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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the_Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time periods for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted before
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal

Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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Opinion

DiPENTIMA, J. The plaintiff in the first case and the
defendant in the second case (hereinafter the plaintiff),
Ismet Sabanovic, appeals from the trial court’s judg-
ments revoking sealing orders as to testimony, tran-
scripts and exhibits in this family matter.! Because the
record before us does not contain any of the pertinent
testimony, transcripts or exhibits, we are unable to
consider whether the court abused its discretion.
Accordingly, we affirm the judgments of the trial court.

The plaintiff’s appeal arises from his attempt to limit
disclosure of two files in which the defendant in the first
case and the plaintiff in the second case (hereinafter the
defendant), Nedzmija Haseljic,? alleged sexual miscon-
duct by the plaintiff as to the parties’ two minor chil-
dren.? On May 12, 2006, the plaintiff filed in the parties’
dissolution action a motion for contempt against the
defendant for her refusal to allow visitation in violation
of a previous order. On June 19, 2006, the court
appointed a guardian ad litem, attorney Margarita Har-
tley Moore, on behalf of the minor children.! Thereafter,
on June 29, 2006, the defendant, on behalf of herself
and the two minor children, filed an application for
relief from abuse against the plaintiff. The court held
hearings on the parties’ pleadings on July 13 and 21,
and October 18, 2006. On July 20, 2006, pursuant to
Practice Book § 25-569A (c), the plaintiff filed motions
to seal or limit disclosure of documents in both the
dissolution and the relief from abuse actions. On Sep-
tember 11, 2006, the court entered sealing orders as to
“testimony of the parties and health care providers,
transcripts of the parties and health care providers and
exhibits of health care providers upon filing.” On Sep-
tember 18, 2006, sua sponte, the court revoked its seal-
ing orders, stating: “Either party, or this court sua
sponte, may reclaim this motion to consider entering
a sealing order in the future relative to affidavits, docu-
ments, testimony of witnesses filed or lodged with the
court pursuant to Section 25-59A of the Connecticut
Practice Book.” This appeal followed.

In this appeal, the plaintiff claims that the court
improperly (1) vacated its previous orders sealing por-
tions of the files, including records from the department
of children and families and psychological records of
the minor children and (2) implicitly concluded that
legitimate privacy concerns did not outweigh the pub-
lic’s interest in viewing those records.

In reviewing a trial court’s decision granting or deny-
ing a motion to seal, we consider whether the court
abused its discretion in making its decision. Vargas v.
Doe, 96 Conn. App. 399, 408-09, 900 A.2d 525, cert.
denied, 280 Conn. 923, 908 A.2d 546 (2006). “Inherent

. in the concept of judicial discretion is the idea of
choice and a determination between competing consid-



erations. . . . A court’s discretion must be informed
by the policies that the relevant statute is intended to
advance. . . . When reviewing a trial court’s exercise
of the legal discretion vested in it, our review is limited
to whether the trial court correctly applied the law and
reasonably could have concluded as it did.” (Citation
omitted; internal quotations omitted.) Id., 409.

In filing this appeal, the plaintiff certified that no
transcript was necessary. See Practice Book § 63-4. Fur-
ther, the plaintiff did not file any motion for articulation
of the court’s sua sponte revocation orders. Without
either a transcript or an articulation of the court’s dis-
cretionary ruling, the record is inadequate for a mean-
ingful review of the issues on appeal. “[W]e do not
decide issues of law in a vacuum. In order to review
an alleged error of law that has evidentiary implications,
we must have before us the evidence that is the factual
predicate for the legal issue that the appellant asked
us to consider.” (Internal quotation marks omitted.)
Desrosiers v. Henne, 283 Conn. 361, 368, 926 A.2d 1024
(2007). The absence of such a record is an insurmount-
able obstacle to review of the claims of error in the
circumstances of this case. See id. The plaintiff, who,
as the appellant, has the burden to provide this court
with an adequate record, has failed to do so. See Prac-
tice Book § 61-10; Bove v. Bove, 103 Conn. App. 347,
3564, 930 A.2d 712 (2007). For this reason, we decline
to review the merits of the plaintiff’s claims.?

The judgments are affirmed.

! The court’s revocation orders are final judgments for purposes of appeal
because they “so conclude[d] the rights of the parties that further proceed-
ings cannot affect them.” State v. Curcio, 191 Conn. 27, 31, 463 A.2d 566
(1983). Regardless of the outcome of the underlying proceedings, the court
would have no occasion to revisit the issues addressed by the court’s revoca-
tion orders, namely, whether the privacy interests of the parties’ children
overrides the public’s interest in viewing the unsealed materials.

2 Nedzmija Sabanovic’s surname was restored to Haseljic by the judgment
of dissolution.

3The files are docket number FA-00-0069328-S, wherein the parties’
marriage was dissolved on January 17, 2001, and docket number
FA-06-4006622-S, wherein the defendant sought relief from abuse under
General Statutes § 46b-15. The latter case was dismissed shortly after this
appeal was filed.

4 On appeal, the guardian ad litem has adopted the position of the plaintiff
and has elected not to file a separate brief. See Practice Book § 67-13.

> We also note that the underlying files do not, in fact, contain records from
the department of children and families or psychological records as exhibits.



