the present Common Pleas 
Court, consisting of 12 judges. Division B which calif 
for a complement of if-0-50 judges, exactly the same 
number as the Bar Bill would take over the matters 
now handled by then Minor Courts. The Interim Committi 
approach to this problem is to retain the present 
Court of Common Pleas and create a Municipal Court 
Division of 25-35 judges, full-time, legally trained, 
and they would take over only the functions of the 
present Municipal Courts. The interim committee bill 
would not extend to the Trial Justice Court. On 
the other hand, in the interim committee bill, there's 
a free right of transfer on the motion of eit&er party 
the State or the Defendant to the Municipal Division 

of the Court of Common Pleas, and also 
the trial justices themselves have the right to transf 
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Sen. Barnes continues: a case to the Municipal division as proposed by the 
Interim Committee. In all instances, whatever the court 
may be that is to take over the jurisidiction of the 
minor courts, the judges that are on circuit, they 
would travel from town to town, they could be assigned 
for sitting at night, if that were the agreement worked 
out between the Judicial Division and the Town involved. 
Just a word on facilities; in all cases the General 
offices for the new Court, the Court of Common Pleas, 
or the division under the Administration Bill would be 
provided by the State and the actual rooms for the sit-
ting of the Court would be provided by the towns. Therfe 'e 
one significant difference between the Bar Bill, the 
Administration Bill and the Interim Committee Bill in 
this respect, and that is that under the Bar Bill and 
under the Administration Bill, towns provides these 
facilities presumably without reimbursement by the 
State. Under the Interim Committee Bill, the towns 
have the responsibility of providing the Court room 
but there is a provision which says that the State 
will reimburse the twons for providing those facilit-
ies. Finally, on Appeal. On the Bar Bill these 
appeals are only in matters of law. One of the features 
of our present system which many "criticize most heatedly 
is the fact that in many instances, cases are tried comp-
letely again on appeal. In other words, a matter is hear< 
before the Minor Courts, a judgment is rendered, an 
appeal is taken and that same case is heard de novo 
upon appeal. It is felt that this is a considerable 
waste of time and a waste of expense to the State. The 
Bar Bill substantially does away with trial de novo. 
The Administration Bill as I read Sec. 58 of it does 
not eliminate trial de novo. As I read that prov-
ision, in criminal cases that are brought before 
Division B of the proposed Court of Common Pleas, an 
appeal is taken to Division A of that court which is 
exactly the same situation that we have novr when 
cases are taken from Municipal Court on appeal to the 
Court of Common Pleas and tried completely de novo. 
The Interim Committee Bill does away with trial de 
novo. Turning to Page h which outlines the Family 
Court. The Interim Committee Bill makes no provision 
for the establishment of a Family Court, and the Bar 
Bill and the Administration Bill ane substantially in 
agreement except as to the actual technique of 
establishing the court. The Bar Bill established a 
new court, a court of equal statute to the other courts 
within the Judicial System with a staff of 9 judges, 
the jurisdiction is wide, what we might refer to as 

Social jurisdiction, covers all matters 
all referring to Domestic Relations, such as divorce, 
alimony, all matters affecting children, crimes against 
children as well as crimes committed by children. The 
Administration Bill covers the same area, however it 
establishes the Family Court as a division of the 
Superior Court. I would submit that the Bar Bill 
recommendation in this respect is preferable in view 
of the objectives of a family court, which are to 
remove insofar as possible the areas to be heard 
before the Family Court, or what we might call legal-
istic procedures and considerations. It's an attempt 



Sen. Barnes continues: to make the new Family Court as close 
to the present Juvenile Court procedurely as possible, 
and the present Juvenile Court operates with as little 
legal red tape as possible, with a minimum of publicity, 
and it would be the hope that the new Family court wou3£ 
do the dame, and I submit that tinder the Bar proposal, 
which is to create a separate court, this is more 
likely to happen, more likely to be attained than it 
would be under the Administration Bill, which simply 
sets up the Family Court as a division of the Superior 
Court. In all instances there are 3 districts set 
up and the judges travel on circuit throughout the 
district and can hear sub-offices within the district. 
And finally, on page 5, Probate Court. The Interim 
Committee Bill makes no provisions for the Probate 

Court. The Administration Bill makes 
no provision for the Probate Court. However, juris-
diction for adoptions, guardians of persons, marraige 
of minors, etc. are removed from the Probate Court 
area by the Administration Bill in place of the new 
family court. The Bar Bill sets up Probate Districts 
of 12 in the State to replace the 123 separate Probate 

S Districts that now exist. In the Bar Bill the judges 
do not have tenure, they're elected for a ^ year term. 
They're legally trained. THe provision of election is 
necessary under the Constitution which carries a 
provision for the election of Probate Judges. As a 
matter of interest there has been'a Constitutional 
Amendment introduced into the House and the first 
step, which would make Probate Judges appointive to 
bring them in line with other judges throughout the 
State. !§ut as far as this present Bill is concerned 
the judges would serve for a k year term and would be 
elected, but they would be elected from 12 districts 
as opposed to 123. Sub-offices would be set up within 
the districts as needed. There would be no trial de 
novo in Probate matters. Appeal would only be on 
matters of law. Ladies and Gentlemen of the Committee, 
that's a rough outline, not intended to be complete 
by any means, but perhaps it will serve as a working 
guide to prepare these various measures. In summary, 
I would urge the recommendation of the Bar Bill, 
S. B. 793/ because I feel its a most complete and 
comprehensive bill in the field. The principle of 
Court Reorganization is a valid principle, and I 
believe it is and I feel the Bar Association measure 
is the most thoughtful and comprehensive approach to 
the problem. Where the Interim Bill is concerned, I 
feel its differentiation between the Municipal Courts 
on the one hand and the Trial Justice Courts on ^the 
other is invalid. If there is to be reorganization of 
the Minor Courts at all, I feel it should be reorg-
anization of all the courts, we should not stop half 
way, and as far as the Administration Bill is conc-
erned, I would favor the Bar Bill over it, princciply 
because it extends over the Probate Court. Once again, 
I feel that the principle of reorganization is no 
different insofar as it applies to Probate Courts as 
it does to the Minor Courts and the other speakers 
today will be more specific on this, but I feel that 
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Sen. Barnes continues: they are as in need of as much correction as the 

other Minor Courts in our State and certainly if we 
have got a completely integrated court system with 
only the Probate Courts left out it will only be a 
matter of time before they will be included also. 
And, finally, I feel that this basic weakness from 
the Administration Bill in that it does not eliminate 
completely trial de novo, which again is a considerable 
waste of time and expense to litigants and to the State 
So, Gentlemen, thank you for your time and in summary, 
I urge a favorable recommendation of S„ B. 793.' Thank 
you. 

Chr. Scanlon: Any other Legislators who wish to speak for any of 
these bills? 

Rep. Everett W. Martin, Orange: I would like to speak on one facet of 
this problem which is accident prevention as it 
relates to courts. Since more than 80$ I understand 
of the cases that come before the courts of this 
State are what are called traffic in automobiles. I 
believe that this is probably one of the moot import-
ant angles of these bills and I-was suprised to find 
in none of these bills was there any mention of Traffic 
Courts. There has been a Traffic Court in the City 
of Danbury. I have heard criticisms of this court, 
but I have never heard any specific criticisms of it 
that I thought were valid. And if there are thousands 

- of traffic cases to come before the courts of this 
State, I believe that in each of the large cities 
at least there should be a traffic court. Now 
Gentlemen of the Committee what have our present courts 
effect had on this problem, since presumably the 
purpose of the courts is at least try to prevent some 
of the cases which have come on the rolls of this State 
I did a few studies in this relationship and since 
most of you are well acquainted with the problems 
that have been before us in acts of prevention. I'm 
goifig to try to cite one, in which the Governor has 
tried by taking away the license of those who have beer 
caught speeding. 

Chr. Scanlon: Mr. Martin, we appreciate the effort that you must 
have put into this study, but this morning can we 
confine ourselves to the Bills on the agenda. 

Rep. Martin: Senator, I believe that this statement shows what I 
think is the defect in the present courts, so that 
you may change it according to this bill. Remember, 
I am speaking in favor of Court Reorganization, and 
one of the reasons that I am speaking in favor of this 
Court Reorganization is the fact that I believe that 
our present courts have not contributed in this whole 
area and I want to explain why. Don't you believe that 
thats germaine Senator? It certainly has a tremendous 
bearing in view of the fact that 80$ of your cases 
before these courts are automobile cases. 
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We could, be here for weeks if we took every subject 
that is at all touching upon the Court System in the 
State. We should confine ourselves to the problems 
of today, and atleast perhaps we can get through. 

Senator, I agree with you to a certian extent, but I 
think that anything that pertains to 80$ of the cases 
that come before this court is distinctively relevant 
and germain, and I'm sure that you will not stop me 
in bringing these figures to your attention 

Chr. Scanlon: I don't intend to stop anyone this morning or any 
morning, but if we can we would like to stay as close 
to the bills as possible. 

Rep. Martin: The reasons I feel that these courts have not fulfilled 
their function the way they should. Let me give you 
just one illustration: In the year 1955 > which was 
before you suffered the penalty of having your license 
taken away for speeding, there were 8,630 declared 
speeding in this State. There were 210 declared not 
guilty by judges. Now members of. this committee, the 
following year, which was the first year under this 
penalty, there were 7>205 cases declared guilty and 
number non-guilty went up to 1,1036 or a thousand more 
declared not guilty as the result of being charged 
with speeding and the following year of 1957, that 
went up to I29O, which illustrated that these courts 
have not been following out to my mind their intention 
of keeping and penalizing people who are caught speed-
ing/ Now one other thing, I attended one session of 
the court in which I sat from 8:30 to 10:30 in which 
there wasn't a single case tried. One by one they were 
called behind closed doors and the cases were settled. 
Now to my mind thats not proper justice of these cases. 
One other thing in this connection, time after time, 
in drunken driving cases, the fines have been a minimum 
of $100, and a large part of that has been remitted. 
Another illustration in my mind where these courts have 
not been functioning properly in this area. And Ladies 
and Gentlemen, with that I close this thing. I believe 
that the courts should be reorganized, I'm in favor 
of the Family Courts. I hope that in the reorganization 
you will consider most seriously studying Traffic Courts 
in the State of Connecticut„ Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: 

Rep. Martin: 

Chr. Scanlon: Thank you. Any other Legislators for these bills? 

Senator Abner W. Sibal, 26th District: I am speaking today as Minority 
Leader of the Senate. I hope the committee will not 
consider at this time as representative of my position 
on these bills. I would like to point out however, 
that this question on court reorganization is as you 
know one of those most complex that this session of 
the Legislature must consider. The Minority Party 
recognizes this. You are familiar with the forum 
conducted last Wednesday, however, the committee bill, 
H.B. 3873 is the recommendation of the sub-committee 
was printed only last Thursday and the Legislature was 
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not in session that day nor either on Friday, or 
today, therefore a large number of Legislators 
or the general public have had an opportunity to 
read this bill, much less digest it compared to the 
other proposals. 

3873 '^Committee) ESTABLISHING A MUNICIPAL COURT DIVISION OF 
THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS . 

Sen. Sibal: 

Chr. Scanlon: 

I suggest that in considering this and also considering 
that 30 out of the 36 Senators were not there last 
Session. Therefore, it is up the utmost importance, 
that any attempt, if there be one, to rush this import-
bill through without any attempt of careful considerate 
be resisted. I respectfully request the committee 
take this approach. 

Senator Sibal, I might just point out now the Committee 
itself didit't get the bill before Thursday, and I'm 
sure that you are aware that there will be sub-committe 
to work on these extensively before any particular bill 
is decided upon. 

Sen. Sibal: I thoroughly understand that the committee itself did 
not receive it and no criticism was implied in that 
remark. 

Rep. Almon Searle Pinney, Brookfie^d: I'm speaking as Minority Leader 
of the House. I wish to make clear that the Minority 
in the House has not as yet taken any position on the 
subject of Court Reorganization. This is a result of 
the fact that we have not had sufficient time to lay 
out to the Representatives all of the facts and back-
ground material necessary to an intelligent decision or; 
this complex subject. I would point out in this 
connection that 5 o f the members of the Legislature 
and this is true on both sides of the House, are 
serving their first term and to them this is a matter 
of first impression. For at least 35 years various 
groups have been studying and suggesting in this fie^d. 
Each year different proposals are advanced, even those 
of us who have spent much time and effort in this 
general area, must in fairness take the time to comprel-
the various proposals. The bills before this committee 
differ in serious and substantial ways, even in their 
approach to an identical problem. For instance the 
Administration approaches the Family Court from an 
entirely different direction and on completely 
different concepts than the State Bar Bill. These 
approaches need to be studied and evaluated. If there 
is to be Court Reorganization, we must still study and 
solve the many difficult substances of these problems. 
We have been and are continuing to assemble and 
disseminate the members of our Party and to anyone else 
who is interested the facts on thisnproblem. When this 
process is completed we hope to arrive at an intelliger 
conclusion which will be in the best intrest of the 
State. 



Chr. Scanlon: Mr. Schlossbach, are you speaking for the bills? 

Rep. Benjamin M. Schlossbach, Westbrook: I x/ould like to speak in 
preparation for defense of these bills. 

Chr. Scanlon: We would first like to hear all the proponents, if 
you please? 

Senator Gloria Schaffer, iHh District: X would like to register in 
favor of the Cpurt Integration and the Court Reorganiz-
ation bill. 

Chr. Scanlon: 

Rep. Schlossbach: 

Chr. Scanlon: 

Rep. Schlossbach: 

Chr. Googel: 

Any other proponents in the Legislature that is? 
Any Legislators in opposition to these bills? 

I would if it is possible, at this time merely 
like to speak shortly and briefly in opposition to 
the bill as a Legislator and then if I might include 
my statements with the opposition of those who will 
speak who are not members of this Legislature. 

We will hear you now on your position as Legislator„ 

The only opposition I have now at the present time 
coincides with that of my colleagues. And that is 
approximately two weeks ago I requested, if you recall, 
that this hearing be postponed fsr an additional two 
weeks in order that we might have all of the bills 
before your committee at one time. At the time of the 
request, you will recall, the Bar Association Bill and 
the Administration Bill had just been printed. Those 
of you who have seen it now, know that it is in effect 
a lumnous pamphlet, that is the Bar Association Bill, 
and the Administration Bill is much shorter. Howver, 
I doubt very much whether anyone, whether he be lawyer 
or layman, could have read and properly studied those 
bills in the period that has been given to him. And I 
might say, that I particularly having been with this 
subject since 1953, after using practically all the 
time that perhaps I should have used on other bills, 
have been unable to do so at the present time. Howevei 
I am prepared. It does seem to me that we have rushed 
into this hearing here today for not other reason that 
everyone feels, that is everyone in power, that this 
bill should come up and be pushed through as quickly a; 
possible. This is a big step for the State of Connect-
icut for it to take, and I personally believe that we 
are doing it a little bit too fast. I will speak of 
it a little bit later when I join those who are in 
opposition, but I do believe that an additional hear-
ing should be held on the new bills that have come in. 

Mr. Schlossbach, may I respectfully remind you Sit, 
a year ago the hearing on the Court Reorganization Bil 
were held on February 'Jth. Today is February 9th, I 
don't recall you at that time objecting to the great 
haste in hearing those bills. And as Senator Scanlon 
has pointed out there will be a sub-committee on court 
ordered by the Judiciary Committee, of which you are 
a member. They will give everyone an opportunity to 



Chr. Googel continues: state their views so that no one is trying to jam 
anything down anyone's throat or to meet any deadline. 
It's merely that we would like to get along on this 
important matter. We realize that this is a complex 
problem. . We want to get as much information as we can 
from the public at large and this is the intial hearing 
on Court reorganization. 

Rep. Schlossbach: Mr. Chairman, in answer to that may I say that what 
happened in 1957 does not have to happen in 1959. It 
was wrong then, it's wrong now. Also we have failed to 
take into consideration that the people who are going 
to be affected by this change are the people of the 
State of Connecticut, and I believe that we as a 
committee have a duty toward those people to give them 
all the information so that they may make up their 
minds and they may speak to their Legislators and try 
to get them to vote for or against this bill. 

Chr. Scanlon: Any legislators who wish to speak in opposition? 

Rep. Robert H. Barnes, Montville: I rise to register my opposition on 
the Court Reform measures that are coming up. This 
may seem to be a paradox, the town of Montville being 
a Democratic town for 25 years. We had a referendum 
and the Town of Montville went on record wishing to 
retain the Justice Court and also wishing toji retain 
its Probate Court. Now in keeping with the new policy 
ana philosophy of this Assembly in which the Legislators 
are not supposed to come and harangue the committees 
at great length to give the public a chance I have 
prepared at my expense a brief. I have 35 copies here 
ana I should like to give them to the committee and I 
respectfully request that you look it over. I have 
voiced my opposition. I am not as some people going 
to tell you what to do, however at a later date if 
you should like to have me tdk about what I think could 
be done I would be very happy to come back and fio so, 
but only upon your invitation. I should now give you 
these copies. There's a copy for every member of the 
committee. Thank you very much (See Exhibit folder) 

Chr. Scanlon Representative Innes, did you wish to speak? 

Rep. Allan C. Innes, Thomastnn: On these particular bills pertaining 
to Court Reform. It seems to me the first reaction of 
anyone of our local citizens, particularly in the small 
towns is that they're for Court Reform. But when it is 
explained to them what it means to the town, they seem fo 
change their minds. Now in the small towns, the courts 
meet at night, which allows the citizens to go there 
after working hours and when the new set up is made I 
believe that the courts will beheld during the day time, 
which is going to be a great inconvenience to the people 
having to go during the day time and lose time at their 
work. Now it could well be that there be so many cases 
piled up thatihey might have to lose an additional day 
to come there. Now this does not seem to go so well 
with people of smaller communities. At the present tine 
if they're not satisfied with the decision of the Trial 
Justices, they nan alvavs aws-l tn tbe r.~-



Sff 7 

Common Pleas and I don't think that this argument 
that Trial Justices do not give good thought to the 
case and good decisions to them is warranted. I 
believe that some sort of training of course could be 
given to trial justices which would maybe eliminate 
these objections. Further than that when you come 
right down to changing the Probate Court, that certainly 
would a frightening upset to any small town because I 
think that the general opinion is that they are all 
pretty well satisfied with their Probate Court proced-
ure now. It is done in a good friendly manner. The 
people know their Judge Of Probate and the cases are 
handled in a very efficient and quick manner.- One 
other thing on the basis of cost, I believe that a 
system like this would be quite expensive and partic-
ularly from the point of trying to balance the budget 
without any additional tax. When you figure out that 
there will be H-0-50 new judges in the Court of Common 
Pleas and the Family Courts and the Judges of Probate, 
etc., in addition "to that of course you'd have the 
Prosecutors, secretaries, stenographers and other 
attendants. I think that it would be just as well to 
stay the way we are. I grant you that there might be 
improvement. But let's make the improvements and not 
go all the way and I sincerely hope that the Committee 
will give it serious consideration. Thank you. 

Are their any other Legislators? 

Rep. Margaret Strekas, Somers: I couldn't give a long speech but 
along with the majority, I believe this is a public 
hearing. But one thing I am very much opposed to 
this reorganization bill S.B.^91. We seem to forget 
up here on the Hill that the people p.re to be 
served by these courts. I have been a resident of 
the town of Somers for the past 21 years. I have yet 
to hear critism of our trial justice courts. And as 
the public be served, and every Legislative Session 
has a watchword. The watch word of the 1959 session 
I believe is Economy. According to Chief Judge Carmod^ 
report for the year 1957 of the 102 towns served by 
these Trial Justices, it has a total population of 
3^,590 who were served. There were 19,000 public 
cases tried at a cost of $107,129, or approximately 
a cost to each person of these towns of 35^. How 
much is this new system going to cost. That's one 
thing you don't hear anything about. And most impres-
sive of all of these 19,000 cases tried, less than 
5$ of the verdicts were appealed. Gentlemen, please 
consider this casfully. Thank you. 

o 

Chr. Scanlon: Any other Legislators? 

Rep. Andrew Repko, Willington: I want to voice my opinion. I am opposed 
to S.B. 491/ ̂ 92 and 793/ as for the other two, I 
haven't had a chance to go through them. But on 
S.B. 793, I wonder if we realize what we are doing to 

Rep. Innes 
continues: 

Chr. Scanlon: 



continues: our constituents and does this committee realize 
how serious this is.. They have put us up here because 
they feel that we are here to protect them. Here we 
are doing away with something we will have no power 
over when it comes to appointing these judges whenever 
they want to. And the cost is tremendous folks, I 
say this in all sincerity because I have checked it. 
We've done this thing in '55 on our county homes, and 
we have added a burden of 3-| million dollars more to 
the taxpayers and we are going to do the same thing 
here. Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: Any other legislators? 

Rep. Daniel J. Burns, New Hartford: I would like to register in op-
position to all these Court reorganization bills. 
S.B. i+91 and S.B. 793. I believe in the 1955 
Session of the General Assembly it was given to the 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Errors the 
authority to administer the conduct of the lower 
courts. That and the Chief Judge of the Municipal 
Courts was appointed by him as well as the Chief 
Justice of the Trial Courts. Since this has not 
had a chance to work out wouldn't it be fair to 
give it a chance and see how it works. I think that 
if there is anything wrong with the town courts, 
and the Municipal courts in dispensing local justice, 
this Administration should be given an opportunity to 
work. I question seriously whether there is anything 
wrong. It is true that in some Justice courts, non-
lawyers are appointed, but I am sure that even 
the lawyers would agree that in some instances some 
of these men and women are at least as capable as 
same lawyers to be appointed. There seems to me that 
this is of minor importance compared to the expense 
that is contemplated in setting up this very elaborate 
and confusing system that is to be proposed, particula 
in view of the fact that the Administration of the 
Chief Justices has not had time to work. Secondly, 
no consideration is being given to the major court, 
yet here there is no question but what improvements 
could be made.It is an adversity to justice to have 
cases docketed for two to three years before hearings, 
and another year before a decision is made. It seems 
to me that instead of generosity concerned as to what 
is wrong with the minor courts, I think instead of 
requesting that we support something thatbwe can't 
afford, that it would be appropriate if there had beer 
before us a request to increase the number of Common 
Pleas end Supreme Court justices. Thank you. 

Rep. Edwin 0. Smith, Mansfield: Mr. Chairman, I don't know that you need 
the votes of small towns to accomplish changes in 
the courts as proposed, but certainly it is obvious 
that it is a great disintination on the parts of 
many small towns to losing their Justice Courts and 
their Probate Courts. I'm very sure that you can 
get more votes as to reorganization in the courts in 
the upper levels for seeting up all the district 
courts you want to and getting jobs for all the 
lawyers that you want to. If you would pay some 

Rep'. Repko 



Rep: Smith, continues: attention to our attitude in reference to our own 
local courts. We don't look with favor on the trans-
ferring to a District Court all the petty traffic cases 
of fines of $3 which we now handle locally. We don't 
look with favor on maybe wiping up the small claims 
courts which have been set up to relieve the upper 
courts, drawing a volume of comparatively small amount 
of work up to this new court. And I simply want to 
say if, there is no organized opposition to this, but 
I think you can see there is a spontaneous reaction on 
the part of the small towns. So far as I'm eoncerned, 
let us keep our Justice Courts and 

our Probate courts 
as they now are. We don't care too much what you do 
w&th the rest of the establishment. 

Chr. Scanlon: Any other Legislators? 

Rep. Harriet L. Clark, Cornwall: I wish to register in protest against 
S.B. 793 which concerns the Probate Court. I trust I 
will have a chance to talk further at a sub-committee 
hearing. 

Ghr. Scanlon: ~ Are there any other legislators? 
The Chair will now recognize Mr. Charles Pettengill, 
Chairman of the Citizens for Better Courts. 

Mr. Charles Pettengill, Chairman of the Citizens for Better Courts: Mr. 
Chairman, members of the committee, Ladies and Gentle-
men: This isn't my ordinary voice, so fortunately for 
you I will be briefer than I had originally intended, 
which was pretty brief. Your courtesy in permitting 
us to speak so early in the hearing is much appreciated. 
In consideration thereof, and consequently as a result 
of my lack of voice, we shall make our presentation 
very brief. I had not intended to say anything about 
some of the arguments against the bill, but I will 
respectfully point out that the Citizens' Committee 
of this State has spoken out! rather overwhelmingly 
in favor of court reorganization.. It is more of a 
coincidence that the principle issue at stake in 
the last election was the matter of Court Reorganization 
Also it is easy to understand why in the small towns 
the select men of the prevailing party would like to 
be able to appoint the trial justices, and also it 
is understandable why in the small towns where in one 
instance a town of some 300 population has an income 
of approximately $37-50 per capita from the justice 
court system, why, they should want to maintaim it. And 
there are others, I could speak generally on the subject 
were it necessary, but that is just indicative of the 
type of opposition that you will encounter and it seems 
to me that the election in November indicated pretty 
well how it was felt about this issue in the campaign. 
Now today you men and women of the committee are 
considering some four bills, two of them Administration, 
one the report of an Interim committee, and the Bar 
Association Bill. As a lawyer I have my own opinion 
as to which of those bills you should select, or which 
bill you should work upon. As a lawyer I would recomme 
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Mr. Pettengill continues: that you embrace in your legislation the princ-

iple items of the State Bar Association Bill, but as 
a citizen, I think I should say that representing citizens 
that there are two or three items about which there is 
little or no controversy. Wo. 1 the Family Court 
principle, the idea of a Family Court was included in 
both platforms, the platforms of both Political Parties, 
so it seems to me that you should adopt number 1 a 
Family Court, whether the Family Court is to be a divis-
ion of the Superior Court or a separate court as 
proposed by the State Bar Association is for you to 
determine. I would like to point out however that the 
most successful court, Family Court or Domestic Relations 
Court of this character is essentially a division of 
another court. And I'm not saying that to indicate that 
I do not favor a complete separation, but I want you 
torealize Gentlemen, as you study this, that it can work: 
as a division of the Superior Court. Wow the citizens 
generally in my opinion have spoken in favor of full 
time lawyer judges. They don't care I don't believe 
how this is accomplished, but they want competent men 
and women on the bench. They want to feel that when they 
come to a judge, he is actually a legally trained man 
who can comprehend the legal issues, who has dignity, 
who has no conflicting interests and who will administer 
the type•of justice that we here in Connecticut are 
entitled to expect. And every citizen and everyone in 
this room will admit some improvements could be made 
in our present system at the local level. The only 
problem is how far should we go. Wow it strikes me 
it is an understatement to say that this legislation 
is long overdue. It strikes me that now is the time 
and this is the place to get started on this most 
important legislation for the good of the people of thds 
State. We have invited one or two members of the 
committee, of the executive c ommittee to speak, and 
in the interest of saving your, time I would appreciate 
your indulgence if I might introduce them. On my 
left is the former Chairman of the Citizens Committee, 
Judge Jennings, a former judge of the Supreme Court of 
Errors, a man who for many years has been interested in 
court reorganization. He is not formally a member of 
our present committee, but two years ago at that heariig 
on February 7, he represented and spoke for the Citizens. 
I will ask Judge Jennings to speak, please. 

Judge Jennings: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it was just 
about a year ago that I stood in this place under simi3ar 
circumstances, and due to influences which I do not 
here describe, nothing happened to the court reorgan-
ization matter at the last Session. I am glad you 
feel that the atmosphere is more favorable at this time. 
The possibilities of doing something about it are great. 
It does not seem to me open to argument that any person 
who gets into court is entitled to ask the question which 
is bothering him and have it decided by a fair and 
impartial judge who has no interest in the matter. That 
is not the situation today here in Cpnnecticut. Espec-
ially in the Municipal Court, there are conflicting 
interests that even with the best will in the world, a 



Judge Jennings continued: judge would find it difficult to entirely control. 
As I said before it does not seem to me that there is 
any question to debate about the desireablity of having 
trained and impartial judges on a full-time basis. In 
matters of detail I recognize that you have a very dif-
ficult task with the mass of material that you will fird 
available to settle this question both in this state and 
elsewhere. I had a suggestion that I hadn't heard 
advanced before and take it for what it's worth. At 
first I had two suggestions; the first is that this is 
not a matter of constitutional amendment, it is a matter 
which can be brought up any time at any session of 
Legislature and the harm that is being done if 
any can be remedied. The other idea 1 had was that 
this subject divides itself naturally into three parts. 
The Family Court, Probate Court and Municipal Court, 
and while they touch at many points they are in a way 
independent and it might be possible to concentrate 
on one or two of them without having to reach the 
third. I htbpe that will not occur. As I said before 
the atmosphere seems to me favorable now for action and 
atleast we have a Senate and House that belong to 
the same party, a party which has twice passed this 
Bar Bill so-called, S.B. 793.' As I say so much of 
this subject has been discussed in the press and in 
these halls for so long it's hard to think of anything 
new and novel, but I do hope that the committee is 
going to see fit so that it can give some relief and 
if possible see that it is entirely passed - the Bar 
Bill. Thank you. 

Mr. Pettengill: I would like to ask Millard C. Fort, who^ is a layman 
and who is interested in this subject to speak if 
he will. 

Millard C. Fort: I would like to emphasize that I am speaking first as 
a citizen and incidental to that as Vice-Chairman of 
Citizens for Better Courts and in that role would like 
to confine myself merely to one point, namely that as 
a layman and as a citizen it seems to me that reorg-
anization and modernization in Connecticut's courts 
makes an excellent case for itself on the basic grounds 
of simple logic. By that I mean, that not to have 
the finest possible court system, it seems to me to be 
entirely inconsistent with every tradition that Conn-
ecticut and its people stand for. We have a reputation 
as a conservative, progressive and certainly an effic-
ient people. We try to maintain the highest possible 
standards and goals for all aspects of our lives. If 
for example, you were to pick education or health or 
roads, or virtually any other public matter, Connecticut; 
is almost invariably in the foreo front. Why then should, 
we tolerate our archaic or inefficient justice on any 
score. Justice certainly is a form of public service. 
Poor justice obviously without the vibration contrib-
utes lag, leak and friction in cost in practically 
every faction of our lives, in both individuals, our 
companies and our institutions. Now if there were 
some compelling reason why good justice were not 
available in Connecticut then we might have some 
excuse to put up with an inferior type of judicial 
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service. One can hardly think of any such compelling 
reason. Therefore it seems as I say in the interest 
of logic that we certainly ought to seize on this 
present opportunity. After more than a quarter of a 
century of talking about doing something to reform and 
modernize our courts, to achieve the best possible 
judicial system that we can for out state. So as I 
say if we are a logical and intelligently conservative 
people, then we certainly ought to be consistent in 
this instance with our own best traditions, because 
the best of justice is clearly no luxury, indedd it is 
a compelling necessity in its own right and surely poor 
justice is no economy. 

Mr. Pettengill: Is Representative Josph Rourke in the room? Rep. 
Rourke is a member of our Executive committee and as 
you probably know is the Secretary-Treasurer of the 
AFL-CIO in the State. He wished to be heard on that 
matter. I have received a few wires which I would like 
to read into the record. They5re very short: 

The Bar Association Bill in favor of completely 
modernizing courts has my support. 

Marion C. Sheridan 
Chairman, American Association, 
of University Women of Conn. 

As a Non-lawyer I favor the Bar Association 
Bill over the Administration Bill on reorganizeing 
the local courts stop the latter infers that our local 
must remain inferior by permitting trial de novo. 

John Fox 

Please convey to the Judiciary Committee my 
fond hope that Connecticut's antiquated minot court 
system can be reorganized to modernize wiht uniform 
integrated minor courts and responsible officials 
will better serve justice and be a credit to Connecticut. 

