
































































































































SMPARAFIVE REPORT FQR VEAR ENDING 12/31j2000 " ! ! :
156d on Gourt lncome Reports and 1aill_Sheels) i i !
— | H H i i Expense *
7RI | iWeighted | Staff Judge's | Wedical | Total “per
0oP. (1) ! DISTRICT _ |Workload Salaries | Comp. { Insurance Expense WWL |
14,020 {No. Branford gg6| 21411 59,778 §.661] 89,850 91.13
~ 77,244 |Haddam 381 4 445 27,432 2,986 34,862 91.50
T 5439[OldLyme 806 9,883| 53,539 10,8181 74,241 82.11,
T13202iCliston . 726 15,932  47.473 3.727|  671,132 92.601
—693iBrockhyn | 339 o| 23,340 8,414 31,454 92.78
~ 3,456 Bethany 1 256 _4.800] 11218 BA14) 24,131 94.96
75332 |Ridgenied 1 _L,119 38.400| _ 56,2¢2} 10818 105,490 9427
~_3,902] Saybrook {455 3.732|  33.442|  5.665 43,040 9453
~ 75,795 | Marborough 218 B412] 12,644 0i 21,056 96.55
7,620 | East Haddam 676 10,035 40,7651  15.20° 66.006 97.35
4,434 East Granby 312 ol 22464 8.114] 30578 98.01
~T4,076]|Washington 522 4,164|  38.918 8114| 51,196 98.08
8,163 Hebron ; 276 55621 18,724 2,851| 21,137 98.32
~ "1.415]| Comwall ; 176 gd5| -12,672 3721 11,344 98.55
~ 5444 [Harwinton { 244 9,8181 6.862 74541 24,155 98.99
3,741 [Eastiord o218 253 15480 5.866! 21.599; _ 100.46;
{2535 Andover | 138 56,0801 24.820] 10,818 74733|  101.26
14354 {Avon 83| 101541 56376) 4,783 80313y 102,57
T 6.719|Woodstock 292 0| 26,223 4,005, 30228] 103.52
~ 21,756 Simsbury T241]  57,988) 52923 18,081 | 128,991 103.94
~ 14,528 Suffield {674y 193%9 35356|  16,927| 10,623 104.78
~ T9,77010ld Saybrook 86a|  28,848| 52,373 9321] 90.542: 104.92;
— 75,686 Westbrook 488 8,745] 35137 8414  51,996;  106.55!
T 15,828 East Lyme s3] 32223 50,487| 16.228 98,737 | 108.15j
~ 78,717 {Woodbridge a74| 20673 48,528 3727, 72,028|  108.20:
6,506 | New Hartford 331 6,000 22,380 §114: 36494 110.25;
~ _17.818|Bethel 5| 2a362| 45297 10.818 70.478|  118.62;
T 6197 Essex g08| 34,0721 58,176 70,818} 103,066 127.56
— T 3,0791Kent 547] 0] 28,771 59861 31.457] _ 12857,
4,077 ; Salisbury £03|  17544| 40,998 5696] 652991  128.00
~ 13,542 New Falrfield 363 0| 40,159 7.0011___ 41,250 130.17}
~ 3,057 {Sterman 262 . 9.000] 21,579 37211 34.300]  130.944
T 8,192 Redding £02|  16.390({ 38,843 10.876; 60,1091 _ 131.63}
1~ 18,075 |Darien ~1,260] 88,389 718101 _ 15,8301 176,030; 138.72;
. A8133|NewCanaan _ | 1261 100,053} 71,596 {416a| 185892}  147.37:
i 1,638 Hampton 10 Q 5112 7091} 12,2031 __174.33
I T 2.934(Sharon 168 6.240| 24,936 9E03| _ 40,770] 24268,
i~ 2,035 Roxbury -~ 139 5379 22,639 7.0911__ 35,1101 252591
i~ 2018 |Norfolk T 155 2,035 32,249 S 14| 42.398; 21353
!l' 7941 |Lyme T 140 3.385]  30.663] 7.0011 41,1401 293.85 |
- , . ¢ E
3.267,002] 1T 253.7171 6,924,277 5,866,134 1,551.844{14,342,257{" 5663,




