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JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROGRAM ADVISORY PANEL 

 
Minutes of December 6, 2012 Meeting 

 
On Thursday, December 6, 2012, the Judicial Performance Evaluation Program Advisory 
Panel held its sixth meeting at the Superior Court Operations Administrative Office 
Building, 225 Spring Street, Room 4B, Wethersfield, Connecticut. 
 
In attendance were: Hon. Barbara M. Quinn, Chairperson, Hon. James W. Abrams, Hon. 
Patrick L. Carroll III, Attorney Proloy K. Das, Hon. Robert J. Devlin, Jr., Hon. Alexandra 
D. DiPentima, Mr. William R. Dyson, Attorney Sarah D. Eldrich, Attorney Barry C. 
Hawkins, Hon. Frank A. Iannotti, Attorney Kevin T. Kane, Hon. Leslie I. Olear, Attorney 
Louis R. Pepe, Hon. Patty Jenkins Pittman, Hon. Kevin A. Randolph, Attorney Jay H. 
Sandak, Dean Brad Saxton, and Hon. Hillary B. Strackbein. 
 
Absent: Hon. Patrick J. Clifford, Attorney John R. Gulash, Hon. Aaron Ment,  
Hon. John W. Pickard, Attorney James T. Shearin, Hon. Joseph M. Shortall and Attorney 
Susan O. Storey. 
 
Others in attendance: Attorney Joseph D. D’Alesio, Attorney Deirdre M. McPadden, and  
Attorney Lee J. Helwig. 
 
I. Opening 
 
Judge Quinn called the meeting to order at 2:08 p.m. 
 
II. Approval of Minutes of December 13, 2011 Meeting 
 
The minutes of the December 13, 2011 meeting were unanimously approved. 
 
III. Results of Expert Review of Program 
 
Judge Quinn reported on the expert review of the Program that was conducted by the 
National Center for State Courts.  The National Center for State Courts provided 
technical assistance funds to the Branch to cover the expense of the review.  The current 
Program is robust and well-regarded, and the report sets forth recommendations for the 
purpose of improvement.  Each of the recommendations set forth in the review were then 
addressed in turn.  While the review was otherwise comprehensive, it did not consider the 
mentoring and peer development programs in place within the Branch and the feedback 
that these programs provide to individual judges.  As recommended in the review, the 
Branch plans to conduct cognitive interviews with attorneys regarding the questionnaire 
and focus groups with judges regarding the utility of the evaluation reports that are 



 

provided.  Once these studies have been completed, the Branch will be in a better 
position to consider further changes to the attorney questionnaire. 
 
IV. Changes to Attorney Questionnaire 
 
Judge Carroll presented a new draft attorney questionnaire.  The questionnaire included 
two new questions on a judge’s performance in facilitating the development of options 
for settlement/pleas and a judge’s performance in effectively settling cases.  Both of these 
new questions were included in the electronic questionnaire that was previously piloted.  
These questions were designed to elicit meaningful performance information for 
Presiding Judges, in particular, whose efforts in these areas are not adequately measured 
by the attorney questionnaire currently in use.  There was discussion regarding the 
effectiveness of these new questions in the context of the current attorney questionnaire 
and in view of the current questionnaire distribution guidelines.  Presently, when cases 
are settled and when hearings are of relatively short duration, questionnaires are not 
distributed.  The addition of these questions, then, may require further changes to both 
the questionnaire and the distribution guidelines.  It was noted that the attorney response 
rate in the electronic high volume pilot program was lower than in the current paper 
program and that further efforts will be made to increase participation.  
 
The new draft attorney questionnaire also included two new questions on equality and 
fairness.  These questions resulted from the work of the Fairness and Equality (Bias) 
Subcommittee of the Advisory Panel and were presented at the last meeting of the 
Advisory Panel.  Although there was not unanimity among the members of the 
subcommittee regarding the wording of these questions, the subcommittee agreed to 
present the questions to the full Advisory Panel for consideration at last year’s meeting.  
There was discussion regarding the possibility of adding an “other” response option for 
these questions and a text box for respondents to enter narrative responses.  Concern was 
expressed regarding the utility of an “other” response option and the effect of 
technological limitations.  There was also discussion as to whether the second question 
should be amended in order to capture balanced information on whether a judge favored 
or disfavored a self-represented party. 
 
V. Updates 
 

a. Inclusion of Judge Trial Referees in Program 
Judge Quinn reported that statutory changes enabled the Branch to commence the 
distribution of judicial performance evaluation questionnaires for matters handled 
by judge trial referees.   

b. Peer Development Program 
Judge Quinn reported that the feedback on this program confirms that it is of 
value to judges who participate.  This program is not part of the Judicial 
Performance Evaluation Program.  Judge Quinn will schedule a meeting 
regarding the program in the near future. 
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VI. Other Matters 
 
Attorney Hawkins observed that attorney questionnaires are distributed only to members 
of the Connecticut Bar.  It was noted that the principal attorneys in a significant number 
of cases are admitted pro hac vice, particularly in parts of the state  Accordingly, the 
distribution of attorney questionnaires to attorneys admitted pro hac vice should be 
considered since they are in a position to provide meaningful data on a judge’s 
performance. 
 
VII. Adjournment 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:16 p.m. 
 