Adrian Wadsworth 

It is my sincere hope that the reorganization 
of our coursts will be accomplished at the present 
Session of the Legislature. I refer particularly to 
to the abolition of the trial justice court and of 
the system of part-time justices. 

Albert C. Jacobs, Trinity CoHei 

Though I will be out of the state at the time 
of the hearing on Court Reorganization on Feb. 9 I would 
like to join my fellow Connecticut citizens in urging 
immediate and thorough legislative action to achieve 
the kind of modern court syytem so „long overdue in our 
state. The excellent record of progress of which 
Connecticut is making on many social and economic 
fronts is daily being inhibited by the efficiencies, 
delays and needless costs imposed on the life of the 
State by our conspiciously obsolete court system. 
Will you add my voice to those who urge a thorough 
and realistic reform of our court system at the present 
hearings. Walter H. Wheeler, Jr. 

President, Pitney Bowes, Inc. 

Dr. Fort continues: 
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Mr. Pettengill continues: John S/ Black, a member of our committee, 

the Secretary -of the Stanley Works has sent a wire, 
a wire from Frances Redick, who served two terms as 
Secretary of the State of Connecticut, a wire from 
Adrian Wadswoth, already mentioned. I have not 
mentioned the Probate Courts, not because I am not in 
favor, or we are not in favpr of the legislation 
affecting these courts, but because of the issue of 
the Probate Court being not clearly brought before the 
electorate in November. However, 1 would like to 
point out that those courts should be manned by full 
time lawyer judges. We now have only kjfo of our 
courts manned by law-trained judges and 57$ do not 
have the•training of lawyers. And one further in 
closing statement, as you recall there has been 
plenty of publicity upon the salaries of the judges, 
particularly the judge of one court, who receives 
some $^0,000 from fees, and of course if this system 
would, be done away with under the proposed legislation 
that judge would be taxed $15,000 I believe to support 
the Probate Assembly. And the Probate Assembly I 
would like to suggest respectfully if a group of 
Probate Judges were organized pretty much to continue 
this syetm in operd&on. And as part of this$15,000 
which Judge Johnston contributes and other judges 
around the State, they employ an executive secretay 
a. very efficient and experienced man who has stated 
in a pamphlet which ho doubt you have seen, prepared 
at the expense of the Probate Assembly. The Probate 
Assembly has made available the service of the 
Executive Secretary as research and law-clerk to all 
the Probate Courts in the State. He submits suggestioc 
within reason and written memoranda to be layed before 
parties and their counsel. He constantly stresses 
the controlling force of facts and the necessity of 
determining this. 

(Machine Breakdown - Five Minute Recess in Hearing) 

Chr. Scanlon: We will recess at L:P.M. for lunch until 2:P-M. 
if anyone cares to make any plans along that line. 

Mr. Pettengill: Are we on the air. I would first like to inject an 
apology to Marion C. Sheridan, of Hamden who sent 
that wire I read to you. She is the President of 
the Association of University Women in Connecticut, 
and I should have known that. She of course 
rpresents an organization which has studied this 
subject and is familiar with the problems. I was 
stating that the services of the Executive Secretary 
of the Probate Assembly are ma°de available to the 
judges of the various courts. 57$ of whom are not 
lawyers. In other words, a man who may be a butcher, 
or a grocer or a farmer or even a housewife who has 
been elected Judge of Probate and has the title of 
judgehas available to him or her to analyze these 
copplex problems, the services of one of the finest 
Probate experts in the State, that in my opinion 
that is not the matter in which justice should be 
handled. Now I understand that Judge Henschell, of 
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Mr; Pettengill continues: New Haven, who has been working with this 
subject for many years, would like to make a stat6lne t 
at this time on behalf of the general subject. 

Judge Charles Henschell, Judge of Municipal Court, New Haven: I was 
admitted to practice in January, 1931, and the 
Honorable Judge MacEnvoi , (?) spoke to the clients 
of newly admitted lawyers at that time. I recall 
very little of what he said. There is onething 
he did say that I guess stood out in mind, because 
there's hardly a lawyer that hasn't heard it said 
many a time and that was that the Law we would find 
would be a hard task mistress. That I suggest every 
lawyer who has practiced any length of time knows. 
Along with it and maturity of practicing law comes 
another understanding and appreciation of the fact that 
as you study the history of our country and our 
Constiution you begin to realize that one of the 
fundamental principles of our system of government 

T is a sound judicial system. We cannot, and particularly 
in these days when we must, have a §ound democratic 
system unless our judicial system and our system of 
jurisprudence will do for us what jurisprudence has 
been doing through the ages for civilization. Civil-
ization cannot stand without a system of law. And 
we recognize that this is a government of law in this 
country, not a government of man solely. And that is 
the reason why I have been most interested in this 
subject even before I became a judge of the Municipal 
Court. I was a member of 19^5 and 19^9 Session and 
I believed then as I believe now that we must have 
a proper judicial system. And I was a bit upset 
with my old friend from Mansfield, Mr. E. 0. Smith, 
who I know to be one of the leading layman students 
of constitutional law and the Constiution of the State 
of Connecticut, who made the statement which elicited 
some applause from some people at this gathering to the 
effect that they weren't concerned with what we did 
with the rest of the court system, so long as we left 
the small justice trial court and the Probate Court 
alone. Some other representative who spoke here 
talked about the fact their trial justice court had 
served well in their community, and has been above 
criticizm- Let me say that the merit of this whole 
issue is not one of critism of the small town trial 
justice or of the small town trial probate district 
court for that matter. I don't think that anyone 
can question the fact that those people who serve as 
trial justices as well as the gentlemen who service 
as judges of our municipal courts or our higher- courts 
are not all equal and on the same plane when it comes 
to integrity and when it comes to handling their jobs} 

' in the best way possible, but that dees not lessen the 
fact that we have a judicial system that requires 
reorganization. A judicial system that has been in 
effect in this state ever since it has been constututed 
as a state and before then. Now I could go on at great 
length and tell you of a great many evils, if you want 
to characterize them as such, that prevail under our 
present system, but afraid that I would be taxing the 
patience of this committee for too long a period of tine 



continues: But let me say to you, that fundamentally, 
under our, present system, -.re have taken away from many, 
many people the right of a trial by jury. We have, 
instead of throwing open a medium in our small claims 
courts for instance, of getting speedy and proper 
justicefor the creditors, we have iniated the system 
which at times is particularly vicious. Do you know 
that if you were to bring a matter into small claims 
court, in any court, in any town where there is a small 
claims court set up now, and if your opponent wanted to, 
he could transfer that case to the civil side of the 
court for a payment of $2. Then he could file a motion 
to transfer that case to the. Common Pleas Court for 
a jury trial for $16. What about the poor fellow who 
is in there and wants to collect $50 or $100 from the 
deadbeat and is faced wiht all of. these moves and they 
do. occur. I don't know whether they occur in the 
small towns, but they do in New Haven. And he is 
faced with the necessity of finally going before a 
jury in the Court of Common Pleas and he usually never 
gets there because it becomes economically impossible. 
And on the other hand, we have frequent occasions 
in New Haven and I'm sure it takes place elsewhere, 
where a wage earner is faced all of a suddnn with a 
wage execution, and that execution takes from him 
everything that he earns in excess of $25-00 and he 
has no previous notice that a suit has, been instituted 
against him or a judgment been obtained,that a wage 
order has been issued against him. And the reason 
for that is a very simple one, in many instances, yes, 
lawyers who are in the collecting business, as well 
as tradesmen seeking to collect bills, will file an 
address with the Clerk of the court and a registered 
or certified letter goes out and that person is no 
longer living at the address that's given and as a 
result the judgment creditor is told that if he files 
an affadavit of residence he can obtain a judgment. 
So he files an affidavit, not based upon personal 
knoweledge, but based upon belief. Now the truth of 
the matter is that in many of our larger courts and 
I think that this is true of almost every small claims 
court. That affidavit is not questioned, it's not 
checked. It's assumed that it is in proper order and 
the first thing that wage earner knows, he's had a 
judgment obtained against him. In the City of New 
Haven in our small claims division we have from *K)0-600 
different matters presented to the judge that is sitting 
on that small claims of that court on every single 
Monday morning. It's impossible for him to check those, 
and his clerk who should is in there holding a political! 
job and feels that if he gives up 2 or 3 hours a week, 
that's all he's getting paid for, and he doesn't check 
those affidavits. Now those are not necessarily evil, 
but they do represent some of the practices that occur, 
and I say they occur in all courts, all over the State. 
Those things rot away the foundation of our judicial 
system. If the man who never has any contact with our 
court system excpt in the small claims court, finds 
that he has been badgered and plagued without any 
opportunity to reply or come in and that he is now 
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Judge Henschell continues: faced with a wage execution, what is his 
reaction to our court system? What does he think of 
Connecticut justice? - And that's only a very minute 
example of many of the things that taek place. It 
is my-belief that courts should be impressive, that 
they should be a majestic system and place where 
people will have the proper conceptionof what our law 
is, of what our system of jurisprudence is. We have 
seen totalitarian governments take the system of 
jurisprudence and prostitute it only for the edificatio 
and the best interest of a small ruling class. Do we 
want that to happen here in the State of Connecticut? 
Are we going to say that because we have had a system 
that has been in effect since 1818 that it has served 
some towns well, that it is not necessary to reorganize 
it, that it is proper and good and should be permitted? 
Do we still live in the year of 1818? Is it nec-
essary for us to have part-time judges, whether they 
be in Municipal Courts in our large cities, working on 
the one hand as a judge in the morning and then appear-
in another court as attorneys and perhaps in opposition 
to some attorney that has appeared before them that 
same morning? Do yau think that these things do not 
have some influence and bearing on the decisions the • 
judges make? Subconsciously or unconsciously I can 
say that as a judge of the Municipal Court being as 
conscientious as I could hope to be there are many 
occasions and there isn't a member of the Bar that 
won't recognize them when I am influenced either by 
the fact that I have been preferred by my political 
party and been given a judgeship, or I am being 
influenced by the fact that there is someone else in 
the case. Ladies and Gentlemen, there isn't a court 
in the State of Connecticut, including the trial 
justice courts^ that doesn't hand out one kind of 
justice to the man who appears in that court, whether 
it be criminal or civil and I dare say its much less 
on the civil, for the evil is greater on the criminal 
side of the court, when someone appears with an attorne 
representing him as the man who appears without an 
attorney. There can be no question about that. I 
admittedly will penalize a person who appears before 
rue charged with drunken driving without an attorney 
and pleads guilty. I'll penalize him more so than I 
will the man who appears with an attorney and pleads 
guilty to the charge of drunken driving. There isn't 
a judge in this State if he's frank and honest that 
won't acknowledge that to be so. I could give you 
instance aflter instance where there is unequal justice 
and to revert back to the small town courts of trial 
justices. If you go and examine the dockets of those 
courts and compare the penalties that are imposed upon 
the resident of that particular town with the impos-
ition of the penalty of the out of towner, a man who c 
from some other part of the State or from another 
state, and I guarantee that you'll find that there's a 
difference in the penalty that's been imposed. I'm 
not being critical of that, what I am being critical 
of is the fact that we must have a court staffed by 
competent persons and no one can administer the law 
unless he is a qualified lawyer, whether it be in 
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Judge Henschell continues: the Probate court or whether it be as a 

trial jsutice in the small town court or even as a 
judge in a Municipal' court. We have "judges in 
municipal courts who are not members of the Bar. He • 
cannot sit and preside in his court unless he is so 
qualified. He can't do it on a part time basis. He 
can't do justice to the citizenry of our state. He 
can't do justice to our system of jurisprudence, if he 
is a political beneficiary, if he is concerned with 
other factors. The mere fact that a busy lawyer is 
taking time out. Well you can tell 

me that he sought 
the job, well I did too. But he can't be sitting there 
in that court listening to his docket on either the 
criminal or the civil side without looking at the clock 
and wishing that the docket were all over. Believe you 
me it doesn't take very long for a man who is a judge 
sitting in a court to lose all sense of being holier than 
thou. He's more concerned wiht getting rid of his 
business and getting back to his office. And those 
things influence you. They influence every person who 
is sitting in any court of this State unless he is 
able to devote his full time to the position he occupies , 
unless he is giving his full time to that task, unless 
he is devoted conscientiously to carrying out his 
function as a judge, listening to every case, handing 
out equal and impartial justice without consideration 
of political preferment or political votes, or members 
of the Bar with whom he may be friendly,with whom he 
may play, cards on one night and with whom he may bh in 
a matter on another day. This is not a good system 
and we weaken our entire democtratic process as long 

a as we maintain this kind of a stop gap system. We must 
have am judicial system in this state. The people have 
asked for one which will insure equal justice, impartial 
justice on every level. We must do away, and this is 
one of the steps towards doing away and overlapping of 
^ our court system. Is it proper, is it necessary 
for members of the Bar to have to be in Municipal Court 
for a short calendar on one day and at the same time 
be required to be before the short calendar of the 
Superior Court and the Common Pleas court at the same 
time. I don't think it's proper. There are many evils 
intended upon our system and we'll never get rid of than 
all, I know that. But certainly we have in the past 
indicted our minor court system when we did away with 
Constable fees and costs in our minor courts. We've t£k< 
a number of other steps over the years and we have done 
it in a half-hearted manner saying we passionately 
admit that this is not a good system, but we'll slap 
a board down there and put a stick up here and then 
we'll try and rform it in that way. I think the time 
has come, members of this committee, when a complete 
job should be done by the adoption of a new judicial 
system in the State of Connecticut. 

Mr. Pettengill: Just one concluding stetement, I would like to point 
out that the Citizens committee complies representatives 
of industry, labor, federated women's clubs, educators, 
and farmers, and in concluding I would hope that your 
committee has prospered by the example of what happened 
to the Tweed commission and the proposed legislation 
in New York a year ago. The committee due to the 
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compromised and made exceptions. There was gerrymand-
ering with the result that the bill was finally 
watered down to the point where even the League of 
Women Voters couldn't support it, so I respectfully 
suggest Ladies and Gentlemen of the committee that 
thousands and thousands of Connecticut citizens who 
in November voted for court reorganization look to 
your organization to be strong and provide the necess 
sary leadership. Thank you. 

Merle W. DeWees, Executive Director, Connecticut Public Expenditure 
Council, Inc., Hartford: I do not want to labor you 
with going over the efforts of the reorganization of 
the judicial system, I think that's been touched upon cfc 
already. I want to point out that the proposals 
embodied in S.B. 793 are the results of 7 years of 
work by the State Bar Association's Court Reorganization 
committee. The Connecticut Public Expenditure Council 
recommends S. B. 793 to the committee as a carefully 
conceived and workable program for the urgently needed 
reorganization of our courts. Tw o years ago the 
council studied the operation of the financing of the 
State local courts and the results of that study were 
made available to your committee. In some ways 
our studies showed that these courts handle several 
times the number cases handled by the State maintained 
courts. There are courts where the judges are more 
often without legal training. There are courts whose 
judgments are subsequently tried in the higher courts 
with resulting duplication and waste of effort and 
courts which in many cases hold regular sessions in-
frequently or not at all, and whose judges, in the 
case of the Probate courts are still compensated by 
fees wiht the result that among them are the lowest 
and highest paid judges in the State. These judges 
in the case of the Municipal courts are not maintained 
in office on the basis of merit and experience but 
. on the other hand seldom survive the election of a Gov-
ernor of the opposite party. There are also court 
records with the handling of millions of dollars that 
have time and again drawn critism from the auditrs 
and public accountants. The Council's study has doc-
umented these and'other aspects of the present local 
court operation. We believe that the provisions of 
S.B.793 /will effectively meet these long standing 
problems. .In addition under S. B. 793, the cases now 
handled by municipal and trial justice courts will be 
handled by duly trained judges dvoting full time to 
their judicial duties. The financial instance, the 
probate judge and their fees will be eliminated, 
they will be paid salaries equal to other judges in 
the State. The expense and time involved from the 
retrial of minor court cases will be avoided. Sessions 
will be held as the amount of business demands and 
economies can be achieved by making the most efficient 
use of court facilities and judicial personnel. A 
most important feature of S.B. 793 is its provision 
for effective over-all direction and adequate fiscal 
and personnel control. If properly used here, these 
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Mr. DeWees continues: latter provisions will make it possible to 

operate our courts efficiently and economically. 
These safeguards are lacking in the other proposals 
for court reorganization now before you. Thank you. 

John Q. Tilson, Chairman of Committee on Legislation, State Bar Association, 
New Haven: We have before us the bill that Senator 
Barnes explained to you earlier, that is the bill 
supported by the State Bar Association. It seems to 
me that your committee and this General Assembly have 
a solemn obligation to do something this Session 
with Court Reorganization. The handwriting on the 
wall is all too plain for some of us Sepublicans 
to see at the last session. It seems to me that 
something must be done. We are very mueh encouraged 
to hear that you aer appointing a sub-committee on 
courts. It's obvious that there are things in all 
of the bills that have merit and the matter can be 
worked out in cooperation wiht our association. We 
have today here a considerable number of people from 
the State Bar Association, but we are not going to 
inflict their words upon jrou. I have however, four 
speakers. I would like to intorduce them briefly 
in the same manner that Mr. Pettengill did. I would 
like to first introduce Jonathon Ells, of Winsted, 
President of the State Bar Association of Connecticut. 

Jonathon Ells, President, State Bar Association: Gentlemen of the 
committee, for more than 30 years the subject of 
court reorganization has had the attention of 
distiguished jurors, lawyers, and laymen. A proposal 
has been made time and time again to improve our 
judicial system. Few changes have been made. Nothing 
has been done to remove the fundamental weakness 
of the system below the level of the Common Pleas 
Court. It is a hodge-podge of so-called minor courts, 
staffed in many instances by well meaning laymen 
without technical training, struggling to administer 
law in the 20th century with an 18th century system, 
Staffed in other instances with part time lawyer judges 
paid varying salaries with uncertain tenure and 
dependent on their office on shifting political winds 
A system whereby Connecticut lawyers appearing as , 
trial justices in one town may impose a fine not exceed 
ing $250 or a jail sentence not exceeding 60 days, 
whereas in anohter town wiht a socalled Municipal court 
a lay judge of such court may take jurisdiction of 
a maximum sentence calling for 5 years in State Prison 
and may impose a fine not exceeding $250 or 6 months 
or depending on the population of thentown or city 
may impose a fine of $500 or one year in jail, also 
which is dependent on. population and not at all upon 
the legal learning of the judge. Our courts originally 
were adopted in a society without automobiles, plumbing 
electricity, railroads, and a thousand and one things 
we take for granted today. There was some justificat-
ion in the 18th Century for a justice court system 
when it took an hour to go four miles by horse and 
buggy. Obviously no such situation remains today. 
In an interesting article some months ago an author 



Mr. Ells continues: discussed various British governmental institutions 
which we borrowed and adopted in the founding of the 
Republic. Many ofthese instiutions developed in 
England to meet the present need. Now grown hoary 
with age they have long since been abandoned by 
our English brethren whom we are all too prone to 
criticise as being conservative. Some of these same 
instiutions long out of date we persist in claiming 
as though they were the very colors of wisdom. We 
cnntinueto look to the layman to interpret the law 
in many of the minor courts, apparently on the theory 
that such law is simple, easily understood by the 
neighborhood grocers, or layjurists. Whether it is 
as simple when the Justice of the Peace is caLled upon 
to interpret opinions of the Supreme Court, the words 
of Justice Pound, formerly of the New York Court of 
Appeals in refrring to the preparation of legal 
instruments sees particulatly at I am unable to rest 
any satisfactory tests on the distinction between 
simple and complex instruments. The most complex 
is simple to the skilled and most simple trouble to 
the experienced. The United States Constiution 
though adopted in more simpler times, stood the 
stresses and strain of time and change because 
traditionally it has been the men learned in the law 
who interpreted it and gave it meaning. By similar 
token our Supreme Court, Superior Court and Court 
of Common Pleas have always been manned by lawyers. 
There's no talk in changing the fundamental concept of 
these courts. They have stood the test of time and 
are among the best in the country. What makes them 
so is the fact that the judges are lawyers, reasonably 
secure in their positions, receiving substantial 
salaries and possessing the dignity and integrity of 
their high office. The cost of operation of these 
proposed new courts as compared with the present minor 
court system is often discussed. Of course cost of 
this is important, no one would deny it. The amount 
of fines collected by the Justice courts in 1957, 
which went wholly to the towns and not to the State 
was about $190,000. The total fines collected by 
the Municipal courts, with 7 courts not reporting, 
was $1,387,851, from which should be subtracted a 
rough estimate of 1/3 for motor vehicle fines going 
to the State leaving an approximate net of $900,000 
or an overall total of approximately $1,100,000 
from justice and municipal courts going only to the 
towns and not to the state. Undoubtedly this total 
increases tinder the proposed reorganization plan 
due to three factors: the increased jurisdiction 
of the new court from the present 250 limit of the 
trial justice to $1,000 criminal cases. Discontinuance 
of the present practice on occasion permitting 
the remittance of part of a maximum fine prescribed 
by the Legislature in certain offenses, notably 
drunken driving, the presense of independent law-
trained judges who will more in these instances, 
uniformally make the punishment fit the crime. These 
considerations should increase criminal fines in 
most cases by an estimated k-OfL In addition of course 
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Mr. Ells continues: there would entries, judgments and other fees in 

Civil cases to be added. In the fiscal year 1957-
1958 in Common Pleas, the court was roughly one-third 
the number of judges as would man the proposed new 
court, received as civil fees approximately $310,000. 
Even supposing the new courts received only that 
amount annually, so it is three times the size of the 
Common Pleas Court, the total income of the courts, 
Civil and Criminal should he $1,800,000 at the very 
minimum. Compare this expected income of the State 
wiht the proposed salary of the new judges, clerks, 
prosecutors and other staff of the proposed new courts. 
Wow, Gentlemen, I have worked out a schedule here 
which is somewhat in accordance wiht my om ideas, but 
I am sure and they are suggested to you as possible 
personnel for the courts and approximately what I 
Personally would think would be reasonable salaries 
for them. For forty judges as provided by the Bar 
Bill would be $600,000. Ten prosecutors and seventy 
assistance, which is certainly very ample for forty 
judges, would come to $360,000, on the basis of $8,000 
for. the prosecutors, who would be the administrative 
heads of the circuit in each case, and approximately 

000 for his assistants. Ten clerks, again heading 
up your circuit and thirty assistants on the basis of 
approximately $7,500 for the clerks and about $5,000 
for the assistants would come to $225,000. Clerical 
assistants is allocated $100,000.. Deputy Sherriff, 
and attendants $150,000.. Court stenographers $200,000. 
Court messengers $150,000. Commodities $100,000, 
which is very liberal. Jury expenses $20,900. County 
Detective assistant $100,000. Total just about $2,000,0 0 
These figures contemplate a suggested staff of the 
courts as follows: 

kO Judges @ $ 15,000 
10 Prosecutors 8,000 
70 Assistants @^,000 
10 Clerks @ 7,500 
30 Clerks @ 5,000 

Adequate clerical assistants and 
attendance of deputy sheriffs at 
5 days a week, 50 weeks a year 15 a day eact 

Of course there will be no such number of attend-
ance as there won't be lj-0 judges sitting all the time. 

a like attendance of court stenographers 
at 20 a day eacl 

which is very high as the bill does not 
contemplate that there be a court stenographer 
in every instance. ,A large allowance for 
commodities, a reasonable allowance for 
investigators. 

It is believed that some of these figures are heavily 
padded to secure an absolute maximumtotal, particularly 
in respect to sheriffs, stenographers and messengers 
and commodities. It might be pointed out that the 
Danbury Traffif Court which is a form of District Court 
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Mr. Ells continues: and the only perferable type of court now operated 
by the State costs the State in 1957-58, $18,^35, and 
collected in revenues $18,629, shwing a profit of 
approximately $200. In the current bi-annium and cost 
to the State of Connecticut in. round figures a net of 
approximately $7,000,000 to operate the State maintained 
court. The State's entire budget for the same period 
was $593,000,000. The third great arm of the government 
Judicial department, guardian of our fundamental way 
of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness operates on 
less than 1.2 of the entire budget. Any complaint that 
we cannot afford a decent up-to-date system of justice 
seems strange indeed. If cheap justice is the object, 
the solution is very simple, just abolish all the 
higher courts and leave all the business to the minor 
courts. The State Bar Association for years has advo-
cated the reorganization of the minor courts. It's 
committee om court reorganization has consumed untold 
hours drafting bills introducing them to prior Legis-
latures and in the present one embodying the principle 
for which we stand. Questionnaires were submitted to 
all the members of the Bar Association last year. 
Answers to this questionnaire were overwhelmingly in 
favor of the principles embodied in the resolution. 
Following this questionnaire, an open meeting was held 
to give members of the Bar Association further opport-
unity to express their views. Othertaan a represent-
ative of the Probate Assembly who opposed the integration 
of the Probate Court in the State Court system, no 
one expressed any fundamental objection to the proposed 
court reorganization. The Bar Association stands 
squarely on the resolution adopted by its council 
following the results of its questionnaire and the 
results of its meetings. Resolved that the Council of 
the State Bar Association should publicly go on record 
in favor of the enactment of a bill by the 1959 General 
Assembly, which would provide for an integrated Judicial 
system incorporating all courts within the State, 
presided over by full time lawyer judges, drawing reas-
onable tenure in office and adequate compensation. We 
sponsor the bill under consideration and urge its passsge 
that is S.B. 793. We believe this pain-staking and 
detailed document will represent a workable system of 
integrated courts. We trust it will be most helpful 
to this committee and to the Legislature. This is not 
to say that we stubbornly insist on our bill in its 
present form or nothing. The basic objective of the 
Administration Bill and ours is the same, differing only 
in detail. It's complete integration of the court 
system cannot come immediately, then let a substantial 
part of it come now. We offer our bill for the assist-
ance it will give you in working put many details. In 
addition to the approximately 36 pages of the provisions 
just for the courts, there are some 165 pages of nec-
essary. changes in existing statutes which must be made. 
This should have saved the committee a great deal of 
time in making the necessary changes in other sections 
of the Statutes affected by the new provisions . If 
something less than the whole must be, we will support 
it, observing only that anything less than tie whole 



Mr. Ells continues: if it does not go far. enough, we will continue to 
advocate the remaining steps for complete integration 
at a later time. And Gentlemen, may I have one more 
minute, I wish to offer this resolution, which the 
Council of then State Bar passed at a very recent meet-
ing: Resolved that the President in conjunction with 
those in the Association be deemed best, meet with the 
Governor to designate, and/or the Judiciary Committee 
of the Legislature to 

cooperate with them in respect 
to, or implementing resolutions already passed by the 
Council. 

Chr. Scanlon: Sir, one of the members of the committee has a brief 
question. 

Rep. Satter, Newington: Mr. Ells, I tried to follow what you .said. Could 
you again summarize, not in detail, but just in balanc-
ing figures just how much you estimate it would cost to 
operate the court under the Bar Bill and how much you 
anticipate the revenue would be? 

Mr. Ells: " I have figures only for the Justice of the Municipal 
Court changes, that is into the District court. The 
total estimated cost of the court is about $2,500,000 
and the estimated income is approximately $1,800,000. 
If it is of any value I'll leave this statement with 
the committee. 

Mr. Tilson: Our second speaker is our immediate past-President 
of the State Bar Association, James W. Cooper, of 
New Haven. 

James W. Cooper, Past-President, State Bar Association: Mr. Ells has 
covered the major part and I would like merely to add 
a little further in the question of a referendum at 
the meeting which took place last year. There was an 
earlier referendum which I believe was recorded at the 
last session of the Legislature and in order that they 
might be more uptodate in the position of the lawyers 
of the State on the position of this subject, a second 
referendum was taken which enlisted a somewhat larger 
and bigger response both in total numbers and ̂ finitely 
in its conclusions favoring court reorganization. Perha] 
the questions and the answers may be of the greatest im-
portance themselves. The questions were as follows: 

Do you favor the retention of the present court 
systems without any change? 

108 - Yes 
728 - No 

(In other words about 7-8 lawyers responding were 
definitely in favor of a court reorganization scheme) 
Incidentally I should say that this total of over 800 
lawyers does not of course represent all the lawyers 
of the State, but it represents for the second time of 
the inter-refernc.ium an opportunity of every lawyer in 
the State to make known his views in the matter and I 
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there were a compulsory poll of all lawyers the 
results would not be far different. Second question: 

Do you favor the principle of 'full time 
legally trained judges having tenure equivalent to 
Superior and Common Pleas Judges for all courts of 
the State? 

673 - Yes 
139 - Wo 
Do you favor the principle of the State 

maintained system for all courts? 

669 - Yes 
l)+7 - No 

(There perhaps is enough of the whole business and it 
comes out to about 6-1 in favor if I have correctly 
figured thish 

Do you favor a State court system in the place 
of the present Municipal Court? 

691 - Yes 
135 - No 

Do you favor a State court system in place 
of the trial justice court? 

733 - Yes 
89 - No 

(That is the highest ratio of those in favor of the 
change of all the answers) 

Do you favor integration of the Probate Courts 
in the Staterrsystem" 

583 - Yes 
239 - No 

(This is the question on which there was more issue 
and the answers to the questionnaire believen in this 
instance to be about - 1 in favor of change) 

Do you favor the establishment of a separate 
Family court within the State Court system? With 
exclusive jurisdiction of those matters not handled by 
the Juvenile Court, domestic relations matters and 
matters pertaining to minors and incompetents. That's 
a misprint, it should be now handled not 'not handled' 

670 - Ye3 
1^3 - No 

This then is a simple statement of the climate of 
opinion of the lawyers of the state. The overwhelming 
response in favor of a rnn-H- • J_J court reorganization seems to 
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continues: me conclusively made out "by this repeated polling 
of the opinion of lawyers and at its great influence 
in leading to a definite opinion on the part of the 
State Bar Association. I as counssel am in favor of 
this bill S, B. 793 as it has been reported. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Tilson: The third speaker is Ernest McCormick of Hartford, who 
has spent a large part of his time at this Session and 
past sessions of the General Assembly on the drafting 
of the bill. Mr. McCormick isn't going try to give you 
his reasons for the bill, but he does, want to make some 
explanation of the terms that are in it. 