Average ' Average | Insurance . : | Total Savings |  Approx
" e i | Average WWL | Average WWL . Savings - Judicial otal Savings | prox.
Lcamo.qumow_wzmmm,_camuwm_._mmwwmm_wm__ ~of 5Largest | of Balance of A@wwwmz%\ws o Staff Salaries | Compensation ﬁ.‘oam Judiclal , m.qo“m_
Po- . o tal am : avings
Courts _ Courts , Courts Courts per judge)- @ 10% Tota P "_ >
; _ | 12x70 eftc. I |
75 Courts - 2000 Figures
,, , H N.m - ‘ 420,000 o ”
$84000 | 957000 | 11270 520 $231,000 $0 43990000 | $1,687,134 | $1687.134
” oo @3%20) | =4,440,000 M
[Add full-time judges for top 5 courts, cost $205,000] _._.o"m,_ Savings $922,000]
60 Courts - 2000 Figures
| 4508 420,000 m
$84,000 .  $72,000 | 11270 $20 $294,000 $691,644 £3932.500 | $1,613,000 | $2:499.144
: _ (@ $20) | =4,352,500 , S
[Add full-time judges for top 5 courts -- cost $205,000] [Total Savings 2,294,144)
50 Courts -+ 2000 _n_nca.m _
__ 4398 . 420,000 .
$84,000 i  $80,000 11270 (@ $18) $336,000 $691,644 +3.600,000 | $1,846,000 $2,873,644
,_ . =4,020,000
[Add full-time judges for top 5 courts) ﬂoﬁmq,mmsscm $2,668,644]
40 Courts -- 2000 Figures
_” 5655 625,000
$125,000 '  $85,000 11270 $378,000 $691,644 *2.975.000 $2,266,000 | $3,335,644
| (@ $15) % .
. =3,600,000 ,
22 Courts -- 2000 Figures -~ Too Extreme t
(Neither | nor the Tas Force are advocating this!)
|
$125,000 | $125,000 11270 11557 $453,600 - $691,644 $3,116,000 $4,261,244

1$2,750,000




CHART ASSUMPTIONS AND EXPLANATIONS

This chart was done using the 2000 year figures in Judge Kurmay’s materials; we do not yet have full year 2001 figures, but
if the group prefers, I can do estimates based on what we have for 2001.

Average judicial salaries - balance of courts. [ calculated this number based on the average weighted work load Agv
times a figure of $20- for the 75 and 60 court averages, and 318 for the 50 court alternative. The 40 court &88.3&. using
part-time judges, comes out to a $15 per WWL. At that point, the part-time judges in smaller courts were carning a.s same
or more than the judges in the five largest courts, so I had the five largest courts go full-time to illustrate the dramatic savings

available system-wide with 40 courts and even the five largest courts having full-time judges, éﬂou moa&sG seems
reasonable based on their workload. Idid show the option of the five largest courts having full-time judges for each model.

Interestingly, in the “despised” 22 court option (based on the current geographical areas), everything evens out. The work

would be about the same throughout the state, and the courts really should all have full-time judges at this level. This would
be too extreme for local community-based courts.

The medical insurance savings is based on our firm’s cost for one person per month. éoogaomuoﬁr&gavgﬁnmolom
as a rough estimate for now. _ ,

As to staff salaries, the consolidation subcommittee estimated there would be savings of at least 10% in staff salaries with

the 60 and smaller models, but not necessarily with the 75 court model. The savings may be larger at 40 or even 22 courts,
but we had no good method of estimating this.

If our goal is public service, one idea of enhancing the m%m.ﬂos is to use some of the savings to fund professional social
workers (part-time) for the more consolidated courts. These individuals help with the children’s cases (guardianship and

custody) and conservatorships by coordinating and helping to some extent already, but certainly could be even better with
coordinated professional help.



APPENDIX C

Regarding Recommendations In Section V, G, 5, Judges Serving as Fiduciaries

The Task Force recommends that probate judges be permitted to accept appointment as
fiduciaries only in the following cases: .

