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I.  Introduction
The Connecticut Judicial Branch recently implemented a 

new case management process in its family division known as 
Pathways.  This new approach to case management has funda-
mentally changed how domestic relations cases are processed and 
adjudicated in the state’s court system.  Starting in January 2021, 
Connecticut, a unified court system with thirteen judicial districts, 
served as the first jurisdiction to implement a Pathways model on 
a statewide basis.1  Consequently, Connecticut’s experience with 
Pathways serves as an exemplar to other jurisdictions that may 
decide to reengineer their family court procedures in a similar 
fashion.2  In Part II, this article offers a historical overview of the 
structure of Connecticut’s court system and the Short Calendar 
docketing procedure that the Judicial Branch’s family division uti-
lized prior to the implementation of Pathways.  Part III of the ar-
ticle addresses the development of the Pathways approach to case 

	 *	 Adam J. Harvey, Research Attorney in the Judge Support Services Unit 
for the Connecticut Judicial Branch, is the article’s author.  Judge Elizabeth A. 
Bozzuto, Chief Court Administrator, and Judge Trial Referee Michael A. Albis, 
former Chief Administrative Judge for the Family Division, served as contrib-
utors and editors for the article.  Judge Anna M. Ficeto, Deputy Chief Court 
Administrator, and Judge Leo V. Diana, current Chief Administrative Judge for 
the Family Division, acted as editors for the article.  
	 1	 Samuel V. Schoonmaker IV, How the Judiciary Has Driven Systemic 
Innovation During the Pandemic, 55 Fam. L.Q. 87, 111 (July 2020).
	 2	 Other jurisdictions that served as demonstration sites include: (1) King 
County, Washington; (2) Miami-Dade County, Florida; (3) Cuyahoga County, 
Ohio; and (4) Pima County, Arizona.  Id.
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management in the state of Connecticut.  In Part IV, the reader will 
learn about the challenges brought by the onset of the COVID-19 
pandemic.  Part V discusses the implementation of Pathways in 
Connecticut’s courts, and Part VI addresses the current impact of 
Pathways.  In sum, this article briefly discusses the reasons why 
Connecticut chose to implement a Pathways approach to family 
case management, the challenges associated with it, and the bene-
fits that have resulted from the Pathways model.

II.  Historical Overview
Through a series of legislative enactments that occurred in the 

1970s, the Connecticut General Assembly consolidated the for-
mer Court of Common Pleas and Juvenile Court into one unified 
Superior Court.3  Following this court merger, all types of cases, 
with the exception of those for which the Probate Court retained 
exclusive jurisdiction,4 would be heard in the Superior Court as 
“the sole court of original jurisdiction.”5  This type of court struc-
ture was unique in the country because Connecticut was the first 
state to have a unified court system.6  As a result of the court 
merger, Connecticut Superior Court judges were required to be-
come well versed in a myriad of different areas of the law in order 
to exercise their constitutional responsibilities.

Following the court merger, the Superior Court developed 
a Short Calendar procedure for adjudicating pending motions.  
Under this system, each division of the Superior Court would 
allocate at least one day a week for judges to hear all recently 
filed motions that were marked “ready” through a telephone, 
and later an electronic, marking system.7  Family division Short 

	 3	 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 51-164s (2025).
	 4	 See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 45a-98 to 45a-100 (2025) for the types of matters 
over which the Probate Court retains jurisdiction. 
	 5	 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 51-164s.
	 6	 About Connecticut Courts: History of the Courts, Connecticut Judicial 
Branch Website, https://www.jud.ct.gov/​ystday/​history.html (last visited July 16, 
2025.)
	 7	 Superior Court for Family Matters-Statewide Standing Orders, 
Connecticut Judicial Branch Website, https://www.jud.ct.gov/​external/​super/​
Standorders/​ElectronicFamily.htm (last visited July 16, 2025.)
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Calendars would appear on different days of the week8 depending 
on the judicial district where the case was pending.9  Although the 
Short Calendar procedure allowed judges to focus exclusively on 
pending motions on the Short Calendar day and then turn their 
attention to other matters such as conducting trials and writing de-
cisions during the remainder of the week, the system was grossly 
inefficient.  For example, on any given Short Calendar day, judges 
were required to review many different motions in a multitude 
of cases.  Attorneys and self-represented parties were often re-
quired to wait for hours to have their matters heard by a judge.  
Moreover, the Short Calendar system was frequently inefficient 
in that parties would travel to court, only to be met with a request 
from the other side to have the motion marked “off” or to be in-
formed that the court did not have time to address the pending 
motion.  Short Calendar also forced the court to address matters 
in a case in a piecemeal fashion because the judge could only rule 
on the issues raised in the motion that was currently pending, and 
the parties would often have to wait weeks for the court to take up 
other issues that may have arisen during the hearing.  This system 
inevitably led to delays in adjudicating the parties’ pending cases 
because the parties and their attorneys, as opposed to judges, con-
trolled the movement of the court’s docket. 