Ernest McCormick: Mr. Chairman,, members of the committee, there would be 
little point at this time of my making any effort to 
review the existing court structure in this State or 
its weaknesses or attempting to review for you the 

• • provisions of our Court Reorganization bill. Those 
are matters which will require detailed study on the 
part of yuur committee or the part of the sub-committee 
of your committee for the next several weeks and there 
woiM be no point in attempting to review this at this 
time. Wow I am not going to say aynthing about the 
effort which has been made in this State during the 
past thirty years ̂to bring about some improvement in 
our Judicial system, I can only say that those similar 
efforts are being made in many other states in this 
Country at this time. The situation seems to have 
developed to a point all over the Country where there 
is some need for improvement in Judicial systems has 
become necessary and what we are doing in this State 
is being done in many other States at this same time. 
It has always seemed a pity to me that when the question 
of Court improvement or court reorganization arises, 
it immediately becomes controversial. Some people 
immediately take the position that nothing is wrong 
with our existing court system. Others take the 
position that everything is wrong with it and it has 
to be completely overhauled. That has not been the 
approach which out committee has taken in drafting 
S. B. Wo.793. I think in order to understand what 
our committee has tried to do, you must see some of 
our courts in their historical setting. You must 
realize how many of them have grown much like Topsy 
in Uncle Tom's Cabin, without very much attention 
being given to them by the General Assembly and I 
think when you see these courts in their historical 
setting and trace their growth and see their development 
you see very quickly why thetime has come where it is 
necessary to make some changes 0in them and why all of 
us ought to be ready and willing to approach these 
changes without becoming controversial about it and 
without becoming emotionally upset or disturbed. Now 
in illustration it seems to me that one of the simple 
courts which we can review in its historical growth and 
development is the Probate Court ana I take that by 
way of illustration, because this same type of growth 
has occurred in connection wiht our trial justice and 

Mr. Cooper 



McCormick continues: Municipal courts and the same need has 
arisen for some improvement in those courts as well as 
the Probate court. Wow the Probate courts of course 
had their beginning in early Colonial times. And 
if you look at the situation in this country at that 
time I think you can understand exactly why the 
courts are the way they are. In the first place the 
State of Connecticut was made up of a large number of 
towns, each with relatively small population. We haven't 
yet experienced the explosive population growths of 
the last few decades. Thdt meant in many towns there 
were only a few deaths in the course of a year, so that 
there wasn't much business to be taken care of by the 
local probate courts and the settlements of the estates 
of those deceased. Inthe second place the properties 
and debts of the property owners who died was relatively 
simple. 1 suppose in the early colonial days the 
average property owner left a farm, some farm tools and 
implements,some household furniture and he may have 

> owed a few debts to his neighbors and that was about it. 
And the matter of assessing his estate merely meant 
the handing of the disposition of those simple prop-
erties and the payment of those simple debts. Also, 
in those early colonial days, transportation was of 
course by horse and buggy. We didn't have the roads 
we have today or the automobiles, the railroads, or 
the other means of transportation that are available 
now. Finally, of course there were few lawyers, there 
weren't enough to go around I'm sure to serve as judges 
of those Probate courts and finally there were almost 
no complications in connection with the settlement of 
the estate of a deceased. At that time we had no 
Federal Estate tax, we had no State tax, we had no 
Federal Income Tax, there were no questions of wills 
drawn by sophisticated tax lawyers to get the beneifit 
of income splitting, charitable deductions. Wo one 
at that time had heard of the Marital deduction or 
the proration of the Federal and State taxes among the 
gifts that might have been given -under a will. In 
other words, to settle the estate of a deceased was an 
extremely simple thing. Wow if you look back at the 
provisions of the Constiution and the Statutes with 
respect to the setting up of the Probate Courts you 
will find that those provisions are just as simple 
as the situations to which they were applicable. The 
constitutions of the courts provided that the Probate 
judges should be elected. The Statutes set up the 
Probate Court district and the only other Statute that 
had anything to do with the operation of Probate Court 
was the Statute which says the towns in the district 
shouldfurnish the Probate judge with his records and 
his supplies and give him a vault in which to keep them. 
Further the Statutes listed the fees which he could cheg-f 
the litigants who came before his court and then he 
kept those fees as his compensation for settling the 
estate. Those were the only Statutes or Constiutional 
provisions that had anything to do with the Probate 
Courts. Wow when you apply those Statutes to the exist-
ing situation, you got the type of court which 
historically has been the Probate Court in Connecticut. 
First of all you have a large number of Probate District 
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continues: • established by the General Assembly. The 
size of the districts of course would pretty much . 
determine by the length of time it tikes a horse and 
buggy to go from one side of the district to the 
other. Secondly, a judge in a particular district was 
selected by his neighbors. He was elected, but I 
would ssume that in those days most of the.people who 
would vote for Probate Judge knew him as a neighbor. 
Of course he was not necessarily a lawyer. There 
wasn't enough business to keep him busy all the time, 
so he served only part-time. He had no court room 
as a matter of fact some of you I think will remember 
at a hearing we had here two years ago, Bill Gordon, 
who was testifying in favor of our Court Reorganization 
bill relayed the incident where a Probate Judge of 
whom he had a matter pending before, held the hearing 
while he fed the chickens. There were of course no 
uniform procedures in the Probate Court. Every 
Probate Court was the law to itself. Finally of course, 
those courts had no judicial^statutes that amounted 
to very much. While they were charged with the duties 
of administering the estates of descedents they had 
no general power to construe a will. They had no 
power to give a definitive judgment in a matter pending 
before the court. Any judgment given by the Probate 
Court was subject to appeal to a higher court and a 
trial de novo in that court. Of course the court 
had no power to grant a trial by jury in a matter , 
that might come up before it and finally, as I have', 
already pointed out, you had this system under which 
the Probate judges were paid by being permitted to 
keep the fees that they charged in the cases that 
came before them. How as time went on, the. underlying 
situation of course since has changed completely. 
There grew up in the State these large centers of 
population, for instance, Hartford, New Haven. The 
property that a deceased left when he died became much 
more complicated. We had an instance in our own office 
not long ago, where a deceased died in a very small 
town in the State with 'a very small Probate Court, 
in which he left large bank accounts in that town. He 
owned real estate in the town, part outright, he had 
large bank accounts in New York City, he had real 
estate and bank accounts in Chicago and yet that kind 
of estate had to be settled in a very, very small 
Probate Court, presided over in that particular case 
by a lay-judge. Of course our transportation has 
changed and I need not go into it at any length, the 
tremendous complications that have arisen in connect-
ion with the settling of the estate of a deceased. 
Not long ago, I happened myself to argue a case in 
our Supreme Court having to do "With the Prorate of 
the Federal Estate Tax under the will of a descedent 
who died leaving a substantial amount of property. 
While I argued the case, I can assure you that I would 
be completely incompetent at this moment to attempt 
to make the computation in connection with that Pro-
ratio. Yet a Probate Court has to pass on that quest-
ion, finally if there is any dispute in connection witt 
it. Now despite these tremendous changes in our life, 
in the way in which we live, transportation, populatior 



ck continues: complications, tax problems. Nothing new 
has been enacted by the General Assembly with respect 
to the structure and the jurisdiction of the Probate 
Courts up to the present time. The only changes which 
have occurred in the Probate Courts is that the district 
has become entirely different in size and entirely 
different in the amount of their annual income. For 
example our Hartford Probate district includes I think 
some 8 or 9 towns with the combined population of 
something in excess of 300,000, and the annual receipts 
of that Probate Court are in excess of $150,000. Yet 
that Probate Court is run exactly the same as the Probafc e 
Court was run 300 years ago. The Probate Judge charges 
fees permitted by Statute, and he keeps the fees and 
pays the expenses of his court from those fees and keejs 
the balance as his compensation. I said there had been 
no new statutes enacted, what I meant was there has beaa 
no difference in the courts. This would mean, there was 
a Statute enacted in 19^1 which made some attempt to 
to provide for uniform procedures in these 122 or 123 
Probate courts throughout the State. That Statute 
provided that the judges of the Probate Court should 
Become a probate Court Assembly and an amendment ot 
the Statute a couple of years later required them to 
adopt uniform procedures in their respective courts. 
The next change is one which came about I think because 
of the fact that the public began to become a little 
bit disturbed' about the differences in the fees that 
the different Probate Court judges were receiving in 
areas. In Hartford, I think as I say the fees were run-
ning something in excess of $150,000. In the Town of 
Hartland, for example, which has a population of 9^0 
and its own Probate Court, the fees for the entire year 
might be less than $100 and the Probate Court judge 
might not raise his costs. And the matter came before 
the General Assembly, well one would suppose that the 
General Assembly would have faced the problem 
head-on and said we must put these courts into a 
State maintained system and put the Probate Court 
judges on salary, but that is not what they did. In 
19fyjf the General Assembly in an effort to stop public 
criticizm of these large fees that the Probate Judges 
in the larger Probate districts were receieving, passed 
what you might call a graduated income tax. The 
General Assembly first provided that the Probate Court 
Assembly should have an executive secretary, and then 
they provided that the Probate Judge should each pay 
to that Probate Court Assembly each year a percentage of 
its gross receipts. The percentage varied from one 
dollar, one percent rather on the third one thousand 
dollars of fees, up to 78$ of the»fees in excess of 
$1+0,000. Now of course that does not fit with any 
idea of what the Probate Assembly would need to conduct 
their business. That Statute was passed so that to 
stop public criticism of the amount of the income of 
some of the judges of the larger Probate Courts were 
receiving. Then of course you have a situation where 
you would have a lot of money going to the Probate 
Assembly and of course that wouldn't do, s®> the next 
step was adopted in the Statutes and it provided that 



^rJk) Mr. McCormick continues: the Probate Court Assembly could keep only 
$5,000 of the amount that it had received during previous 
years and then should turn over all the balance to the 
towns comprising the district, thus completeing the 
ring around the rosey. Those, I say again, are the 
only changes in the Statutes in.respect to the operation 
of the Probate Court in 300 years despite the terrific 
changes which have occurred in the situation in which 
those courts are operating., Now our committee, doesn't 
start with.the position that the Probate Courts are bad 
as a matter of fact, many of the Pobate Judges have dons 
a remarkably good 

job. We do say that the time has cone 
when the old system is no longer workable and I think 
that I only need say one or two things to make that 
perfectly clear. In the first place, how much longer 
is the State of Connecticut going to permit the Probate 
Courts to operate on what I will call a concession basis? 
The same basis upon which you permit someone to sell 
hot-dogs at the ball park. You permit him to do it, 
he keeps the fees he charges, then pays his expenses, 
and what's left over belongs to him. Now the situation 
becomes acute when the Judge of a Probate court becomes 
unable to carry on his work, perhaps he's ill, perhaps 
for one reason or other he£ unable to do his work. Under 
those circumstances you have to bring in a Probate 
Judge from another district to sit in his court, but 
how in the world can you authorize the judge of that 
other district to dispense the money of the Judge in 
whose district he is sitting. I have never been able to 
understand that. And secondly, it seems to me that 
where you have employees or a staff in the larger 
Probate Courts who have been there for many, many years, 
and the time comes for an employee in that court to 
retire that employee ought to have a pension equal to 
any that an employee of a State court would receive. 
But, how can you divide that one judge, who perhaps, 
has died and is non longer able to operate his court, 
how can you provide that he pay attention to an employee 
who retired during the encumbrancy of the subsequent 
judge? It seems to me that we had one illustration 
in this particular General Assembly where a bill has 
been filed which provides in effect that the pension 
shall be made by the exceeding jxidge. It seems to me 
that in reviewing the history of the Probate Court 
you the the time has come where it is no longer possible 
to operate it under a system which we admirably adapted 
then. Now I could go through the history of the Munic-
ipal court system in much the same way, or the trial 
justice court and show how those courts too grew much 
like Topsy, and the time has finally come when the 
system is no longer capable of being operated. I think 
perhaps the less we say about the Municipal Court 
system at the moment, the better. As the members of 
this committee know very well, under our present system 
we have to have the General Assembly appoint some 200 
judges on the nomination by the Governor at each session 
of the General Assembly. I think the members of this 
committee know h m long it is since it was possible to 
appoint the judges in that manner. When you take 
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1?/T"McCormick continues: 200 judgeships and put them in one 
package and try to distribute that as political 
patronage.at one session of the General Assembly, 
where you have maybe a Republican House and a 
Democratic Senate, you know that the situation will 
no longer work. As I said before, I think the less 
we say about the legal positions of some of the 
judges now sitting in our Municipal courts is the 
better. I just want to say one thing abou t the 
Family Court. The Family Court is different from 
the Probate and Trial Justice Court, because it does 
not have an historical .background. The Family Court 
was created by the General Assembly. It did not 
grow like Topsy, it was created through a process 
of reasoning, I'm sorry, I didn't mean to say 
Family Court, I.mean our present Juvenile Court, and 
has done a very excellent job and we advocate 
expanding that Juvenile Court into a Family Court. 

. Now I have kept you too long, but I have adopted this 
approach because I think it demonstrates that how 
it happens that we have this need for change and improve 
ment in our court structure and how it happens that 
this need has met with such a growing response before 
the public during the last 30 years and how it happens 
finally that the same need, the same processes of 
improvement are going on in practically all the states 
of the Country at the present time. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Tilson: Mr. Chairman, we have one more very brief speaker?. 
Stewart Bohan, of New Haven, representing the Junior 
Bar of the State Bar Association. 

Chr. Scanlon: As I indicated before, we intend to break for lunch, 
but this being your last speaker, we'll hear him. 

Mr. Stewart Bohan, Representing the Junion Bar of the State Bar 
Associatipn: Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I assure you that I won't belabor the points that 
have already been spoken about within the past hour 
or two. I am authorized to speak on behalf of the 
Junior Bar Section of the State Bar Association. This 
is an organization comprised of about 800 lwyers, 35 
years of age or younger. The Executive Committee of 
the Junior Bar Section is comprised of 2J lawyers 
throughout the State, who have local unit groups or 
who are chairmen of state-wide committees. This 
Executive Committee, quite independent of the action 
taken by the council of the State Bar Association, 
has unanimously adopted this resolution: 

Resolved that the Executive Committee of 
the Junior Bar Section of the State Bar Association 
of Connecticut should publicly go on record in favor 
of the enactment of a bill by the 1959 General 
Assembly which would provide for an integrated 
Judicial system incorporating all courts within the 
State and presided over by full time lawyer judges 
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ate compensation. By way of explanation of the 
form of this resolution, I would simply say that 
we so wish to make it clear it does not imply 
because of its generality any lack of support of 
S. B. 793. The Executive committee felt that our 
position would be mudh more forcible if we 
couched the resolution in general terms, emphasizing 
the basic principles of court reorganization, that 
permits us to support any bill which recognizes 
these principles and will implement them. From 
that point of veiw we heartily endorse S. B. 793, 
which is known as the Bar Association Bill, to 
the extent that S. B. goes to the eatent that 
it does in following these principles, we also 
endorse that. In short, any bill which this 
committee may adopt or draft, which provides for 
at least three principles, 1. an integrated State 
maintainted court system at>all levels, 

2. full time lawyer 
judges in all courts, who are protected in office, 
by adequate salary and assurance of tenure. 

3* elimination of 
over-lapping jurisdiction. 
Any such bills will receive the enthusiastic 
endorsement of the Junior Bar Section. 

Chr. Scanlon: We'll recess the hearing until 2:P.M. sharp. 
Anyone who would like to register for or against 
any of these bills, can do so without testifying 
here. 

* 
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JUDICIARY AND GOVERNMENTAL FUNCTIONS 

• MONDAY- FEBRUARY 9, 1959 - 2:P.M. 
Senator John M. Scanlon 

Representative Samuel S. Googel 
Presiding 

Chr. Scanlon: The hearing on these bills is reopened and the 
committee recognizes Mr. Prime, 

H.B. No. 3873 '(Committee) ESTABLISHING A MUNICIPAL COURT DIVISION 
OF THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 

Mr. Irving Prime, Colebrook: I was house chairman of the Interim 
Judiciary Committee, which presents H.B. 3&73, 
and it is in that capacity that I am here before 
you to say a very few brief words in support of 
that bill. The Interim Judiciary Committee, 
during the last Interim studied very carefully 
and very.thoroughly the whole subject of Court 
Reorganization. Several hearing were held on 
the various phases of the probelem and after a 
great deal of conception and very careful con-
sideration, the committee came to these conclus-
ions . In the first place the courts,of the State 
should be integrated in the sense of there being 
a channel of responsibility and control. A 
great step in that direction was adopted by the 
1957 Legislature when it passed the Administrative 
powers Act. Secondly, ultimately, courts must 
be staffed by full time, legally trained judges 
with tenure, assisted by qualified personnel. 
The Committee realized that there were a great 
many practical difficulties in accomplishing this 
all at once. Therefore, the bill that the Commit-
tee presents is the first step in that direction. 
This Bill as it was explained to you this morning 
by Senator Barnes, would eliminate the 66 Mun-
icipal Courts and transfr their functions to a 
Municipal Court division set up within the Court 
of Common Pleas. I won't go into the details of 
it, this would involve the appointments of some 
25 Common Pleas judges to handle this division. 
It would substantially have the same jurisdiction 
as now the Municipal Courts have and one of the 
important features of this is that the bill 
provides that there be a final trial before the 
court with no trial de novo on an appeal. The 
appeal would be on matter of law to an Appelate 
Division of the Common Pleas Court. The Committee 
by far the great majority of the Committee, was 
strongly in favor of some sort of Court Reorganizat-
ion and as I say, the practical way of doing this 
the Committee felt was by a piece meal approach. 
A little at a time, as the committee felt that 
that would be the best way to make progress. The 
second step in the reorganization of the courts, 
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continues: which the committee favored, was the est-

ablishment of a Family Court. However, the 
committee did not present a hill to this Session 
of the Legislature, because the subject.is very 
well covered by the two bills before you now; 
the Bar Association Bill, which sets up a separate 
Family Ghurt and the Administration Bill S.B.^92, 
which sets up a Family Court Division in the Superior 
Court. It would be foolish for the Interim Com-
mittee to submit a bill which would have duplicate! 
one of these bills, The Committee feels" very 
strongly that some sort of progress in the direct-
ion of court reorganization should be taken by 
this Session, and if I can be of any assistance 
to the Committee in working out a bill that would 
be acceptable to the Legislature, without too 
much opposition to it, I'd be very happy to sit 
down with your sub-committee. Thank you very much. 
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Q)S. Ho. 793 (Sen. Barnes) AN ACECONCERNING THE INTEGRATION 

OF THE COURTS OF THE STATE.. 

Attorney John J. 

S.B. No. ii-91:-' 
Judge Martin J. 

Kenny, President, Hartford Chapter of Bar Association : 
I speak to you as a representative of the Executive 
Committee of our Association. We believe that 
there is very little difference bweteen the so-
called Bar Bill and so-called Administration bill. 
We are in hardy accord with the principles enunciat -
ed in both bills. We believe those principles to 
be changing our so-called minor courts into a 
uniform and integral part of our State judicial 
system. We also believe in full time lawyer 
judges, and we believe in tenure for those judges. 
We urge your committee and those people who delib-
erate with you to forsake any pride of authorship 
and to combine these principles in to Legislature 
this session. With your indulgence, I would like 
to present to you, Judge Martin J. Mostyn, of the 
City of Hartford, who probably has more experience 
than any living man in our minor court system. 

Mostyn: Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I 
have been connected with the Hartford Police 
Court both as a prosecutor and as a judge. Twenty 
years ago, I served as a prosecutor, and believe 
me in the past 20 years there's been tremendous 
changes in this court. Formally, we had small 
small dockets. Today are dockets are very high. 
We have cases some days on a Monday where is 
nothing to have 125 cases. Other days anywhere's 
from 50-75 cases. They not only involve accused, 
but many witnesses and' I'm firmly convinced that 
our lower courts touch more people than any other 
courts in the State. I appear here in favor of 
passage of the Administration Bill, because I 
feel that if justice is to be metered out it has 
to be done by legally trained people, and people 
who have had experience and understanding of these 
matters. I think you. 

S. B. 793 and S. B. 
Attorney Harold Yudkin, Derby: I am Co-chairman on the Committee 

of Legislation of the New Haven County Bar Assoc-
iation and I was the immediate predecessor of 
Mr. Tilson as Chairman of the State Bar Associat-
ion committee on Legislation. Speaking for the 
New Haven Bar Association, we believe in court 
reform. We believe it should be done at this Sesabon 
of the General Assembly. We believe that if it is 
not done at this Session of the General Assembly, 
it will probably never be done. We prescribe to 
wither bill. The so-called Administration Bill 
or to the so-called State Bar Association Bill, 
we believe that the so-called Administration Bill, 
is probably the better of the two bills. Now 
with respect to those bills, we humbly suggest 
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Bill be used as a guide in order to determine those 
things that ought to go into the Administration 
Bill. Our committee is willing, as Representative 
Prime just stated his comittee is willing, to be 
of service to your committee in any way possible 
for.drafting or redrafting of any bill that your 
committee might want to come up with. We say to 
you that there are a few things in a bill which 
we feel ought to be brought to your attention. 
If at all possible we feel that the present Court 
of Common Pleas and the present Superior Court 
could easily be made into one court. Why? At 
the present time they are occuppying the same 
court houses. At the same time, they have the 
best set of judges trained in the State of Conn-
ecticut. At the present time they could very 
easily be integrated one with the other. To do 
such an integrataion would -jnean very little inso-
far as our law is concerned. We must have and 
would have a most capable set of clerks available 
in the court house to run the business of that 
set of courts more expeditiously. We believe in 
that principle because the public of the State 
of Connecticut is entitled to speedy trials, and 
the public of the State of Connecticut cannot 
under our present system obtain speedy trials. 
The dockets of New Haven, Bridgeport and Hartford, 
are clogged and jammed and perhaps by joining two 
courts where ever a judge can be spared from the 
Court of Common Pleas, that judge can be used 
in the Superior Court. It would enable two sets 
of presently existing judges to work better one 
with the other. We firmly believe that the present 
Municipal Court system and the present Trial 
Justice and Justice of the Peace system.is 
derilict, it is something which has grown up 
over a long period of time without being modern-
ized. We feel that when the public comes into 
a courtroom to have a trial, they must expect 
to find justice in a manner in which when they 
leave the courtroom, they can be proud that 
Connecicut has metered out an impartial justice. 
And, we feel to see where a lawyer who represents 
the railroad on one day can at night fine truckers 
for over-loading when those trackers might be 
in competition with the railroad. Or people who 
have a job representing one set of clients in the 
day time can judge another set of clients at night 
because their position might be contrary to the 
position of their clients. We feel to see why 
in one set of courts the judge will have a strong 
position against people who "have liquor on their 
breath and other set of courts judges will say 
that speeders should be fined excessively. There 
should be anequal justice through the state, where 
justice is transferred freely in the small courts 
as they are now in our larger courts. We fail 
to see where the people who go to court once or 
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Yudkin continues: twice in their lifetime cannot, but 

rather can come out'of the average, ordinary-
trial justice court, or Justice of the Peace 
court, or some of our smaller city courts and 
feel that they have had good justice, so we 
hope that your committee will set up a circuit 
court or a court of Common Pleas, or call it 
what you will, which will supplant the trial 
justice and city courts. But, on that score, 
if you use the Administration's bill and you have 
a part A for your Court of Common Pleas and a 
part B, do not set a different wage scale. Don't 
set a different standard for two judges of the 
same court. If you are going to have judges of 
the Court of Common Please in the same court, 
pay them both the same standard, because they'll 
both be spending the same amount of time in their 
cases * Wow we feel that you ought to be meticul-
ously careful in your bill, that you do not take 

; away any right of trial by jury which exists 
• by the Constitution. We feel that in the State 

Bar Bill,, there are certain places where trial 
by jury guaranteed by the Constitution has been 
taken away and that such a bill might prove 
itself unconstitutional in that respect if taken 
to thfe court and we urge you to watch that. With 
respect to the Family Court, we urge upon you this: 
If there is to be a Family Court, it should be in 
the Superior Court, now why do we say that? Be-
cause I think the worst puidshment that your 
committee can visit upon any judge is to have that 
judge listen for more than 6 weeks at a time to 
marital discord. How can we take a good intelligait 
well trained lawyer, put him on a bench and have 
him listen day in and day out, week in and week 
out, month in and month out, here in and here out, 
to domestic discord. I think that by having the 
Family Court within the Superior Court, every 
six weeks the judges will take their turns in 
sitting in as judges of the Family Court, and 
thereby enable the judges not to be bogged down 
with hearing the samething at all times. Our 
committee takes this viewpoint with respect to the 
Probate Court. We don't care whether or not you 
give us reorganization of the Probate Courts at 
all. We feel that half a loaf or 3/k of a loaf 
is better than no loaf at all. And, we would be 
very well satisfied if a reorganization bill 
came out which left to the voters of the State of 
Connecticut the determination of whethr or not 
they want to change the constitution with respect 
to the Probate Courts. We think that the Justice 
of the Peace Court should be done away with in 
its entirity. At the present time, Justices of 
the Peace can hear matters up to $250. We feel 
that the Justices of the Peace were given only the 
authority to take acknowledgement ondeeds and other 
formal documents and perhaps to perform civil 
weddings, but that would be enough authority for 
all of these people who are voted in in all of 

the towns of +.Vk=> s+o-ho 
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that we feel that you should consider when you 
reorganizae the courts, and that is that the 
power that you delegate to an administrative 
officer to m m the integrated courts should he 
delegrated sparingly. When you delegate that 
power, put a limitation on the power to determine 
that that administrative officer will conduct 
the courts administratively. I feel that the 
time for court reogranization has come. I don't 
think there should be a political party in 
determining whether a person is for or against 
court reorganization. I think we should stand 
up as Connecticut citizens and say it's about 
time, let's speak out as citizens instead of 
individuls pro or against. I feel-further that 
the mere fact that a man holds a small job as 
a trial justice or a Justice of the Peace or 
a Municipal Court judge, which might possibly 
be eliminated by such a court reorganization, 
should not mean that they should have to cmme 
to this General Assembly and speak to obstruct 
something which the mandate of the people has 
called for. Let's get speedy justice and 
good courts in this State. 

Margaret Driscoll,, speaking for Connecticut CIO-AFL Council: 

We want to register our support for the purpose 
and principle behind S. B. 793*' We believe 
that there should be equal justice for all under 
the law, and we believe that in order to attain 
that kind of justice the best administration 
requires a uniform system of state-wide courts 
with full time professionally trained judges. 
And, we think the people of the State are entitled 
to this kind of administrational justice, whether 
they live in small towns or big towns. There 
should b e no discrimination against the,residents 
of the small towns in the administration of 
justice. The Bill before you, S.B. 793, in at-
tempting to eliminate the minor court system 
would be substituting a system whereby law 
would govern, rather than the person who happens 
to be the lawyer for the client involved. I 
was once a prosecutor in a City court for 2 
years so I have had some personal experience 
with the Municipal court system and I think 
that the remarks of Judge Henschell are certainly 
apt and would be endorsed by almost anyone who 
has been in the system and as he says who is 
honest about it. There can be no question but 
what is the connection of the person who appears 
for clients, rather than the law in the case, 
which determines in many instances what kind 
of justice is metered out. As far as the re-
placement of our Juvenile Court and some of the 
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Driscoll continues: jurisdiction of the Probate Court and 

some of the jurisdiction of the Superior Court, 
by a Family Court, I think the remarks of Mr. 
Barnes earlier should be recalled here inview 
ofthe remarks now of Mr. Yudkin. It is tedious 
I'm sure to listen to Domestic Relations problems, 
because I think that most lawyers will agree, 
there are no more difficult and no more unreward-
ing problems that a Iwyer has to face than those 
of domestic relations cases. But it seems to me 
that the Bar Bill S.B. 793 attempts to meet 
this problem in a different way, by providing 
a different court, so that you develop experts 
in the handling of these problems. They're not 
handled as our divorce cases are now. in short 
calendar and a run of the mill kind of procedure, 
which is really not equipped in the kind of 
problem to deal with it, any more than it was 
equipped to deal with Juvenile problems. We 
therefore had a Juvenile Court, a different kind 
of court, a court with a different procedure, 
a different method of handling of the problems 
before it, because it required a different kind 
of expert. The Bar Bill does present the 
opportunity for developing that expert and I 
think the Administration Bill does too, because 
it does set up a division in the superior Court, 
but with judges appointed as Family Court judges. 
I think those considerations ought to weigh in 
favor of maintaining a separate kind of system 
for handling the problems, particularly of the 
family. Finally, let me say that we think we 
or you ought to handle this problem not on a 
piece meal basis, but on an integrated complete 
basis, in the manner presented by S. B. 793' 
Because if you believe in the principle, that 
equal justice for all does require full time 
professional judges, it does require tenure, and 
it does require a uniformity under a state-wide, 

~ system of courts, then no court should be 
excepted and we should have a complete system. 
Thank you. 

S. B. 793: and S.B.>92: 

Senator Barringer: Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak; this 
afternoon in favor of a Family Court as contained 
in the Bar Association bill or and in the 
the Administration Bill ^92. % single greatest 
defeat during my stay here on Capitol Hill was 
that I was unable to have the 1957 Session of 
the Legislature bring forth and pass a Family 
Court Bill. Having tried evefy means to get 
such a bill through, when I held your position 
Mr. Chairman, I thought that as I am familiar 
with every argument thrown into the book against 
the Family Court, it might be useful for the 
aid of the 1959 Judiciary Committee to have 
some of those arguments hauled @ut pf the closet 
and given the breath of day. How first, before 
the arguments, the basic grievance of a Family 
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continues: Court. If you are interested in 
the control of Juvenil e Delinquency, if you 
are interested in the prevent of medicine in 
the field of criminal law, if you wish a better 
population in this State twenty years from now, 
you should be interested in the Family Court. 
From my experience before the Bar and from my 
experience as a public prosecutor, there is 
a correlation between broken homes and a disturbed 
child or a delinquent if you will. I don't know 
what you are going to do with the other courts 
at this session, but I will tell you that you will 
have less use for the Criminal courts in the 
future if you found a Family Court at this Session. 
Both bills bring all matters dealing with families 
and children into one court, which is a great 
step in and of itself. After that intitial step 
however, I would say that the Bar Bill provides 
for a Family Court, I am not so sure that the 
Administrative Bill does. The Honorable Searle 
Pinney, the distinguished Minority leader and I 
used to ride the Legislative Session car during 
the last Session from our wooded area of the State, 
and we had a considerable length of time to discuss 
this Family Court idea and he did a tremendous 
amount of research on similar courts in other 
States and I know his research will be at the 
disposal of your committee. But, we generally 
felt that a Family court should have a few basic 
ingredients: 

1. Judges who devote their 
full time to this field and who are not 
rotated. Wherever you find these courts, 
that is the main and basic position. 

2. Sufficient trained 
personnel in the modern fields of medicine, psy-

chiatry, marraige conselling, etc., to do 
a thorough investigating job for family 
background. 

3. An approach if you will 
to do everything possible to slow up and 
prevent if possible a heak-up of a home, 
particularly where children are concerned. 

Any court, though it may be called a Family Court, 
which does not have these three inditia is not a 
Family Court in the modern sense and ia a waste of 
the taxpayers* money. The Bar Bill Family Court, 
given dedicated judges has the"necessary ingredients 
The Bar Bill judge can do no other work because he 
is in a limited court. S. B. k92 judges are judges 
of the Superior Court and it is not clear whether 
they would be rotated to other business. I think 
that that is the main objection that I have to the 
Administration bill, because if it is vlear that 
those judges are appointed to serve as Family Court 
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continues: then it is preferable, because of the 
enormous social importance of this work, as I 
said it would be preferable to have it apart.from 
rather a part of the Superior Court. How as to 

the arguments against the Family Court as I have 
defined them: 

1. By the way it was neither 
party that defeated the Family Court idea the last 
time, but it was literally hundreds of persons who 
brushed up against you in the halls of the two 
floors, who expounded these arguments against 
the Family Court and who finally killed the idea 
and prevented us from getting it out. Many, many 
attorneys felt that we would be creating a 
social workers paradox, that the social worker 
would dominate the courts. Wow that's nonsense. 
Wo judge worthy of his salt can be pushed around, 
but a judge should have the modern tools of 
progress in this field to use. In a very quiet 
way we have had such a court in existence in this 
State for a considerable time. The present Juv-
enile Court. They have in my opinion done a 
splendid job. I have been in close contact with 
them both as a defense attorney and as a prosecut-
ing attorney over a long period of years and I'can 
only tell you as an aside that anyone who thinks 
that he can push or dominate Judge Stanley Meade, 
in this world or in the next world is a patent 
idiot. He doesn't push. Now family stories and 
family difficulties last a long time, it is some 
times years before results are achieved. Lawyers 
are intolerant of not getting a black and white 
result for a client . But the State has an in-
terest that these gray fields of family troubles 
get a little whiter even if it takes a few years. 
Modern progress in this field, demands all the 
help that can be obtained. This is not a criminal 
case of guilty or not guilty, this is just a 
corrective case with no easy termination. That 
is the social worker's argument which you will 
hear on nausium for the next weeks and the quicker 
you pass the bill you will minimumize the number 
of times that your ear is twisted upon it, I 
can assure you. 

