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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Subcommittee on Audio Recording of Court Proceedings was formed in January, 

2009 by the Judicial-Media Committee and charged with evaluating audio recording of court 

proceedings by the public, an issue arising out of recommendations by the Judicial-Media’s 

Survey Committee.  

The members of the Subcommittee are Attorney Charles L. Howard (Chair); Deputy 

Chief Court Administrator, the Honorable Patrick L. Carroll III; the Honorable David P. 

Gold, Presiding Judge, Part A, Hartford Judicial District; Ms. Nancy Brown, Judicial Branch 

Program Manager in the Court Transcripts Services unit; Mr. Thomas B. Scheffey, Senior 

Writer, Connecticut Law Tribune; and Mr. Patrick Sanders, Connecticut News Editor, The 

Associated Press.  

The Judicial-Media Committee’s objective is to “foster and improve better 

understanding and relationships between the Judicial Branch of government and the media.” 

To gauge the concerns of judges and media members about court coverage, access to 

documents and proceedings, and other general concerns or problems, the Committee 

created a Survey Subcommittee in May 2007. 

The Survey Subcommittee developed questionnaires for judges and media members, 

which were distributed and collected by the Judicial Branch External Affairs Division in the 

fall of 2007. In all, seventy-seven members of the judiciary responded to the twenty-question 

survey for judges, and thirty-three members of the press answered the seventeen-question 

media survey. 
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 Based on the judges’ and reporters’ responses, the Survey Subcommittee developed a 

report with twenty-two recommendations related to facilities, public service, outreach and 

education, judicial-media relations, and judicial process. 

At the Judicial-Media Committee meeting of October 6, 2008, the members voted to 

approve twenty of the report’s twenty-two recommendations, tabling action on two. One of 

the tabled items was a recommendation that the Rules Committee of the Superior Court 

“should promulgate rules for the audio recording of court proceedings by members of the 

public.”  

At its January 12, 2009 meeting, the Judicial-Media Committee voted to establish the 

Subcommittee on Audio Recording of Court Proceedings, with a directive to return with a 

report after studying the issue. 

The Subcommittee began its research and deliberations with the expectation that it 

would develop a recommended rule on public audio recording of court proceedings for 

consideration by the Judicial-Media Committee. However, after many meetings and hours of 

discussion; a review of current Practice Book rules, Judicial Branch policies, and other states’ 

policies; and after receiving input from the public, the Subcommittee was unable to reach 

agreement on a proposed rule.  Thus, even though no proposed rule is being recommended, 

the Subcommittee has prepared this report, as charged by the Judicial-Media Committee, 

describing the work that was done and identifying issues for discussion by the Judicial-Media 

Committee. 

Five Subcommittee members — Attorney Howard, Judge Gold, Judge Carroll, Mr. 

Scheffey and Mr. Sanders — believe that Practice Book Rule 1.10 and related guidelines 

issued by the Chief Court Administrator presently allow audio recording of court 

proceedings with the express, prior permission of the court or judicial authority. 
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Yet, despite the near-unanimous agreement on that issue, the Subcommittee members 

have different opinions and concerns whether the Rule and guidelines should be altered or 

expanded and other procedures adopted to facilitate audio recording of court proceedings. 

Those opinions, suggestions and concerns are contained within this report. (Attachment 1) 

The Subcommittee also respectfully submits to the Judicial-Media Committee for further 

consideration a recommendation that it consider this report and the issues related to audio 

taping, the public’s right to know, and appropriate guidance to a court in ruling on any such 

request. If a consensus emerges after consideration by the Judicial-Media Committee, the 

Subcommittee is willing to draft a proposed set of rules for further discussion and, if 

approved, presentation to the Rules Committee of the Superior Court. 
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THE PROCESS 

The Subcommittee on Audio Recording of Court Proceedings met six times: February 9 

and 23, March 9 and 25, April 20 and 28, 2009.  

An Internet webpage was created and linked from the Judicial-Media Committee’s 

Branch Webpage, http://www.jud.ct.gov/Committees/media/audio/default.htm.  

All meetings of the Subcommittee were publicly noticed on the Webpage and with the 

Secretary of State. The agendas, draft minutes, and approved minutes were posted on the 

Subcommittee’s Webpage within the time requirements of the Freedom of Information Act. 

