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MOTION FOR SANCTIONS 

The Court is, at this juncture, well aware of Mr. Milligan’s antics throughout his years of 

litigation against the Plaintiffs.  Last week, however, Mr. Milligan reached an all-new low.  On 

July 27, 2022, the Milligan Defendants filed a Memorandum in Opposition to the Plaintiffs’ 

Objection to their Jury Claim. See Docket Entry # 588.00.  Outrageously, and without any 

conceivable justification, they attached as an exhibit to that brief, and thus made fully available 

for public consumption as well as this Court’s viewing, a confidential settlement e-mail in which 

the Plaintiffs propose to Mr. Milligan a global resolution of this and other related cases.  The 

subject line of the e-mail (sent on April 22, 2021) is: “For Settlement Purposes Only.” Id.  At the 

very beginning of the body of the e-mail, it is stated: “For Settlement Purposes Only.” Id. 

(emphasis in original).  The lengthy e-mail contains a numeric sum that the Plaintiffs demanded 

that the Milligan Defendants pay in connection with a global settlement of pending claims, 

including the instant case.  It also contains a numeric sum that the Agency, through its insurance 

carrier, was prepared to contribute to a settlement, as well as other terms of a proposed 

settlement.  In the e-mail, counsel reiterates that the Plaintiffs expect the proposal to be kept 

confidential.  The Milligan Defendants have attached the entire e-mail, unredacted, to their brief.  
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Not only did the Milligan Defendants attach this e-mail as an exhibit to their brief, but they also, 

on page 7 of the brief, included commentary on alleged settlement conversations between 

counsel leading up to the Plaintiffs’ transmission of their settlement proposal.  This has forced 

the Plaintiffs to file a Motion to Seal the settlement proposal. See Docket Entry # 591.00.       

This settlement e-mail, and Mr. Milligan’s commentary on it, are plainly inadmissible, 

and completely and totally irrelevant to any issue currently pending adjudication before the 

Court.  The Milligan Defendants have made this e-mail available for public viewing, and also, 

outrageously, asked the trial judge to review it, for no reason other than to hector, harass, and 

taunt the City and the Agency as part of Mr. Milligan’s relentless public relations campaign to 

curry public favor, and portray himself as the allegedly “reasonable” party in this ongoing saga.  

This is especially so with a Court-ordered mediation scheduled to proceed on October 20, 2022.       

 In many ways, Mr. Milligan’s conduct in publicly releasing this settlement 

communication mirrors his misbehavior in illegally acquiring the properties subject to this 

lawsuit; Mr. Milligan appears to delight in taking actions that he fully knows to be improper, 

pushing all envelopes and boundaries, daring others to “do something about it,” and seeing just 

how much he can get away with.  The Court should exercise its inherent authority to show Mr. 

Milligan that there will be consequences and repercussions for such misbehavior. 

Accordingly, the Plaintiffs respectfully move that the Court exercise its inherent authority 

and sanction the Milligan Defendants for their public disclosure of confidential settlement 

communications.  The Plaintiffs seek a narrowly-tailored sanctions order which is proportionate 

to this misconduct, but which should nonetheless have a deterrent effect on further misconduct 

by Mr. Milligan: namely, that the Milligan Defendants be ordered to compensate the Plaintiffs 
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for their reasonable attorney’s fees in connection with prosecuting both the Motion to Seal, as 

well as this Motion.  In further support of this Motion, the Plaintiffs represent as follows: 

I. LEGAL STANDARD 

 “‘It is generally accepted that the court has the inherent authority to assess attorney’s 

fees when the … party has acted in bad faith, vexatiously, wantonly or for oppressive reasons … 

This bad faith exception applies, not only to the filing of an action, but also in the conduct of the 

litigation …’” Maurice v. Chester Hous. Assocs. L.P., 188 Conn. App. 21, 31 (2019) (citation 

omitted).  An action taken in bad faith is one that is “entirely without color and [taken] … for 

reasons of harassment or delay or other improper purposes …’” Id. (citation omitted).  “‘ … [I]n 

order to impose sanctions pursuant to its inherent authority, the trial court must find both [1] that 

the litigant’s claims were entirely without color and [2] that the litigant acted in bad faith.’” Id. at 

32 (citation omitted).  Sanctions are appropriate where a litigant’s conduct is “highly atypical” 

and “flies in the face of ‘the decorum and respect inherent in the concept of courts and judicial 

proceedings.’” Id. at 33 (citation omitted). See also Lafferty v. Jones, 336 Conn. 332, 349 (2020) 

(“‘The inherent authority to administer judicial proceedings carries with it a corollary power to 

control those involved in court business – parties, witnesses, jurors, spectators, and lawyers – to 

maintain order, decorum, and respect …’”) (citation omitted).     