2. Lawyers in general 
object that in some way or other this will 
affect the destiny of their clients. And if you 
think that lawyers in general are not a strong 
public voice in this State, cyou will find out 
that also in the next few months or so. Let 
me first state that the only person who does try 
to slow up family problems are lawyers. And 
they have d®ne a fine joto . But, let me add 
that this is a bread and butter item and let me 
add that attorneys by bitter experience have 
learned that the customer is always right in that 
he pays the bill and if the lawyer tries too 
much tosLow up a family break up, his competitot 
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Senator Barringer continues: ends up with a client. Therefore 

many lawyers end up with an admiration for 
certainty in this field. Results that can 
be predicted from the evidence at hand, thus 
they acquire opposition to the idea. So the 
certainty of a couple going to a Family Court 
will mean that every possible thing will be 
done to effectuate a reconciliation, especially 
where there are children. Actually I believe 
down deep in evryone's heart concerned with this 
painful procedure will be a certain sense of 
relief, after the various sides have put in their 
case, a third party, the State will also have a 
responsibility to do what it could to mitigate 
to damage to be done. And the profit, a few 
more children having the stability of a whole 
home behind them. 

3. Lastlyj, t}ie problem 
that Brother Yudkin brought up: that the State 
would find it impossible to get qualified men 
and women to act as judges, that no judge can 
take in day in and day out the emotional strain 
of dealing with this sort of detail. That I 
think is nonsense. That is not and has not.been 
the experience of dedicated judges in other States 
where these courts have worked in dealing with 
this field. That has not been the experience 
of doctors, priests and others who pick up the 
dirty linen of civilization. But the experience 
seems quite clear. It should be a full time 
job for dedicsbed men and women who will follow 
these situations over the years, not a,distaste-
ful interlude between other judicial pursuits. 
I'd like to point out to you, that if by any chance 
the Administration Bill goes through, and the 
Family Court becomes a part of th^e Superior Court, 
and the Juvenile duties are added to that Family 
Court, and that you then don't clearly provide for 
continuity of judges doing this work, that you 
may end up by viciating completely the supportive 
job that the Juvenile Court is already doing. 
This is a field that needs patience, that needs 
tolerance and needs a long tim looking at and 
the Jusenile Court has demonstrated that as Senator 
Barnes pointed out this morning, this is an 
enlargement into the balance of this painful 
field. But those three basic arguments that I 
Have tried to lay before you are the arguments 
that you will be pressed up against with in 
the Halls for the next several months until you 
mete up your minds. I believe that on the long ten 
haul this State will be a lot better State if 
you put through the Family Court with the siglenes 
of purpose which you find in the Bar Association 
Bill md if you can take that singleness of 
purpose and put it in the Superior Court it will 
ba 3. better bill, because you will avoid certain 
Constitutional objections. As my co-chairman of 
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Senator Barringer continues: 1957 pointed out, I, too would "be 
glad to give this honorable committee any help 
that I can along with these lines. And while I 
may not have had the pleasure of bringing it out 
in 1957/ I will have considerable pleasure if 
it comes out in '59. Thank you very much. 

Senator Charles T. Alfano, 7th District: I would like to make just 
a few brief comments on this: 

S. B. Ho. ^91 7 

S. B. No. 793 

Sen. Alfano: For approximately six years I have served as 
Judge of the Town Court of Suffield. In that 
capacity I have had quite' a bit of close contact 
as many people have appeared in the local Munic-
ipal courts. I am not going to go into all the 
criticizm of the minor court or the municipal 
court system. You've heard most of them today. 
I'd like to say very frankly like occur in 
substantially all of them. I concur with the 
remarks of my good friend Judge Henstell. My 
reference to the present Municipal courts of 
today is that they are horse and buggy courts. 
They served their purpose 50-60 years ago but 
since then we have §ad urbanization of our com-
muiities, we have had industrial growth, where 
we are no longer the agricultural community of 
the United States. So let's modernize our 
courts. I can't help but to give two instances 
in which I as an attorney appeared in trial 
justice courts in this state. In both incidents 
I happened to have with me members of the Bar of 
another State. On one occasion I was out in 
Eastern Connecticut, I won't mention the name of 
the town, and I had a member of the Bar from New 
York State, who was a schoolmate of mine. I 
appeared there an an attorney on a motor vehicle 
violation case. First we spent one hour looking 
for the court. Then we finally find a farm house 
and the farmer who was administrating justice. 
Justice at that time was being administered over 
the kitchen table in the farm house. I learned 
that in that one evening that in any negotiation 
with the court at all I shouldn't contact the 
prosecuting grand juror, I shouldn't talk to 
the trial justice, I had to go to the State Police 
officer. He was the person who eventually persuaded 
or influenced the decision of„ the whole court. 
In other words, the State Police Officer in most cf 
these trial justice courts is the proseucting grand 
juror, he's the trial justice, $e's the arresting 
officer. It was only through my efforts and my 
working on the State Police Officer that I was 
successful in getting what I thought was justice 
for my client. Another occasion in Hartford County 
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a member of the Massachusetts Bar 
appear with me in a trial justice court. At 
that time even I was astounded that I was a 
member of the Bar in the beginning when I 
learned that the person administering trial 
justice was a barber. He had no legal exper-
ience and no background whatsoever. My 
colleagues from the other states in both instances 
thought that Our whole municipal court system 
was shameful. They could not understand how a 
State like Connecticut, that Ins been so prog-
ressive in all these years, tolerates the condit-
ions which have existed in our minor courts. 
One other criticizm I would like to bring out 
is the fact that our minor courts are often 
known as justice by profit. How frequently 
have I talked to many members of the municipal 
courts in the various towns to have them advise 
me that they have had pressure put on them 
by their Boards of Finance who have become 
quite irritated because the return of income 
from their court in that particular year has 
dropped off. And when a budget is set up every 
year in various towns throughout the State, 
it never fails that in that budget they're 
anticipating a certain amount of income from 
the court in order to operate the general fund 
of the town. So let's give to the people of 
the State of Connecticut professional and 
efficient administration of justice that they're 
all entitled to. Thank you. 

Rep. Rodney J. McMaJaon, Berlin: I am speaking in favor of 

H.B. No. 2572 (Rep. McMakon) THE REORGANIZATION OF THE JUDICIAL 
DEPARTMENT. 

Rep. McMahon: My bill is briefly a pilot bill, the synthesis 
of all of the Administration Bill, the Bar 
Association Bill. Considering the courts of 
the State of New Jersey, the courts of the 
District of Columbia and several other places 
which have had the same problem on court re-
organization. Without being conceited or brag-
ging whatsoever, I think I should give my back-
ground a little bit. For the past several years, 
up until two years ago upon returning to 
Connecticut, which is my native state, I 
practiced law in the District of Columbia. There 
I worked very close with Chief Judge V. J. Laws, 
who died recently. Judge Lawso was one of the 
finest exponents of court reorganization in the 
United States. One of his close friends was the 
late Judge Vanderbilt, who also did a herculean 
job in court reorganization in the State of New 
Jersey. I might say, this is the first time 
I can recall being nervous. My bill represents 
a study of two years of concentrated effort to 
bring about court reorganization in the State of 

Connecticut. The provisions which are included 



continues: in the bill fully consider the various 
geographic factors involving Connecticut. They 
consider the work load that's being carried on 
by the present courts. I might say that it's a 
laughable situation when.you see the work load 
of some specific courts, that is as carried out 
now in Connecticut. That demands investigation 
by a committee. Any reorganization should consider 
the status quo in the present court procedures 
as being carried out in this honorable State. 
The provisions of my bill are completely beyond 
political consideration. It's based upon object-
ive analysis of court reorganization. There's 
positively no political consideration in this 
bill at all. If you review the various passages 
of this bill 2572, you'll find that it provides 
for a common sharing of facilities throughout 
the State on a local level. I might say that 
it provides for the abolishment of the JP court 

"> in the State of Connecticut, which I consider 
greatly against the interest of public policy 
in this State. I was amazed upon returning from 
Washington, after being dtr.m there for about ten 
years, and to come back and have a common 
experience with Senator Alfano regarding these 
JP courts as they exist in Connecticut. I had 
a Probate matter in one particular town. The 
will couldn't be found. The judge finally searched 
in his ice-box and produced the will for probate 
that afternoon. I asked him why he kept the 
wills in the ice-box, he said that was the only 
place that was safe from fire. I practice law 
in a town called Berlin, about ten miles away. 
When I returned there about three years ago from 
Washington, and went to the Town Court;. The 
Town Court was held in a very obtruse place, 
way, away from the immediate vicinity of the 
central part of Berlin, where no one could ever 
find it. Today it's inadequately marked. It's 
certainly not desireable where its set up 
geographically or physically. I would like to 
make one point clear concerning my bill. It 
provides for local administration of the courts 
on the lower court level. I think that 
administration should ramain on the community 
level. Pepple who are given definite respon-
sibilities on a local level are definitely capable 
of filling those responsibilities. However, it 
does provide for full-time judges and full time 
tenure for those judges. Court administrators 
can be well versed in their functions in the 
town of Berlin and other towns throughout the 
State and to have this administration on a 
centrallized basis and have it dispensed from 
Hartford or New Haven or Bridgeport or any of 
the other larger cities of this State would be 
directly against the community interest. My 
bill provides for complete integration ®f the 
Connecticut court system. It is not a piece-
meal basis and it would eliminate much of the 
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Rep; McMahon continues: antiquity that is present in the Conn- . 
ecticut court 

organization today. X was very 
heartened to hear the remark of Senator Bar-
ringer, who spoke of his experience in regards 
to the Family Court Bill. I was one of the 
authors of the Court bill as it exists in the 
District of Columbia today. I am glad to report 
that it has now become the law of the District 
of Columbia. I was chairman of the Minority 
Committee. The same rebuff that he received in 
his position with this committee, I have been 
through that experience for the past decade. 
Because of my background with a degree in social 
group work, and a equivalent to a Masters in 
Psychology and also with a Law Degree, I was accus-
sed of being one of these wishy-washy psycholog-
ically-minded people, who is primarily concerned 
with the welfare of people- Lawyers are jealous 
of their possessions. They will Sesent violently 
the establishment and change of a a Family Court 
in the State of Conecticuct. This position has 
to be overcome. The Family Court which I pro-
pose has exclusive jurisdiction over matters of 
divorce, annulment, separations, adoptions, 
guardianship, non-support, abandonment and all 
matters thus related. The functions of the 
present Juvenile Court would be carried over in 
the Family Court as established under Connecticut 
law. The Constitutional questions of whether or 
not the Family Court should and could be estab-
lished, we could well make it an appendage, a 
separate ftaction under the Superior Court if 
necessary. That's only minor consideration. MY 
bill does not consider the legality of the 
various changes that would have to take place, 
it's main purpose is to present a broad view 
point, the total concept of court reorganization. 
On the Court of Common Pleas level it provides 
for 16 judges to be appointed by the General 
Assembly on the nomination of the Governor to 
be appointed for a term of 8 years. These 
judges will receive a salary of $16,500. The 
Court of Common Pleas shall be divided into 16 
Judicial districts. I might say that rather than 
review the specific provision of this bill at 
this time, I was at a meeting this morning of the 
General Law.committee and my notes somehow 
disappeaed from the table, so I don't have those 
available at this time, but I would urge the 
committee to consider this bill 2572 as a basic 
concept ®f organization. It0represents no 
vested interest of any Bar Association, of any 
political consideration whatsoever. It repres-
ents pure thinking on the part of a person 
who spent hours studying this specific problem. 
It represents a citizen of this State who has 
studied the problem geographically in regard 
to work loads of various communities. I think 
it has much merit to it. I think it represents 
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Session of the Legislature if we don't come 
through with a court reorganizatin program, our 
mandate from the people will be lost. I 
personally want to stress upon this committee 
that I am available at any time, five nights a 
week to consider court reorganization. Anything 
• I can do to further that. I want to help. Thank 
you very much. 

S.B. Wo. k92 

Alfred M. Bingham, Judge, Salem: I am a member of the Bar of New 
London County. I am a Probate Judge of the 
Probate District of Salem. I am Prosecuting 
Grand Juror in the court of Salem. I'm chairman 
of the Legal Aid Committee of New London County 
Bar Association, and I'm a former member of 
the Connecticut State Senate from the 20th 
District. I am appearing here today, primarily 
in support of the Family Court. I happsn to be 
also in favor of the more general reorgzinaion 
proposals both of the Bar Association and the 
Administration. I feel that reform of our ant-
iquated court system, whether piece-meal or 
all at once is long over due and I am here today 
to speak on behalf of the Family Court idea, 
which I believe would be of greater benefit to 
the State than any other element. Any practicing 
lawyer becomes aware of the pain and suffereing 
involved in domestic quarrels. Divorce is not 
a real solution, it's only a legal recognition 
that a family has bitken up. If there are no 
children, little harm is done by the divorce. 
But, if there are children ̂ he harm may well be 
irrevocable. Juvenile Delinquincy only too 
often originates in a broken home. My experience 
as an officer in the Legal Aid Committee, has 
made me feel more than most of myfellow lawyers 
how much misery there is and how much social cost 
there is in the domestic quarrels and that they 
can only le lessened by adopting a new approach, a 
new kind of court, a Family Court, such as has 
been proposed in several bills before this Assembly. 
The best arguments for a family court that I have 
seen came out in an issue of the Connecticut Bar 
Journal two or three years ago, in particular an 
article by Former Chief Justoee Maltsbie. I would 
urge the committee to study this. The Family 
Court as pointed out in a remark here is an exten-
sion of the Juvenile Court. It has the capacity 
and appendages and methods that we have become 
familiar with in the Juvenile Court, but it would 
be given power to deal with all family problems, 
and particularly with those concerned with 
divorce, separation and support. Members of the 
Committee I would like particularly to point out 
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Judge Bingham:. 
continues to you what seems to me the basic principle 

features of the Juvenile Court that make it 
a model for an expanded Family Court. First 
of all, and most important, is that people 
before the Juvenile Court, and more people 
I would hope before the Family Co-art are not 
really being adversary in which one party is 
trying to prove another party is wrong or 
that he's guilty. The procedure is that of 
dealing with people who are in trouble, trying 
to help them. In the Juvenile Court children are 
in trouble because of their bad behavior or 
because of the neglect of their parents. In a 
Family Court, it's set up to deal with family 
quarrels generally, and the breaking up of 
the family unit. It's the whole family that's 
in trouble. A divorce may be the only solution. 
The court won't grant it until all other sol-
utions have been explored. The court will be 
set up to prevent or mend a broken home, rather 
than merely to recognize the breach and brand 
one partner as being in the wrong or being 
guilty. So the first advantage of the Juvenile 
Court is the attitute of the people who come be-
fore it. The next advantage which the Juvenile 
Court has and which the Family Court would have 
is that they would have a staff adequate to 
deal with the type of problems that come before 
it. The Juvenile Court of course has Probation 
officers, but the State depends heavily on the 
Welfare Department for their investigations and 
the help of social workers for the medical 
and psychiatric srvices they sometimes feel are 
necessary. However a family court has to have 
a staff of its own of those specialties isn't 
so important as is taken for granted as a matter 
ofcourse that evryone of these problems has a 
specialist investigating and advising. The 

• people whose business it is and whose specialty 
it is to in these cases understand the problems, 
rather than simply their legal aspects, which is 
true of our present courts. It's true that the 
Superior Court may in divorce cases often call 
in their probation officers and they may even 
take advice from social agencies on matters like 
custody, but that's the exception and the Family 
Court ought to make it the rule. So the second 
great advantage of a Family Court taken from the 
Juvenile Court is that it uses the services of the 
experts and specialists in the field of Family 
relations to base its decision upon rather than 
merely thinking in terms of°a law. Third and 
finally the Juvenile Court and therefore I would 
hope a Family Court would hold its hearings I 
hope in private and informally. And, this in itseLf 
would change the atmosphere and the impression of a 
family quarrel being a public contest where one 
party gets up to accuse the other of all sorts 
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they can make it they are sure of getting the 
divorce. Here is a private conference in the 
Judge's chamber without the public being admit-
ted and where there is a possibility of tolerance, 
of reconciliation and a new start, and bringing 
in the experts that might be available. As far 
as the jurisdiction of the Family Court is concern-
ed, I'm not particulatly concerned myself. I 
don't feel it is too important how much is included 
provided the essentials of family break up and 
divorce, separation and custody and matters of 
that kind are included. As a member of the Probate 
Assembly, and as a Probate Judge, I know the 
Probate Courts in particular are extremely 
concerned about the loss of any of their powers 
and peroggative, and I certainly dnn't feel 
that it is too important to have any of those 
^elements of jurisdiction removed. I feel that 
"the Probate courts are doing a reasonably ade-
quate job and for the most part the smaller 
courts like my own court has very little to do 
with these elements that are supposed to be 
included in the Family Court like adoption and 
these committments don't even belong directly 
in consideration of the family problem,so that 
my own feeling would be to leave the Probate 
jurisdiction pretty much alone and less oppos-
ition will develop from the Probate Court. How-
ever I do feel that it's important for all of 
us to.recognize the needs of Court Reform and 
recognize the upsetting problems of families 
today whether or not they have any selfish int 
erest in serving their own perroggative, it's 
incumbent upon us to get up and speak for a 
reform which this state and the people of this 
state thoroughly need. Thank you. 

Chr. Googel: It would be appreciated at this time if most 
of you would try to keep your remarks as brief 
as possible. Try not to be repititious, because 
we haven't heard from those who are opposed 
and we would like to give everyone an opportunity 
to be heard without having to schedule another 
hearing. The Chair now recognizes the Represent-
ative from Avon, Mr. August. 

Representative Robert B. August, Avon: Mr. Chairman, I have an 
outline of my comments so all I am going to 
give is an outline in any event. As a member 
in the last session of the sub-committee that 
tried to get through the Family Court, I can 
only say that I think its incumbent upon all of 
us to push forth and if necessary if the Repub-
licans have to cooperate with a Democratic 
Governor, then I'm all for it. As to the minor 
courts, the elements there to me have been re-
peated many times this afternoon, we can only 
have good courts if we have competent personnel, 
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Rep, August continues: selected without political consideration. 

I am opposed to the Minor court provision of the 
Interim Committee bill because it doesn't do that, 
it leaves a great deal to be done as far as the 
Justice courts are concerned. I question the 
Bar Baill and Administration Bill as far as the 
minor courts are concerned because I believe that 
they have not adequately answered the questions 
at all. Now I would be criticized I am sure 
if I say that I am concerned about cost where 
justice is concerned. I believe though that just-
ice can be obtained without cost which apparently 
appears to be in the background of these two bills, 
and I believe that the local court can be administ-
ered locally. I'm no supporter of the Justice 
Courts but I have one or two points here which I 
suggest for consideration by your committee and 
I will just state them by outlining the® and then 
leaving the outline with you: 

1. The Justice Courts and 
Justices of the Peace should be abolished as far 
as their elected aspect is concerned, and in 
the future appointments both in the Municipal 
courts and trial justice courts should be made 
by the judges of the Superior court upon the 
recommendation of the Bar Association. Their 
recommendation need not come from the same town 
in which the court sits. I believe that if 
judges are attorneys, then there are an ample 
number of attorneys throughout the state who 
are well qualified to act as judges in our local 
courts. The mere fact that they are attorneys 
leads them to take pride in the fact thatthey 
can act fairly. I believe that they could ade-
quately administer our minor courts and slow 
down rather than increase the centralization and 
the conjection of all cases which will be going 
through the new Common 'Pleas division or the 
Superior court. I believe that Prosecutors 
should also be sleeted by the same method to 
get them away from political situations as much 
as possible. I believe also that the procedures 
in the minor courts could well be enlarged upon 
and made much more uniform under the present poweis 
of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court in 
accordance with the Administrative procedural act 
passed in the last session. I am well convinced 
that this proposal has some merit to it while 
overcoming the objections to the integrated systens 
which have been proposed ando also overcoming the 
objections that we presently have and are in dire 
need of change. Thank you. 
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Mr̂ 'Ibratiam A. Lub chans ky-i- League of Women Voters of Connecticut: 
I wish to speak in favor of 

S.B. No. 793: / 

For over thirty years, the League has been 
concerned with various aspects of Connecticut's 
judicial system. For the last four years, we 
have studied Connecticut's present judicial set-
up and all the proposals for its reorganization. 
We have concluded that certain standards - certain 
basic aims are common to any good judicial system, 
namely: 

1. Full time judges. 
2. Legally trained judges. 
3. Judicial Tenure. 
if-. Uniformity of procedure. 
5* Prompt adminisrtation of 

justice. 
6. Elimination of overlapping 

jurisdiction. 
7. Flexible use of judges, 

court personnel and facilities through 
a system of central administration. 

8. Abolition of the fee 
system. 

The League of Women Voters support S. B. 793 as 
meeting these standards for a state-integrated 
court system. We believe that this sound and 
forward looking plan drafted by recognized and 
objective experts in this field will provide a 
a court system designed for our times with 
justice equally and impartially available to all 
citizens of this state. We respectfully urge 
your serious consideration of this bill and a 
favorable report from this committee. Thank you. 

Attorney Morgan P. Ames, Treasurer of State Bar Association: I 
speak as an individual. I think we all recognize 
that Court Reform is urgently needed to deal with 
what I consider the most pressing problem that we 
have at the present time in connection with the 
administration of justice, and that is the timlines s 
of the administration of justice.' We all know that 
Justice Delayed is Justice Denyed, and measured by 
that test, the administration of justice in our Stat 
we must recognize has, since World War II broken 
down. There are now some ̂0,000 cases pending 
in the Superior Court and the Court of Common Pleas 
of our State. We have to face with shame I belie-ve 
the fact that of the 6 courts in this entire 
country that are the most delayed in their admin-
istration of justice, we have two in this State 
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Aines continues: and of the twelve in this country, we 
have three in this State where justice is most 
delayed. That is the Superior Court sitting in 
Fairfield County, Hartford County and New Haven 
County. These are literally three of the 
twelve courts in this Country where according to 
the Institute of Judicial Administration, Inc., 
in New York City, justice is most delayed. At 
the present time in Fairfield County it takes 
about 36 months to reach a trial by jury and in 
Hartford Country Superior Court it takes about 
28 months. Now imagine the devastating effect 
in human terms of the expense, the anxiety, 
the continuation of animosities. The family 
circumstances, the lack of confidence in our 
courts that these intolerable delays are caus-
ing among our citizens. If we were catching 
up thae would be some ground for home, but in 
fact we are falling farther and farther behind 
all the time. Cases are coming in faster than 
our courts can dispose of them. Back in 195̂ , 
Chief Justice English writing in the Connecticut 
Bar Journal said that the situation was critical 
and that something had to be done. Chief 
Justice Wynn said the same thing the following 
year. Actually as a practical matter nothing has 
been done alleviate this increasing congestion 
of the trial courts, especially on the jury side 
of the Superior Court in those three most popular 
counties, and if we consdier that on each side 
of q litigation there are at least one plaintiff 
and at least one defendant, and that each one 
of them has a wife and three or four children, 
who are cfependent perhaps upon litigants, 
we come up with a figure of 3-̂ ,000 people who 
are being personally and directly adversely 
affected by these lengthy delays in the administ-
ration of justice. It is obvious therefore that 
something must be done promptly and effectively 
to deal with this all important problem of the 
delay in the administration of justice which is 
a factor I think which no prior speaker has 
addressed himself to. Now actually as I say, 
the delay is increasing and will increase more 
and more because this year the U. S. Congress 
has decreased the jurisdiction of the U. S. 
District Court to deal with litigations and 
those litigations inevitably will be thrown over 
into our Superior Court. The Federal Court in 
this State in New Haven and Hartford is now 
roughly two or sometimes three years behind 
also in the disposition of litigation and as 
those cases are transferred or turned away into 
our State courts, our delays are going to go 
from 3̂  months in Fairfield County at the present 
time to well what would you say four years or 
more. The situation in Fairfield Country where I 
come from is a very critical situation as well as 
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and perhaps a lot of your audience from Tolland, 
Litchfield and New London, where the dockets are 
relatively up to date, are not really familiar 
with the problems we are facing. One critical 
factor which is needed in any court reorganizat-
ion bill which might be passed is an increase in 
the number of judges, who are going to handle 
the business of the courts, the increasing business 
of the courts. And those judges are going to 
need perhaps other court personnel, such as Law 
Clerks, Stenographers. I believe that at the' 
present time that a Justice of the Supreme Court 
of Errors of Connecticut who has to decide a 
case has to go to the library to pull down a 
book for himself and if he wantsto dictate an 
opinion he has to write it out in long hand, 
and if he wants to write a letter, he has to 
write it out in long hand and wait sometimes 
for:days, weeks or more in order to catch a 
stenographer some place to type up his letters, 
to type up the opinions which he writes, which 
sets the law of the entire State. The same is 
true in our Superior Court and the Court of 
Common Pleas. Our judges do not have the time 
to do the legal research which is required 
in deciding cases coming before them. If we 
had some Law Clerks in our court houses the 
time of our judges could be put to much more 
effective use than as what is being made of 
their time at the present as doing routine 
tasks of setting down legal authorities, check-
ing up on cases cited by the lawyers who come 
into the courts, doing what is really work 
of a routine legal clerical nature. At the 
present time we have five judges of the Supreme 
Court of Errors, twenty-to in the Superior Court, 
twelve in the Court of Common Pleas, making a 
total of 39, Just as stated, in S. B. 793, v ^ 
which I support provision is made in Sec. 14 
for five judges in the Supreme Court - and 30 
judges in Suprior Court. That would be 35 
judges, or four less than we have at the present 
time. Now it is true of course that some of 
the judges of the Superior Court and the Court 
of Common Pleas judges would be taken away and 

turned over to the Family Court, and the Court 
of Common Pleas judges would not have to deal 
with appeals from the municipal courts. So 
that perhaps roughly 35 Judges under the' pro-
posed reorganized set up would be the equivalent 
of the 39 at the present time. But, as I have 
said, we are ̂ 0,000 cases behind at the present 
time and we are falling further and further 
behind every single day that passes as hundred 
and hundreds of new cases are brought into 
the courts. So that it seems fair to me that 
the Legislature in organizing the court set 
up must bear that in mind. Sec. 14 of S.B.793 L/ 
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Attorney Ames continues: which provides that the number of 
judges of Superior Court should be increased 
from 30 to bo, whenevr the Chief Judge of the 
Supreme Court of Errors upon consultation 
with the presiding judge of the Superior Court, 
and with the Executive Secretary of the Jud-
icial Department shall certify to the Governor 
theit the business before the Superior Court 
requies the naming of additional judges. It 
seems all too clear to me at the present time 
that the business of the Superior Court does 
require the naming of additional judges to 
grapple with this increased mass of litigation 
that is being brought in before them, so I 
would respectfully urge that not only should 
S.B. 7934>e passed but that that provision 
about 30 judges with an extra ten at some 
possible time in the future be amended so that 
we start off at the very beginning with the 
it-0 judges of the Superior Court, who are needed, 
together with additional help by way of law 
clerks, stenographers, etc., to grapple with 
the if0,000 cases which are still pending 
undisposed of today, which at the current rate 
would take two or three years to dispose of 
even if no new cases were started, to deal 
with those k0,000 cases and the hundreds and 
hundreds of new cases that are being brought 
before them every day and every week. Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: I recognize that man in the corner. 

Attorney Theodore Koskoff, Stratford: I am the Chairman of the 
State Bar Association Committee on Civil Just-
ice. The previous speaker, Morgan Ames, I 
think has touched on perhaps the most import-
ant part of the discussion. I believe that 
the philosphy behind both of thebills, both 
the State Bar Bill and the Administration Bill, 
has been fully explored, but I think there are 
a couple of bread and butter aspects to the 
proposed legislation which it is important to 
refer to. Mr. Ames has brought out the question 
of the number of judges, I would like to echo 
the arguments which he made, butljust want to 
say this in connection with that argument. Our 
judges presently, the present complement of 
Superior Court judges are over worked, and are 
under paid. I have spent the greater part of 
my adult life trying cases in the courts of 
this State. I know of nogroup of public servants 
that works harder, more diligently, and longer 
hours, than do the judges of the State of Conn-
ecticut. Superior Court judges in particular. 
The Legislature has seen fit to assign to them 
over the past three or four sessions new duties, 
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Attorney Koskoff continues: such as of an adminisrtative nature, 
such as sentence review, and many other tasks. 
In addition the Legislature has seen fit to 
order the Superior Court to sit in various 
communities, I'm sure to the satisfaction to 
the Gentlemen of the Legislature who come from 
those communities. It seems to me somewhat 
ridlculaous to say to the Superior Court of 
the State of Conecticut, you are obliged to 
sit in Ansonia, you are obliged to sit in Rock-
land, when the great, great bulk of litigation 
that exists, the great back-log of litigation 
about which Mr. Ames spoke, sits in the large 
counties where the bulk of this type of work 
goes. Yet the Superior Court is always on 
the mandate of the Legislature not to sit 
with its present complement of judges. The 
Legislature is going to tell the Superior 
Court where to sit, it at least ought to 
provide the court with sufficient judges to 
man the jobs that the Legislature places upon 
them to do. I would believe that the people 
who are best able to determine where the 
courts should sit and the people who are 
directly connected with the business of the 
court, and I speak of the judges themselves. I 
therefore urge you and I notice that this only 
appears in the bills in connection with the 
Court of Common Pleas, the proposed newly 
established Court of Common Pleas. I urge 
you that you permit the Supreme Court or the 
Superior Court to determine where and when it 
shall sit inorder that the manpower it has 
been allocated can be used to better advantage. 
That does not appear in either of the two 
bills mentioned. In using a realistic approach 
to the problem, I would like to say further, 
should the Legislature in its infinite wisdom 
decide not to incorporate the Probate Court 
changes so proposed in the State Bar Bill, I 
urge that you write in to the Legislation 
which you do pass some provision for the estab-
lishment of motions for disclosure and for 
rules of procedure in the Probate Courts them-
selves, so that at least a litigant can come 
in, know where he is going and avail himself 
of the proposed rulles of civil procedure with 
which we all who practice are familiar. I 
have two other suggestions to make in connect-
ion with this. I urge that is you adopt the 
so-called Administration Bill that you take 
from the State Bar Bill, Section 13 having to 
do with the rule making power. I've spent the 
last ten years on the State Bar Committee as a 
member and the last four years as Chairman of 
the Committee relating to the establishment of 
rules of procedure and it is my feeling for / 
two basic reasons that the rules in S. B. 793y 
Section 13 handles the job considerable better 
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- Attorney Koskoff continues: than does the Administration Rule, 
Section 10 under the Administration Bill. You 
will note that in Section 13 of the Bar Bill, 
there are two safe guards and I believe that one 
of these safe guards was the law prior to the 
writing of these present bills, that is in the 
1955 Session of the Legislature, wnich initially 
gave to tne Superior Court the rule making power. 
In Section 13 of -cne State Bar Bill, it contains 
a statement tnat: 

Said rule shall neither abridge, 
enlarge nor modify the substance of rights of 
any litigants. 