(@) A decedent’s estate, conservatorship, of guardianship where the decedent or
ward is or was a close family relative of the judge. The degree of kinship should be that
currently required under Canon 3(E)(2), but should be expanded to deal with the evolving
definitions of family.

(b) Trusts where the settlor or the principal beneficiaries were and are close
family relatives of the judge (using the same definition of family relationship)-

(c) Special circumstances where there is an unusually close relationship between
the judge and the ward, settlor, or decedent, as well as 2 demonstrated need for the probate judge
to serve. We recommend that this be permitted only when all interested parties (1.e- all
beneficiaries) consent in writing because as explained in (d) below, no judge should assume the

role of fiduciary ina disputed matter.

(d) In all instances, WE recommend that no probate judge be permitted to
continue service as a fiduciary in a matter where there is a dispute. We believe that this 1s
dictated by the same policies as those behind the current prohibition on probate judges’ serving -
as counsel in contested matters in any probate court.

Procedures applicable to judges serving as fiduciaries:

In any situation where a judge seeks appointment based on the special circumstances in
case (c) above, we recommend that the judge be permitted to accept such appointment only after
first making application to the Probate Court Administrator, who may allow such service after
considering the following criteria: '

(1) The number of years of relationship between the proposed fiduciary and the
ward, settlor or decedent;

, | (2) The proposed fiduciary’s involvement in that person’s estate planning or
personal affairs;

(3) The proposed fiduciary’s involvement in that person’s family relationships;

(4) In deciding whether there 1s 2 demonstrated need for the probate judge to
serve as fiduciary, the Probate Court Administrator consider whether there are any other
candidates available to serve who would be acceptable to the interested parties or otherwise able
to serve the goals intended in the nomination of the person who is a judge.



Should a probate judge be unable to accept an appointment as fiduciary because of these
rules, the probate court with jurisdiction over the matter should be permitted to appoint another
fiduciary in the court’s discretion, without being limited to the rules regarding appointment of
family members in cases of intestacy. This provision reflects the subcommittee’s belief that
many settlors or testators appoint a non-family member as fiduciary because there are reasons
why no member of their family should hold the position. Therefore, the court should not feel
constrained to appoint a family member simply because the nominated fiduciary is a judge and

therefore unable to serve.

In any case where a probate judge is nominated as a fiduciary, that judge should be
required to notify the Probate Court Administrator of the proposed appointment within a
reasonable time of learning that it has been made, and to provide the Administrator with
sufficient information about the appointment to enable him or her to determine the applicability

of any of the exceptions established here.

These restrictions on judges serving as fiduciaries shall apply to appointments made
before a probate judge is first elected, but the Probate Court Administrator may freely, in his or
her discretion, allow a newly elected probate judge to conclude his or her service of an estate
likely to be concluded within a few years, subject to any guidelines on fees that the

Administrator deems appropriate.

There should be no appeal from any of the decisions made by the Probate Court
Administrator on a judge’s service as a fiduciary. The subcommittee concluded that the need for
prompt resolution of fiduciary appointments precluded any appeal process, with its inevitable

delays.

We recommend that the Probate Assembly and the Probate Court Administrator prepare
regulations setting out these rules in accordance with their traditional process for doing so.
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APPENDIX D

PROBATE JUDICIAL CAMPAIGNS AND FINANCE

Because the office of probate judge 1s constitutionally required to be an elected
office, and because there can be an appearance of impropriety to the public under certain
circumstances, especially concerning campaign contributions and later opportunities to
serve in a fee generating role before the court, the Task Force rccommegj;cls certain
additional changes to the conduct of probate judge’s campaigns. With the prospect f
increased consolidation of courts and higher judicial c,ompcnsation in some districts, and
greater opportunity for patronage, We believe certain additional rules may become

necessary to protect public confidence in the integrity of the probate judiciary.