The Short Calendar system proved to be particularly challeng-
ing for self-represented parties.  In the ten-year period from 2015 to 
2024, the overall percentage of self-represented parties in family di-
vision matters was remarkably consistent.  During this period, there 
was at least one self-represented individual in 80 to 83% of the total 
cases each year.10  Additionally, in 2024, both sides were represented 
by counsel in only 14% of family cases, and only one side was rep-
resented in a mere 28% of matters.11  This figure contrasts sharply 
with other divisions of the court.  For example, in 2023, one party 
was self-represented in only 23% of civil division cases.

	 8	 Due to a higher volume of cases, the Hartford and New Haven court-
houses held Short Calendar on multiple days each week.
	 9	 Superior Court for Family Matters-Statewide Standing Orders, supra 
note 7.
	 10	 Statistics from Connecticut Judicial Branch Performance Management 
& Judicial Branch Statistics Unit, https://www.jud.ct.gov/​statistics/​family/​SRP_​
Family.pdf (last visited July 16, 2025).
	 11	 Id. 
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Perhaps not surprising given the number of self-represented 
parties that appear in family division cases, there was frequent 
public criticism of the family court process.  Accordingly, in 2013, 
the General Assembly passed legislation creating a “Task Force to 
Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody of Minor 
Children.”12 This task force produced a report on January 31, 
2014, which recommended, inter alia, that the Judicial Branch 
collect statistics regarding the number of days between the filing 
of motions in family cases and the adjudication of that motion.13  
Additionally, the task force explicitly “[r]ecommend[ed] that the 
Judicial Branch examine whether to eliminate the inefficient and 
time-consuming ‘short calendar’ motion procedure in favor of spe-
cially-assigned times for hearing motions in family matters cases.”14   
Later that year, between December 10, 2014, and January 7, 2015, 
the National Center for Research & Public Policy conducted a 
telephone satisfaction survey of stakeholders on behalf of the 
Judicial Branch.  In a report released in January 2015 detailing 
the results of the survey, the Judicial Branch ranked the lowest in 
satisfaction in the categories “length of the process overall” and 
“time you spent in court on a given day.”15

In part to ameliorate growing concerns regarding the time-
liness of the family court process and corresponding cost issues, 
during the period between 2015 and 2023, on recommendation of 
the Judicial Branch, the General Assembly implemented statutory 
changes to divorce procedures.  For example, in 2015, the General 
Assembly passed legislation introducing a nonadversarial process 
if the parties satisfied certain statutory criteria.16  This Public Act 
also provided an avenue for the parties to waive the ninety-day 

	 12	 2013 Conn. Spec. Acts 24.
	 13	 Task Force to Study Legal Disputes Involving the Care and Custody 
of Minor Children Report and Recommendations 13 (Jan. 31, 2014), https://
www.cga.ct.gov/​jud/​tfs/​20 1310 0 1_​Task%​20Force%​20to%​20Study%​
20Legal%​20Disputes%​20Involving%​20the%​20Care%​20and%​20Custody%​
20of%​20Minor%​20Children/​TF%​20to%​20Study%​20Legal%​20Disputes%​
20Involving%​20the%​20Care%​20&%​20Custody%​20of%​20Minor%​
20Children%​20Report%​20&%​20Recommendations.pdf.
	 14	 Id. at 14.
	 15	 Connecticut Judicial Branch Satisfaction Study 16, Connecticut Judicial 
Branch (Jan. 2015), https://jud.ct.gov/​family/​Family_​Matters_​Satisfaction_​
Study.pdf. 
	 16	 2015 Conn. Acts 15-7; Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-44a (2025).

03 JAAML_38_1_Bozzuto.indd   6403 JAAML_38_1_Bozzuto.indd   64 9/27/2025   12:01:46 PM9/27/2025   12:01:46 PM



Vol. 38, 2025	 Docket Management in Family Law Cases� 65

waiting period for the court to enter a divorce judgment.17  The 
nonadversarial divorce statute was subsequently amended in 2017 
to increase the maximum length of a qualifying marriage from 
eight years to nine years, thus broadening the pool of litigants who 
could take advantage of this easy and efficient dissolution pro-
cess.18  The General Assembly later enacted legislation providing 
for a judge to approve dissolution agreements based on affidavits 
of the parties, without them having to come to court,19 and also for 
the court to make a finding of marital breakdown on the basis of 
an affidavit.20  The improvements passed by the legislature in con-
sultation with the Judicial Branch culminated with the elimination 
of the ninety-day waiting period for divorces and legal separations 
in 2023, as well as further clarification of the procedure for de-
fault divorces.21  All of this legislation had the beneficial effect of 
streamlining the dissolution process by creating multiple avenues 
for parties to save time and money through a faster and more effi-
cient litigation process.