That does not appear in the Administration Bill. 
I think it's important, I think it ought to appear 
in the Administration Bill, or ought to be incorp-
orated into it. THe other provision that I 
propose that you incorporate into the Administrat-
ion Bill has to do with the fact of the holding 
of public hearings In relation to the establishmeit 
of rules of procedures. You will note that Para-
graph B of Section 13 of the State Bar Bill prov-
ides for these public hearings. The third safe-
guard has to do with the fact that in those instants 
where rules abridge or abate existing legilslation, 
that those rules must be reported to the Legis-
lature in the following session of the Legislature. 
I believe that is a safeguard that should be 
written into the bill. You will note that these 
are all in the Bar Bill and do not appear in the 
Administration Bill. I urge also that, and those 
of you members of the committee, and I know there 
are many of you who practice law in the courts, 
that there exists another provision which should 
be written into this Bill as one of the provisions. 
It has to do with those cases which are litigated 
in the Court of Common Pleas or the Superior 
Court involving a Minor or an Estate. Should you 
not do anything about the incorporation of the 
general picture of the Probate Court, I suggest 
then that you write into the Legislation a prov-
ision which would permit a case which is started 
in the Superior Court or the Court of Common 
Pleas which is subsequently settled to permit 
the judge of that court to enter an order approv-
ing the settlement so that it beceomes unnecessary 
to go through the fiction of going back to the 
Probate Court for an approval of the settlement. 
Certainly the judge who has tried the case, 
listed to the evidence, is familiar with the 
attitudes of both counsels, and is in a far better 
position to determine whether a settlement is 
reasonable or understandably unreasonable than 
is a Probate Judge who all he sees and gets the 
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Attorney Koskoff continues: opportunity to see is the application 
made on behalf of the minor or behalf of the 
Estate. This would eliminate a duplication 
of work which presently exists. There is one 
other thing which I am sure will not be met 
with a great deal of happiness on the part of 
the plaintiff's counsel most of the time, and' 
X am going to identify myself by the fact that 
I represent only plaintiffs. But I would like 
to say this, that one of the reasons for the 
clogging of the dockets is the fact that lit-
igation is commenced in the wrong court. Should 
the Aministration Bill be adopted, I suggest that 
a provision be written into the bill, which 
would premit a Judge of the Superior Court to 
order a case transferred to the Common Pleas 
Court when in his opinion the case lies within 
the minimum, rather the maximum jurisdiction 
of the Common Pleas Court. However, in doing 
this I would urge that you consider leaving 
it in its present state, that is even if the 
judge orders this case to be transferred to 
the Common Pleas Court, that for the purposes 
of that litigation the oddendum remain what-
ever the lawyer who drew that writ in the first 
place so that the rights of the Plaintiff will 
not be infringed upon. In that way, a consid-
erable body of minor legislation, which 
presently exists in the Superior Court could 
be transferred to the Court of Common Pleas 
without any significant change in the rights 
of the party. 

Chr. Scanlon: Before we finish with more proponents, I would 
like once more to ask that if you are going to 
speak on a subject that has already been touched 
upon, I would prefer that you register. I 
am told now that it is starting to snow out and 
there are a good many opponents here who would 
like to be heard and have a long way to travel to 
get home, so if you will be brief and please 
not repititious, we'll go forward a little longer 
with the proponents. 

Attorney Max Schwartz, Woodbridge: I am the Chairman of the Family-
Law Committee of the State Bar Association. 
Before you made your remark Mr. Chairman, I was 
going to mention the fact that you people have 
been subjected to a considerable amount of har-
anguing in behalf of these bills. I merely want 
to say that the Family Law Committee of the 
State Bar Association strongly endorses the State 
Bar Association Bill and especially the Family 
Law Court provisions of the bill, and we hope 
that your committee will see fit to come out 
of committee with a strong reorganization bill, 
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Thank you. 
John F. Cur ran, New Haven: I oppose Bills 492, J+91, 793 and 2572. 

I haven't had a chance to look at 3873 because 
I just received a copy today. I hadn't heard 
of it before. 

Chr. Scanlon: 

Mr. C-urran: 

Chr. Scanlon: 

We are now hearing proponents only. 
I'm sorry Sir, I'm speaking against these bills. 
Mrs. Ryan. 

Mrs. Ryan, representing Greater Hartford Community Council: I have been asked to speak in support of 
S. B. Wo. 793 ̂  

I think this bill most satisfactorily meets the 
standards of the Community Council and we 
feel this is desireable of a Family Court Bill. 
We believe that the Family Court should be a 
court with a wide jurisdiction over all types 
of family problems, including questions over 
custody and support of children, divorce and 
all non-support matters. It is important that 
the bill enacted should require investigations 
in all matrimonial cases involving children 
tinder 16, inorder to determine custody and 
support of these children. So far as I have 
been able to discover, S. B. 793^r the Bar 
Bill is the only bill which includes this prov-
ision. It is important also that there should 
be centrallized in a Family Court, all enforce-
ment of support, whether it be the child of 
divorced parents, or a family not broken by 
divorce, or if the father is outside the State 
or in the State. We know that you are aware 
that family matters are scattered among the 
different courts in Connecticut, because they 
juat happened to grwo that way. So no one 
sat down and planned it up until this point. 
Modern social theories recognize that any family 
matter can best be handled by looking at the 
family as a whole. With the present court 
structure this cannot be done. We urge your 
support for a Family Court because it represents 
a means of keeping the courts abreast of modern 
social means, as well as the legal means and needs 
of the family. We blieve inoestablishing a Family Court as part of the well thought out 
integrated court system would greatly strengthen 
the services provided by a Family Court. I would 
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in addition to this statement in support of 
statements made by Senator Barringer. I per-
sonally feel that the® should be no conflict 
between social workers and lawyers in the courts. 
They should have a common purpose as set forth 
in case law and in the professional publications 
of social workers, and that is to promote the 
best interests of children. Both of these 
professions want, or should want all pertinent 
facts and evidence for a decision on custody, 
I believe with Senator Barringer that the vast 
administration of a Family Court can be handled 
if the judges specialize in that field. I 
recognize that all judges don't look upon 
this as a desireable sort of practice. Those 
judges who are concerned with purely intellect-
ual exercises will npt get satisfaction 
from a Family Court. Judges, however who have 
a interest in human values will gain a great 
deal of satisfaction from sitting in Family 
Courts, I believe, which is not possible at the 
present time, because there are so many disturb-
ing questions raised in divorce actions that 
cannot properly be settled under the present 
situation. One of the reasons I -chink it's 
important for the court to investigate in all 
custody matters is now the litigants on both 
sides are represented by counsel. Children 
are very often not represented by anyone. It's 
very often an emotional situation when a 
divorce is being sought and the tendency of even 
fairly good parents is sometimes to use the 
children as a tool or weapon in their fight 
against the other person. I think that invest-
igation by a mutual objective court officer 
offers to these children the best possible prot-
ection. 

Charles Parker, representing the Greater New Haven Council of 
Social Agencies: I just want to go on record 
in favor of the State Bar Bill. 

Attorney Ralph DuPont, New London: I am making a statement on 
behalf of myself and my wife, who is also 
present and who is also an attorney, Antoinette 
DuPont. I do not wish to speak extensively 
on the measures in the Court reorganization 
bills introduced by the Bar Association and 
the Administration, insofar as these bills 
concern matters in the minor courts. I heartily 
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Bar Association measure is to be preferred 
for I think it considers more carefully with 
a greater degree of specification the problems 
of our minor courts and the reorganization 
of our courts. I am most interested however 
in the Probate Court. My practice since my 
admission to the Bar of both New York and 
Connecticut has been largely concerned with 
the administration of descedent's estates. 
I think on my first meeting with the Connect-
icut Probate Court I was shocked to find that 
inadequate procedures, inadequate notice pre-
vailed in these courts. It may be the proper 
steps to correct these difficulties lie in the 
enactment of a uniform Probate Court. One would 
suppose therefore that such measures would orig-
inate in the Probate Assembly, one does find 
however stagnation in the Probate Law in the 
Sxate of Connecticut. One finds that these 
courts are unsatsifactory tribunals for the 
administration of justice . When I say they 
are unsatisfactory I refer you Mr. Chairman 
to the fact that appraisers appointed by the 
Probate Court are not accepted or accessible 
to the Federal Revenue Agent. Moreover pro-
cedures for rendering final accounting in 
the State are often less than adequate. Ac-
counts are submitted to these courts which 
are balance sheets on their face only. They 
are not examined by the court, they are merely 
accepted as they appear to be. There is no 
requirement for the trustee bank for example 
to show capital appreciation or paper losses 
during the course of administration of the 
estate. These gains and losses can often be 
of greater significance by far than mere prob-
lems of defaultation. One could go on Mr. 
Chairman to cite numferable examples of laxness 
in the preparation of inventories and the fil-
ing of Income Tax returns, all at great expense 
to this State in loss revenues. If this is 
so, it is so, because we are operating under 
a system staffed by part-time elected officials, 
any number of whom have no legal training. 
May I assure you members of this committee, that 
is it no boom to an estate to be accorded a 
quick hearing before an incompetent tribunal, 
whose verdict is entitled to no cradence in this 
State or any other, but whose every act is 
subject to new hearings de novo in the Superior 
Court. Such procedings are wasteful, time- con-
suming and should be discontinued. It is within 
the power of our Legislature to accomplish the 
needed changes. And it is only with this feature 
of that measure that I have substantial disagree-
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proposal offers to make the change, 
but It does so in a fashion which X 
submit to you Ladies and Gentlemen, 
Is not wholly acceptable either. The 
critics of the Bar Associationhave 
evidentally caused It to give some 
measure of attention to those who pre-s 
fer justice administered from the back 
room of an insurance office. The 
Bar Association which creates Surro-
gates and clerks who would be entit-
led to adjudicate certain matters, I 
urge you Ladies and Gentlemen to take 
the necessary steps to amend the 
Constitution if need be to remove 
therefrom the election of Probate 
Judges. I urge you to destroy with 
all possible defeat the curious 
anamalie that is the assembly of all 
Probate Judges with its paid politic-
al representatives. Upon mature 
analysis, what is the Probate Court? 
It is as you have been, told today, 
a collection of persons licensed by 
the State doing business for fees on 
a concession basis. Thio is not the 
definition of a Probate Justice Court. 
In our Probate Courts as accepted it 
is not permissable to waive fees for 
friends, double them for strangers« 
How come our judges are no engaged in 
the preparation of papers for persons 
who appear before their court, incl-
uding applications from Probate, 
inventories, such as income tax 
returns and the like,' but yet this is 
often cited as reasons why this court 
should be allowed to continue,, This 
act or acts are in of themselves 
violations of the canon Judicial acts. 
I would however take the Probate As« 
sembly at its word. I would suprisingly 
enough urge you to continue a Pro-
bate Assembly and the Probate Court 
but I would urge you one minor except«« 
ion, and in this I think I offer you 
something which has not been touched 
upon. I would urge you to use your 
powers, also the jurisdiction of the 
Probate Court so that it is possible 
for an executor or an- administrator, 
charged with the administration of an 
estate in excess of say $25,000 to 
remove thatefctate, all procedures 
relating thereto, to a division of the 
Superior Court, whereupon a full 
probate administration may be had in 
due course. To be truthful, if the 
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Attorney DuPont continues: people of this State truly 
approve the Probate Courts as they 
now stand, we would be doing nothing 
to harm them. We would have had a 
brief experiment which we could sub-
sequently right. But if the Probate 
Courts be little used by large estates, 
and attorneys having critical problems 
in the administration of those estates, 
would transfer such matters to a 
division of the Superior Court, then 
I believe in due course of time, you 
would find the Probate courts and its 
assembly of judges being a useful sys-
tem. It seems to me that such a 
change.in jurisdiction is not free 
from doubts as to constitutionality, 
and of course I would urge your 
committee to study closely the con-
stitutional aspects as such a plan. 
I assure you however that you do have 
the power to enlarge or detract juris-
diction from the Probate Court, and 
I would urge you to consider seriously 
this question of a change of juris-* 
diction to permit the removal of 
certain large and involved estates 
from the Probate Courts, leaving in 
thier hands the minor matters that are 
not greatly affected by part-time 
personnel. Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: The question is whether or not we 
will have to have another hearing, 
or whether the opponents can be fully 
heard or whether they would prefer 
that we go right through today. If 
we cannot give the opponents enough 
time today, we certainly will be glad 
to hear them fully at another date. 
We have no choice now but to go for** ward with the remaining proponents 
and ask them to speak as briefly as 
possible. 

Attorney Victor Dowling, Hartford: I speak for myself 
as an individual.. I should like 
first to preface my brief remarks by 
stating that I am unequivacably in 
favor of court reorgan ization 
embodying the principle «of legally-* 
trained judges and prosecutors in all 
courts of the State. There are how-
ever two points that I should like to 
submit to this committee for consid-
eration prior to the adapting of the 
final bill. The first concerns that 
of the elimination in the Bar Bar bill 
©f trial de n©vo in criminal cases 
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• A^orney Dow ling continues; Several of our leading 

jurists and practicing attorneys have 
at one time and another expressed the 
views similar to that of Lord Justice 
Matthews, the leading jurist of 
England, who when addressing a recent 
American Bar Association meeting 
stated as follows:-

"When I was a young man 
practicing at the Bar, I lost a great 
many cases I should have won, as I 
got along, I won a great many cases I 
ought to have lost, So on the whole 
justice was done." 
The question is justice to whom. The 
attorney asks but what of the client? 
I believe the tenure of American phil-
osophy still is that it is better for 
many guilty persons to go free than 
to have one innocent person unjustly 
incacerated. I submit that in the 
abscence of a workable mandatory 
internship for newly admitted members 
of the Bar in Connecticut, the trial 
de novo in criminal cases is a trem-
endous safeguard to the rights of the 
accused. The cost and alleged waste 
of time in.the system embodying trial 
de novo in criminal action has here 
today been pointed out as most unde-
sireable. I submit that the record 
of less than of appeals from the 
lower courts speak for itself. That 
abscence of juries from the newly 
proposed lower courts together with an 
option of a trial de novo or an appeal 
by way of review of errors would in 
fact speed up the real justice provid-
ing greater justice for the accused. 
In short, that any additional financ-
ial and time consuming costs is a 
small price to pay for the additional 
protection afforded an accused in 
trial de novo in criminal action. 
The second point I wish to make is this 
Connecticut today enjoys one the most 
highly esteemed State courts in the 
nation. I submit that this is due 
to the screening process inherent in 
our present court system. An opport-
unity to observe the ability and 
equally important the judicial demeanor 
of the lower court judges provides an 
already proven reservoir of judicial 
talen from the point of the State courts 
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Attorney Dowling continues: I further suggest that this 
present reservoir of proven judicial 
talent in the natural course of events 
will in time be exhausted and.in that 
connection I would suggest a system 
that would maintain this reservoir, 
that a percentage of the judgeships 
in a proposed division be of the 
Court of Common Pleas appointed to a 
single term of to one or two years 
without tenure. This would serve 
a dual purpose: 

1. An opportunity 
to determine natural service the 
jddicial ability of the appointee 

2. An opportunity 
for the apointee to determine in his 
own mind his adaptability to the 
exacting requirements of the bench. 
The result would be to maintain a 
reservoir of proven judges for appoint-
ment to office with tenure. Eight 
years is a long time to regret a 
mistake and a correction of an error 
of eight years standing is the most 
difficult one to make where a human 
being's reputation and future is at 
stake. Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: If anyone else has a written state-
ment we would appreciate it if they 
would file it with the Clerk. 

Harold Bailey, West Hartford: I am speaking only for 
myself. Now.obviously the Superior 
Court as the Common Pleas Court should 
have all the added legislation that 
they need for the purpose of the 
expeditious conduct and the decision 
of the cases before them. I'm all for 
that. I'm entirely satisfied to have 
a Family Court established. My opp«i 
osition is purely personal to the 
rest of the bill. I don't have any 
position in connection with any court, 
I'm not a lawyer, I'm not a politician, 
but I want you Gentlemen to consider 
this particular aspect of the rest 
of the bill. When you take the powers 
from the Town over the minor courts 
either civil or probate, you are do-
ing a revolutionary thing. It is a 
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Mr.Galley continues: tremendous departure. It is in 
line with the other bills of this 
Assembly, all tending towards cent-
ralization of power. Now this State 
was not set up on any such basis. It 
was set up on the basis of local 
self-determination, local self-govern-
ment, and local handling of offenses 
as well as local handling of probate 
matters. If a Probate Judge makes 
a mistake, it can be corrected by 
trial de novo in Superior Court. But 
the Probate Judge.is largely a mini-
sterial officer. He is concerned... 
May I interrupt for just a moment. 
Are you talking fpr or against these 
proposals? 
It'o both Your Honor. I wish you 
would talk for now and then when the 
opposition gets their turn, you can 
talk again. 
May I conclude and then that will 
dispose of me. Their office is largely 
ministerial. If anybody is dissatif-
ied, they can take an appeal. If 
we centrallize this power, then Amer-
ica is going to be a different sort 
of place than it has been, and I 
think that would be a departure from 
the tradition, which has much merit. 
Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: This Gentlemen here. 
John Timco, 244 Park Street, Bridgeport: Mr. Chairman 

and members of this Judiciary Committee, 
Ladies and Gentlemen: Two years ago 
I was to a public hearing on Court 
Reform. I appealed to the Judiciary 
Committee for legal aid and a fair and 
full hearing concerning a civil suit. 
I did not get their help, but I thank 
them just the same. Tflay I would like 
to hear and ask this committee how 
could a court reform bill help to 
guarantee justice to any victim of 
delayed denial of justice or dessert-
ion in our courts by any lawyer, 
hired to protect your interest and 
the professional ethics brush-off by 
any other lawyers. Are they not the 
officers of a court? and why should 
a person have to go to another State 
to hire a lawyer at extra expense to 

Chr. Googel: 

Mr. Bailey: 
CHr. Googel: 

Mr. Bailey: 
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Mr. Timco continues: get justice in Connecticut? The 

Federal and state constitutions 
guarantee equal protection under the 
law. It is a sad day when you tell a 
Common Pleas judge at a pre-trial 
hearing and ask him if he thinks this 
is equal protection. I thank this 
Judiciary Committee for the opport-
unity to speak and I do hope that 
they will correct this un-American 
practice of some lawyers. The courts 
are for the good of all people, let 
them respect and protect the rights 
for justice for all. Thank you. 

Judge Carmady: Mr. Chairman, I believe the matter 
of fair-play .. it is now 4 o'clock., 
thatb the opponents to these various 
bills be given their full day in 
court. This has gone on all day now 
and we wouldn't have more than an 
hour at best and I do think that we 
should have a full day before us so 
we can be heard as fairly and as 
readily as the people in favor of the 
bill have been. 

Rep. Schlossbach: Mr. Chairman, I agree with the Judge 
entirely, first because I thought 
it was a good idea that we get more 
time to study this problem and 
certainly from the amount of evidence 
that's been produced here today, a 
great deal more study is needed. How-
ever I would like to have &t under-
stood that the proponents have been 
heard completely as of this time, 
and we're not faced with some new 
evidence later on. 

Chr. Scanlon: We will now close the hearings on 
proponents and if there is anyone 
here who does not have a lengthy 
opposition and would kike to be 
heard today, perhaps we can hear them 
so they won't have to come back again 
another time. But, we certainly 
•will have another hearing so that the 
opponents can say whatever they want 
in opposition to these bills and 
we won't limit them as to time. 



Louis Anderson, First Selectman, Brookfield: I am 
here to oppose any changes in the 
Minor Court reform bill. I'm 
amazed sitting here today, listen* 
ing to the Bar Asoociation with all 
their propositions in trying to 
project and further their own prof-
ession. I am not against any Traffic 
court changes. I believe that a lot 
of good could be done in taking the 
Traffic courts out of the small 
towns. I live in the area served 
by the Danbury Traffic Court, which 
was supposedly a model set up some 
twenty years ago. Thank you. 

Chr. Scanlon: Can we see by a show of hands approx« 
Imately how many people intend to 
speak against these bills. If we 
could schedule a hearing tomorrow 
afternoon at two o'clock how many 
of you could come back. How would 
next Wednesday morning be? 

Frank Franzoso, a Barber : spoke on any changes in 
Minor Court system would meet with 
his disapproval. Record was very 
unclear. 

Chr. Scsrion: We will continue the opposition 
hearing a week from this Wednesday 
morning, at 10: o'clock up in the 
Old Senate Chamber. The hearing 
for today is now closed. 

4-A? i/O 
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Purtill, Satter, Wagner, Schlossbach, 
Eddy, Dudley, Shulansky, Finch 

Chr. Scanlon: We will start the hearings. 
Rep. Marjorie D. Farmer, Darien: Mr. Chairman, Members of 

the Committee: Thank you for letting me 
speak first so that I may go to another 
committee. I would like to speak on this 
whole matter.of Court Reorganization. I'll 
be as brief as possible. First, I favor 
some of these measures and oppose others. 
Second, I think this is the year to do 
some Court Reorganization. It's apparent 
to your committee I'm sure, that you 

have sever have several very difficult decisions to 
make. If as probably many of you do, 
you think we should have some court 
reorganization, the question is first, 
which ones are most desireable? Second, 
which ones are practical and not too 
costly? And, third, which ones will the 
voters of Connecticut accept? Because, 
when all is said and done that is one of 
the tests of good legislation as we all 
know. My views are well known to those 
of you who have been on the committee 
before, in regard to the Family Court. 
I have sponsored a bill for.several 
sessions and I believe that that would 
be the measure which has the first prio-
rity. It is one thing that could be done 
and done well this year even if nothing 
more were done. Second, I would favor 
a new Common Pleas Court which would 
take over the jurisdiction of the Munici« 
pal Court and the present Common Pleas 
Court. In regard to the Treial Justice 
Courts, I once favored their abolition. 
Today I think its apparent that there is 
a great deal of opposition to that in 
some of the towns. I believe the Interim 
Committee recommended the possibility 
that the towns could decide themselves 
whether they would come into a new 
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Rep. Parmer continues: Common Pleas system. If that 

possibility were given to them, I 
believe a few of the towns and I'm sure, 
they would come in very soon, and others 
would come in from time to time, depend-
ing on how well the Common Pleas Court 
serves the interest of the people. There's 
one thing I'm very much opposed to and 
that is giving the judges the power to 
increase the number of judges. That is 
a matter which I believe the Legislature 
should decide and one which as you know 
has a great deal of opposition among 
Legislators as well as other people. In 
regard to the Family Court it is unneces-
sary to give all thereasons. I'm sure 
all of you are familiar with those. I 
believe we should retain the present 
free judicial system and set up that 
court with perhaps six judges and as 
time goes on it will be easy to determine 
whether they can carry all the business 
or not. If they can't the Legislature 
can increase the number. As to any 
constitutional question about giving 
questions of divorce and so on to a 
Family Court, I think it would be very 
easy by Constitutional Amendment to 
eliminate the word inferior and a simple 
amendment I believe would be supported 
by everyone. I won't discuss the other 
courts. I believe the Superior Court 
should remain as it is. In short I 
believe that your committee can and should 
find a comparatively simple, practical 
way of reorganizing the courts without 
too much opposition from the public. 

^ Thank you very much. 
Chr. Scanlon: Any other Legislators? 
Rep. Robert H. Barnes, Montville: I am again coming here 

to register opposition as I did prev-
iously. At that time I said that I 
would be very happy to.offer suggestions 
if invited by the Committee. In the 
meantime and subsequent to that declar-
ation, the leaders in my home town of 
Montville requested that I do so. I 
have this in documentary form and I want 
to present it to you. Howeyer I should 
like to read just two paragraphs of this 
document. It's in two parts. 

Retain Probate Assembly and Probate 
Courts in their present status. Less 
perrgoatives and possibilities turned over 
to the Family Court relating to personal 
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Rep. Barnes continues: matters. The Probate Courts 
are doing a highly efficient and commend-
able job and any reduction in the number 
of courts would have at least one bad 
result, a lessening of the present good 
of community service. 

The Small Courts. Municipal, City, 
Town, Borough, Justice, Small Claims, etc., 
to be put on a an elective basis for terms 
of four years, elected to court readily 
along with Probate Judges. This would be 
an improvement or reform of the present 
system without loss of service, while at 
the same time, leaving in the hands of 
electors the selection of, of their own 
choice, their judges, associate judges 
and deputy judges. In other worcls, Home 
Rule. The retention of the two Party 
system,.all of these the Hallmark of 
our democracy. Should a local court not 
measure up to standards the electors 
would have only themselves to blame, but 
would still have the opportunity to 
correct the situation at the next election. 
I hope when this is all over, Ladies and 
Gentlemen of this Committee that we, 
Legislators, vote pur convictions and we 
vote as we see best for our towns and 
for the State of Connecticut, that we do 
not vote by being high^pressured or by 
being influenced to vote otherwise. Thank 
you very much. 

Chr. Scanlon: Are there any other legislators? All 
right, then Judge Carmody, the Chief-Judge 
of the Trial Justice has asked to speak. 

Judge G. Carmody, Chief Judge of Trial Justice Courts: 
Senator Scanlon, Ladles and Gentlemen of 
the Committee, if. I may identify myself, 
I am Chief Judge of the 102 Trial Justice 
Courts with their 52 Small Claims Courts. 
I am also the Trial Justice of the Town 
of Woodbury. Prio to 1939, I was the' 
Justice of the Peace of the Town of Hater-
town. I was the first Trial Justice .in1 
the Town of Watertown and held that 
position for ten years. I am now in my 
third term in Woodbury as Trial Justice. 
I yappen to be a practicing attorney in 
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Judge Carmody continues: Waterbury, I want to thank you 
Senator Scanlon for your invitation to 
appear before your committee and I want 
to state very emphatically that I feel 
that it is proper for me to present the 
case for the Trial Justice Courts. I 
do not appear.today in opposition to any 
of these Court Reorganization bills, that 
is not my perrogative. And with that as 
a introduction it seems to me that the 
basic question and mind you I restrict 
my remarks to the Trial Justice Courts, 
is whether or not, today, the Trial Just-
ice Courts have out-lived their usefulness. 
I think in a nut-shell, that is the problem. 
In order to briefly decide that question, 
I think that if we will loiak back prior to 
1939 and with having in mind the flexibility 
and the adaptability of these courts over 
thenumber of years. Prior to 1818 as you 
all know, the Justice of the Peace was 
recognized in our Constitution in l8l8. 
It was given official status and as time 
went on, as means of communication, motor 
vehicle transportation increased, certain 
evils, and I say evils, crept into the 
system. There's no question about it, 
And the General Assembly in 1939 saw what 
had happened and very wisely recognized 
it, the flexibility of the system, its 
adaptability, passed that very extra 
Trial Justice Court Bill, prio to 1939 
we had the fee system, it was a terrible 
situation. Every Justice of the Peace had 
his own court, he had his own prosecutcr, 
he had his own constable, We know waht 
happened. In 1939, you enacted legis-
lation whereby each town had its own Trial 
Justice and he was put on salary. Today, 
incidentally the average slalary of 
each Trial Justice in the State is about 
$500,.that is a matter of record. Now 
since 1939 what has happened? The courts 
have seen this trmendous Increase in motor 
vehicle transportation. We have seen 
these new super highways, parkways, come 
into existence where formerly the major 
matters b£for the court involved Breach 
of Peace, Non-Support,. Drunkeness, matters 
of that kind, our motor vehicle violations 
fast came into the effendency. Today, as 
of today, the figures bear out my state-
ment that there are about 85$ of all 
matters handled by the Trial Justice Courts 
are motor vehicle cases. Now, its a 
fair question, a tremendous amount of 
criticizm has been directed against these 
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Judge Carmody continues: Trial Justice Courts and 

because I am charged by statutes as the 
appointee of the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court, I am charged with the 
official operation of the Trial Justice 
Courts, and as I have read in the papers 
and I have heard all these criticizms 
against these courts, I have felt it 
encumbent upon me to come before you. All 
this criticism,has not helped the official 
operation of these courts. There are 
intimations of non-decense, mal-decense, 
miss-decense, and I assure you that those 
ciritcizms are not well founded. Now what 
has the Trial Justice Court done to 
help themselves. You help us, we help 
ourselves I'm sure. Now here's what 
they've done: 

1. They meet in annual assembly 
each year, here in Hartford, by Statute. 
They discuss problems they have in common. 

2. They have, and I as their Chief 
Judge, have been engaged in the drafting 
of uniform rules of practice and proced« 
ure, which is greatly nsded, without a 
question of a doubt. As You know the 
Supreme Court judges are the ones who 
make the rules, but we are preparing 
recommendations for their consideration, 
which I think is a proper function of 
my office and of the courts in general. 

3. We have appointed informally 
chairmen of the Trial Courts in each 
of the counties., 

4. We have started work-shops 
in each of the counties. Each county's 
problems may differ from thenext. Now 
Litchfield County does nothave the 
problems that Middlesex County may have 
with the Turnpike, etc. And we are trying 
to iron out our problems discussing out 
uniformity of bonds, trying to get some 
uniformity of fines within discretion and 
it's been very heartening to me to see 
the avid cooperation of all the Justices 
in all these towns. They want to help 
to keep their courts. Their townspeople 
told them they want to keep their courts 
and they are doing everything possible to 
keep them. 
Now, believe it or not, this system has 
some virtues. Now let me point out just 
a few of them if I may: 
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Judge Carmody continues: 

1. The matter of convenience. 
Now that is a fright-

fully important matter. The majority of 
these courts meet in night session, "both 
its criminal division and its small claims 
division. Now it seems to me that that 
is an excellent example of the Trial 
Justice Courts suiting the convnnience 
of the public without any detriment to 
the administration of justice itself. 
If you pause just a moment and think, the 
majority of our people in our State, 
the only court they ever go into are the 
Justice Courts. The Justice Courts cover 
a population of about 315*000 people in 
the State, approximately 1/6 of the 
entire population. Most of the people 
who come in, the majority, are working 
people. To have them give up a days 
work to go into court, to have flteir 
witnesses in court, so that they can 
properly present their case is an econ-
omic hardship. A long time ago, the 
Justice Courts recognized that fact, 
and is a matter of convenience to the 
public, for the public. These are the 
peoples courts. 

2. The matter of economy. 
. I t seems to me, I 

believe the watchword of this Assembly 
is "ECONOMY". I will dwell a little 
more at length on this matter of economy 
when I cover some vital statistics here. 