Judge Carroll, because of other commitments, was unable to attend the meetings but 

reviewed the materials that the other Subcommittee members received, as well as the 

minutes of each meeting. Judge Carroll concurs with Judge Gold’s opinions as expressed in 

this report. 

Mr. Sanders resigned from the Subcommittee on April 15, 2009 but his written remarks, 
submitted prior to his resignation, are included. 
 

BACKGROUND: WHAT WAS CONSIDERED  

The Subcommittee examined and discussed current Connecticut Practice Book rules 

and Judicial Branch policies and guidelines related to audio recording; reviewed other states’ 

policies on audio recording by the public; and considered the availability of the official court 

record.  The Subcommittee also received and considered comments made at its public 

meetings by court reporters, court monitors, union representatives of court reporters and 

monitors, and the owner of a private firm that provides court reporting services.  The 

comments from the public also included more than three dozen letters sent to the 

Subcommittee by court reporters and monitors. 

I.)  CURRENT PRACTICE BOOK RULES AND ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDELINES  

The Subcommittee began its task by reviewing and discussing existing Practice Book 

rules and Judicial Branch guidelines and policies related to audio recording. 
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The 2009 Connecticut Practice Book includes a rule, Section 1-10, that is applicable to 

the issue of recording court proceedings. P.B. Rule 1-10 states:  

Section 1-10: Possession of Electronic Devices in Court Facilities  : 

(a) Personal computers may be used for note taking in a courtroom. If the judicial 

authority finds that the use of computers is disruptive of the court proceeding, it may 

limit such use. No other electronic devices shall be used in a courtroom unless 

authorized by a judicial authority or permitted by these rules. 

(b) The possession and use of electronic devices in court facilities are subject to 

policies promulgated by the chief court administrator. 

Additionally, the Practice Book Commentary following Section 1-10 states in part: “The 

Revision to subsection (a) allows the judicial authority to limit the use of personal computers 

in a courtroom if finds that such use is disruptive of the proceedings. The changes also allow 

other electronic devices to be brought into a courtroom, but provide they may not be used 

unless authorized by a judicial authority of permitted by rule.”   

The Subcommittee also discussed Judicial Branch guidelines regarding electronic 

devices in courtrooms.  In particular, Chief Court Administrator Judge Barbara M. Quinn 

issued memoranda on August 1, 2008 and January 5, 2009,  pursuant to  Practice Book Rule 

1-10, entitled, “The Use and Possession of Electronic Devices in Superior Court Facilities” 

to provide guidelines for the application of P.B. Section 1-10. (Attachment 2)  

The guidelines provide that a person may have certain electronics — including digital or 

tape audio recorders — in court facilities, but a person is “prohibited from using” such an 

electronic device to, among other things, “make sound recordings.” The guidelines also 

articulate exceptions may be made to the general rule prohibiting electronic devices “with 

the permission of the judge or other judicial authority.” Those exceptions include: 
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• A person who is a participant in a hearing or trial may use a personal computer 

or other electronic device in a courtroom. 

• Other electronic devices may be used in a courtroom if permitted by the judge 

or other judicial authority or permitted by court rules. 

 Based on the present language in P.B. Section 1-10, together with its commentary and 

the guidelines from the Chief Court Administrator, five members of the Subcommittee 

conclude that a member of the public may at present record court proceedings with the 

permission of the trial court.  It was the sense of the Subcommittee, however, that this 

interpretation of the present rule and policies is not well known or understood by judges or 

members of the public. 

II.) OTHER STATES: AUDIO RECORDING BY THE PUBLIC AND MEDIA   

In Connecticut is not alone in permitting members of the media to have at least some 

electronic access to its courts. In considering what if any changes should be made to the 

Practice Book and guidelines, the Subcommittee also examined audio recording rules in 

other states.  

While all states had provisions relating to audio recording of court proceedings, only the 

states of Arizona, California, Georgia, Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Carolina, 

Ohio and Vermont had rules with language that arguably would permit audio recording of 

court proceedings by members of the media and general public. 

Georgia, Maine, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Ohio and Vermont are silent on 

language particular to the use of personal tape recorders. The Subcommittee found that two 

states, New Jersey and Arizona, specifically allow ‘bona-fide’ members of the press corps to 

use personal recording devices in courtrooms for note-taking or as newsgathering tools. 