III. � Development of the Pathways Approach to 
Family Case Management in Connecticut

In 2018, the Conference of Chief Justices (CCJ) and 
Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA) Committee 
on Courts, Children and Families formed the Family Justice 
Initiative.  This group, in consultation with the National Council of 
Juvenile Family Court Judges, the Institute for the Advancement 
of the American Legal System (IAALS), and the National Center 
for State Courts, produced a detailed nationwide study of family 
case management known as the Landscape of Domestic Relations 
Cases in State Courts.22  The study revealed, inter alia, that in the 
vast majority of family cases, there is some type of agreement 
on the legal issues raised in the case, and as a result, there was 

	 17	 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-67(b) (2023).
	 18	 2017 Conn. Acts 17-47 § 1(b).
	 19	 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-66 (a) (2025).
	 20	 2021 Conn. Acts 21-104 § 18; Conn. Gen. Stat § 46b-51(b) (2025).
	 21	 2023 Conn. Acts 23-46 § 4; Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-67 (2025).
	 22	 The Landscape of Domestic Relations Cases in State Courts, Family 
Justice Initiative, https://ncsc.contentdm.oclc.org/​digital/​collection/​famct/​id/​1544 
(last visited July 16, 2025).
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a “mismatch between the adversarial system and the needs of 
children and families.”23  Accordingly, CCJ and COSCA promul-
gated Resolution 4 titled “In Support of Effective and Efficient 
Case Management,” which recommended that states “review their 
own case management practices” and that the National Center for 
State Courts “develop new resources and tools to facilitate better 
caseflow outcomes for all court users.”24  As part of this process, 
representatives from the National Center for State Courts visited 
Connecticut in October 2018 in order to observe the existing Short 
Calendar process.  

Throughout 2019, representatives of the Judicial Branch com-
municated regularly with the National Center for State Courts as 
they met to develop a plan for adopting the recommendations of 
the Family Justice Initiative.  These individuals also communicated 
with their counterparts from other states who were considering 
similar changes.  By the end of the year, the Judicial Branch had 
developed the concept of a new process, but details remained to 
be drafted.

Subsequently, starting in January 2020, a panel of family law 
attorneys from different parts of the state participated in a focus 
group with the Judicial Branch and the National Center for State 
Courts to discuss concerns about the current system for family 
case management and to suggest areas of improvement.  During 
this same time period, then Deputy Chief Court Administrator, 
the Honorable Elizabeth A. Bozzuto, then Chief Administrative 
Judge, the Honorable Michael A. Albis, along with Family Services 
staff, met with representatives of the Connecticut Coalition 
Against Domestic Violence (CCADV) to make a presentation 
about Pathways and seek comments.  The National Center for 
State Courts and Judge Albis also met with focus groups of fam-
ily judges from around the state and went to the Hartford Family 
Court to meet with staff there.

Following this series of meetings, in consultation with the 
National Center for State Courts, the Connecticut Judicial Branch 
created a Pathways process for family case management. The 
Judicial Branch began to prepare information for dissemination 

	 23	 Id. at 4.
	 24	 Resolution 4, Conference of Chief Justices and Conference of State 
Court Administrators, https://ccj.ncsc.org/​resources-courts/​support-effective-​
and-​efficient-​case-management (last visited July 16, 2025).
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to the public, and it used certain elements of the new process 
during the mid-2020 pandemic period because they were more 
adaptable to remote proceedings than the old Short Calendar 
system.  The Judicial Branch decided to implement the Pathways 
process as a whole beginning in January 2021.  This new case man-
agement process was announced to the public in a video that fea-
tured Judge Albis and was posted to the Judicial Branch’s website 
in December 2020.25  In essence, the Pathways model requires the 
court and parties to take a holistic approach to their individual 
case, as opposed to the prior piecemeal approach fostered by the 
Short Calendar model.  The process requires early intervention in 
all domestic relations cases using a triage system that separates 
cases into three tracks depending on the complexity of the case 
and the amount of court intervention that the case needed.  The 
anticipated benefits of this Pathways model included improved 
case disposition times, fewer and more meaningful court events 
per case, and more timely dispositions.  

As set forth in a document produced by the Judicial Branch 
in February 2020, the new Pathways procedure had the following 
goals and benefits: (1) “[t]o triage each case early in the process 
to determine the likely level of court resources needed to bring it 
to a proper resolution, and to assign the case to the appropriate 
pathway for receiving the necessary services as soon as possible”; 
(2) “[t]o maximize the use of nonadversarial methods of resolving 
family cases fairly and efficiently”; (3) “[t]o reduce, in a manner 
consistent with principles of access to justice and timely adjudi-
cation, the length of time and the number of court appearances 
required to bring a case to final resolution”; (4) “[t]o establish a 
trauma-informed process that is sensitive to domestic abuse sur-
vivors and that counters the use of the legal process as a means 
of further abuse”; and (5) “[t]o achieve outcomes in custody and 
divorce cases that reduce the parties’ need, or perceived need, to 
conduct more litigation post-judgment.”26  In sum, the ultimate ob-
jective of the Pathways model of case management is to reduce 
the time, conflict, and cost that stakeholders experience as they 
navigate the family court system.  