3. The matter of efficiency. 
Those are the three watchwords of our 
courts: Convenience, Ecooonomy, and 
Efficiency. Let it be borne in mind, 
there is no backlog of cases in any of the 
Trial Justice Courts, in either the Crim-
inal Division, or Small Claims Division 
I heard figures here at the last hearing 
that there are I believe 40,000 cases 
the backlog of those cases in the Superior 
Courts of our three larger counties. Now 
every person is entitled to a speedy trial. 
They're guaranteed the trial by our 
Constitution as I recall, and they cert-
ainly get it in the Trial Justice Courts. 
I will not burden you with borf.ng details, 
but I will just cover highlights which 
I think are very illuminating. I have 
actual figures, gotten by myself from all 
the courts for the year 1957- I have 
not the final figures for the year 1958* 
I believe they will be approximately the 
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Judge Carmody continues: same, so I am projecting the 
1958 figures and giving you figures on 
a two year or biennial basis. Briefly, 
the total number of cases handled by 
the Trial Justice Courts in the State 
of Connecticut for the last two years 
is 2.7,000, of that amount, 22,000 repre-
sent Motor Vehicle Cases, and the balance 
other cases,. such as Breach of Peace, 
Trespass, Intoxication, etc Now that 
figure illustrates my percentage that 
85$ of your cases are motor vehicle 
cases. Now the Small Claims Division, 
now there is one of the great features 
of the Justice Court system. Approx-
imately 52 or 53 courts now have small 
claims divisions They are a tremendous 
boom to the small business man In the 
last two year period they handled 13,000 
cases and the matter in demand exceeded 
$1,000,000 Now when you realize that 
the maximum claim that can be presented 
to the Sma.ll Claims court is $250, that 
is quite an astounding figure, The 
merchants In the various towns are high 
in their praise of this type of court 
system. It costs them merely a $1,50 
of an entry fee. They don't have to 
retain counsel, they get quick and 
proper justice. On these 27,000 cases 
handled by the courts, they took in a 
total of $550,000 in fines, a breaks 
down of that is $460,000 taken in on 
motor vehicle cases and $90,000 on eases 
other than motor vehicle. Of this amount 
collected, the towns have retained 
$380,000. The Sate has received $170,000. 
Prom the amount that the towns have 
retained they have been able to pay 
the salaries of all the trial justice 
officials, the Justice, his alternate, 
the Prosecuting Grand Juror, his alter-
nate, and the Clerk, if they have one. 
And, there Is a sufficient sum of money 
left over in most towns to help to defray 
the expense of their local constablery, 
or their Police Force. I think that is 
quite a remarkable situation, and if I 
may comment a little on that. Courts are 
not meant to be money-making institutions, 
any more than our schools are, but In 
this day of high budgets, rapid inflation, 
and a devalued dollar, if one branch of 
the Judicial Department can be self-support-
ing, I think it*s rather pleasant. Now, 
if I may, having been very familiar with 
the entire Justice System, with many of its court personnel and its problems, I 



O O O 
IJUiQ 

JudgeoCarmody continues: should like to make three 
specific recommendations: 

1. Let's recognize the Trial 
justice court today for what it actually 
is « it is a Traffic Court, primarily a 
Traffic Court. 

And, I would suggest 
this: 

1. Either the 
Traffic be handled only by the Trial 
Justice Courts and have other cases 
transferred to the Common Pleas Court, 

2. If any 
person is arrested and brought before a 
Trial Justice Court on a charge involving 
one other than a Motor Vehicle Violation, 
then allow that person to elect whether 
or not his case should be tried in the 
Trial Justice Court or whether or not he 
would elect to transfer it to the Court 
of Common Pleas. 
I make that recommendation to answer the 
criticizms of Trial de Novo. It's inter-
esting incidentally to note, that of the 
27,000 cases heard, less than 1$ were 
appealed, in spite of all the statements 
to the contrary. I took that out of 
the record Gentlemen. Now here is the next 
suggestion I would make: 

2, For the court officials, who are 
not members of the legal fraternity, I 
would recommend this: a prescribed, .short 
course of instruction under proper super-
vision covering basic questions of criminal 
law and evidence. As a lawyer must qualify 
by taking examinations in this State, It 
seems to me that the officials of the Trial 
Justice Courts who are not lawyers, should 
also qualify if they are to administer 
JLatice properly. 

3. For a more efficient organizat-
ion, and'we're always looking for that. I 
ask that you of the Assembly grant to the 
Trial Justice Assembly, by legislative 
action, similar powers and duties granted 
to the Probate Assembly under the provis-
ions of Chap. 774 of the 1958 Revision. 
We know what has happened in the Probate 
Courts, how through this enactment, they 
have greatly increased their efficiency 
throughout the State. 
And, in conclusion, let me say this: The 



Judge Carmody continues; three watchwords of the Trial 
Justice Courts are Convenience, Economy, 
and Efficiency. And I state emphatically 
from my close observation, as Chief Bustice, 
that the courts offer to the public, and 
It is quite with the public that we are 
concerned. They offeer great convenience, 
remarkable economy, and with wise legis-
lative action on the part of the Assembly, 
and efficiency geared for the public. 
Gehtlemen, I can pledge you the full co-
operation of all the Trial Justice Courts 
of this State. Thanlfcyou very much. 

Chr. Googel: One question, do the three recommendations 
which you just presented to the Committee 
represent the elective thinking of the 
Trial Justice Assembly, or are they your 
own personal ones. 

Judge Carmody: They are my own personal condition based 
on observations. 

Chr. Scanlon: Judge Carmody, do you really think it's 
possible to train a judge in a short time 
as you indicate you might to sit in judg-
ment on series advanced by attornies who 
have studied seven years and passed a Bar 
Exam. 

Judge Carmody: Senator Scanlon, a fair question. Let me 
put it this way: 

1. Recognizing the Trial Justice 
Courts as Traffic Courts, and recognizing 
the fact that they,have to pass on viol-
ations, the definition of which has been 
set by you people by Statute, and where 
the penalty to be imposed is set by you, 
maximum and minumum, an administrative 
body could practicallyndo that. Yes, I 
sincerely do. 

Senator Peter P. Ipariani, 18th District: Honorable 
Chairman, Members of the Judiciary Committee, 
I come before you to speak in opposition 
to the Court Reform program. I come 
before you as a layman. I am a business 
man. I do not know the intiricacies of 
the makeup of the court, but I have a 
pulse of my constituents and I wish to 
tell you in brief what the reaction is in 
my area to a court reform program. First 
off let me tell you that I speak for the 
man on the street, the working man and the 
union man and the clerk and whrt have you, 
former customers of the court and pot-
ential customers of the court. When I 
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Marian! continues: asked them aboutttoe urgency for 
a need for court reform they know little 
of what I am talking about. They, them-
selves feel thete Is no urgency for any 
correction that has to be made for any 
major proportion to our court set-ups. 
Then when I go on and tell them that this 
court reform program that is proposed 
tends to eliminate the existence of a 
local court, and to that they all say, 
why good gracious, that's terrible, we 
want our own court. After all, we have 
our local government, we have our own 
judiciary, we should have our own admin-
istrators and we should have our own 
legislators, and I firmly concur with that 
opinion that the local court serves a 
community well, and not withstanding the 
fact that there is some difference of 
opinion as to the qualifications of the 
makeup of the court, may I tell you that 
certainly there is nothing in our system 
as it is conceived today that makes it 
the system's fault that the qualifications 
of the respective members of the courts 
are not set up hfeher than they are. You 
have within you the power under the pres-
ent system to make the court on the local 
level that which you will. It's a matter 
of appointment. You can appoint people 
of qualifications, set up by you and 
there is no reason to claim that the 
system has failed, if anything has failed 
it is that we in the makeup of te court who 
have failed to demand that the qualifications 
be such that proper judgment and justice 
can be given out. Now this matter of the 
quality of the justice, again I tell you 
I speak for layman, people who are customers, 
and not on the Inside of a court, they are 
not clammering for any better qualify of 
justice, they are by and large satisfied 
with the quality of justice. The State of 
Connecticut I might say has high esteem 
amongst Its people. I live in an area 
where there are people from many stated who 
have come In to our district. The New 
London-Groton area has people from all 
over the world. I have talked to people 
from other states.and they praise the 
Connecticut courts and certainly the 
record I believe will indicate thatbthe 
quality.of justice is not something that 
has to be apologized for, but the people 
of Connecticut are being served well by 
our court system. The statistics will 
show that any case that has been appealed, 
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has not been reversed. We have a pretty 
good record in that regard. When I 
tell my people that this court reform 
program calls for thenelimination of the 
local court, and mind you I have no 
grief for the type of court, the Munici-
pal, the Town, or the Justice Court, they 
are all one and the same and certainly 
each one serves a community in accordance 
with the need of the community and whether 
it does it with qualified or full time 
judges or clerks, prosecutors is a 
matter of local concern. But when I say 
we are going to replace that for a more 
dignified, high-priced court where the 
staff is going to be of legal backgrounds, 
members of the Bar, and the judges will 
be certainly astute members of the Bar, 
have tenure of office, and all that sort 
of thing, the people say to me, why good 
gracious, everytime they rap a gavel it's 
goig to cost ufe $150, you can't go into 
a court like that and defend yourself. 
Tha?e are too many cases of minor cases, 
misdemeanors, traffic violations, or what 
have you, and that certainly can be 
handled with that lower court. If you 
want to changed the character of the local 
court, do it by all means, but don't 
take away from the community, please, 
the character of the local courts. We 
need our local courts just as much as 
we need our own Administration, just as 
much as we need our own Legislative Body. 
We probably don't have what you call a 
local court, not with the summonses there 
it's a State - controlled system to be 
sure, but each commuity feels it has its 
own courts. And, if you want to do some-
thing to improve the makeup of the court, 
I think it can be done, with our present 
system. We don't have to apologize 
for the system, we don't have to change 
it. Thank you very much. 

Chr. Scanlon: Sepresentative Schlossbach. 
Representaive ScHossbach, Westbrook: Mr. Chairman, 

Senate Chairman and House Chairman, and 
Members of my Committee. I do not 
wish to speak here tod^y, however as a 
member of your committee, even though its 
very hard to separate the two. I would 
like to speak here only as a citizen of 
the State of Connecticut and as one who 
has had some experience in this respect, 
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Rep. Schlossbach continues: and please do not classify 
me as an expert. I am very happy today 
to see that we have a great deal of the 
ladies of the League of Women Voters, whose 
job it is to study this particular 
problem and I am very happy that these 
ladles, and the rest of you Ladles and 
Gentlemen here today have had the opport-
unity for the first time, and I say that 
without fear of competition, for the 
first time to hear the real opposition 
of the court issues. We have learned 
so many things by those who are in favor 
of the proposed bills, but yet the story 
of opposition and why there is opposition 
has not been told. I could very well 
have said that I would like to rest the 
case for the people on the testimony 
that has been offered you by the Honorable 
Judge Carmody, because I think that in 
most every respect, Judge Carmody has 
indicated to this body and to the public, 
the need and the necessity of value of 
your Justice Court and your minor court. 
I have prepared a very lengthy speech, 
but in view of the fact that Judge Carmody 
has so well pofctrayed the case for the 
people, as I call it, I'm going to try 
if I can to scan through the. notes that 
I have prepared with the effort of giving 
you something in addition, because while 
repitition Is emphatic, it sometimes loses 
It's value. I will start off by saying 
I have been a.member of the Assembly now 
for four terms, this is my fourth. Of 
those four terms I have spent each Session 
on the Judiciary Committee and have been 
at all times a member of all sub-committees 
having to do with the court reformation 
bills and bills of like nature. However 
I was also a prosecutoi? in my town for a 
period of seven years, I've also been in 
the business world, as you all know, having 
been the owner and operator of a hotel 
for a period of 16 years, and before that 
I was a practicing attorney in the State 
of New Jersey for a period of 11 years. 
So that when I speak to you I don't want 
to be classed as an expert, but I do want 
to be classed as one who has had exper-
ience in each and every line that you are 
concerned with. As a member of the Legislature I have heard the arguments 
that have been brought forth before this 
group and they haven't changed too much, 
except that we now have moved Into an era 
where we are asking for court opinion 
prior to its trial. I objected to the 
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Rep. Schlossbach continues: fact that the Justices were 
invited before this committee, not be-
cause I was afraid of what they were 
going to say, because the newspapers al-
ready had it, where they got it I don't 
know, but your newspapers came out with 
the story that Judge so and so was going 
to say so and so, etc. But they didn't 
give you the entire story, because obviously, 
they couldn't get to all the judges. It 
was very interesting to me, and unfortunately, 
this was not an open meeting, it was an 
Executive Session, one which was closed to 
the general public, to the Press and no 
record of which was taken, so we have 
to rely on you who were there to be the 
best judges on what you heard, so If 
I should in any way be in error as to what 
was said there, your own recollection will 
serve you best. 

Rep. Googel: Mr, Schlossbach, I don't think that you 
should repeat anything that was said at 
an Executive Session, by any of the 
gentlemen in question, or by any of the 
committee members. That's why we have 
Executive Sessions, as you well know, 
having served on this committee for four 
terms as you stated. 

Rep. Schlossbach: I would normally agree with you Mr. 
Googel, except that after the Executive 
Session a statement was given to the 
Press and if that isn't opening the 
door for the re©lation of anything that 
went on there, then I would like to 
know what is. 

Chr. Googel: Mr. Schlossbach, I don't want to dicker 
with you or get into an argument with 
you, but you know that after every 
Executive Session, the newspaper men 
generally get a statement. 

Rep. Schlossbach: Prom every caucus. Particularly the 
ones that we're having, now. I am not 
going to belabor the question,Mr. Googel, 
but I will say to you and to the members 
cf your committee who heard it that there 
were things there that should Indicate to 
you that the present bills are of little 
value. Both from a question of tact, 
operationg and constitutionallity. The 
red flags are flying, there Is no question 
about that, the red flags are flying, I'm 
saying it, I'm saying that now, and I 
don't think that I'm going to be stopped 
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Rep. Schlossbach continues: from saying it. The red 

flag are flying, there's no question about 
that. The red flags are flying because 
each and every one of these bills are 
filled with danger signals. Signals that 
will cause future litigations. The con-
stitutional question is well known to all 
of you. You know and I know that it has 
already been decided as a matter of fact 
in the minds of some of those who are 
going to decide this question that the 
Constitution will not allow you to make 
a Family Court and if there is such a 
desire and I don't say that I am opposed 
to such a Family Court. I think something 
should have been done about it long 
before this important question has been 
brought up, not once but many times. Now 
"the proponents of these three bills, the 
Bar Bill, the Administration Bill and the 
Interim Committee Bill all say three things: 
first, that they will be fair; second, 

t that they will be faster, and third, that 
they will be allowed a more equal justice. 
I say that Judge Carmody has answered most 
of those questions, but I should like 
to go into just a few of them. There is 
a very well known saying that a chain Is 
only as strong as its weakest link, and 
I say to you that this magnificent work, 
and I say that it is a terrific job that 
the Bar Association has done in preparing 
this bill, a great deal of work has been 
done, there's no question about it, but 
look what they have produced and offered 
to you for passage. Being in the hotel 
business for many years it reminds me of 
a hotel in our locale that spent a million 
and a half dollars In creating beautiful 
rooms, dining rooms, beautiful bar and 
lounges, beautilul pool, places.to park 
your cars, places to stop your boats and 
then what do they do, with all the money 
that they spent to beautify the place, 
they hired a lousey chef at a $150 a week, 
and it wasn't long believe me before this 
big wonderful operation was going down the 
drain, and they lost money hand In foot 
so that now that organization has been 
turned over to somebody else. And, I 
say to you that this is exactly what your 
Bar Association Bill has done, and you say 
where? I'll tell you. You have demanded, 
not you, the Bill has demanded that judges 
be given tenure of office and yet when you 
go down the line and you come down to the 
most important part of it, where has the 
difficulty been Gentlemen, and you know it 
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are practicing attorneys, where has-
whatever difficulty there is found in 
the smaller minor courts been found. It 
hasn't actually been with the judges, 
because the judges don't do much of the 
work which you are complaing of, it is the 
prosecutor. When you go in to see one of 
the judges or go into to do something for 
a client in any one of these courts, 
never do you go to see a judge, because 
if they are judges of stature, they won't 
even listen to you. I can remember when 
one of our Supreior Court judges threw 
a member of the court out because he 
appealed to him for leniency on the jhart 
of a defendant. The action is taken by 
your prosecutors and where in any one of 
these bills do you find tenure for a 
prosecutor? Where is it? Where is the 
tenure for the prosecutor? Where are you 
going to find the prosecutors who are 
competent? Compentent enoughto handle 
the work of this particular viewpoint 
for $8,000 a year? Where.are you going 
to find the competent judges to do this 
job for $14,000 a year? Are they going 
to be the older practioner who has had 
the desire to now retire, or are they 
going to be the younger man who is coming 
up and wishes for security? But, we're 
talking about competence now. The 
question of better courts always brings 
together, and again I think Judge Carmody 
has spoken on that, the question of what 
is wrong with the courts. And, yes you 
have heard people come up here and speak 
before this committee, you have heard 
articles and read articles in the newspapers 
of the horrible conditions which exist 
is the minor courts, but I say to you that 
a great many of you have been practicing 
in this state for quite a while, I think 
that you and I say to you when has one 
case of malfeesance been brought before 
the courts, name it. The only way that 
thenpeople have changed their small courts 
is by their vote and I say that's where 
it belongs. This is a question not of 
what lawyers want, let's gace it, I happen 
to be a lawyer, but I don't prescribe to 
the position that lawyers have a monopoly 
on brains. I want to say to you now that 
there are many of our Bar judges in the 
lower courts, who have had a great deal 
of business ability. In fate in my own 
court for four years, I had a juSge who 
was not a lawyer and in the last three 
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Rep. Schlossbach continues: years I had one who Is, he 
was young, he was eager, he had a desire 
for learning, but he was not as competent. 
Believe me he was not. And, I don't think 
that competence comes only with age. I 
think experience is a wonderful thing, but 
I think you have to have it first before 
you can retain the idea of real competence. 
You have heard everyone who has spoken in 
opposition to the bills that are now 
pending here, and everyone of them has 
said that they are in favor of some kind 
of imporovement and so do I. Believe me, 
I think there should be improvement, I 
think the improvement should start, not 
from the bottom however, but from the top 
and work down through the bottom, because 
I think I can show you, and I'm not going 
to take the time now, where we can do 
something about our upper courts in 
improving those. I would like to suggest 
rather than the present Administrative 
Bill, I think we have, laws that we have 
which gives the Chief Justice the right 
to administer our courts. I would like to 
see that taken away from the Chief — 
Justice, I would like to have a Administ» 
rative body which would be part of your 
judicial system so that you wouldn't run 
into possibly the question of division of 
government. I would like to see that 
Administrative body consist of not only 
one person but perhaps a board of three, 
all of whom would be, or most of whom 
would be, shall I say, trained, competent, 
individuals in the law. But give them some 
power over the highest and the lowest 
coust. Let us bring this thing before the 
improvement that we talk atoout. Let us not 
do away with our court. There is nothing 
wrong with our system. It Isn't the system 
that's wrong, it's the personnel and you 
know It. There's where you have the 
complaint. You saw it In the last hearing. 
You saw two lawyers who appeared before you and said if a man comes into his courts, 
he was a lawyer«judge, withput a lawyer, 
he'd penalize him. Another one complained 
he had to go so far into the woods, he 
didn't tell you that he got paid for It, 
did he? He didn't do it for nothing, I'm 
sure and he didn't get to tell you whether 
or not he liked the judge that he got when 
he got to the kitchen. I say to you that 
the fact that justice is over a kitchen 
table, is no different than whether it -

s Is over or In front of a bench In a court« 



341. 

Rep. Schlossbach continues: room, as long as the 
individual who is there has the ablility 
to listen and to judge. Judges are not 
made, they're born. You can take many 
a judge on your upper courts, that you 
know should be there and many that 
shouldn't. He has been a political 
appointee and he has been given the 
natural normal raises that go with it.— 
Luckily, and I say this with some know-
ledge, because I have seen some judges, 
we have had a magnificent court in most 
instances. There's no question about 
that. But when I came back to the 
question of the common pleas court and 
there is the court that is going to get 
the load of influx of 160,000 cases a 
year, motor vehicel and otherwise. The 
load is going to be on your Common Pleas. 
The load of 160,000 cases will have to be 
taken by these new courts and we heard 
not so long agao of the jam in the other 
courts that it takes you over two years 
to be heard in New Haven, it takes you 
three to three and a half years in 
Hartford and in Fairfield its worse. We 
Heard that and we also heard someone 
tell us that if this new influx of cases 
comes in to the Common Pleas court, 
you're going to have the same jam that 
you have there. So what do we gain for 
our courts. Don't put a price tag on 
services, I've heard that so much, I'm 
sick. I say there are services where 
you expect to lose money. I say that 
there are courts where you expect to lose 
money, but I say to you that it is your 
right to look at very carefully whether 
or not you are getting what you want 
before you pay for it. I think that is 
the job of this committee and it's going 
to be the job of the members of the House 
If it comes in there, because we know 
very well where the Senate stands already. 
Someone said let's get power picked out 
already, that's really a fine statement. 
That's really a magnificent statement-
Let's get power picked out. Well, if 
I ever saw centrallization at jls worst, — 
I saw it the other day. When they apparent-
ly became ready to organize a 

Chr. Googel: You're being repititious because you are 
repeating what other people have said and 
the Committee has already heard those 
statements. There are a lot of people 
here who want to be heard, Ben. 
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Rep. Schlossbach: I'm not appearing here as a member of 
the Legislature, and it took six hours for 
the Bar Bill and the Bar proponents to 
go along with it. 

Chr. Googel: We understand, but you are going to have 
ample opportunity to express your views 
before the Committee, you know it. 

Rep. Schlossbach: And, I'm going to have ample time to 
do It here too, Sir. Centralllzation, 
as I have heard it is being suggested 
and I think this is in regard tonwhat we 
are doing now. We're trying to centrallize 
our courts too, because some of those 
bills you have seen have the power that is 

^ to given to someone other that we have 
"'heretofor had. We as Legislators had the 
power, but this is going to be taken 
away from you and I. Now, I'm going to 
close with just oneother thought. I 
think it's important because as I have said 
to you, this is a question for the people 
where Is the bill in which those rights 
are preserved? Is there anything in any 
oneof these bills thatbwill indicate to 
you other than the bill of the Interim 
Committee, whih keeps the small courts, 
and I am very much in favor of that bill. 
Where is the±e anything in anyone of these 
bills that sayg that the people are 
going to be asked whether they want this 
or not. Do you find a single offer of 
a referendum? Is there anything in any 
one of these bills. Must it pass this 
Session? we have had referenddums on 
many bills, under the Home Rule Bill 
now, referendums are necessary. We are 
for the people, and if we are, where is 
the referendum for this bill? And I 
say if you put this bill out, you must 
do it with a referendum. Thank you very 
much. 

Steven K. Elliot, Chief Judge, Probate Court: Senator 
Scanlon, Representative Googel, and Ladies 
and Gentlemen of the Committee and the 
audience, I will try to be extremely brief 
as we have one or two ofcher speakers. By 
way of identification, I am Judge of the 
Probate Court in Southington, and I have 
served there eight years. I am President 
of the Probate Assembly and I hold the 
appointment of Chief Judge ofnthe Probate 
Court.. We have noticed with considerable 
amazement that in the Bar Assocaition Biil, 
and I should say, so-called Bar Associat-
ion Bill, that I speak also as a member 
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Judge Elliot continues; of the Connecticut Bar Assoc-** 
lation, that I am not completely sat- — 
isfied that that bill has ever been ap-
proved by the Connecticut Bar association. 
I was rather amazed to see the changes 
that are proposed in the Probate Courts. 
I have never had anybody say to me directly 
who had any business with the Probate 
Court, to say they're dissatisfied with 
the present system of Probate Courts. 
It is a simple and direct, economical and 
efficient system. The Probate Court 
Judges throughout the State-of Connecticut 
hold approximately some 50 -60,000 hearings 
per year. There were in a recent year 
and it was by a check that was—taken, 
52 appeals made out of some 50-60,000 
hearings. This is less than 1/10 of 1$. 
It does not seem to us that it would 
require taking a stenographic transcript 
of some 50 or 60,000 hearings so that 
there would not have to be a complete 
trial de novo in the courts. That to us 
seems a trememdous waste of money. You 
will note that in the Bill, it provides 
for 12 judges at a salary of $15,500 
per year, upto 24 Surrogates at a salary 
of $10,000 per year. You are well on 
your way to over a million dollars by 
the time ypu get through with court 
facilities and with stenographers, sheriffs, 
messengers and the like. Our present — 
system does not cost the State of Conn-
eEticut one penny. The judges and the 
courts are supported by the fees and there 
comes a question that has been raised. 
Now as my essperience as Probate Judge 
I must say that never once has anybody said 
to me that the fee is too high. On the 
contrary, I have had many people say 
is that the only charge here. Under the 
present system, a widow who is left with 
a small bank account, a house with a 
mortgage and comes in and has a conference 
with a Probate Judge and she's well on 
her way to settle that estate. The lawyers 
are not Interested to participate in that 
estate because they would hesitate to 
charge that lady In her circumstances a 
fee, and so you have direct and efficient 
transactions of Probate business. Now 
with respect to the title situation and 
this is important to everybody. Title 
searchers have to consult with Probate 
records and if we don't have local Probate 
courts, title searchers have to go else-
where to search records and that increases 
the cost of title searchers. All of the 
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Judge Elliot continues: citizens of the State as — 
prospective property owners are int-
erested in that. Jugde Johnston will 
not be here today, of the Hartford 
Probate Court, because he is ill. A 
year ago in speaking about the Family 
Court referred to it as a disorganization 
bill and he spoke of It In that manner 
because the Family Court would attempt 
to take some jurisdiction from the ciby 
court, some jurisdiction from the Probate 
Court, some jurisidction from the Juvenile 
Court and some jurisdiction from the 
Court of Common Pleas. And by dis-
organizing all of those other courts, 
they hope to weld In a Family Court. 
Now, the word Family Court is a magic 
wand that the proponents would have you 
believe would solve all family problems. 
There is nobody more interested In the 
family and the preservation of the family 
unit thaii the present Probate Courts 
and I respectfully submit, Ladles and 
Gentlemen of the Committee, that the 
real Family Court is the present Probate 
Court ttat deals with the problems 
pertaining to the family in estate in 
appointments in committments and in 
adoptions. Before that system should be 
changed there should be a case made out 
that the present system is not operating 
efficiently. I submit that it is. Now 
I might say that last December, I had a 
lady call me one evening, she wanted to 
know if she could see me at the office, — 
and I might say also this, that every Pro-
bate Court in the state ofConnecticut 
is holding special sessions on Saturdays 
and on any evenings to accomodate people, 
but in this particular instance this 
woman had been a member of the League of 
Women Voters from my area, and she had 
moved to Pennsylvania just about a month 
before and she had been an opponent of the 
Probate Court system in the State of Conn-
ecticut while she lived in Connecticut,— 
and shortly after she had moved to Penn-
sylvania, and it was less than a month, 
her husband died and she went Into the, 
I very much believe they have the Probate 
system on a county basis there, I believe 
they call It the Widows and Orphans court, 
and she wanted to know if she moved back 
to Connecticut, could she bring that 
estate back to Connecticut and have it 
probated. I said I thought you didn't like 
the Connecticut Probate Court system, 
and she said believe me I have had my eyes 
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Judge Elliot continues: opened after I have had some 

experience where they have it on a 
County division. Thank you Ladies and 
Gentlemen. I just wanted to say that 
we have a message from the Executive 
Secretary of the Probate Assembly and 
I will introduce Mr. James Healey, son 
of Patrick Healey, who is Executive 
SEcretary of the Assembly, but who happens 
to be in the hospital today. 

James Healey, representing Patrick Healey, Executive 
Secretary of Probate Assembly: My father 
asked me to make his statement to you. 
Of course I'll confine myself to the 
Probate Courts alone. In his behalf I 
would like to file with this committee 
a few signatures which I have before me 
and a reprint of an article written by 
Patrick Healey and published in the 
Connecticut Bar Journal in October 1958, 
which I submit covers the situation — 
thoroughly and establishes that the Probate 
system is efficient, direct and should 
be preserved in the public interest. The 
second exhibit shows the Connecticut 
Probate Assembly as of Feb. 2, 1959 
from its 1958 receipts allocated and 
paid the treasuries of the various towns 
throughout the State a total of more than 
$23,000. Now the Probate Courts differ 
from other courts. They perform many 
administrative as well as judicial functions 
and a vast majority of cases of people 
who go to Probate courts are not litigants, 
they are not adverseries. They are simply 
the members of the families interested in 
a speedy, orderly, economical settlement 
of an estate. They see things are informal, 
the judge wears no robe, he has no bench, 
he has nogavel, and he has no sheriff to 
pound the gavel. The procedures are simple, 
they're fast, they're economical in time, 
money, trouble and red tape. Delays just 
don't exist in the Probate Courts. Ordinarily 
hearings are held within a fraction of 
a week of an application and often within 
three days. Every day's assignment-As 
a special assignment and has the right of 
way as to appointed hour and day set 
for the convenience of the parties and 
their attpmeys. No other court affords 
such speedy convenience. Any party who 
wishes to remove any matter to Superior 
Court for formal rules and procedures 
they readily do so. Now Judge Elliot 
has already remarked on the very small 
number of appeals that are taken. I 
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speaker the other—day professed particular 
concern about pro-ration of taxes. He 
discussed what a complicated thing it 
was now for the Probate Judge to be 
expected to properly handle that. We 
have not been able to find one single 
appeal in the entire-State of Connecticut 
from a decree of pro-ration entered by 
a judge. It seems very doubtful to me 
that they have the trouble that was 
mentioned. Many of the judges and many 
members of t-he staff have made Probate 
work a life-time career. Over 50 of them 
are lawyers and that's particularly 
significant because their districts handle 
about 85$ of the entire volume of work. 

->About 15 are women who give their time — 
and effofct. And all. judges, whether lay-
man whether lawyers, have available 
at all times the Secretary of the Assembly, 
as a law clerk and a researcher. The 
general public's satisfaction is evidenced 
by the fact that is being come traditional 
in many instances for Probate Judges to 
be elected to office again and again 
and many of them are receiving endorsement 
from both parties. The Probate Assembly 
has taken many steps to improve and simplify 
procedures, has made them uniform through-
out the State and has worked inconsistently 

in in settling for further improvement. One 
of the best indiciations that the people 
really like the probate courts is that 
every Legislature receives bills for the 
creations ,of n©w ones, which will be more 
successful and convenient. The people 
have demonstrated again and again that 
they want local probate courts and that 
they are opposed to centrallization, to 
merge and consolidate. The proposal that 
all Probate judges must be lawyers raises 
serious constitutional questions. The 
Constitution not only requires that the 
Probate Judge be elected, but also provides 
that every elector shall be eligible for 
every office. Accordingly any statutes 
seeking to eliminate eligibility to lawyers 
would clearly violate that Constitutional 
right afforded every elector. Incidentally, 
the proposal that all judges In the 
Probate be lawyers coiid easily be extended 
to require that all Senators and Repres-— 
entatives, Aldermen, Councillmen, Select-
men and all persons holding any office 
and in any degree of importance should be 
lawyers. After all it takes skill to 
enact legislation, to draft it as well 
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Mr. Healey continues: as to enforce it. Any such theory 

is directly in conflict with the funda-
mental philosphy of democratic government, 
which holds that each and every citizen 
is eligible for the election of any office. 
More heat than light has been thrown on 
the thesis. And the present-Probate 
Courts are they must be self-Supporting 
and cannot be or become a drain on public 
funds. The cost of operation is paid 
ly the people who use the services, the 
towns make relatively small contributions 
chielly in providing quarters. Instead of 
drawing upon public funds as I have noted 
the Probate Courts are turning back sub-
stantial sums to the towns. The cost 
of administrating estates in Connecticut 
is very low in comparison in other States. 
As you of- course know there are presently 
flat all-inclusive fees of $10, $25, and 
|40 for estates in the $1,000, $2,000 and 
£3,000 brackets and a bill before this 
Assembly whih was drafted and sponsored 
by the Probate Judges would If enacted 
provide similar, comparable flat fees in 
estates such as $10 <>000. The incomes 
of all Probate Judges, especially those in 
the higher brackets have been reduced 
substantially by Statutory assessments 
and of course it must be borne in mind 
that Probate Judges have no assured tenure 
In office, not pension or retirement 
benefits such as he may buy or.;pay for after his net after assessments income 
tax. Any proposal for a change in the 
present Probate system must be judged 
simply whether it will bring about a — 
better more 9?ficlent expeditious, econ-
omical satisfactory service. The atmosphere 
of dange must shoulder the substantial 
burden of proving the claims and in this 
we submit they have utterly failed to do. 
Let me take one more minute. I'm not going 
to go into this at length because Judge 
Moran, who is one of the experts in this 
field is here and he I know plans to address 
you on it. And that is the matter of 
adoptions, committments, guardianships, 
and all of the matters Involving persons. 
Let me just say that the Probate Courts 
have done an admirable job on this and let 
the rest of it up-to Judge Moran. Now 
respect to the so-called Bar association 
bill, we submit that it has never been — 
approved by or submitted to the Bar Assoc-
iation. The vote raising committee which 
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Mr. Healey continues: drafted the bill simply directed 

that the Probate Courts be excluded — 
from any integration plan and the Chair-
man of the committee has admitted that ~ 
he and his associates vi-o-lated that expres-
sed instruction. The so-called referendum 
was in the most general terms and further 
more was as loaded as a Russian election. 
You could either vote YES or not at all. 
Many lawyers threw it away in disgust, 
the little group of zealists who drafted 
the bill, beat the drums for weeks before 
the meeting in Middletown in attempt to 
build up an attendance, they got 14 people 
to attend out of a total membership of 
2,500. The Probate Judges, laying aside 
all personal considerations are strongly 
of the opinion based on their first hand 
knowledge and natural experience as the 
public interest requires that the Probate 
Courts be continued and preserved as 
they are and that none of their functions 
should be taken from them. Thank you 
Mr. Chairman. 