(i) Endorsements. We should consider recommending that candidates be
prohibited from seeking or publicizing the endorsement of any group other than major or
minor political parties (as those are defined in C.G.S. Section 9-372). The purpose of this
restriction is to keep “hot button” social issues from dominating judgeship campaigns.
We belicve we can accomplish that goal in part by keeping probate judge candidates fron
making use of endorsements from issue-otiented groups. The terms “major party” and
“minor party” in the statutes relate to the percentage of votes received by that party’s
candidates in the prior election. Use of those definitions will limit probate judges to
endorsements by partics that are involved in nominating candidates for office, as oppose

to organizations that exist for other purposes.

(i) Probate Court Administrator’s Role in Campaign Disputes. We should
consider recommending that the Probate Court Administrator evaluate information
provided to him or her regarding conduct of probate judicial campaigns, and confer
informally with candidates regarding compliance with the Code of Probate J udicial
Conduct and election laws t0 the extent the Administrator believes appropriate. If the
Probate Court Administrator concludes that it is not possible to resolve a matter
satisfactorily on that basis, and believes it to be appropriate, he or she may comment to
the media about the matter. _
Comment: This last sentence reflects the subcommittee’s concern that there arc
inadequate sanctions currently in effect with respect to improper conduct of 2 candidate
for a probate judgeship. Given the short time frames involved in campaigns, W believ:
that there may be cases where the Probate Court Administrator cannot effectively induc
appropriate response from a recalcitrant candidate without the option of commenting t¢

the media.



(iii) Constitutional Law Developments on Campaign Speech. We should
consider recommending that the Probate Court Administrator monitor the evolving law of
campaign speech in judicial elections, and provide guidance, at his or her discretion, to
candidates and to the media regarding the rules governing permissible speech in judicial
elections.

(iv) Fund-Raising For Current Campaign Only. We should consider
recommending that candidates and their committees be prohibited from raising campaign
funds outside of a time period of nine months before an election (but allowing for fund

raising afier an election as necessary to retire campaign debt).

(v) Surplus Funds. We should consider recommending that incumbents running
unopposed be prohibited from donating surplus funds to another candidate or committee.
Comment: The subcommittee considered but decided not to prohibit fundraising by
unopposed incumbents. Our conclusion was that even unopposed candidates accomplish
a valuable public education function in their campaigns. On the other hand, any excess
funds from such campaigns should not be used for other candidates. Instead, they should
be applied as otherwise allowed by law (i.e. to a 501(c)organization).

(vi) Voluntary Limits. We should consider recommending that candidates be
encouraged to adopt voluntary limits on campaign spending.

(vii) State Funding of Campaigns. We should consider recommending that the
state establish a source of public funding for judicial elections, which candidates may
accept only if they do not engage in any separate fundraising or spending.

(viii) Prohibition on PAC Contributions. We should consider recommending that
Political Action Committees be prohibited from contributing to probate judge campaigns.

(ix) Limitation on Lawyer Contributions Over $100. We should consider
recommending that lawyers who have contributed over $100 to a judge’s campaign be
prohibited from appearing before that judge during the following term. The subcommittee
is not unanimous as to the appropriate dollar figure for this cap. There is sentiment to
make it as high as $250. The discussion within the subcommittee related to identifying a
number that would appear in substantially all circumstances and to all persons as being

"too small to have any serious likelihood of influencing judicial conduct.

(x) Limitation on Law Firm Contributions Over $1000. We should consider
recommending that lawyers from a firm whose attorneys have collectively contributed
over $1000 to a judge’s campaign be prohibited from appearing before that judge during
the following term (with protections for lawyers leaving such a firm to join another, so as
to avoid unnecessary imputed disqualification).

(xi) Prohibition on Appointments lo Benefit Campaign Solicitors. We should
consider recommending that persons who have received appointments from a probate
judge (other than appointments dictated by instruments) be prohibited from serving as a



bt )

ed in C.G.S. Section 9-333a and 9-333h) for funds for that judge’s

solicitor (as defin o )
campaigns during the term of their appointmem and in the Judu:lal election that follows
' hat persons who have

the conclusion of their appointment. Similarly, we.retcommcnd that p '
served as solicitors for a judge’s campaign be prohibited from rece1ving appointments

(other than appointments dictated by instruments) from that judge during the term
following that campaign.