	 25	 Connecticut’s New Family Court Process, Connecticut Judicial 
Branch, https://vimeo.com/​511469331/​7032d30276 (last visited July 16, 2025).
	 26	 A New Pathways Approach to Connecticut Family Cases, Connecticut 
Judicial Branch (Feb. 7, 2020) (unpublished document.)
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IV.  Impact of COVID-19
As with the rest of society in general, the implementation of 

Connecticut’s Pathways process was heavily impacted by the on-
set of the COVID-19 pandemic.  Initially, the pandemic made it 
impossible for the Judicial Branch’s family relations counselors to 
complete the training necessary to conduct the triage system that 
formed the cornerstone of the Pathways process.  Additionally, the 
pandemic made it more difficult for the Judicial Branch to con-
duct its planned pre-implementation outreach with members of 
the bar and other associated stakeholders.  Eventually, however, 
the Judicial Branch began to roll out Pathways in an incremen-
tal manner.  Despite the difficulties imposed by the pandemic, 
by the end of 2020, family relations counselors and other Court 
Operations staff received the training needed to implement the 
Pathways approach to family cases.27  In March 2021, the Judicial 
Branch made a presentation about the Pathways process to the 
General Assembly’s Judiciary Committee.  During the following 
month, Judge Albis and Judicial Branch staff conducted a series 
of virtual meetings with approximately forty-five family law at-
torneys around the state to discuss and obtain their feedback on 
the new process.  In December 2021, the Judicial Branch further 
continued its outreach by holding a virtual meeting with a group 
of private family law mediators to discuss the family court pro-
cess.  Moreover, although the pandemic had originally forced the 
court system to conduct all of its hearings remotely, starting in 
October 2021, the Judicial Branch began to transition family cases 
to in-person hearings.  The Judicial Branch also made the deci-
sion to eliminate the traditional Short Calendar process in family 
cases and instead replace it with dedicated time slots known as 
“case dates.”28  Although the elimination of the Short Calendar 
had been previously planned as part of the commencement of the 
Pathways process, the COVID-19 pandemic led to a fast tracking 
of that scheduling change.  It was not until January 2022, when the 

	 27	 Opportunity Amid Crisis: Responding to the Challenge of COVID-19 
and Beyond, Connecticut Judicial Branch Biennial Report for 2018-2020, at 
37, Connecticut Judicial Branch (2020), https://www.jud.ct.gov/​Publications/​
ES191_​2020.pdf.
	 28	 Id.
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pandemic had subsided sufficiently, that all elements of the pro-
cess could be conducted in person as originally intended. 

V.  Implementation of Pathways in Connecticut
Despite the challenges brought by the pandemic, the Judicial 

Branch maintained its desire to fully implement Pathways in its 
courts.  Under Connecticut’s Pathways model as initially imple-
mented in 2021, within thirty to forty-five days after a dissolution 
or custody action was filed in court (or twenty-one to thirty days 
following the filing of a postjudgment motion), the parties were 
scheduled to appear in court for a Resolution Plan Date (RPD).29  
Other time-sensitive matters, such as applications for emergency 
ex parte orders, would still be heard within fourteen days as re-
quired by statute.30  During the RPD, the parties and their attor-
neys first met with a family relations counselor who conducted an 
early and broad screening of pertinent concerns in the case.  From 
this broad view of the case, the family relations counselor then 
recommended that the case be placed on one of three tracks, and 
this proposed case management plan was presented to a judge for 
review and approval, with possible modifications.31  Under this 
scheduling methodology, Track A cases were those that were fully 
resolved on the date of the RPD, and accordingly, the judge usu-
ally entered an agreement and final orders.  Track B cases, which 
involved limited court involvement, were set for one case date fol-
lowing the RPD.  Track C cases, which required significant court 
involvement, were scheduled for two case dates at specified in-
tervals after the RPD.  The timing of Track C case dates gener-
ally ranged from three weeks to a few months after the RPD or 
previous case date, depending on several factors including but not 
limited to the time sensitivity of pending motions, the status of 
discovery or the time needed for Family Relations to complete 
ordered services.  Under the original design, Track C cases would 
be assigned one judge and one family relations counselor, both 
of whom would attend to and manage the case from beginning 

	 29	 The Pathways Process in Family Matters, Connecticut Judicial Branch, 
https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​rules/​2023-008%​20b%​20-%​20Pathways%​
20Process%​20in%​20Family%​20Matters.pdf (last visited July 16, 2025.)
	 30	 See Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-15(b) (2025). 
	 31	 The Pathways Process in Family Matters, supra note 29. 
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to end.  This component of Pathways has been fully implemented 
in all thirteen judicial districts.  For both Track B and C matters, 
appropriate discovery orders were entered at the RPD, and a pretrial/​
hearing management conference was scheduled two weeks be-
fore the hearing.  The ultimate objective was that Track B and C 
cases would proceed to final disposition within six months and one 
year, respectively.  Under the Pathways approach, the court took a 
global view of the case with an emphasis on the full resolution of 
the matter as opposed to the piece-by-piece method of litigation 
encouraged by the Short Calendar system.  On the next scheduled 
court date, counsel and self-represented parties of record would be 
expected to resolve all outstanding motions, and the filing of pen-
dente lite motions would therefore not serve to delay the case.32

As part of the rollout of Pathways, the Judicial Branch sched-
uled a series of training and information sessions with both judges 
and court staff.  For example, as early as July 2020, the Judicial 
Branch conducted a virtual meeting of family judges that included 
a presentation and question-and-answer session about Pathways.  
Subsequently, in December 2020, the Branch held a virtual all-
day meeting of family judges that was devoted to Pathways.  This 
virtual meeting was followed up by an in-person meeting of all 
family judges in August 2021.  Additionally, in September 2021, 
Judge Albis and Judicial Branch staff conducted a series of virtual 
meetings with each district’s family presiding judge and staff, and 
the annual divisional meeting of family judges included Pathways 
information and discussion. 