II. ARGUMENT 

First, there was no conceivable justification for the Milligan Parties to file, and thus make 

available to the public and the Court, the detailed settlement proposal that had been transmitted 

to them by the Plaintiffs.  The context in which this “exhibit” was filed by the Milligan Parties 

was the Objection filed by the City and the Agency to the Milligan Parties’ jury claim.  As set 

forth in the Plaintiffs’ Objection to the jury claim (Docket Entry # 541.00), the analysis as to 
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whether Mr. Milligan will be entitled to a trial by jury focuses on the causes of action asserted, 

and the relief sought, by the Plaintiffs in their Complaint.  In their Objection to the jury claim, 

the Plaintiffs argued that while monetary damages are sought in the Complaint, that request is 

ancillary to the main forms of relief sought (declaratory relief, specific performance, etc.), which 

are equitable in nature and thus not entitled to a trial by jury.  In response, Mr. Milligan attached 

the Plaintiffs’ settlement proposal to his brief, and argued, in essence, that the Plaintiffs are not 

really seeking equitable relief because they were prepared to accept a monetary payment to 

resolve this case.  The argument is completely and utterly irrelevant and frivolous.  The Court is 

called upon to decide whether the Milligan Parties are entitled to a trial by jury.  As stated above, 

that analysis turns on the forms of relief sought in the Complaint, i.e., the forms of relief that will 

be sought when and if this case proceeds to trial.  What the Parties may or may not be privately 

discussing with one another in terms of a potential settlement has absolutely no bearing 

whatsoever as to whether a right to a jury trial attaches to the claims asserted and relief sought in 

the Complaint.  Mr. Milligan surely knows this.  Mr. Milligan’s introduction of the settlement 

proposal was thus entirely without color.          

Second, the Milligan Parties’ conduct in introducing this confidential settlement proposal 

was taken in extreme bad faith.  As the losses continue piling up for Mr. Milligan and Courts 

reject his frivolous arguments time and time again,1 Mr. Milligan is lashing out.  First, the 

incivility of publicly filing, and also asking the trial judge to review, a detailed settlement 

1 See IJ Group, LLC v. City of Norwalk, et al, Complex Litigation, Docket No. FST-
CV19-6044650-S (summary judgment granted against Mr. Milligan’s attempt to invalidate the 
2019 Wall Street-West Avenue Neighborhood Plan); IJ Group Oz, LLC v. City of Norwalk 
Zoning Commission, et al, Superior Court, Docket No. FST-CV21-6050253-S (judgment against 
Mr. Milligan’s zoning appeal which sought to block construction of Phase I of the 
redevelopment project).    
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proposal in this active case, when counsel had repeatedly emphasized to the Milligan Parties that 

the proposal was to be kept strictly confidential, simply shocks the conscience and alone 

warrants the imposition of sanctions.  As set forth above, Mr. Milligan has no conceivable 

argument as to why this settlement proposal was or is in any way relevant (much less admissible) 

to an issue currently pending before the Court.  The proposal was publicly filed by Mr. Milligan 

as part of what he sees as a public relations campaign to (again, as he sees it) frame himself as 

the reasonable side in this saga and thus win public support.  As this Court is well aware, Mr. 

Milligan has pursued a relentless public relations campaign against the City and the Agency in 

this regard, publishing multiple op-eds and comments in a newspaper and on a local blog, and 

even participating in a radio interview regarding this case.2  Mr. Milligan requested that the 

Court order the Parties to mediate, and the Court did so order. See Docket Entry # 538.01.  A 

mediation is currently scheduled for October 20, 2022.  Apparently, Mr. Milligan’s idea of how 

to productively kick off the negotiations is to publicly file the Plaintiffs’ settlement proposal with 

the Court.  Not only did Mr. Milligan attach the settlement communication to his brief, but he 

has also, in the body of his brief, included color commentary on other alleged settlement 

communications between counsel leading up to the Plaintiffs’ transmission of the proposal.  This 

was done solely to taunt and harass the Plaintiffs leading up to the October 20, 2022 mediation. 

Mr. Milligan should not be permitted to (mis)use this Court’s docket and website as his 

own personal bullhorn to ensure that inadmissible, confidential settlement communications are 

eternally broadcast for public consumption, especially when he is doing so to harass, taunt and 

2 See, e.g., thehour.com/opinion/article/Opinion-Time-for-POKO-court-mediation-
15734483.php; nancyonnorwalk.com/time-for-poko-court-mediation; 
https://audioboom.com/posts/7760290-the-lisa-wexler-show-realtor-jason-milligan-12-28-20  
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hector the Plaintiffs to accede to his terms and demands in settlement negotiations.  This conduct 

warrants the imposition of sanctions. 

III. CONCLUSION

In accordance with the foregoing, the City and the Agency respectfully request that this 

Motion be granted in its entirety, and that the Milligan Defendants be ordered to compensate the 

City and the Agency for their reasonable attorney’s fees in connection with seeking the sealing 

of the confidential and improperly disclosed settlement communication, as well as in connection 

with the instant Motion for Sanctions, in an amount to be quantified upon the City and Agency’s 

submission to the Court of an affidavit of attorney’s fees within ten (10) days of the granting of 

this Motion.   
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