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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Appellate Court consolidated appeals concerning alleged fraudulent transfers of two

Greenwich properties under the Connecticut Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act. The court dismissed

the plaintiff’s appeal from the remittitur for lack of subject matter jurisdiction and affirmed the denial

of the defendants’ motion to set aside the jury’s verdict, holding that the properties were assets and that

no reasonably equivalent value had been exchanged.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

PARTIES

Connecticut Appellate Court
Elgo, J.; Cradle, C. J.; Suarez, J.
Connecticut Appellate Court
June 9, 2026

AC 46673; AC 46880

other

Consolidated appeals from the Superior Court's judgment after a jury
verdict for SR Holdings I, LLC on fraudulent-transfer claims
involving two Greenwich properties. The plaintiff challenged the
remittitur, while the defendants challenged the denial of their

postverdict motion to set aside the verdict.

The issue whether acceptance of a remittitur bars an appeal presents a
question of law reviewed plenarily. Denial of a motion to set aside a
verdict is reviewed for abuse of discretion, with every reasonable
presumption in favor of the trial court's ruling and the evidence viewed

in the light most favorable to the prevailing party.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's acceptance of the trial court's remittitur deprived the Appellate Court of subject
matter jurisdiction to review the propriety of that remittitur.

2. Whether the plaintiff's original appeal was jurisdictionally defective because it was filed before the trial

court had rendered a final judgment.

3. Whether the plaintiff's amended appeal remained pending after dismissal of the original appeal under
Practice Book § 61-9.

4. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying the defendants' motion to set aside the verdict on
the ground that the Greenwich properties were not assets under CUFTA because valid liens allegedly
exceeded their value.

5. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying the defendants' motion to set aside the verdict on
the ground that Blue Mountain Partners provided reasonably equivalent value for the transferred

properties.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff that accepts a remittitur cannot thereafter appeal the propriety of that accepted remittitur; the

plaintiff's amended appeal was therefore dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.

2. The plaintiff's original appeal was not properly before the court because it was filed before the trial court
fully resolved the damages claims and rendered judgment in the plaintiff's favor.

3. The plaintiff's amended appeal remained pending because it was filed from the later supplemental order

and judgment, from which an original appeal properly could have been taken.

4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by refusing to set aside the verdict because the jury reasonably
could find that the Greenwich properties were assets under CUFTA and that valid liens did not exceed

their value.

5. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by refusing to set aside the verdict because the jury reasonably
could find that Blue Mountain Partners furnished $1,745,000 in consideration for properties worth

$2,490,000 and that Western Greenwich Holdings did not receive reasonably equivalent value.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“A plaintiff, by accepting remittitur, is barred from appealing the propriety of that accepted remittitur.” (part

)

“The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying the defendants’ motion to set aside the verdict.” (part
1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Western Greenwich Holdings owned two Greenwich properties that were encumbered by mortgages and other
liens. In January 2012, the properties were transferred to Blue Mountain Partners while the Cannavo family
entities were attempting to refinance debt, and the plaintiff later obtained deficiency judgments in New York. SR
Holdings alleged that the transfers were made with actual intent to hinder, delay, or defraud creditors and for less
than reasonably equivalent value. The jury found that the properties were assets under CUFTA, valued them at
$2,490,000, found $1,745,000 in total consideration, and determined that Western Greenwich Holdings did not

receive reasonably equivalent value and was insolvent or became insolvent as a result of the transfers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

SR Holdings brought two Connecticut actions alleging that Western Greenwich Holdings fraudulently
transferred two Greenwich properties to Blue Mountain Partners in violation of the Connecticut Uniform
Fraudulent Transfer Act. The cases were consolidated and tried to a jury, which found for SR Holdings and
determined that $745,000 in assets had been transferred without reasonably equivalent value. The trial court
ordered a remittitur to $595,000, which SR Holdings accepted, and later ordered liens totaling $595,000 against
the properties. The plaintiff filed an original and amended appeal, and the defendants appealed separately; the

appeals were consolidated.
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