(Attachments 3 and 4)  
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The Subcommittee found that while New Jersey and Arizona permit journalists to use 

tape recorders, only one state — California — permits the public to use audio recording 

devices specifically for note-taking or personal use. (Attachment 5).   

The California Rules of Court contain an extensive list of rules and procedures related 

to the media. Among other provisions, the California rules require a member of the public to 

seek advance permission from the judge before using any recording device: 

Rule 1.150 (d): 

• The judge may permit inconspicuous personal recording devices to be used 

by persons in a courtroom to make sound recordings as personal notes of 

the proceedings. A person proposing to use a personal recording device 

must obtain advance permission from the judge. The recordings may not be 

used for any other purpose than as personal notes. 

In addition to requiring prior judicial authority for the personal recording of court 

proceedings, the California rules also provide for sanctions against those who violate the 

recording rules. Specifically:  

Rule 1.150 (f): 

• Any violation of this rule or an order made under this rule is an unlawful 

interference with the proceedings of the court and may be the basis for an 

order terminating media coverage, a citation for contempt of court, or an 

order imposing monetary or other sanctions as provided by law. 

The Subcommittee sought information about the history and scope of Rule 1.150 from 

Philip R. Carrizosa, the Communications Officer from the Judicial Council of California. 

(Attachment 6)   
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According to Mr. Carrizosa, the California rule allowing audio recording for personal 

use was initiated more than 20 years ago by members of the press corps. He reported that 

few media members today apply for permission to audio record court proceedings because 

most have determined it is far too time consuming to listen to the recording while writing on 

deadline. What has been useful, according to Mr. Carrizosa, is the accuracy of a tape 

recording; when there is doubt about what has been said, a tape recording provides clarity. 

Mr. Carrizosa said that he is unaware of any problems that have occurred with audio 

recordings — something he attributes to a lack of knowledge about the rule among the 

California public. He said that there have been no reports of personal recordings being 

manipulated or posted on Internet sites, which he thought may be due to the fact that most 

personal recorders are of mediocre quality. Mr. Carrizosa said that those who do use 

personal recorders tend to be those who are parties to proceedings and having a personal 

audio recording saves the cost of paying for an official court transcript from court reporters. 

 

III.) CURRENT PRACTICES IN CONNECTICUT   

In Connecticut, the only audio recordings of court proceedings regularly made are made 

by Judicial Branch employees assigned to the official court reporter. Some proceedings are 

recorded as electronic or paper notes on stenographic machines; others are audio recordings 

made by court recording monitors using cassette tape or digital audio equipment. 

As of March 1, 2009, the Judicial Branch employs 197 full- and part-time court 

reporters or court monitors. Those employees are represented by the American Federation 

of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME) union. In addition to their base 

salaries, as determined by the collective bargaining agreement, many court reporters earn 
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additional income by providing certified court transcripts upon request. The Judicial Branch 

also regularly employs up to 62 temporary court recording monitors. 

Each of the state’s 270 courtrooms and hearing rooms is equipped with an audio 

recording system; of those, 158 courtrooms have cassette tape recorders. Since 2001, the 

Judicial Branch has installed computer-based digital audio recording systems in 112 

courtrooms, located in 30 court facilities in all 13 Judicial Districts. The computer-based 

digital audio recording systems are known commonly as “For The Record,” or “FTR”, and 

the audio can be copied to a compact disc. (Attachment 7)    

It is current Judicial Branch policy not to distribute or sell copies of audio records, 

including cassette tapes and compact discs, of court proceedings, to the public. (Attachment 

8) 

The Survey Committee’s recommendation report, under the Public Service section, No. 

5, says that, “Audio recordings of court monitors should be available at cost.” However, 

Chief Justice Chase T. Rogers, in her January 2009 response, said, “Not only does this 

implicate statutory issues, but also union contract rights.”(Attachments 9  and 10) 

While audio copies of cassette tapes and discs are not currently available for purchase, 

copies of the official court record as a typed document may be purchased in accordance with 

the Connecticut General Statutes. Fees charged by court monitors/reporters for official 

court transcripts are governed by Connecticut General Statutes Section 51-63(c), while the 

Chief Court Administrator determines how much the court reporters/monitors may collect 

for overnight or expedited transcripts. Fees currently range from $3 per page to $6.35 per 

page for members of the public. State officials and other entities are statutorially entitled to 

pay lower fees, ranging from $2 to $4.45 per page. 
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In 2008, Branch court reporters and monitors reported that they fulfilled requests for 27,183 

transcripts; the actual number of pages created is not known. (see attachment 10)   

 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS’ ANALYSIS  

While the majority of the Subcommittee agrees that audio recording of court 

proceedings by the public currently is permitted with the trial court’s prior approval, after 

considering the scope and implications of the Chief Court Administrator’s guidelines on 

Practice Book Rule 1-10, the members of the Subcommittee could not reach an agreement 

on whether a new rule should be proposed or, if so, what it would provide.  Consequently, 

this section will present separately the opinions and concerns of the Subcommittee 

members. 