The Judicial Branch also provided its staff with extensive 
training to bolster the implementation of Pathways.  Starting in 
July 2020, approximately 200 employees were asked to review an 
eighteen-​minute PowerPoint presentation prior to a one-hour ques-
tion and answer session on the goals and next steps of Pathways.  
Thereafter, in October 2020, representatives from the National 
Center for State Courts held an all-day virtual information and 
training session for staff in the Judicial Branch’s Family Services 
and Court Operations divisions that included both the Family 
Justice Initiative’s model process as well as Connecticut specific 
information.  Later that same month, Family Services and Court 

	 32	 As will be discussed later, although the overarching concepts remained 
the same, the Pathways timeframes were slightly adjusted in revisions to the 
Practice Book that took effect on January 1, 2025. See infra text at notes 47 – 51.
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Operations staff participated in separate follow-up question and 
answer sessions.  In addition, during this period, family relations 
counselors received intensive training with the assistance of the 
National Center for State Courts in the use of triage on Resolution 
Plan Dates, and Court Operations provided ongoing guidance and 
support for clerks and Caseflow Coordinators throughout the roll-
out of Pathways.

As with any newly introduced procedure, issues that needed 
to be addressed arose during the implementation process.  Such 
issues were raised by members of the bar, judges, and court staff.  
Despite the cooperative efforts between the Judicial Branch and 
the bar that are described in this article, some family law attorneys 
voiced opposition to Pathways as it was being implemented and 
resisted the change it represented.  Their opposition may be at-
tributed to several factors.  Transition to a very different new court 
process is inherently difficult, and attorneys who were accustomed 
to the old process were naturally resistant.  The resistance to 
change was likely exacerbated by the fact that the COVID-19 pan-
demic had already seriously disrupted, and continued to disrupt, 
the ordinary course of family law practice.  Some attorneys voiced 
opposition on the grounds that the bar had not been broadly in-
cluded in the planning of Pathways, a valid point given the Judicial 
Branch’s need to implement the new process ahead of schedule 
when the pandemic suddenly made it impossible to conduct busi-
ness using a process that depended on the Short Calendar and its 
packed courtrooms.  

The effects of Pathways were sometimes conflated with the 
ongoing impacts of the pandemic.  The most common complaint, 
taken very seriously by the Judicial Branch, was that parties and 
attorneys had difficulty obtaining dates for hearings on pendente 
lite and postjudgment motions.  During much of the pandemic, 
the primary causes of delay in scheduling hearings were related 
to COVID-19.  For many months beginning with the onset of the 
pandemic in March 2020, family courts were essentially limited to 
conducting hearings in only the highest priority matters, such as 
temporary restraining orders and emergency custody applications.  
Later in 2020, the Judicial Branch had sufficient remote accessibil-
ity to conduct remote hearings on matters requiring primarily oral 
testimony, as opposed to the submission of documents as exhibits.  
It was not until late 2020 that the courts developed the expanded 
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remote capacity and new methods for submission of evidence digi-
tally that were required to conduct remote proceedings on a broad 
basis in more complicated hearings and trials.  

Another concern voiced by the family law bar was that, given 
the broad scope of issues that might be addressed at a case date, 
attorneys might not know what motions they should be prepared 
to argue on the next case date.33  In response, Judge Albis issued a 
standing order mandating that if a party wanted a particular mo-
tion or motions to be heard by the court on an upcoming case date, 
that party needed to exchange with the opposing side, and file 
with the court, a list of all motions to be argued at least five days 
before the case date at issue.34  

During the implementation of Pathways, a more basic reason 
emerged for the concern of many members of the bar.  Under the 
former process, it was the litigants, not the court, who controlled 
the flow of a case.  Parties timed their filing of motions to appear 
on the Short Calendar when they wanted.  After the motions were 
calendared, they decided whether they really wanted and needed 
to go to court that day.  When they did appear at Short Calendar, 
the parties often requested when their next court date would be, 
requests that were likely granted by judges who did not have the 
luxury of time to review the case file more carefully in the midst 
of a busy docket.  

With Pathways, the court reasserted and exercised control of 
its docket.  Many attorneys understandably disliked their loss of 
control over the scheduling of dates in their own cases.  Put simply, 
they opposed Pathways because the process achieved its goal of 
recognizing and fulfilling the court’s duty to oversee the move-
ment of cases and the scheduling of court events.  But the goal was 
a vital one, especially considering that the great majority of cases 
involve litigants who do not have an attorney.  However well the 
old process may have worked when self-represented litigants were 

	 33	 Id. 
	 34	 Superior Court for Family Matters, Standing Orders – Management Order 
for Trials, Hearings, Case Dates, and Resolution Plan Dates, Effective January 1, 
2025, Connecticut Judicial Branch, https://www.jud.ct.gov/​external/​super/​
Standorders/​Family/​statewide_​family_​TMO21.pdf. When the requirements of the 
standing orders were incorporated into the Judicial Branch’s proposed Practice 
Book amendments, the “five day” period was changed to “five business days” at 
the suggestion of the bar.
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the exception, it could not work efficiently when they became the 
norm.