Chr. Scanlon: I would like to ask before we hear further 
testimoney that anyone who might have a 
prepared statement, if they would simply 
briefly out line what is contained in the 
statement and leave the statement, itself 
with us, we can get a lot more people — 
heard this morning who are waiting patient-
ly to be heard, and I might also ask that 
the testimony be limited to new information, 
We appreciate the fact that many, many 
people may have the same objections, but 
if we can have only new material, we will 
give that many more people a chance to 
speak. 

Judge Edward G. Moran, Judge of the Probate Court, From 
The District of Norwich: It has been my 
honor and privilege to serve in this 
capacity for the past 20 years. Gentlemen 
in order to save time I would like to 
incorporate my reference in my arguments 
About 60$ of what I heard a week ago last 
Monday in support of the arguments of 
Probate Court and other Court Reform in 
the State of Connecticut ,o For in my humble opinion, I think that about 
60$ of that argument is-the best argument 
against some of this so-called reform. 
But, Ladies and Gentlemen,the thing that 
I want to do particularly is to say to 
you in all frankness and in all candidness, 
that if it is your conviction that the 
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Judge Moran continues: Probate Court in the State of 

Connecticut should be abolished, then 
do it honestly and forthrightly and don't 
do it by indirection. I say to you 
Ladies and Gentlemen, for the past -
20 years I have come before this Legis-
lative body and listened to some of the 
arguments as to why the Probate Courts -
should be tampered with. I have appear-
ed before Jang's (?} Committee and the 
Hunger Committee (?) and I refer you 
Ladies and Gentlemen ton their reports 
after their thorough investigatiions of 
the Bar system as it effects the Probate 
Courts of tfoe State of Connecticut, and 
it is my humble opinion Ladies and 
Gentlemen that the proponents who over 
this long period of years have sought 
diligently to abolish the Probate Courts,— 
are now desireous of doing it by indirect-
ion, insofar as if you will scrutinize-
some of the provisions of SB 492/ est-
ablishing a Family Court for the State 
of Connecticut. They won't abolish the 
Probate Court, but they will take from 
it some of ita greatest perrogatives 
when they take from it jurisidction of4 
divorces of guardianship, of adoption, of 
committment. And let me say to you 
Ladies and Gentlemen, in passing, In 
the matter of committment, the Norwich, — 
the Middletown, the Newtown and the Hart-
ford Probate Courts today handle-and 
handle expeditiously at least 90-95$ 
committments to your mental institutions 
to the State of Connecticut. And I — 
say to consider transferring that juris-
diction which is so ably handled now in 
my opinion by the Probate Courts of 
Connecticut to a new Family Court, I 
think you wc&d be making a most serious 
mistake. And now my friends, I want 
to speak to you on one other matter which 
come very close to me. It was nearly 
two decades agao that I went from one — 
corner of this State to another advocat-
ing the set-up of our Juvenile Court 
system for the State of Connecticut and 
I do not how wish to speak In derrogation — 
of what that wonderful court is accomplish-
ing, but let me say in all humility Gentl-
men that the Juvenile Court in the state 
of Connecticut is not accomplishing what 
I promised the people of the State of 
Connecticut that it would accomplish. I 
told them then that if we shut off the 
Juvenile court system in the State of 
Connecticut we'd hit off the spread of 
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Judge Moran continues: juvenile delinquency in this 
State. I say to you Ladies and Gentlemen, 
you know of your own experience and your 
own knowledge whether that has been ac-
complished and I think it is high time 
that we started to reevaluate the true 
value of that system rather than to extend 
to it jurisdiction of other matters which 
are now ably handled by ite Probate 
Courts of the State of Connecticut. I 
say to you In closing Gentlemen and I 
say to you very frankly the Probate Court 
system has its short-comings. We through 
the Probate Assembly, which was an organ 
of your body, created by the 19^7 Legis-
lature, we have endeavored to improve 

^ the standards and the high calibre of 
• the Probate Courts in the State of 
Connecticut and Gentlemen and Ladies, 
I feel that we have been successful In 
so doing, and I want to say just one 
other thing. I don't want to go into 
figures, you Gentlemen will have those, 
and I know that in the statement of 
figures that was given to you by Judge 
Ells, a week ago Monday, I know that that 
represents an honest and sincere effort 
on his part to arrive at what this 
Court Reform system would be to the state 
of Connecicut, but it wasn't so much 
Gentlemen, figures which Judge Ells 
presented to you that impressed me, but 
rather it was the lack of figures 
on behalf of the Representatives of the 
Connecticut Public Expenditure Council 
whose business is primarily figures,-and 
you Hope, rather I hope in your Exec-
utive sessions, you will see- to it, as I 
know you will, that some real basic 
foundation is laid so you will know about 
what this court reform movement will cost 
the taxpayers of the State of Connecticut. 
And, notoGentlemen in closing, let me 
say this to you, if you feel that there 
are short-comings in the Probate Court 
system, then reach into the roof if you 
will, but don't tear down the structure 
which In my opinion, is the most basic 
foundation for the carrying out of these 
ideals and ideas, which are set forth in 
the Family Court, and I would say that 
those advocates of it use the same energy 
that you are applying, go diligently to 
this reform movement, use that same energy 
and that same enthusiasm to restore to 
the homes of Connecticut the sanctity of 
the homes and the respect for authority 
and accomplish just be remedy and also by 



351 
27. _ 
Judge Moran continues: the basic reestablishment of 

respect for authority in law in the 
homes of Connecticut. And I feel if we 
do that we can all work together in a 
program which will result in nothing, 
but improvement in our moral standards, 
in our standards of living, In the 
reestablishment of the sanctity and the 
dignity of the home. Gentlemen, may -
I present Mr. Anderson, who is the Chair-
man of the Executive Committee, who 
would like to make a few remarks relative 
to Probate Court system. 

Hjalmar Anderson, Town and Probate District, Redding: -
I am a lajfman, I have been Judge of Pro-
bate in the district of Redding for some 
22 years. Perhaps I am one ofAthose individuals that the Bar Bill and some of 
the speakers for it have singled out to 
be the individuals who sit and shouldn't 
in our Connecticut Probate Courts. With 
this the probate Assembly and the Exec-
utive Committee of the entire assembly 
disagree. My remarks will be as brief 
as possible, I sympathize with the members 
of the committee in hearing many things 
that are repititious, some that are not 
so interesting, etc. We are appearing 
here today and appeared a week ago 
Monday, all of us, the Committee, the 
Proponents, the Opponents, in the inter©t 
of one group of people, the people of 
the State of Connecticut - the citizens, 
if I may borrow that term from some of the 
opponents of the Probate Court. If we 
are not here in the interest of the people 
of the State of Connecticut, that is the 
citizens, no other motivating—force is 
worthy of your consideration - only the 
people's interest themselves. Certainly 
the lives and interests of more people 
of this State is touched by the operation 
of the Connecticut Probate Courts and alt 
of the other courts put together, regard-
leas of the back-log of cases they may 
have. The surviving widow, or spouse, 
or the minor child, the Incapable person, 
will surely come into some Probate Court 
while neither they nor anynf° their 
relatives may have occasion to appear 
in any of the other courts in the State 
that is under consideration in this 
legislation. The very intimate and personal 
nature of many of the problems that are 
brought to our Connecticut Probate Courts 
requires, I believe, as do the members of 
the Assembly, that the applicant be 
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Judge Anderson continues: permitted to sit down in a 
friendly and unlegalistic way and 
discuss the problems of the estate or 
in a personal nature of the business 
that brings them into the Court. Now 
this procedure exists today only in our 
Probate Courts and has existed from the 
inception of these courts. If this is 
substituted for this ponderous and 
expensive machinery that is in this bill, 
S B. 793/the costs will certafcly rise 
and everyone will be required to appear 
with counsel at some distant place, far 
from their own home area and a subsequent 
loss of time and expense beyond the fees 
that are paid for what they do. Under 
the proposed system the cost of the 
Probate Courts under the new legislation 
cannot possibly be .carried by the fees 
as they are today. The widow with the 
small estate which she has to settle and 
process will pay an insubordinate amount 
to the size of the estate as compared 
to the amount that the millionaire will 
pay to the size of the estate that is 
being probated on his behalf. And the 
extra amount after these fees are 
assessed, the extra amount needed to — 
finance these courts, the clerks, sur^ 
rogates, and all the rest of the para-
phanalia that is set up with them, all 
of this extra amount needed to operate 
these courts will be levied against ail 
of the taxpayers of the State of Conn-
ecticut and this same widow will again 
share in the cost of the new Probate 
Court and again share in settling the 
million dollar estate. Because my court 
is a fairly small one with the population 
in the town of some 3,200, I would like 
to present a picture typical of an 
average citizen in Connecticut. Either 
the husband or wife, who may several 
days after the funeral come into the 
court bereaved and bewildered, she is 
suddenly thrust into a situation completely 
foreign to her and she timidly asks as 
she sits down: What do I have to do? 
I brought all the papers with me, do I 
need a lawyer or can you help me settle 
the estate? Will it cost very much? I'm 
not going upon anything expept memory, 
Ladies and Gentlemen, this is what happens 
many times. Thjs lady or man asks these 
questions and her questions can be 
asnwered efficiently and simply grom a 
friendly Judge of Probate sitting across 
the table from her. Many times there is 
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Judge Anderson continues: no need for independent 
counsel for this person to have her 
affairs expeditiously handled. These 
then are the citizens of the State of 
Connecticut. They are not what you 
heard a week ago Monday, top flight -
executives, presidents of large corp-
orations who have left the dignity of-
their names to letterheads or execut-
ive committees. I know the roster of — 
the membership of the Citizens for Bet-
ter Courts, but I dare say it is not very 
large, nor does it include the man on 
the street. Certainly the average 
citizens who have appeared in our Probate 
Courts are not here today, nor have 
they ever been before the Judiciary 
Committee to clamor for abolition of — 
their own Probate Courts. When a per-
son is satisfied, he is usually silent. 
It is only when he is aroused and 
has a complaint then he raises his 
voice high and criticizes. The average 
citizen of Connecticut is today silent 
and satisfied with their Probate 
Courts. We all realize that pressure 
Groups are a commodity in the Legis-
lative public hearing rooms. This 
has been so for many, many years. I 
have calculated here a few figures, a: 
comparison of figures in a small com-
munity that has an active group of 
membership of the League of Women 
Voters, who are a dedicated group of 
women who want to do the best they can 
for their community and for their State 
I'm sure. The entire roster of this 
particular group Is about 100, of 
these 100, perhaps 55 or 00 may be — 
said to be in favor of reform or abol-
ition of the Probate Courts. The 
entire roster of women in this community 
who are voters is about 910, now shall 
such a small percentage in any community, 
in the cities that may be larger, shall 
such a.small percentage be permitted 
to commit all the rest of them to a 
prescribed course of action. And, what 
of the men voters in Connecticut, there 
are plenty of those. We hear no appeal 
on their part. Do not permit, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, all of the local fireworks 
on either side of this question to 
complete the story for you before you 
have deliberations. When you are back 
home in your community, ask your neighbor 
and your friends and any of your 
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Judge Anderson continues: business associates who have-
had any experience at all in your Conn-
ecticut Probate Courts, how they feel and 
get their answer at first hand. Thank 
you very much. 

Samuel A. Woodward, Trial Justice, Kent: I have been 
trial justice for almost 20 years 
continuously. I am not a lawyer and I 
am not an expert on Court Reform, beyond 
the fact that my wife is President of 
the Kent League of Women Voters 1 I am 
convinced that there is undoubtedly need 
for reform in the courts. I shall speak-
however on matters only that I have know-
ledge of, matters concerning the trial 
justice system. I went to the hearing 
last week, not with the intention of 
speakjrg but to learn about the facts 
and I wonder whether the charges by 
various speakers constitutes evidence 
or allegations. The Impression was 
made that trial justices were butchers, 
farmers, even housewifes, arid let the 
League of Women Voters note that there-
is an implied slur upon American woman-
hood in that connotation I think. The 
impression was also conveyed that the 
trial justices hold their sessions.in 
barns, even in kitchens. Now what are 
the facts. The Register and Manual of 
1958 shows that of 102 Trial Justice 
Courts, 85 of them hold sessions in 
Town Halls or other Publicm buildings, 
8 of them in schoolhouses, 6 in other 
public buildings, such as libraries, 
and only 3 in residences. And, I 
submit that the lawyers must have had 
an unusual experience. I would also like 
to comment on the remarks of a Municipal 
Court judge, a member of the Bar, who 
alleged three catagories of influences 
on the Municipal courts and Trial Justice 
courts: 

The presence of abscence of 
an attorney. 

Whether the party was a local 
resident or an outsider. 

And, the political party 
affiliation. 
Now whether this is true in a Municipal 
Court with a member of the Bar of the 
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Trial Justice Woodward continues: state of Connecticut 
presiding, I do not know. It is not 
true in the Trial Justice Court of Kent 
and I am insulted by the implication. 
We go out of our way in court to give the 
citizens every benefit of his rights 
even if he is not represented by an 
attorney, as to whether we favor local 
people over outsiders, I submit the 
facts could be studied very easily by 
a law student in a few hours in terms 
of average sentences. I have not heard 
the evidence, as to political party 
affiliations, I have an agreement, I -
have been appointed nine times, reappoin-
ted by the Selectman, I have an agreement 
with him, they take care of the high-
ways, I take care of the courts. I 
would just like to comment on' one other 
matter. It is said to protect against 
insidiuous influence, full time judges 
with tenure are necessary, and I note 
from the figures submitted by the State 
Bar Association, concerning their 
proposed bill, that the prosecutors 
were estimated to cost $o,000 each and 
the assistancts, $4,000, siot very highly 
paid if they are full time and they 
don'e seem to be protected against 
influence, which my lawyer friends say 
the prosecutors are exposed to. And-, 
in conclusion, the principle of dem-
ocracy as stated by Thomas Jefferson, 
basically that the honest plowman can 
have an opinion which is just as valid 
as that.of the most learned philospher. 
Andrew Jackson said something like that 
when he said : The duties of public 
office are so simple, or can be made 
simple so that any honest man can — 
discharge them. And I believe, espec-
ially the people of the Democratic Party, 
and 0overnor Ribicoff should pay attent-ion to these great Democrats. Thank 
you very much. 

Edmund Park, Clinton: I am 77 years of age. I am not 
a judge and 1 am not likely to .be a ju-d-ge 
at my age. I didn't expect to say any-
thing about the Probate Court, but 
I would like to say this, I had occasion 

to go into Probate Court in my own town, 
three times, for relatives and close frieriids 
closing estates. I went before three 
different judges during that period, two 
of whom were lawyers, one was .a layman. 
I received courteous, efficient treatment 
from all three. I would very greatly 
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Mr. Park continues: regret to have the courts taken 
out. I don't want to go furtheron 
that subject, I don't know much about 
it. I served in my town as a Justice 
of the Peace and later as a Trial 
Justice for approximately 20 years 
and I believe that the courts as a whole 
have done pretty well. Unquestionably 
there have been instances where they 
haven't. But, on the whoel I believe 
they have done pretty well. They have 
a limited jurisdiction and appeals 
can always be taken to higher courts 
where you have judges to handle the 
case. A Trial Justice has no legal 
training and he may have. But I believe 
lawyers under severe times have been 
under criticizm, even the SUpreme Courtb in Washington has in such papers 
as the Saturday Evening Post. I do 
feel that lawyers are men and infallible 
the same as the rest of us, so that I 
don't know that we would gain greatly 
in putting all our courts in the hands 
of lawyers. In the trial justice court, 
the town pays the cost. At the present 
time, the State is in the red anyway. 
To add further expenses, doesn't seem 
to me at all adviseable anyway. I 
travel through a many small towns in 
connection with a small business I 
conduct in the State. I have found in 
those small towns no demand for a 
change in the present small town court 
system, in fact I find a great many who 
are anxious to see it remain as it now 
stands. My feeling is that this effort 
for reform has come largley from the 
cities and veryvjargely from the Bar 
Association. I seired as Grand Juror, 
prior to serving as judge, and I have had 
cases appealed to the higher court. I 
think in only one case was the a-pp&hl 
sustained and in that case three witnesses 
appeared before that court and weren't 
even heard. That was an instance where a 
drunken driver rean into an undertaker's 
wagon, upset the wagon and corpse and then 
the driver got out and struck the man 
driving the wagon. I sentenced him to 
jail and the higher courts didn'.t even 
hear the witnesses. One case I ̂recall 
a New Britain judge appealed, ariid they 
reduced his fine and sent him tp jail. 
He was a drunken driver also. Appeals 
can always be made to higher coiarts. 
Thank you. 



Alfred Santaniello, attorney, Norwalk, and Probate 
Judge for the District of Norwalk 
and Wilton: I'm also a former 
Municipal Court Judge in Norwalk. I'm 
not going to try to reiterate things 
that have been said here, but I might 
mention in passing qualifications of 
judges, I hope that the Committee will 
not lose sight of the fact that judges 
are individuals, whether they sit on 
the Superior Court or a lower court, 
in my humble opinion, they will act the 
same, being individuals. Also, In my 
opinion, I believe that all judges are 
not born, some are, some have to be 
made, and I believe the minor courts 
sometimes aid a judge who is appointed 
in our higher courts and that is the 
reason I Mnk today we have so many 
fine judges in our higher courts 
because a lot of themif you check their 
record have had previous training in 
the lower courts. As far as the 
Probate Court is concerned I'm not 
going to say anything about it, because 
I think my predecessors have covered 
that. I am getting down to the minor 
court reorganization. When the minor 
courts, or if it becomes a branch of 
the Court of Common Pleas, In my opinion 
out the window goes the people's court 
because, If records are checked In the 
minor courts today, in the justice courts 
today, you will see there are very 
many minor cases that do not necessarily 
require the services of an attorney 
and a person can come into court and plead 
his ®wn case and do very well at it many 
times. Once this is changed, and the 
judge dons his robe and he sits up on 
his bench, people will hesitate to come 
in without an attorney and go out and 
hire an atorney. Not that I am against 
that, but I believe that the courts 
will then become used by defendants who 
do not need the services of attorneys 
in simple matters. And if you check, 
I'm only making a guess at this, but I 
would say in the present minor courts 
only about 10$ of the people appear with 
attorneys. If this is turned into a 
Court of Common Pleas, we have one 
now in effect which is in essence the 
present appeals court for the present 
minor courts, you check the records there, 
you will see that there is 90$ appear-
ance by defendants with attorneys. And 
as I said before, I am not opposed to that 



Judge Santaniello continues: but I am thinking of the 
people who have to go to this expense 
in many cases,, perhaps unnecessarily so. 
I will say this again although it 
was mentioned by one of the preceeding 
speakers. Small Claims courtMis another court , it's a branch of the unicipal -
Court, jurisdiction I'm sure you Gentle-
men are well acquainted with. That 
court in my particular town now meets 
at night. It is a layman's court, in 
fact all rules of evidence practically 
go out the window in settling back yard 
disputes. Now I don't think that these 
disputes should be taken before the 
Court of Common Pleas by any means. I 
think they should be settled where they 

7 are settled right now. People sit down 
around a Sable, discuss the problem 
and the judge tries to come to some 
equal decision. In conclusion I want 
to say this, that there is no question 
ab£>ut efficiency, the convenience — 
and economy of the present court set-up, 
whether it be the minor courts, the 
Justice courts, or the Probate Court, 
Tbsce's no question about it, I think all 
you Gentjfemen are aware of that. As I 
said before, one person said to me — 
that the judge of this court is not rend-
ering a fair decision, that will be 
said of any judge no matter what court 
he is in and in my opinion I do not 
believe that the present set up be 
changed unless there is a case against 
it or if the number of appeals taken 
is definite proof that there is no-
case against the present court set-up 
in the State of Connecticut and i urge 
the committee to keep the status-quo. 

Reverend Louis Tilson, Roxbury: I am speaking today 
not because I am a Clergyman and not 
because I happen to be a newly elected 
Judge of Probate in one of our smallest 
districts, but as a citizen of the State 
of Connecticut and I want to speak 
primarily from the standpoint of our 
local small communities in, this matter. 
The question has been raised as to the 
competence of local citizens to act as 
judges in our courts and further the 
competence of layman to act in such 
capacity. There is ample evidence that 
persons have rendered an excellent service 
over the years to their fellow townsmen, 
that they have been confident and conscient 
ious persons whose major concern have 
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Rev. Tilson continues: been service in the interest of 
the public rather than monetary regards. 
They have the confidence of their fellow 
citizens who have elected or chosen them. 
There is no guarantee that persons ap-
pointed otherwise would serve the public 
better, or that lawyers as such are as 
well, or better qualified t.o perform 
these services than layman are. It is 
the integrity of the individual which is 
of paramount importance to our citizen 
and the most valuable contribution a 
judge can make to his community is that 
of his knowledge of the local situation. 
No judge vho is not living in a community 
can possibly have the understanding of 
the situation, the knowledge of the 
peoplegi the questions involved that a 
local resident has. Now we can't expect 
that the visitation of a community on 
a periodic basis or the necessity of 
carrying a case to some area point would 
be as helpful to our citizens in local 
communities in giving them prompt action, 
convenience and a minimum expense. One 
other thing that I would like to mention 
is that we could never expect the judges 
on an area basis to have the intimate 
knowledge of people in their circumstances 
which has heretofor especially in our 
Probate Courts, led to the reduction 
or complete ommission of all costs 
whatsoever for those who are least able 
to pay. I would like to submit a more 
complete statement. 

Chr. Scanlon: Thank you. I'll ask again that if — 
you confine your statements to new mater-
ial we can probably get around to every-
body that wants to speak today. 

Judge Pickett, Washington: The population of my town-
is about 2,300. We can brag In Wash-
ington thatbwe are the first town in 
the United States which was incorporated 
and named after George Washington. I have 
been Trial Justice and Justice in 
Washington for approximately 20 years. 
Judge Carmodyxhas alraady touched on many things which was going to speak about, 
but I don't want to only speak as a judge, 
I want to speak as a citizen of Ms 
State. This matter before you at the 
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very impo-rtaht. It is too important 
to "be by-passed lightly. Everything 
should be weighed very carefully. I'm 
speaking more as a citizen in protesting 
to this bill, as far as the lower courts 
are concerned. I'm not worried about 
losing my job, if you want to call it 
a job. For some of you who have not 
lived in a small community, I lived part 
of my life in New York, I spent the 
last many years in Connecticut in a 
small community and I have never been 
happier in my life. I want to tell 
you that to live in a small community 
is to be part of that community. This 
matter dealing with courts to me is 
not a matter of a job, this to me is — 
a civic duty as a part of that commun-
ity and when I took this assignment -
some 20 years ago, I made a very defin-
ite point to meet all the Fathers of 
our community on all boards and on both 
parties, and I told them at that time 
that whatever my action in the court 
would be it would be my own, guided 
by my own conscience and I would accept 
no suggestions and I would answer to 
no push-button system from either 
party or anybody in the town. T^ey 
told me that that was the way they 
wanted it and Gentlemen, that's the 
way they have gotten it. I don't 
believe I have had over 6 appeals in 
all pertaining to my 20 years. I 
have never lost but one of my friends, 
but that has not worried me, because 
I did what I thought was right. If 
he didn't go along with me, that was 
just too bad, I still will not change 
my mind. When a man comes before me 
I don't care whether I know him, I 
don't care whether he is white or black 
my duty is to do what my conscience tells 
me to do. Now if I make any reference 
to lawyers, please don't misunderstand 
me, I have two in my own family, I 
studied law myself, very briefly, I 
didn't get very far, because circumstances 
took me out. But the only difference 
between the established person and th-e 
lawyer is-we might say a mass of tech-
nical cob-web. Even the lawyer who is 
doing his job will be guided by his 
conscience and that alone and not by any 
technicalities. I was here at the 
meeting on the 9th and it's natural that 
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that were said, but I worft go into 
them. They mentioneo of course the 
ice-box, etc. The on̂ y thing I couldn't 
figure out was why theJ forgot ship 
sales. I don't think tltat these remarBs 
were humorous. I don't ̂ hink that'-s-
the way to settle a question as imp-
ortant as this, not by, jok̂ s, it's no 
joke and I don't think they're to be 
alughed at. I think some of the remarks 
made at the last meeting were ridiculaous 
and not worthy of being heard in that 
chamber. I don't like the court bill, 
because I think one thing that it does 
is take away a part of the voice of 
our people. Our great State was founded 
on that very thing and I don't thiflk 
that now or any other time that any 
part or any voice of any people in atiy 
community should be taken away from tRem. 
I think that that is the whole thing. 
In fact your little community and there 
are 169 of them, your small community 
Gentlemen is the cornerstone of your 
State add just as strong as your community 
is so will be your State. And you list-en 
to what these people in these communit-
ies have to say, you might learn some-
thing even if you aremembers of the Bar 
and that is no reflection but it is a 
fact. Now they- did bring out of course 
all the closet-skeletons, political 
pressure. I told you that when I 
assumed my office I made sure there was 
no political pressure and I stand, here 
before you and God All Mighty and tell 
you that I have never in my 20 years 
been approached by anybody to do anything 
other than what I thought best, and I 
can tell you right now, It wouldn't have 
been healthy for anyone to try it. 
That's the way I feel about courts, now 
that's one example of the feelings in the 
small courts. We want to hear some from 
the small courts, we'vehehrd a lot 
from the big courts, and it hasn't all 
been good, such as penallizing a man 
who comes into to plead guilty, who 
ever heard something so ridiculous. Now 
they tell us times have changed. Well 
that's certainly the-case, we know that 
you don't see any ox-carts coming down 
Main Street with a couple of farmers from 
out-of-town, that same fellow today is 
hopping a plane to California. We know 
times have changed, but have you changed 



38 ... 
Judge. Pickett continues: your moral code, your sJban̂ -

ard of living, your form of worship - NO. 
There are somethings Gentlemen, you can't 
change, the way you change your underwear. 
The League of women Voters, I don't know, 
I'm not going to say anything about them. 
You all know that our jurisdiction is 
very limited and it doesn't require 
technical knowledge of the law. As I 
said before, we're guided mostly by our 
conscience and common sense. This 
question is before the House, because 
the House, here and there has a dirty 
closet and I can assure you that anybody 
with any common sense would not burn 
the house down, but clean the closet. I 

^ say let us not burn the house down, the 
system is not so bad, it just needs a 
little cleaning. If at anytime this 
matter of Insistence of legal minds in 
the courts comes through. I think they 
should remember that in every little 
town we have our own layers, and when— 
that time comes if it does become nec-
essary, consider the town and give the 
people of the town the chance to select 
one of their own lawyers to handle the 
courts. Wehave four in our own.town, 
and our people will make their own 
selection and I think that's where the 
choice is to be made. There's some talk 
about compromise. Remetaber if a thing 
is wrong, it's wrong, there's no such 
thing as compromising morals. May I 
touch on Probate for just a ̂ hile? 

Chr. Scanlon: You may touch on anything. 
Judge Pickett: I had one feontact with the Probate — 

Court in our town and I found and real-
ized at that time how handy and what 
a nice workable system it was to be 
able to in my own there was a man whom 
I knew to settle the Probate works that 
I had. In closing I just want to say-
I thank you Gentlemen for this opport-
unity to oqpress myself and before I 
close I would just like to say let us 
keep this State a Government for the 
People, and of the People and by the 
People and nobody else. Thank you. 

Irving B. Rappoport, Attorney, Bridgeport: I am just 
going to confine my remarks to one small 
aspect of this court reform bill. The 
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Attorney Rappoport continues: court reform bill as I 
understand it has one of the principle 
clauses for the start of it for the 
backlog of cases of our Superior courts 
of our principal counties. One of the 
things that court reform bill aims to do 
is abolish the Justice of, the Peace court 
I happen to have fair knowledge of the 
workings of the Justice of the Peace 
court. I have talked to other attorneys 
who also practice in Bridgeport and it 
would appear to me based on my own volume 
of cases and other volumes of cases and 
the projecting it thrououghout the State 
that there would be probably a total 
volume of 100,000 cases that comes before 
the Justice of the Peace each year. And 
that is a conservative figure. If this 
court reform bill passes, what we are 
now having in the Superior Courts, they're 
going tohave even more so in the new 
Court of Common Beas that is proposed. 
It is -difficult enough for a person to 
wait 3-4 years in the Superior court over 
a relatively large case, but when a 
person has to wait that same length of 
time in the smaller courts for a much 
lesser sum, it can become quite agonizing-. 
Now, we're talking about costs of govern-
ment and the increase of costs that we 
must sustain every day and I think that 
this present bill is going to go beyond — 
all realms of our imagination in increas-
ing our costs here. Add to the present 
Court of Common Pleas the 180,009 cases 
that Judge Sarmody has spoken of as 
being returned to the Justice Courts, 
add another 100,000 cases coming in from 
Justice of the Peace Courts. You can well 
Imagine that the cases there will 
be totally unmanageable by the court and 
to administer it properly would call for 
numerous numbers of judges and we would 
find ourselves farther behind the proverbial 
eight ball than we are today. I think 
if we are really sincere about this court 
reform business, we should start at the 
top. If we're not worried about expenses 
of administration let's put more judges in 
the Superior Court and places where it's 
needed. Thank you. 

