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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed enforcement of a global settlement agreement in
consolidated litigation involving a family partnership and family trusts. The court held that the
plaintiffs' attorney had apparent authority to make settlement proposals and bind the plaintiffs because
the plaintiffs' conduct led defense counsel reasonably and in good faith to believe that the attorney
possessed settlement authority. The court also rejected the plaintiffs' claim that they were entitled to a

jury trial on the equitable motions to enforce the settlement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court's finding that plaintiffs' attorney had apparent authority to bind plaintiffs to a

settlement agreement was clearly erroneous.

2. Whether plaintiffs had a constitutional right to a jury trial on the factual question of whether a valid

settlement agreement existed.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court's finding that the plaintiffs' attorney had apparent authority to settle the litigation was not
clearly erroneous.

2. Plaintiffs had no constitutional right to a jury trial on the motion to enforce the settlement agreement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“By retaining a lawyer in a litigated matter, a client does not by that conduct alone create ... apparent

authority for the lawyer to enter into a settlement without the client's assent.” (at 300)

“Manifestations of apparent authority must take the form of 'conduct by a person, observable by others, that
expresses meaning.'” (at 300)

“The plaintiffs clothed Coe with apparent authority to settle the litigation by (1) authorizing him to represent
them at the court-ordered mediation, reject the defendant's written proposal that followed the mediation and
convey the June 16 counteroffer, (2) communicating with Coe in the presence of the defendants at various
times during the ongoing negotiations after June 16, and (3) failing to revoke Coe's authority or to inform any

third person that Coe no longer had authority to settle the litigation after June 16.” (at 304)

“The true test of a right to a jury trial is whether the cause of action stated (rather than merely the relief
claimed) is essentially legal as distinguished from essentially equitable.” (at 312)

“Summary enforcement is not only essential to the efficient use of judicial resources, but also preserves the

integrity of settlement as a meaningful way to resolve legal disputes.” (at 312)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The disputes involved a family partnership and various family trusts. The plaintiffs' attorney, Glenn Coe,
represented all plaintiffs in settlement negotiations after a court-ordered mediation in May 2008. Coe made a
settlement offer to the defendants in late June 2008, assuring them he had full authority from his clients. The
Sobol defendants accepted the offer on June 30, and the Bank of America accepted on July 1. The plaintiffs were
present at depositions on July 1 and did not indicate that Coe's authority was revoked. After acceptance, the
plaintiffs disavowed the settlement, claiming Coe lacked authority.
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The plaintiffs filed five separate cases against family members and entities. The cases were consolidated for trial.
Before trial commenced, the defendants moved to enforce a settlement agreement allegedly reached through
plaintiffs' attorney. The trial court conducted a hearing, found the attorney had apparent authority to settle, and
granted the motions to enforce. The plaintiffs' motion to reargue was denied. The plaintiffs appealed to the
Appellate Court, which consolidated the appeals. The Supreme Court transferred the case from the Appellate
Court.
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