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to whether plaintiff could establish claim for fraudulent nondisclosure; whether,
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issue of material fact existed; whether court abused discretion in awarding
punitive damages pursuant to unfair trade practices act (42-110a et seq.).
McClancy v. Bank of America, N.A.. . . . . . . . . . ... . e 408
Contracts; summary judgment; reviewability of claim that trial court improperly
granted motion for summary judgment when issues of material fact existed with
respect to breach of contract claims; failure to brief claim adequately; claim that
trial court erred in failing to determine that breach of contract claim fell within
purported promissory estoppel exception to statute of frauds; whether promissory
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governing termination of federally subsidized tenancy based on nonpayment of
rent; whether pretermination notice provided adequate notice of termination of
tenancy; whether notice set forth ground of termination with enough specificity
to enable defendant to prepare defense to summary process action.
Rockhill v. Danbury Hospital . . . ... ... ... .. .. ... . . . e 39
Negligence; claim that trial court erroneously found that defect in crosswalk that
caused plaintiff’s injuries was reasonably foreseeable hazard; whether court rea-
sonably found that defect in crosswalk was actual cause of plaintiff’s fall; whether
court’s finding that all of plaintiff’s medical costs were substantially caused by
Sall was supported by record and was not clearly erroneous; whether court abused
discretion in denying defendant’s motion to preclude certain expert testimony
by one of plaintiff’s treating physicians.
St. Joseph’s High School, Inc. v. Planning & Zoning Commission. . . . . . ... ... ... 570
Zoning; whether trial court improperly sustained appeal in part from decision of
defendant planning and zoning commission denying application for special
permit to install lighting on school property; whether court applied improper
legal standard in reviewing commission’s decision on special permit application
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could not serve as sole basis for denying special permit application; whether
planning and zoning commission may deny special permit application on basis
of general standards set forth in zoning regulations, even when all technical
requirements of requlations have been met; whether substantial evidence existed
in record on which commission, in its discretion, could have relied in concluding
that school did not meet its burden of demonstrating compliance with general
standards in zoning regulations; whether commission reasonably could have
concluded that school failed to demonstrate that proposed use would not adversely
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lar and pedestrian traffic, and parking issues; whether commission could have
concluded that school did not establish that proposed use would not adversely
affect neighboring property values, character of adjacent neighborhood or quality
of life of residents.
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because court lacked authority to open judgment,; whether trial court properly
concluded that compelling equitable circumstances required court to rectify injus-
tice by opening judgment.
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Assault of disabled person in third degree; disorderly conduct; whether trial court
abused discretion when it determined that defendant knowingly, intelligently
and voluntarily waived right to counsel and invoked right to self-representation;
claim that court violated defendant’s constitutional right to counsel when it
permitted him to represent himself at arraignment and during plea negotiations
without obtaining valid waiver of right to counsel; reviewability of claim raised
Sor first time in veply brief; claim that court’s canvass at pretrial hearing was
inadequate because court did not engage in comprehensive discussion with
defendant concerning elements of each pending charge; whether court reasonably
could have concluded that defendant understood mature of charges pending
against him, whether court sufficiently apprised defendant of general dangers and
disadvantages associated with self-representation,; claim that court improperly
denied motion to open evidence; whether evidence defendant sought to admit
related to collateral matter and would not have been admissible in case-in-chief;
whether impeachment of testimony on collateral matter through extrinsic evi-
dence was permitted under rules of evidence.
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Disorderly conduct; interfering with officer; sufficiency of evidence; whether state
presented sufficient evidence from which jury reasonably could have found that
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dence to prove defendant knew terms of restraining orders; claim that prosecu-
torial improprieties deprived defendant of right to fair trial; whether defendant,
in claiming that certain questions by prosecutor constituted improper attempts to
bolster victim’s credibility, was attempting to transform unpreserved evidentiary
claim into constitutional claim of prosecutorial impropriety.