During 2021 and 2022, representatives of the Judicial Branch, 
including the Chief Justice, Chief Court Administrator, Deputy 
Chief Court Administrator, and Chief Administrative Judge of 
the Family Division, began regularly meeting with individuals 
from the Connecticut Bar Association, the Family Law Section 
of the Connecticut Bar Association, the American Academy of 
Matrimonial Lawyers, and Legal Aid.35  During that series of at 
least seven virtual meetings, members of the bar made a reason-
able suggestion that the Judicial Branch regularly schedule dock-
ets to address urgent motions that could not wait until the next 
regularly scheduled case date.36  In response, the motion docket 
was implemented in the middle of 2022 and is now in effect in all 
judicial districts in the state.  The motion docket allows the parties 
to be heard quickly on urgent matters on a dedicated docket at 
a specified time.  All thirteen judicial districts convene a motion 
docket to meet the needs of the district.  Most districts provide a 
motion docket once per week, which appears to meet the pending 
demand.  The motion docket has proven to be an effective comple-
ment to the Pathways process.

Some of the stakeholders also expressed concerns that proce-
dures differed between the various judicial districts, and as a result, 
the Judicial Branch subsequently implemented policies to ensure 
procedural uniformity among the various courthouses in the state.  

During the implementation of Pathways, other process 
changes were made to improve efficiency.  For example, the Judicial 
Branch proposed, and the General Assembly adopted, legislation 
establishing a permanent option for parties to use the pandemic-​
inspired procedure for requesting and receiving the court’s approval 
of final agreements and the entry of family judgments without  

	 35	 Response to Bar Suggestions on Pathways, Connecticut Judicial Branch, 
https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​rules/​2023-008%​20d%​20-%​20Responses%​20to%​
20Bar%​20Suggestions%​20re%​20Pathway%​20Rules.pdf (last visited July 16, 
2025). 
	 36	 E-mail from Rafie Podolsky of Connecticut Legal Services, Inc. to 
Justice Andrew McDonald, Associate Justice, Connecticut Supreme Court (Feb. 
26, 2024, 8:53 AM), https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​rules/​2023-008%​20m%​20-%​
20Comments%​20on%​20rev%​20proposal%​20from%​20legal%​20services%​
20orgs.pdf. 
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a need for the parties to appear in court.  The Judicial Branch also 
proposed, and the General Assembly adopted, legislation provid-
ing for the court to make a finding of marital breakdown with-
out the parties having to come to court,37 to enter default divorces 
when a party has not appeared,38 and providing for the elimination 
of the ninety-day waiting period for entering a divorce.39

The collaboration between the Judicial Branch and members 
of the bar culminated in a series of revisions to the sections of the 
Practice Book that govern the procedure for family court cases.  
In September 2022, the Judicial Branch provided the group of bar 
representatives with whom it had been meeting regularly with 
draft language of proposed changes to the Practice Book regard-
ing the Pathways process.40 The bar representatives were afforded 
several months to review and offer comments and suggestions on 
the draft language, many of which were incorporated into the draft 
by the Judicial Branch.

These draft rules were presented to the Rules Committee of 
the Superior Court in March 2023.41  Over the next year, both Judge 
Albis and his eventual successor as Chief Administrative Judge of 
the Family Division, the Honorable Leo V. Diana, attended several 
meetings with the Rules Committee and pertinent stakeholders 
regarding the proposed Practice Book revisions.42 Following a pro-
ductive interactive process between the various relevant groups, 
Judge Diana announced in a letter dated March 11, 2024,43 that 
the stakeholders had no objection to the proposed Practice Book  

	 37	 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-51(b) (2025).
	 38	 2023 Conn. Acts 23-46 § 4; Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-67(b) (2025).
	 39	 2023 Conn. Acts 23-46 § 4; Conn. Gen. Stat. § 46b-67(b) (2025).
	 40	 Id. 
	 41	 Letter from Judge Michael Albis, Chief Administrative Judge of 
the Family Division, to Justice Andrew J. McDonald, the chair of the Rules 
Committee of the Superior Court (Mar. 2, 2023), https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​
rules/​2023-008%​20a%​20-%​20Proposal.pdf. 
	 42	 See, e.g., E-mail from Judge Leo Diana, Superior Court Judge, to 
Attorney Joseph J. Del Ciampo (Jan. 19, 2024, 2:42 PM), https://jud.ct.gov/​
committees/​rules/​2023-008%​20k%​20-%​20Update%​20from%​20Judge%​
20Diana.pdf. 
	 43	 Letter from Judge Diana to Attorney Joseph J. Del Ciampo available 
at https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​rules/​2023-008%​20n%​20-%​20Supplemental%​
20Revisions%​20to%​2025-34%​20and%​2025-50.pdf (last visited July 16, 2025).
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rules.  At the judges’ annual meeting on June 14, 2024,44 these 
new rules were approved by the judges of the Superior Court 
to take effect on January 1, 2025.  In addition to removing all 
references to Short Calendar in family division cases,45 the 
changes to the Practice Book deleted prior Practice Book § 25-34  
(Procedure for Short Calendar) and Practice Book § 25-50 (Case 
Management).  

