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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court held that a trial court has inherent authority to stay a summary

process action pending resolution of an administrative appeal from a fair rent commission decision

involving the same premises. The court concluded that the commission’s determination of the proper

rent could affect the merits of nonpayment and retaliation defenses and that the trial court did not

abuse its discretion in granting the stay. The court declined to address constitutional challenges and the

commission’s authority to issue a cease and desist order because those issues were not properly

presented for review.
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Interlocutory public-interest appeal under General Statutes § 52-265a
from an order staying a summary process action for nonpayment of
rent pending resolution of an administrative appeal from a fair rent

commission decision.

The existence of inherent or statutory authority to grant a stay is
reviewed plenarily; the decision to grant a stay is reviewed for abuse
of discretion, guided by the interests of justice and the balancing of the

interests of the litigants, nonparties, public, and court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Superior Court had inherent or statutory authority to stay a prejudgment summary process

action pending resolution of an administrative appeal from a fair rent commission decision.
2. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by staying the summary process action.

3. Whether the Hartford Fair Rent Commission had authority to order the landlord to cease and desist from

bringing or to withdraw the summary process action.

4. Whether the fair rent commission statutes were unconstitutional or violated separation of powers.

HOLDINGS

1. The Superior Court has inherent authority to manage its docket by granting an appropriate prejudgment
stay or continuance in a pending summary process action; the postjudgment stay statutes, General

Statutes §8 47a-35 and 47a-39, do not limit that authority, and no statute deprives the court of it.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in staying the summary process action pending resolution of

the administrative appeal.

3. A fair rent commission's ruling is relevant, at minimum as evidence, to whether a tenant has fulfilled the

obligation to pay rent in a summary process action for nonpayment.

4. The court declined to reach the challenges to the commission's cease-and-desist authority and the

constitutionality of the fair rent commission statutes.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“There is no statute depriving the Superior Court of its authority to issue an order granting a motion to stay a

summary process action when such order is proper under the applicable legal standards.” (part I1 A)

“In particular, the Hartford commission’s decision, as challenged in the administrative appeal, pertains
directly to issues regarding nonpayment of rent and retaliation under §§ 47a-20, 47a-20a and 47a-33, and
involves the same parties or parties with identical interests as the parties to this summary process action.”
(partIT A)

“The trial court’s decision to grant the motion for a stay is affirmed.” (part 11 B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

TOV Realty leased Suarez an apartment for a stated monthly rent of $1,050, subject to a concession reducing the
rent to $700 during the initial one-year term. After the landlord proposed increasing the rent, Suarez filed a
complaint with the Hartford Fair Rent Commission, which later found the proposed increase unfair, set the rent
at specified amounts, and found retaliation based on the landlord's eviction efforts. The landlord served Suarez



with a notice to quit and filed a summary process action for nonpayment of rent while also pursuing an
administrative appeal from the commission's decision. The trial court stayed the summary process action
pending that administrative appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Suarez's landlord commenced a summary process action after serving a notice to quit for nonpayment of rent.
Suarez asserted retaliatory-eviction and equitable defenses and moved to stay the action pending the landlord's
administrative appeal from a Hartford Fair Rent Commission decision concerning the rent and alleged
retaliation. The Superior Court, Housing Session, granted the stay and denied reconsideration. After certification
by the Chief Justice under § 52-265a, the landlord appealed to the Connecticut Supreme Court, which affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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