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BANK OF NEW YORK v. BELL—CONCURRENCE

FLYNN, C. J., concurring. I agree with the comprehen-
sive, thoughtful and well reasoned opinion of the major-
ity. I write separately to emphasize that my concurrence
as to the standing of the petitioner, Johnathan Bell, to
bring this action, rests on more narrow grounds. The
petitioner’s standing, although he is not a party to the
foreclosure action in which the documents were sealed,
rests on the fact that, as a member of the public, he
has a right to know, see and access documents filed
with the court as part of a summary judgment motion.
They are judicial documents; see Rosado v. Bridgeport
Roman Catholic Diocesan Corp., 292 Conn. 1, 46, 970
A.2d 656 (2009) (‘‘any document filed that a court rea-
sonably may rely on in support of its adjudicatory func-
tion is a judicial document’’); and, therefore, they are
presumed to be open to the public’s inspection. See
Practice Book § 11-20A.

In one portion of the majority opinion, the majority
states: ‘‘In view of the presumption of the openness of
court proceedings and that judicial documents are to
be available for public inspection, the petitioner’s sta-
tus as a resident of the subject property, the husband
of the defendant [Sonja V. Bell] and the father of the
children living there, we conclude that the petitioner
has standing . . . .’’ (Emphasis added.) The petition-
er’s right, however, is not dependent in any way on his
marriage to the defendant Sonja Bell, his tenancy in
the premises being foreclosed, or his being a parent of
the children living there. In my opinion, the petitioner’s
right to know and use these documents and, therefore,
his standing to bring this petition is dependent only on
his right of access as a member of the general public
and not in any way on his spousal relationship or where
he and his children live. It is on that basis, that I concur.