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Felony murder; home invasion; conspiracy to commit home invasion; criminal
possession of pistol or revolver; claim that trial court improperly overruled objec-
tion, pursuant to Batson v. Kentucky (476 U.S. 79), to state’s use of peremptory
challenge to strike African-American prospective juror; whether court properly
denied Batson challenge and determined that state’s use of peremptory challenge
to exclude prospective juror from jury was not tainted by purposeful racial
discrimination; whether court’s factual conclusion that prosecutor did not act
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with discriminatory intent in exercising peremptory challenge was clearly erro-
neous; request for Appellate Court to modify prior decision of Supreme Court
holding that venireperson’s expressed fear of police is race neutral ground for
exercising peremptory challenge; reviewability of claim that trial court improp-
erly admitted tape-recorded statement of witness as prior inconsistent statement
pursuant to State v. Whelan (200 Conn. 743), where defendant failed to adequately
brief how he was prejudiced by erroneous evidentiary ruling; claim, pursuant
to Doyle v. Ohio (426 U.S. 610), that state improperly infringed on defendant’s
constitutional right to remain silent when it cross-examined defendant at trial
about defendant’s failure to disclose to police at time of arrest certain exculpatory
information that he later testified to at trial; whether defendant could prevail on
abandoned Doyle claim pursuant to State v. Golding (213 Conn. 233); whether
inquiry violated rule set forth in Doyle.
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Motion to correct illegal sentence; claim that sentencing court improperly ordered
defendant’s sentences for sexual assault first degree and unlawful restraint first
degree to run consecutively on basis of inaccurate information or considerations
not contained in record; whether trial court properly dismissed motion to correct
when comments made by sentencing court could not reasonably be viewed as
information that was inaccurate or outside record, failure of defendant to present
colorable claim that sentence had been imposed in illegal manner.

State v. MeOS . . . . . . e 133

Violation of probation,; claim that trial court erroneously found that defendant vio-
lated condition of probation that he not violate any criminal law; whether trial
court’s findings that defendant violated probation by committing criminal imper-
sonation and larceny third degree were clearly erroneous; credibility determina-
tions, claim that state did not establish that defendant wilfully or intentionally
violated probation or any laws; whether language of statute governing violation
of probation (§ 53a-32) demonstrates that legislature did not intend to make
wilfulness element of probation violation; whether trial court abused discretion
by admitting evidence of other crimes committed by defendant to show common
scheme or plan; whether strict rules of evidence apply to probation violation
proceedings; whether trial court properly determined that evidence regarding
prior crimes was relevant to inference that defendant intended to keep deposit;
whether trial court abused discretion in revoking probation and imposing sen-
tence of sixty months incarceration.
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ting, pursuant to spontaneous utterance exception to rule against hearsay, testi-
mony regarding statements that witness overheard victim make on day of murder;
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tutional right to confrontation by admitting alleged inadmissible testimonial
hearsay; whether state met burden of proving that any error in admitting testi-
mony was harmless beyond reasonable doubt; claim that trial court committed
plain error by failing to dismiss, sua sponte, burglary charge; whether defendant
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failed to raise defense at trial.
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ment on basis of verbal content of telephone call; whether State v. Moulton (310
Conn. 337), which broadened scope of § 53a-183 (a) (3) to proscribe unprotected
harassing speech, applied to present case; whether defendant reasonably could
have foreseen expansion of scope of § 53a-183 (a) (3) in Moulton; whether state
presented sufficient evidence concerning circumstances of defendant’s telephone
call from which jury reasonably could have found that defendant intended to
harass, annoy or alarm to support conviction of harassment in second degree;
whether, pursuant to § 53a-183 (a) (3), conduct in placing single telephone call
was sufficient to constitute harassment in second degree when call was made
with intent to harass, annoy or alarm,; whether trial court improperly failed to
give jury with limiting instruction concerning consideration of verbal content
of telephone call; whether failure to give requested instruction was harmless
beyond reasonable doubt.
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State v. Steele . . . . . . L 1
Robbery in first degree; conspiracy to commit robbery in first degree; conspiracy
to commit larceny in third degree; whether evidence was sufficient to support
conviction of robbery in first degree as principal; whether trial court improperly
admitted lay testimony from witness concerning historic cell site analysis by
not requiring witness to be qualified as expert; whether admission of lay testi-
mony was harmless beyond reasonable doubt; cumulative evidence; whether con-
viction of and sentences on conspiracy to commit robbery and conspiracy to
commit larceny charges, which arose out of single agreement to rob bank, violated
defendant’s right against double jeopardy.
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plaintiff immediately after delivery of child and in postdelivery care; whether
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Jury to determine whether plaintiff had in fact sustained fourth degree laceration
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