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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed dismissal of Ernest Francis’s declaratory judgment action
concerning his potential parole eligibility under General Statutes § 54-125g. The court held that
“definite sentence” means the full sentence imposed by the sentencing court, not the sentence reduced
by statutory credits. Because Francis would not serve 95 percent of his fifty-year sentence before his
maximum release date, his claims were nonjusticiable and he lacked standing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the term "definite sentence" in General Statutes § 54-125g means the full sentence imposed by
the sentencing court or the sentence remaining after statutory credits.

2. Whether Francis's declaratory judgment claims were justiciable when he would never serve ninety-five
percent of the full sentence imposed and therefore could never become eligible for parole under § 54-
125g.

3. Whether the Appellate Court properly affirmed dismissal of the action for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The term "definite sentence" means the full sentence imposed by the sentencing court, not the sentence
reduced by statutory credits.

2. A plaintiff lacks standing to seek a declaratory judgment when the claim depends on an event that, with
virtual certainty, will never occur and resolution of the legal issue would have no practical consequences
for the plaintiff.

3. The Appellate Court properly affirmed dismissal of Francis's action for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that the term "definite sentence," as used in § 54-125g, means the full sentence imposed by the
sentencing court, and not the sentence as reduced by various statutory credits.”

“When a claim is contingent on an event that, with virtual certainty, will never occur, it appears to us that the
plaintiff’s standing to bring the claim is implicated because the plaintiff cannot "demonstrate a specific,
personal and legal interest in the subject matter of the [controversy] . . . ."”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Francis was convicted of murder in 1992 and sentenced to fifty years of imprisonment. He argued that General
Statutes § 54-125g entitled him to consideration for parole after serving ninety-five percent of his sentence and
that the Department of Correction should include that eligibility in his release calculations. After statutory
sentence credits, his maximum release date was projected to be in 2027, while he would not serve ninety-five
percent of the fifty-year sentence imposed by the trial court until approximately 2039.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Francis filed a declaratory judgment action in the Superior Court for the judicial district of New Haven. The trial
court dismissed the action without prejudice after determining that the claims were not ripe, and the Appellate
Court affirmed in a memorandum decision. The Supreme Court granted certification and affirmed the Appellate
Court's judgment, concluding that the plaintiff's claims were nonjusticiable for lack of standing.
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