William Morgan, Jr., Trial Justice, North Stonington: 
I have a few remarks to make, most of 
this is repititious because Judge Carmody 
has put it very well, and I might say 
right here that here is one trial justice 



Trial Justice Morgan continues: who is definitely along 
with him in his remarks and all for the 
point of making our system better. I 
have a few things to say. At the Hotel 
Statler, May 5, 1958, one of our yearly 
assembly of Trial Justices, there were 
several speakers present, one of them 
was a representative of the Commissioner 
of Motorn Vehicles, one a representative 
from the State Police a&d one represent-
ative of Probateion Department. I sat 
and I heard these men speak as to the 
feelings of these different departments. 
They commended the Justice Court on the 
work that they were doing atthat part-
icular time. Now in 1957 as has been 
said here, the General Assembly enacted 
Public Act 651 giving tremendous 
administrative authority to the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of Errors.— 
Now we know very well that we are under-
staffed, and we feel that we have not — 
slipped. That is the reason I am speak-
ing in defense of a system. In our 
town, we have a court that has been 
praised by the State Police, lawyers and 
citizens and we have a name down there 
for never fixing a case. I only mention 
M s about our own court because I feel 
that you can pick this out of man& 
of the Justice courts. Ours is not up 
here to be talked about. I think that 
it's all of them. Oourts should not 
be considered money-making institutions 
but our Justice courts operate at a 
minimum with no expense to the town and 
what will be the cost of the-new system — 
Money to be recovered where - by addition-
al taxes to our towns. Appointments in 
Justice Courts are one thing that has 
been quite interesting to me. I don't 
believe tiis has been touched upon too 
much. The average length of service 
is 8 years. This certainly is a tenure 
and it overlapps politics. I have benn 
by Boards of Selectmen with Democratic 
majorities and with Republican majorities 
and the trial justice before me was 
also. I believe this will be found 
in a good many of your trial justice courts. 
At this time, I have some papers to 
present to you, one is from Ernest L. 
Johnston, Chairman of the North Stonington 
Democratic Town Committee and he makes 
his views known as to the Justice Courts, 
its appointments, the other one is 
so brief l"m going to read it: I would 
like to register in favor of maintaining 
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Courts in the State. In our town the 
previous Trial.Justice served for 
thirty years, whikh should prove that 
the trial justice is not-a political 
appointment in our town - Ralph Eiman, 
First selectman. It has been said that 
the Trial Justices are mostly all laymen 
and they try a case involving a customer, 
putting a great strain on Impartiality. 
Can it be said that the $15,000 or $14,000 
judge belongs to a church, and organizat-
ion, he has neighbors, he has friends, 
and I cannot see how anyone can be 
completely isolated from Impartiality. 
It has been suggested that all judges 
and prosecutors, court clerks be lawyers. 
I can see justice in the ultimate result 
If the defendant is a lawyer. Our Justice 
courts have served us for years, they 
are definitely our Home Rule. 

Irving T. Shubert, Trial Justice, Westbrook: I am 
here to register in opposition to all 
the bills that are presently before this 
committee concerning court reform and 
court reogrzation. There is no denial 
of the facts that all of our courts need 
improvement and we are not basing our — 
opposition on that fact. We are object-
ing to the methods contemplated to 
bring about the improvement. 

Bhr. Scanlon: Sir, I don't mean to deny you your 
right to speak, but 'if you are going to 
read us a statement, we'd appreciate 
your filing the whole statement with us 
and briefly telling us what's on it. 

Mr. Shubert: We're protesting against any effort 
to destroy our present court system. I'm 
fearful that it will be a sorry day 
for this State if our Legislature allows 
itself to cram this type of legislation 
down the throats of our constituents. 
The passage of these bills would not 
only destroy our courts syetm that Is 
designated for the convenience of the 
common people, but it would also take 
away the court revenue on which many of 
these towns depend to keep the taxes down. 
Most important to my mind is it will 
create courts which are brazenly monopolistic 
having entirely no regard for the 
rights and privileges of the common peqcie 
I positive that if breed and political 
preferment the present court systems can 
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Mr. Shubert continues: be improved within the structure 
of their respective systems without 
the destruction or abolishment of any 
one system. The Trial Justice Court 
system with which I am most concerned 
seems to have been the target for most 
of the unfair publicity all during the 
last election campaign and up to now. 
the propaganda has gained inmomentum, 
except for one editorial in last Sunday's 
Hartford Courant, most of the newspapers 
have blackened the trial justice system 
so that now to the uninformed, we 
are the lowest of the low. It is almost 
unbelievable to observe the tactics 
of some groups of greedy people will 
employ to legislate these bills that 
are designed to usurp the rights and 
privileges of our townspeopel. a mere 
comparison of the financial cost between 
the new system of proposed common pleas 
courts and the improvement of the court 
now in existence should be sufficient 
to decide the vote of the conservative 
legislature. The abolishment of the 
minor courts and the instituting of the 
new system would cost the taxpayer an 
additional 3 millions of dollars at the 
start. I'm sure that improvements to 
our present courts can be established 
without this added expenditure of money. 
Our proponents, most of them members of 
the Bar, offer strenuous objection to 
the fact that some of the trial justice 
courts are staffed by layman. The mere 
fact that a man has studied law and has 
passed the Bar examinations does not — 
necessarily., give him the edge on comp-
etency or intelligence, speaking person-
ally in our own court at Westbrook, my 
prosecutor and I have had 25 years of 
experience in the Police profession. We 
consdier that we are as equally familiar 
with criminal law, rules of evidence, 
and court procedure as the average 
attorney. There may be many other courts 
functioning under similar conditions, 
therefore I would advise that the competent 
qualified layman not be excluded from the 
Trial Justice Court system." I'm sure that 
our courts could be improved by requiiihg 
all Justice court officials to attend 
periodic seminars on court procedures, 
rules of evidence, criminal laws, and 
other related subjects designed to make 
the necessaryn improvements in our court 
system. Because this would help, the 
cost' should be borne by the towns in 
the same manner as those for Town Clerks, etc 
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Mr. Shubert continues: Some responsibility for good 

courts lies with the appointed author-
ity. They should be extremely cautious 
in their appointments, giving serious 
consideration to the qualifications of 
the individual before making the 
decision. In discussing the matter of 
politics in our courts it must be 
remembered that practically every 
judge in the judicial system is holding 
office thraagh political preferrment. 
Threfore, the shadow of politics actually 
covers the entire judicial system. No 
judge with honesty and integrity is ever 
been known to allow politics to sway 
his decision, therefore if serious 
consideration is given when making 
appointments, the "evils in our courts 
will be done away' with. In conclusion 
I will say again that I am firmly con-
vinced that the abolishment of our trial 
justice court system would be a mistake 
and a disservice to the taxpayers and 
citizens of Connecticut and would 
deprive them of their inalienable rights. 
Thank you very much. 

Ira Wilcox, Mansfield: I am here today representing 
the Connecticut State Grange by the 
request of the regular representative 
because he couldn't be here. I'm 
here also as a member of the Board of 
Selectmen from Mansfield, and above all 
I am here as a citizen of Connecticut. 
All three categories I want to say that 
we agree whole-heartedly with all the 
arguments that have previously been 
presented. I know they have been stated 
far better than I could state tehm. It 
seems to me that this reform as posed 
is a matter of centrallization. It wasn' 
too long ago we heard about Home Rule• 
I can't see how the two of them go 
together. Let's keep that Home Rule 
so far as these courts are concerned. We 
have heard today that there are short-
comings and undoubtedly that is correct. 
Why condemn the entire system because 
of some short-comings there may be in a 
few places. If I had a barrel of apples 
and in that barrel there were some bad 
apples, I wouldn't throw the entire 
barrel of apples away. I don't believe 
that if we have an automobile on which 
there is one bad tire, we would discard 
the entire automobile. We would take 
care of the matter that is wrong. So if 
there are short comings in our present 



Mr. Wilcox continues: system, let's try to correct 
them. We have had no complaints in 
our town of anything wrong with either 
the Justice Courts or the Probate court. 
I personally have had three experiences 
in the Probate Court and I know beiiag 
ablento appear before someone whom I knew 
and who knew of my situation was much 
better than having to travel someplace 
to meet a man at his convenience. So, I 
say let's keep the things the way they 
are. If there's anything wrong, let's 
correct what is wrong in the present sys-
tem rather than try to discard the entire 
system and also appears to me that if 
we do try to discard this system and do 
according to what they bills ask it 
certainly is going to increase taxes. 
I believe that is one thing that the 
present administration has stated that 
taxes were not gfting to be increased. 
I can't see how it can help but be other 
wise if this happens. And, lastly I 
think Ladies and Gentlemen of the 
Committee, let's remember that once 
in Boston Harbor and let's bear in 
mind why that famous Tea Party was held, 
and try to keep our taxes, down so 
the people of the State of Connecticut 
can take care of them. Thank you. 

Tom Moore, Attorney, Bridgeport: I am not now and never 
have been a member of a political party. 
I have never held and do not now hold 
any official appointment or office in 
the State or local government. I am 
just a practicing lawyer trying to earn 
a living. And, that's why I am here. I 
think I am the only fellow that came up 
today who is here to protect a vested 
interest. The nasty old vested interest. 
I'm just trying to make a living, that's 
my vested interest. These bills are 
going to make it mae expensive to grant 
credit. To go into the credit line a 
bit, even though I am here to protect my 
own interest, there are better reasons 
than than why I am opposed to the bill. 
I am a member of the Credit Men's Assoc-
iation of Southeastern Connecticut and a 
member of the Commercial Law League of 
America. I think that I know as much 
about credit as any lawyer in the Bridg-
port area. I have lived with credit for 
the past 8 years. Credit costs money. 
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Mr. Moore continues: Also if you can't collect bills, 
honest debts from merchanldse and services 
rendered, you're not going to grant that 
credit. If it's' going to cost more to 
collect those bills, even though you 
can do it, then it must cost more to 
grant the credit. So far the State of 
Connecticut in its wisdom has always 
made It very convenient for the credit 
grantor to enforce his claims against 
debtors. With these bills, it is 
quite possible, it looks to me as if 
the elimination of the Justice of the 
Peace as distinguished from the Trial 
Justice Court, I know nothing about them, 
I have never been in one, never had a 
case in a Trial °ustice Court, but in 
regard to the Justice of the Peace Court 
these bills I see some of them eliminate 
the civil jurisdiction of the Justice 
of the Peace and they transfer it to 
other courts. The other courts to which 
they transfer it and some of the bills 
allow for the rule making powers of 
the judges or by other means to 
establish small claims courts. Now most 
of you Gentlemen, are lawyers add I 
hope most of you have sat In on sessions 
of Samll Claims Courts. You are familiar 
with the facts and the statute that 
requires a plaintiff must appear. How 
many times does a plaintiff appear? Seldom, 
so seldom that makes a lawyer's blood 
boll, because this is a favor as he as 
a lawyer doesn't get. The business man 
in the town who is putting his collection 
cases into the small claims court and 
getting a card back from the court, saying 
the plaintiff must appear, either does 
not appear, or if he does appear, he 
appears by sending his little 16 yeardld 
Secretary in to argue the case for him. 
Someone who is receiving a compensation 
for appearing in court, something which 
the dfcate law says only a lawyer can do. 
They don't appear in the most part, because 
I was just in one of the small courts 
in a town next to Bridgeport, Monday 
morning and only about 3 plaintiffs ap-
peared in that court and all the rest 
did not appear and yet they got judgments 
by default, because the defendant did not 
appear. Nobody appeared. The card was 
there, the clerk read off the name, the 
judge said judgment for $24.18 and $1.50 
cost and nobody was there, but did that 
judge know if that bill had not been 
paid, he didn't. The lawyer can't get 
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Mr. Moore continues: that, he has to travel up and 

down the turnpike and appear no master 
what time the court is in session. So 
if we're going to expand this beautiful 
Small Claims court system, what's the 
result: The lawyer is out of another 
source.of business and on top of that 
perhaps more unjustice is done than you 
have. What about the expense? If the 
rule making power of the small- claims 
court is put under jurisidction of 
Common Pleas, it is not certain that the 
cost in the Court of Common Pleas will 
still be as low, because as you know in 
the Justice of the Peace Courts in 
Connecticut today the average lawyer 

" does not pay an entry fee. You know that 
as practical lawyers. It's worked on 
a contingency and you know that too as 
practical lawyers, the writ comes in and 
it is processed in due process of law 
except for one thing, that entry fee 
is not paid, if it did have to be paid, 
who is going to pay it, the lawyer, he 
can't afford it and also he is prevented 
by ethics, so he has to charge his 
clients for the entyr fee. He doesn't 
have to today under the Justice of 
the Peace system. But if they put us 
all into a Common Pleas Small Claims 
Court, everybody is going to have to 
get that dough up on the line and that 
means it comes from the clients and where 
does the client get it, he gets it from 
ladies and housewives and his customers 
like you and I, who have to pay for 
the merchandise. It just means increased 
costs all around. In regard to the 
Justice of the Peace also, there is very 
little injustice if any. I have spent 
7 years with many thousands of cases, 
never have my complaints not been able 
to be straightened out, because there is 
always going to be a complaint one way 
or another. Gentlemen, you are lawyers, 
please follow the rules of etftics in 
determining this question. Let the 
plaintiffs in this matter bear the burden 
of proof. The court system that we 
have has worked for so many centuries to 
the advantage of our citizens and of 
our forebearers in England. Follow the 
burden of proof rule, it has sustained 
the burden of proof, but if it hasnt 
then change it, but do not change some-
thing wh±h has worked over the centuries. 
Thank you. 
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John Swanson, Trial Justice, Bolton: I believe the 
Justice Courts should stay the way it 
is. As far as the higher courts, I 
don't think I'm qualified to speak on 
it. I also agree with Chief Trial 
Justice on his recommendations 100$. 

Rep. Morris B. Hogan, Burlington: I am here 
representing not republicans or Democrats 
but both. There is not one single 
person in my town who has ever indicated 
a desire to me to have the court system 
changed and I might say both republicans 

an and Democrats have indicated to me a 
desire to keep the courts as is. I have 
had some political experence in the small 
towns. I am chairman of the political 
committee for 28 years and I have always 
insisted that we have a good court. - we had a good court before I became interested, 
and have had a good court ever since. 
And possibly from listening to some of 
the testimony of some various trial 
justices that are here, they all maintain 
there is no fix, that's no reason to 
do away with the courts, but I as polit-
ical leader in my town &ave always 
insisted that we have a good court in 
town, and if you have a good court, there's 
no reason to fix it. If your court is 
honest, if it is competent, and capable, 
what more could you ask. I would assume 
that you gentlemen here are political 
leaders in your towns, if not certainly, 
you are close to political leadership, 
otherwise you woild not be elected to 
office here. And if your court system 
is not good, if you feel it's not good, 
it's not the system it's the appointees, 
and why don't you as political leaders 
in your twwn go back to your town and 
if you have a situation that needs cleaning 
up, why don't you clean it up, that is 
what I have always felt should be followed. 
We have good government in our town 
and its because the Republicans and Democrats 
have always worked to see that whoever 
is elected is capable. The only reward 
we may get is the satisfaction of knowing 
that we as political leaders in our town 
are conducting a tpwn government that 
is good for us and good for the peqie 
and that I might say is a substantial 
reward. I urge you people to go back to 
your own towns and clean up your own 
situations. 

Chr. Scanlon: The hearing is closed on these bills. 



THE COURT RKPORM BILL 

Suggestions to implement same--by Rep<, Robert H0 Barnes (D«Montville) 
IttRTJC 

I agree with the State Bar Association-«no change in the Supreme 
Court of Errors, 

2„ In order to meet the ever-increasing work load,, and to effectively 
and expeditiously complete cases pending, overhaul present composi-
tion of Superior Courts and Courts of Common Pleasg adding courts and judges, as found necessary., 

3„ Inasmuch as juveniles are definitely a large part of family life,, 
there is no reason why their misdemeanors cannot be Included in th? 
rest of inter-family difficulties and problems; therefore, combine 
the current juvenile courts and the proposed family courts into a 
single jurisdictional entity, under the name "Family Court/' tb© 
term "Family" being more acceptableg palatable, less harsh, softer than that implied in the word "Juvenile" which is quickly associ- „ 
ated with the word "Delinquent,," I believe that the State Baii» 
Association has also made a similar recommendation0 
Retain Probate Assembly and Probate Courts in their present status 
less prerogatives and responsibilities turned over to the Family 
Courts relating to personal matters* The Probate Courts are doing 
a highly efficient and commendable job, and any reduction in the 
number of courts would have at least one bad result-~a lessening 
of the present good community service„ 
The small courts--municipal* city, town, borough, justice, small--
claims, etc0--to be put on an elective basis, with terms of four years, elected quadrennially along with the election of probate 
judges o This would be an improvement or reform of the present 
system, without loss of service, while at the same time leaving 
in the hands of the electors the selection of (of their ovm c h o i c e 
their judges, associate judges, and deputy judges? in other wordsp local autonomy, or if preferred, home rule, and the retention o f 
the two-party system^ all of these, the hallmark of our democracy,, 
Should a local court not measure up to standard, the electors 
would have only themselves to blame, but would still have the 
opportunity to correct the situation at the nest election* 

PART II — —'-"V —— 

I., Establish a commission of legal and lay minds to study our laws 
for the purpose of eliminating loopholes, discriminations, injust-
ices, etc., and to recommend repealing and/or rewording of statute 
t̂ hich are ambiguous or not easily understood^ 

2, Standardize penalties for all classes of offenses»«first, second3 third, fourth timers, etca-°of similar circumstancess 
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Take away the right of courts to release prisoners from jail prior 
to fulfillment of sentencesp leaving this right and prerogative to a county parole board* 
Establish a statutory code of ethics for all members of the legal 
profession, including layman, with meaningful penalties for minor 
as well aa major Infractions —fines, suspensions, and temporary 
and permanent disbarment0 
Provide a more realistic, fair, and juat scale of legal chargesn "based on actual services rendered, without regard to attorney 
reputation or rating,, 
Make easily available the right for a client to appeal with impunity 
to any court if he or she believes that the attorney has overcharged., 
misled5 taken unfair advantage, given poor or inadequate servicea etc 
Make available to persons of little or no means for payment of legal 
assistance, legal protection on the level of the case ponding, not 
from the ranks of the broken-down and inexperienced,, 
All police officers should be required to know how to collect and 
3Libm.it admissible evidencec suffering penalty of ultimate dismissal if unable to c omply0 



Comments by Rep. Robert H. Barnes (D-Kontvi11e) 

REFORM. I believe I can safely say that whenever the word "reform" is 
used, it immediately suggests to most of us that whatever the subject matter may 
be, it is in a sad state of affairs and corrective measures are In order. It sel-
dom occurs to us that the thing to be reformed might be wholly or even partially 
without fault. It is quickly placed behind the eight ball. It Is guilty period--
gullty by definition, by Inference, by implication. Its innocence has to be proved. 

The Court'Reform Bill is a bill to turn over all of the courts to the 
lawyers. By throwing up a smoke screen to divert attention from their own mistakes, 
Injustices, and weaknesses, the lawyers are trying to convince the unsuspecting 
public that this reform measure will obviate the need for any future reforms. By 
claiming that the laymen are not what they should be, they want to cover up the 
fact that they, themselves, have many skeletons in their own closets. Before we 
carry out their program of this so-called reform, I suggest that we reform the re-
formers. 

Yes, the proposed Court Reform Bill is loaded, loaded In favor of the 
legal profession; in fact, the proposers make no bones about it—it Is spelled out 
in so many words. One of the basic objectives is the complete elimination of all 
laymen in responsible positions in the courts--for the sole benefit of the lawyers. 
The lawyers not only want to have one hand in the public pocket but both of them. 
Purifying jurisprudence is the advertised objective; but the underlying aim is ab-
solute control absolutely. 

Who are for this bill? Answer: (1) State Bar Association. Naturallyl 
(2) Citizens for Better Courts. And who are these citizens? Lawyers, of course, 
the leader an attorney from Greenwich. (3) League of Women Voters. A very fine 
organization but like all organizations, can be used for ulterior purposes; in this 
case, by wives and friends of lawyers. The writer knows of one lady of high posi-
tion in the League who has played a prominent and energetic role for the court re-
form; and she is the wife of a lawyer. The League has been taken In on this one, 
(4) Governor Ribicoff. No one in his or her home town worked any harder for the 
re-election of the Governor than the writer of these comments, 1 went from door to 
door and campaigned not only for myself but the Governor and the entire Democratic 
ticket. No one thinks more highly of the Governor than I, But I also know that he 
is fallible, the same as the rest of us. I know that our backgrounds influence our 
thinking, and I wonder if the Governor would be so Intent In the passage of this 
reform bill if he were a merchant, a farmer, or of some other vocation, instead of 
a lawyer. (5) The Saturday Evening Post. October 11th (1958), issue—The "JP": 
Should He Be Abolished? by Joe Alex Morris; and Reader's Digest, October (1958) 
issue—A National Scandal - The Fee System, by Lawrence Lader. 

Relative to these two articles, (5) above, as many of us know, there are 
hundreds of embryo writers as well as legitimate or professionals who are feverishly 
on the prowl for something new to write about; and If a person comes upon something 
that smacks upon the sensational or the unusual, and It is well written, a sale Is 
possible to any one of our popular magazines. For Instance, a sale to the Saturday 
Evening Post not only brings in a large stipend but the writer Is made, has hit the 
b i g 11 me, 

Reading these two articles, one is impressed that only the unusual is re-
lated, and If one knows better, It is soon detected that there are several distor-
tions, slantlngs, and some down-right half truths. As an example, In the Reader's 
Digest article, among the cases cited from all over the country, a half-truth in-
volves the Probate Court of Hartford, It states that Judge Johnston last year 
(1957) netted $42,058, more than the salary of the Chief Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court, reportedly $35,500. But it failed to add (herein lies, the 
half truth) that Judge Johnston was required by law to turn over $14,400 of the 
$42,058 to the Connecticut Probate Assembly which distributed this sum among the 
169 towns of the State, into the local treasuries for local town use. This damage 
was refuted by the Hartford papers, but the retract ion*was read by very few of the 
readers of the vast circulation of the Reader's Digest, not only in America but all 
over the world (in many languages). One can Imagine the glee of the Communists 
holding this gem up for public consumption--"See, this Is an example of Injustice in 
a capitalistic country, etc., etc., etc." Perhaps If the writer had told the whole 
truth, he wouldn't have sold his story, and the Commies wouldn't have anything to 
talk about. 

Now what Is the difference between the lay and the legal mind? One differ-
ence, in my opinion, is that the lawyer is a technician, and many times so technical 
that he finds himself In a straight jacket, unable to disengage himself from the in-
hibitions of Blackstone and Oliver Wendell Holmes. On the other hand, the layman 
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may not know as well as the lawyer the rules of evidence--hcw to rule on hearsay 
testimony, leading questions, the introduction of evidence on cross examination 
not brought out during direct examination, opinions, and immaterial, irrelevant, 
and incompetent evidence—but I have found him to have the good sense to cut 
through all the folderol and come up with the correct decision on the guilt or in-
nocence of the accused. And that is what the public wants — true justice. 

Now that the finger of suspicion has been pointed at the lay-judge courts, 
let's look at the record of the lawyer-judge courts. Let's start off with evidence 
by none other than Fred Rodeli, Professor of Law, Yale University, who wrote the 
book "Woe Unto You, Lawyers!" In this book, he says, "In tribal times, there were 
the medicine-men. In the Middle Ages, there were the priests. Today there are the 
lawyers." Then he goes on to say, "It is the lawyers who run our civilization for 
us--our governments, our business, our private lives. Most legislators are lawyers; 
they make our laws. Most presidents, governors, commissioners, along with their 
advisors and brain-trusters, are lawyers; they administer our laws. As the school-
boy put it, 'ours is a government of lawyers, not of men!'" 

Continuing, Rodell says, "It is not the business men, no matter how big, 
who run our economic world. Again it Is the lawyers, the lawyers who 'advise' and 
direct every time acompany is formed, every time a bond or share of stock is is-
sued, almost every time material Is to be bought or goods to be sold, every time a 
deal is made. The whole elaborate structure of industry and finance is a lawyer-
(nade house. V/e all live in it, but the lawyers run it." 

Anent, the United States Supreme Court, Prof. Rodell states^ "The Supreme 
Court of the United States is generally rated the best in the counrty rf not in the 
world. Its decisions are supposed to be the wisest, the most enlightened. Its mem-
bers are kowtowed to as the cream of the legal profession, steeped not only in the 
technicalities of legal logic but in the wondrous ways of abstract justice as well, 
Its powers are enormous. By the margin of a single vote, its nine members can over-
turn the decisions of mayors, governors, state legislatures, presidents, congresses, 
and of any other judge or group of judges in the United States. Even the direct will 
of the people as expressed In the Constitution and its amendments can be brought to 
nought by Supreme Court 'interpretation' of constitutional language. The nine men 
in black robes hold the entire structure of the nation in the hollows of their hands 

Have its constitutional decisions been models of logic, statesmanship, and 
justice? Or have they, perhaps, been cut out of the same old legal cheesecloth--
abstract concepts, ambiguous words, and ambidextrous principles? As is true of 
practically all Constitutional Law, it is impossible to tell what the Court is going 
to call unconstitutional, until the Court has gone into its trance and evoked a 
spirit in the shape of a 'controlling' principle." 

I, the writer of this brief, have always maintained that a lawyer can 
easily place himself on either side of any issue at any given time, it being not in-
frequent to find a lawyer arguing in Court on one side of a case one time and later 
arguing on the other side of a similar case, and, If you please, winning both times. 
Prof. Rodell has this to say on this subject; "The Law, as a matter of fact, is all 
things to all lawyers. It Is all things to all lawyers simply because principles on 
which it is built are so vague and abstract and Irrelevant that it is possible to 
find In those principles both a justification and a prohibition of every human action 
or inactivity under the sun A home-owner who beats up a trespassing hobo may be 
a hero in one state and a criminal in another." 

Speaking on The Law as contrasted with laws, Rodell writes, "The Law is „ 
the killy-loo bird of the sciences. The killy-loo, of course, was the bird that in-
sisted on flying backward because it didn't care where it was going but was mightily 
Interested In where it had been. And certainly The Law, when it moves at all, does 
so by flapping clumsily and uncertainly along, with its eye unswervingly glued on 
what lies behind Only The Law, inexorably devoted to all its most ancient prin-
ciples and precedents, makes a vice of innovation and a virtue of hoariness. Only 
The Law resists and resents the notion that it should ever change its antiquated 
ways to meet the challenge of a changing world The Law never admits to itself 
that there can be anything actually new under the sun To the lawyer, there Is a 
vast difference between The Law and the laws. The Law is something beyond and above 
every statute that ever has been or could be passed You can change the laws all 
you please, but you can't change The Law Moreover, The Law can do strange things 
to man-made laws even when, as very rarely happens, such laws are so full of 'wil-
fullys' and 'maliclouslys' and 1 lawfullys' that they practically Invite lawyers to 
write their own ticket The Law is a mass of abstract principles—which means 
that it is a lot of words 

''The Law is thus superior to constitutions, just as it is superior to 
statutes. And according to the legal legend, It is neither constitutions nor stat-
utes which finally determine the rules under which men live. It is The Law, working 
unimpeded to produce the common law, working through the words of constitutions to 
produce constitutional law, working through the words of both statutes and consti-
tutions to produce statutory law. All three kinds of law are merely obedient 
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offspring of that great body of abstract principles which never changes and which 
nobody but a lawyer even pretends to understand." 

Prof. Rodell further explodes the legal myth In this manner: "One of 
the most revealing things about the lawyers' trade is the unanimous inability or 
unwillingness, or both, on the part of the lawyers to explain their brand of pro-
fessional pig Latin to men who are not lawyers For the lawyers' trade Is a 
trade built entirely on words The legal trade, in short, is nothing but a high-
class racket The legal racket knows no political or social limitations. Yet 
the saddest and most insidious fact about the legal racket Is that the general 
public doesn't realize It's a racket There are several reasons for this mass 
submission. One is the average man's fear of the unknown--and of policemen. The 
law combines the threat of both. A non-lawyer confronted by The Law is like a 
child faced by a pitch-dark room. Merciless judges lurk there, ready to jump on 
him. Scared, befuddled, Impressed, and ignorant, he takes what is fed him, or 
rather what is sold to him. Only once an age does the non-lawyer get, not wise, 
but disgusted and rebels 

"If people could be made to realize how much of the vaunted majesty of 
The Law Is a hoax and how many of the mighty processes of The Law are merely logical 
legerdemain, they would not long let the lawyers lead them by the nose When the 
nine men (of the U.S. Supreme Court) say that something is constitutional this year 
which has been unconstitutional only last year, then even the most credulous layman 
can wonder a little about the iirmutabi 1 i ty of The Law." 

Before Prof. Rodell wrote his book, he outlined his ideas to a noted 
jurist, who was extraordinarily frank and perceptive about his profession. He 
agreed with Rodell and said, "Sure, but why give the show away," 

As to ability to interpret the laws, form opinions, make decisions, the 
lay mind should be able to perform a creditable job even though a lawyer may be 
able to express an interpretation, opinion, or decision in better form and language. 
The end result, however, should be the same. As Prof, Rodell so aptly expresses it, 
"The Law does not make lawyers wiser than other men, but only smarter," Any stat-
ute that cannot be understood by the ordinary lay mind Is not a good statute. It 
should be repealed or reworded. Let's not forget that old cliche often used in the 
courts and by the legal profession that "Ignorance of the law is no excuse," 

The lay-judge Is not inhibited by The Law, but gets down to the wording 
and intent of the statutes, basing his decisions on the facts, merits, the right 
and wrong elements in each case. There is far less disagreement among lay-judges 
than among lawyer-judges. If lay-judges sat upon the United States Supreme Court 
there would be far fewer 5 to h, 6 to 3, 7 to 2, and 8 to 1 decisions. As Rodell 
expresses it, "If lawyers agreed there would never be a law case, for every law 
case results of course from a legal dispute as to what The Law is. If lawyers 
agreed, there would be no dissenting opinions. If lawyers agreed, we would not 
have appellate courts and higher appeal courts over them. Whereas no non-lawyer 
cares in the slightest what The Law is until it comes down to applying The Law to 
a spec!f1c di spute." 

Let's look at the record of the lawyer-judge courts. The records are 
bulging with cases from gangsters to large corporations who have gotten away with 
murder in the courts with the use of money and the hiring of prominent lawyers. 
Justice sacrificed on the altar of wealth, privilege, Influence, the high and the 
mighty. 

How do they do it? By circumvention, manipulation, and taking advantage 
of the loopholes in the statutes. Also by knowing a friend of a friend of a friend. 
As Prof, Rodell puts it, in reference to the Court, "A judge is a lawyer who knew 
a governor." This should leave little to the imagination. But if a friend helps 
a friend in a lay-judge court, lawyers snort. On the subject of loopholes, there 
is a telling article in the January (1959) issue of Coronet—Our Laughable Legal 
Loopholes, by David Dressler--which should be read by everyone interested in this 
court reform effort. Why Mr. Dressier used the word "laughable" is unknown. But 
for me, the matter is most serious. Perhaps he used the word to attract attention. 

Referring once again to the record, as late as December 23, (1958), the 
Connecticut Supreme Court of Errors held four cases in error, one by a State 
Superior Court, and three by State Common Pleas Courts, And let's not overlook 
the explosive A1derman-Ullman case currently being investigated by Justice Daly. 

Let's look at the record again. What about the disparity in sentences 
handed down by our Superior and Common Pleas Courts in cases identical in every 
respect? It is a common gripe in our county jails and state prisons among the 
prisoners. Have the legal reformers concerned themselves about these inequities? 
Have they looked into the complete cases In these higher courts where, afterwards, 
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behind the scenes, well-paid influential lawyers have their clients out on pro-
bation from jail sentences within a few days while others who haven't the money 
and the resulting connections, serve the full term? And what about the "delayed" 
cases, waiting for the arrival of one of the well-known "soft" judges? Has the 
public been apprised as to what is going on in these supposedly better courts? 

My final argument covers three points, each of no small importance. 
First, what about the cost? A promise has been made to cut expense to the bone. 
How will this court reform fit into the budgets of the present and the future? 
Second, another promise is that the judges to be appointed will be evenly divided 
between Democrats and Republicans. To me, this is downright bribery—to gain 
support for the court reform bill. Third, once this bill is passed, what next? 
Wi11 the lawyers want to control each one of us from cradle to grave? Will we 
have to get their permission to breath, work, eat, and sleep? Before It's too late, 
let's wake up to this slow but sure grabbing of all the rights and privileges 
we now enjoy. Let's not let the lawyers get away with the case now pending. Let's 
be the first to rebel, like the rebellion against the legal profession during 
colonial doys. Let's vote NO when this bill is presented to us. Now is the time 
to show our fortitude against this hoodwinking job that is being perpetrated upon 
:us. 