In place of those old provisions, the judges of the Superior 
Court adopted two new Practice Book sections that set forth the 
court’s procedures in the Pathways process.  Specifically, Practice 
Book § 25-34A, titled Scheduling of Motions, provides that any 
pendente lite motion will automatically be scheduled, unless oth-
erwise ordered by the court, to be argued on the next case date.  
Moreover, § 25-34A adopted Judge Albis’s prior standing order 
by requiring:

At least five business days before a case date, each party shall provide to 
the other party and file with the court a notice listing those of the party’s 
pending pendente lite motions, if any, that the party wishes to pursue at 
the case date, in the order of priority that the party wishes the motions 
to be heard.46  

If the moving party fails to adhere to this process, the nonmov-
ing party can object to the motion proceeding on the next case 
date.47  Furthermore, § 25-34A mandates that each judicial dis-
trict shall have a regular docket of pendente lite motions to be 
held at least once a month.48  This new rule also provides a list of 

	 44	 Judges of Superior Court, Minutes of the Annual Meeting (June 14, 
2024), https://jud.ct.gov/​committees/​judges/​JudgesAnnual_​minutes_​061924.pdf. 
	 45	 Conn. Superior Court Rules § 25-1(b) was amended effective January 1, 
2025, to provide: 

(b) Whenever a rule applicable to family matters as defined in subsec-
tion (a) of this Section provides for the scheduling of a motion or other 
matter on the short calendar, the rule may be satisfied by the scheduling 
of the motion or other matter for a case date, motion docket, or other 
court event, so long as any time periods specified in the rule for the 
scheduling of the matter are observed.

	 46	 Conn. Superior Court Rules § 25-34A(a).
	 47	 Id. 
	 48	 Conn. Superior Court Rules § 25-34A(b). 
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non-exhaustive factors for a trial judge to consider when deciding 
whether to place a motion on the motion docket.49

Practice Book § 25-50A, titled Case Management Under 
Pathways, also took effect on January 1, 2025.  This new provi-
sion of the rules of practice mandates that an RPD be scheduled 
within thirty to sixty days of the return date of any dissolution of 
marriage, dissolution of civil union, legal separation, or annulment 
case.  The rule further codifies the practice of the parties meet-
ing with a family relations counselor on the RPD, and the family 
relations counselor recommending that the court place the case 
on one of three tracks depending on the amount of conflict ex-
pected in the matter.  Additionally, § 25-50A sets forth general 
scheduling parameters for family cases under the Pathways pro-
cess, and it references the default divorce procedure provided for 
in General Statutes § 46b-67 (b).  In sum, §§ 25-34A and 25-50A 
and similar changes to the Practice Book that went into effect on 
January 1, 2025, updated the rules of practice to correspond with 
the General Statutes and the procedures that were already in ef-
fect in Connecticut family courts.  

VI.  Pathways Today
In addition to anecdotal reports from members of the bench, 

bar, and litigants regarding the success of Connecticut’s Pathways, 
the data indicates that Pathways has made the processing of family 

	 49	 Conn. Superior Court Rules § 25-34A(c) provides: 
In acting on a request to place a motion on the motion docket, the court 
may consider the following factors along with any other factors the 
court deems relevant: (A) the nature of the motion and the reasons 
stated for the request, including but not limited to the need of either 
party for a court order regarding (i) sufficient child support or alimony 
to meet the reasonable current expenses, (ii) custody, visitation or deci-
sion making regarding children, (iii) occupancy of the party’s dwelling 
unit, (iv) use of a motor vehicle, or (v) essential personal property of 
one party in the possession of the other party; (B) if not placed on the 
motion docket, the length of time before the next court date at which 
the motion could be heard; (C) whether the motion is related to, or 
duplicative of, another motion or motions already heard or scheduled 
to be heard; (D) if the case has been assigned to a designated judge, the 
availability of that judge to hear the motion if it is placed on a motion 
docket.
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cases more efficient.  For example, approximately ten years ago, 
virtually no cases pending in the family division were completed 
within ninety days.  After the legislative enactment of the option 
for parties with full agreements to waive the ninety-day waiting 
period for issuing a divorce decree, the percentage of dissolu-
tion, civil union, custody, and visitation cases that were resolved 
within ninety days increased to 37%, 40%, 25%, and 31%, respec-
tively, during the period between 2018 to 2021.  After the start of 
Pathways, however, the ninety-day resolution rate of cases imme-
diately jumped to 49% of cases in 2022, and it improved to 52% 
of cases in 2023 and 53% of cases in 2024.50  This increase in the 
number of family cases that are quickly resolved is a testament to 
the effectiveness of the Pathways approach to case management.  
There is no reason to believe that this trend will not continue or 
indeed be improved upon in the future.  Additionally, under the 
Pathways triage system, the vast majority of domestic relations 
matters are being placed on a scheduling track that provides for 
a quicker resolution of the case.  Indeed, during the period be-
tween March 2021 and May 2022, 40.7% of cases were deemed to 
be Track A cases, 53.3% were assigned to Track B, and only 6% 
of cases were placed on Track C.51  The faster resolution process 
of Track A and B cases, which represented 94% of family mat-
ters during the relevant data period, not only helps litigants move 
through the process more efficiently, but it also allows judges to 
focus their efforts on the cases that require more intense judicial 
supervision.  

