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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered consolidated appeals arising from a marital dissolution

action involving a prenuptial agreement and its arbitration provision. The court held that General

Statutes § 46b-66 (c) applies to arbitration agreements contained in prenuptial agreements, affirmed

the limitation of arbitration to the sale of the parties’ residence, and upheld the denial of the

defendant’s request to amend his pleadings to assert additional claims. The court affirmed the

judgment of the trial court.
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Consolidated appeal from judgments in a marital dissolution action
confirming, modifying, and vacating portions of arbitration awards,
denying leave to amend an answer and cross complaint, and dissolving

the parties' marriage.

Statutory construction is reviewed de novo. Domestic-relations rulings
and rulings on motions to amend pleadings are reviewed for abuse of
discretion, although application of a statute to particular facts is
reviewed plenarily. Review of an arbitration award under an
unrestricted submission is limited to whether the award conforms to
the submission; courts do not review the arbitrator's factual or legal

conclusions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether General Statutes § 46b-66 (c) applies to an arbitration agreement contained in a prenuptial

agreement.

2. Whether the trial court properly applied § 46b-66 (c) to limit arbitration to issues concerning the sale of

the residence and to exclude damages claims barred by the prenuptial agreement.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying the defendant leave to file an amended answer

and cross complaint asserting interspousal contract, tort, statutory, and equitable claims.

4. Whether the arbitrator exceeded the scope of the submission by awarding residence-related expenses,

interest, attorney's fees, household expenses, and procedures for returning personal property.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 46b-66 (c), which governs arbitration agreements in dissolution actions, applies to an arbitration
agreement contained in a prenuptial agreement, regardless of when the agreement was executed.

2. The trial court properly applied § 46b-66 (c) and the prenuptial agreement by limiting arbitration to the
sale of the residence and related proceeds and by refusing to submit claims for damages that were barred

by the agreement.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying the defendant leave to amend because the request
was untimely, would have caused delay and prejudice, and concerned complex claims that could be

pursued, where appropriate, in a separate civil action.

4. The arbitrator did not exceed her authority because the submission was unrestricted and the challenged
awards concerning residence expenses, interest, attorney's fees, household expenses, and return of

personal property conformed to the submission.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Arbitration is a creature of contract and the parties themselves, by the terms of their submission, define the

powers of the arbitrators.”
“A submission is unrestricted unless otherwise agreed by the parties.”
“The resulting award can be reviewed, however, to determine if the award conforms to the submission.”

“The judgment is affirmed.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



The parties entered into a prenuptial agreement on November 22, 2000, married three days later, and neither
disputed the agreement's enforceability. The agreement required disputes to proceed first to mediation and then
to binding arbitration, and the trial court limited arbitration to procedures for selling the parties' jointly owned
residence and determining each party's share of the proceeds. After the defendant requested a continuance, the
arbitrator ordered him to pay specified residence-maintenance expenses and later awarded additional household
expenses, interest, attorney's fees, and procedures governing removal of personal property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The trial court ordered the parties to arbitrate issues concerning the sale of their jointly owned residence
pursuant to an arbitration provision in their prenuptial agreement. The Appellate Court dismissed an earlier
appeal from that order for lack of a final judgment. After arbitration, the trial court confirmed the partial award
and confirmed, modified, and vacated portions of the final award; it later denied the defendant leave to file an
amended answer and cross complaint and rendered judgment dissolving the marriage and resolving property and
other pending issues. The two appeals were consolidated and transferred to the Supreme Court of Connecticut,

which affirmed.
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