Regarding the Current Rule and Guidelines 

There was substantial discussion by the Subcommittee on the meaning of Practice Book 

1-10 and the intent of the Chief Court Administrator’s guidelines. 

Attorney Howard, Judge Gold and Judge Carroll believe that the current Rule, as 

written, and the related guidelines lack standards and accountability.  

The existing Rule and Chief Court Administrator’s guidelines do not: specify which 

proceedings may be recorded; prohibit recording of sidebars or other privileged courtroom 

communication between attorneys, judges, and defendants; require the prior notification to 

or permission of victims, witnesses and other parties to the proceeding or provide a 

procedure for those who object; limit the distribution of the recordings; or make a 

differentiation between the official recorded record (of the court reporter/monitor) and one 

made by a member of the public. Additionally, the current Rule and guidelines provide no 
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standards for a court to use in considering an application for audio recording and no express 

authority for the court to take action against those who misuse a recording, such as to harass 

or intimidate parties to proceedings with the intent of disrupting those proceedings. 

Attorney Howard would clarify the Rule and guideline to permit recording generally by 

the public, but with more controls and standards to assist both the public and the trial judge. 

Among the controls he recommends: requiring a prior written application to be made to the 

trial judge; limiting the use of the recording to personal use only and not for distribution or 

broadcast; notifying parties in a proceeding in which such a recording has been permitted 

that recording permission has been granted;  explicitly barring the recording of attorney-

client conferences, sidebars with the court, the voir dire or other interactions with jurors, 

with the exception of the rendering of a verdict; and providing that personal recordings are 

not permissible as evidence. Attorney Howard would also ban recording certain proceedings, 

absent exceptional circumstances, including family cases, juvenile proceedings, or sexual 

crimes. 

Judge Gold and Judge Carroll, in a joint analysis, believe that even with an expansion of 

rules or guidelines limiting audio recording by the general public, the risks in allowing 

members personal recording devices to record court proceedings are too great and would 

very likely negatively impact the entire judicial system and peoples’ willingness to take part.  

They believe that witnesses and victims in criminal cases are already suffering by the time 

they are called to court.  Accordingly, they believe that the idea that a person’s testimony — 

particularly graphic testimony in certain crimes — could be played and replayed for others 

would have a chilling effect on some people.  

The Judges also believe that attempting to further expand the existing rule to place 

limits on what could be recorded for personal use would be futile given constitutional issues 
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concerning prior restraint. Judge Gold and Judge Carroll maintain that once a recording is 

made, the owner would be free to amend it, doctor it, reproduce it, distribute it, upload it to 

the Internet or sell it, and it is unlikely the court would be able to prevent distribution or 

sanction an unapproved use.  

Judge Gold and Judge Carroll, when considering the applicability of the California Rule 

to Connecticut, believe that the restrictions in 1.150 (d) make clear the rulemakers’ intent to 

strictly limit the use of personal recorders for the sole purpose of notetaking. However, the 

Judges say, defining or implementing a “personal notetaking” rule is not achievable. 

And finally, Judge Gold and Judge Carroll expressed concern about the logistics 

involved when judges are faced with trying to enforce audio taping rules from the bench. 

While members of the media who today audio or video tape proceedings currently allowable 

under the Branch’s existing pilot program are easily identified — and, indeed, must adhere to 

a defined set of rules before being permitted by the court to proceed, including prior 

authorization — the Judges say it would be nearly impossible to ensure that members of the 

public who would audio tape proceedings would fully follow the rules. 