The effectiveness of this docket management approach is fur-
ther evident upon review of the statewide inventory of pending 
family cases.  Pending inventory is a key indicator of case move-
ment and docket efficiency. Pending inventory measures the 
number of unresolved cases in each jurisdiction.  As the pending 
inventory decreases, several benefits are realized.  First, there are 
fewer cases per judge to handle, which frees up a judge’s time to 
address the remaining cases. Additionally, as the number of cases 

	 50	 Statistics from Connecticut Judicial Branch Performance Management 
& Judicial Branch Statistics, https://www.jud.ct.gov/​statistics/​family/​default.htm 
(last visited July 16, 2025).
	 51	 Implications of Domestic Violence Within the Triage Pathways Approach 
in Connecticut 23, National Center for State Courts (May 23, 2023), https://
perma.cc/​RR6B-Y8J8 (last visited July 16, 2025).
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decrease by way of disposition, there are fewer cases that need 
hearings, which results in shorter wait times for hearings for the 
cases still pending.  As wait times decrease, cases are addressed 
and disposed of more quickly.  With a decreasing pending inven-
tory, judges have more time to focus on the cases that may be more 
challenging or require additional court resources. 

Pathways has had a dramatic and positive impact on pend-
ing inventory.  In January 2016, there were 7,972 pending family  
cases.52  At the height of the pandemic in 2021, there were 9,565 
cases pending.53  Today, there are fewer than 5,200 cases pending, 
which represents a ten-year low.54  Further, of those cases cur-
rently pending statewide, only 10% have been pending for more 
than twelve months.

The Pathways approach has also had beneficial effects on the 
Judicial Branch’s processing of family cases that include issues re-
lated to domestic violence.  In a May 23, 2023 report produced by 
the National Center for State Courts, the authors summarized that 
“[alt]hough preliminary in nature, early indications are that the 
[Pathways triage] approach assists in identifying risk and violence 
earlier in the process, and when identified, the court is responding 
appropriately.”55  As expected, the largest share of cases that had 
a protective order entered or a temporary restraining order hear-
ing were placed on Track C.56  Specifically, 14.1% of Track C cases 
had a protective order and 11.1% of Track C matters involved a 
temporary restraining order hearing, whereas these categories 
only amounted to 5.6 and 4.9% of Track A cases, respectively.57  
Statistics such as these prompted the authors of the report to 
conclude:

Based on quantitative court file analysis, the proportion of cases being 
assigned to the various tracks are what one would expect from general 
research regarding proportionality of cases and attention by the courts.  
It appears that cases are being assigned time and services appropriately 

	 52	 Official Statistics of the Connecticut Judicial Branch produced by the 
Performance Management Quality Assurance and Judicial Branch Statistic Unit 
(unpublished document).
	 53	 Id.
	 54	 Id.
	 55	 Implications of Domestic Violence Within the Triage Pathways Approach 
in Connecticut at 3, supra note 51.
	 56	 Id. at 23-24. 
	 57	 Id. at 24.
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from a triage perspective.  More complicated cases are receiving more 
intrusive services.58

This data reinforces the conclusion that Connecticut’s Pathways 
model is working effectively, in particular with respect to family 
cases that raise concerns in relation to domestic violence. 

VII.  Conclusion
In the four years that have passed since the Connecticut 

Judicial Branch officially began using Pathways for managing fam-
ily division cases, the evidence demonstrates that the vast majority 
of cases before the court have benefited from the move away from 
the “one size fits all” approach to family case management repre-
sented by the old Short Calendar system.  Connecticut’s Pathways 
approach allows judges to control the flow of the court’s docket in 
a way that was not feasible under the previous scheme.  Moreover, 
the court’s ability to intervene early in cases has dramatically 
shortened the disposition time of pending matters and improved 
the litigants’ opportunities to access services that are offered by 
the court.  Given that the vast majority of people who interact 
with the family court system are self-represented, any decrease 
in the time spent in the courthouse and the costs associated with 
the litigation process are likely to improve the user’s experience.  
Under the Pathways process, family court judges can now individ-
ually tailor their approach on a case-by-case basis, and in so doing, 
better meet the needs of the litigants before the court.  Although 
there have been a few hurdles during the process of implementing 
the new Pathways system, the Judicial Branch’s interaction with 
members of the bar and other interested stakeholders assisted in 
fine tuning and improving Pathways.  The Judicial Branch certainly 
intends to continue this collaborative approach while keeping in 
mind its ultimate objective of delivering justice to the citizens of 
Connecticut in a fair, timely, efficient, and open manner.

	 58	 Id. at 32-33.
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