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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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NEW SERVER
STAHL v. BAYLISS—DISSENT

PELLEGRINO, J. dissenting in part. Although I agree
with the majority that the judgment of the trial court
must be reversed because the court improperly failed
to determine the best interests of the parties’ children
at the time of dissolution, I do not agree that the court
must revisit its financial orders on remand. See footnote
5 of the majority opinion. The defendant, Eugene R.
Bayliss, Jr., filed two motions to modify the parties’
stipulation regarding custody and visitation, and in nei-
ther motion did he seek primary custody of the children.
The defendant requested only that the court order the
family relations division of the Superior Court to under-
take a custody evaluation that would address the prob-
lems that he had experienced with the stipulation.
Specifically, the defendant alleged in his motions that
the plaintiff, Celine M. Stahl, had disparaged him to the
children and had not supported his relationship with
them. Even if the defendant’s motions ultimately are
resolved in his favor, there will be no effect on the
financial orders. “Every improper order . . . does not
necessarily merit a reconsideration of all of the trial
court’s financial orders. A financial order is severable
when it is not in any way interdependent with other
orders and is not improperly based on a factor that is
linked to other factors.” Smith v. Smith, 249 Conn. 265,
277, 752 A.2d 1023 (1999). I therefore would proceed
to review the defendant’s final claim on appeal, which
is that the court improperly failed to award him alimony.
I would reject that claim because the defendant’s argu-
ment in support thereof amounts to little more than his
belief that he deserves alimony. In sum, I would reverse
the court’s judgment as to the custody orders and would
affirm the judgment as to the financial orders.