Mr. Sanders and Mr. Scheffey take a contrary view of expanding the existing rule.  They 

start with the proposition that most court proceedings are open to the public. The public is 

free to come in to most courtrooms and take handwritten notes about the proceedings. And 

yet, Mr. Sanders and Mr. Scheffey believe that the vast majority of the public’s knowledge 

about the judicial process comes solely from media accounts. They believe that a recorded 

version of court proceedings for personal use — whether the individual is a party to the 

proceeding, a news reporter, or simply a curious bystander — provides a much more 

accurate transcription of what has transpired.  Therefore, Mr. Sanders and Mr. Scheffey 

conclude that providing an accurate accounting of what transpires in the peoples’ judicial 
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system only further strengthens the public’s understanding of the Judicial Branch and its 

processes, and as such should be allowable as a matter of practicality. 

Mr. Scheffey further believes that the Subcommittee’s focus has been misplaced. He 

believes it is clear that Practice Book Rule 1-10 clearly permits audio recording of court 

proceedings. Given the mission of the Judicial-Media Committee to promote more openness 

in court proceedings, Mr. Scheffey believes the Subcommittee should have focused more 

directly on how the public’s right to record court proceedings can be clarified and expanded, 

including recommendations for making court reporter records more publicly accessible. 

Mr. Scheffey also believes that the Practice Book rule could be expanded to include 

“practical procedures” to allow a trial judge to authorize notetaking with “other electronic 

devices.” 

Mr. Sanders suggests that guidelines or rules similar to those already in place for the 

Hartford Superior Court media pilot program could be extended to the public with no effect 

on the integrity of the judicial system. If a person wishes to make a recording, he or she 

could ask the court, which would then notify interested parties of the request. Objections to 

the request could be handled as they are in the current Standing Orders for the pilot 

program, requiring notice of the objection and a hearing on the objection with participation 

by interested parties. He believes that the Judicial Authority should have the authority to 

limit or restrict the use of a personal recorder only if there exists a compelling reason to do 

so, if there are no reasonable alternatives, and if such a limitation or preclusion is no broader 

than necessary to protect the compelling interest at issue. 

Ms. Brown, while taking no position on whether the current Rule or guidelines allow 

the public to audio record proceedings, is opposed to the creation of any audio recording 

with the exception of the official record.  
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Regarding Court Reporters and Access to Court Recordings 

The Subcommittee received some three dozen e-mailed letters from court monitors and 

court reporters — employed in both the public and private sectors — who oppose allowing 

the public to make personal recordings of court proceedings. Three members of the court 

reporting community also addressed the Subcommittee at the Subcommittee’s February 23 

and March 9, 2009 meetings. (Attachments 12 and 13) 

In addition to the potential for lost income by a reduction in the number of requests for 

an official, typed court transcript, the court reporters and monitors and their representatives 

told the Subcommittee in e-mails and testimony that they have concerns about the likelihood 

of personal recordings being used to challenge the official court record. 

Ms. Brown believes that if personal recordings were made by the public, the very real 

possibility exists that such recordings could be manipulated or altered and then used to 

challenge the official court record. She also is concerned that fraudulent or inaccurate 

transcripts made from personal recordings could be produced and sold. 

Early on in the information gathering process, Ms. Brown surveyed Judicial Branch 

court reporters. A loss of income was one concern about allowing the public to personally 

record proceedings, but others cited the need to maintain the official court record. An 

individual’s personal audio recording could be used to challenge the validity of the court 

record, the court reporters said — and Ms. Brown concurs — causing delays, appeals and 

other ultimately unnecessary proceedings. The lack of any real ability to keep a “personal” 

recording personal was also a concern and such recordings could be manipulated, Ms. 

Brown believes. 

Judge Gold and Judge Carroll support Ms. Brown’s views and echo her concerns about 

the possibility of personal recordings being misused or of the official record being repeatedly 
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challenged. They also cite the potentially negative financial impact on the court reporting 

community. 

Mr. Howard believes that with the provisions he recommends, if audio recording were 

permitted, the concerns expressed by the court reporters and monitors would be adequately 

addressed.  They would remain the only source for official transcripts and personal 

recordings would not be admissible evidence. 

Mr. Scheffey and Mr. Sanders maintain that what occurs in Connecticut’s courtrooms 

belongs to the people of Connecticut, and therefore recordings made of those proceedings 

should be available to the public in the way that official paper transcripts are available. 

Mr. Sanders believes that while court reporters and court monitors are currently 

protected by collective bargaining rights, the need for an open judiciary is paramount. 

Further, he believes that court reporters and monitors are the designated producers of the 

official court record but they should not have exclusive rights to record court proceedings to 

sell and distribute for their personal gain. 

Mr. Scheffey concurs with Mr. Sanders’ position that the official court record belongs, 

collectively, to the public. Policies that affect access to the public record must take in to 

account a broad range of stakeholders, he says, including historians, academics, librarians 

and journalists in multiple media. 

In the absence of an expansion of the existing Rule or guidelines to allow the public to 

record court proceedings, Mr. Scheffey supports the Judicial Media Committee’s Survey 

Subcommittee recommendation that the Judicial Branch implement a process or procedure 

by which court-made recordings are available for purchase by the public. 

Currently, many other states and some federal courts allow the public to purchase 

compact discs of the court-made audio record. There also exists a pilot program within the 
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federal courts that makes digital audio recordings publicly available for purchase online 

through the Public Access to Court Electronic Records (PACER) system. The pilot program 

was expanded in mid-April and now includes nine federal courts. (Attachments 14  and 15) 
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RECOMMENDATION  

The Judicial Media Committee should consider the background information provided in 

this report and formulate a recommendation on whether any further action or revision to the 

Rules and guidelines are appropriate and, if so, whether the Rules and guidelines be amended 

to more specifically set forth the parameters of this right by defining and delineating the 

circumstances in which recording devices may be utilized. 

 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
19 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Written opinions of each member of the Subcommittee................................. Pg. 21 - 34 

2. Connecticut Practice Book (2009) Rule 1-10 ...................................................  Pg. 35 - 36 

2a. Chief Court Administrator Guidelines Memoranda.......................................... Pg. 37 

3. Supreme Court Guidelines for Still and Television Camera and Audio  

Coverage of Proceedings in the Courts of New Jersey .................................... Pg.38 - 46 

4. Rules of the Supreme Court of Arizona: XII: Miscellaneous Provisions:  

Rule 122, effective January 1, 2009...................................................................... Pg. 47 - 49 

5. California Rules of Court: Title I: Rules Applicable to All Court, Chap. 6 ... Pg. 50 - 56 

6. Letter from Philip R. Carrizosa, Communications Officer, Judicial Council  

of California, March 5, 2009................................................................................. Pg. 57 

7. Conn. Judicial Branch Overview of Court Transcript Services,  

Jan. 12, 2009: Source: Deputy Director Scott Hartley, Judicial Branch  

Transcript Services ................................................................................................. Pg. 58 - 62  

8. Connecticut Judicial Branch internal memorandum,  

January 8, 2009: Source: Director of Administration James R. Maher........... Pg. 63 

9. Judicial-Media Committee, Survey Subcommittee Report, 2008. ................... Pg. 64 - 66 

10. Connecticut Supreme Court Chief Justice Chase T. Rogers response,  

January 11, 2009 .................................................................................................  Pg. 67 - 68 

11. Connecticut Judicial Branch Court Transcript Services: 2008 requests: 

Source: Nancy Brown, Program Manager, Court Transcript Services ........... Pg. 69 

 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
20 

12. Judicial-Media Committee Subcommittee on Audio Recording of Court  

Proceedings: Minutes of meeting of February 23, 3009................................... Pg. 70 - 72 

13. Judicial-Media Committee Subcommittee on Audio Recording of Court  

Proceedings: Minutes of meeting of March 9, 2009 ......................................... Pg. 73- 75 

14. The Third Branch: Newsletter of the Federal Courts, June 2008................... Pg. 76 - 79 

15. News release: USCourts.gov, April 2009............................................................ Pg. 80 - 81 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT  
 

  
21

 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
22 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
23 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
24 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
25 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
26 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
27 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
28 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
29 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
30 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
31 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
32 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
33 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
34 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
35 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
36 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
37 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
38 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
39 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
40 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
41 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
42 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
43 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
44 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
45 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
46 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
47 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
48 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
49 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
50 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
51 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
52 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
53 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
54 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
55 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
56 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
57 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
58 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
59 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
60 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
61 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
62 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
63 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
64 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
65 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
66 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
67 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
68 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
69 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
70 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
71 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
72 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
73 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
74 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
75 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
76 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
77 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
78 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
79 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS    2009 FINAL REPORT  

 
80 



SUBCOMMITTEE ON AUDIO RECORDING OF COURT PROCEEDINGS     2009 FINAL REPORT 

 
81 

 


