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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered whether retired Waterbury firefighters and widows had

vested contractual rights to the specific medical benefits provided under collective bargaining

agreements in effect when the firefighters retired. The court held that the plaintiffs had a vested right

to medical benefits generally, but not to the specific indemnity plan then in effect, and therefore

reversed the trial court's judgment granting injunctive relief.
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medical plans to a managed care plan. The Superior Court found a
vested contractual right to the specific indemnity plan and ordered
reinstatement. The defendants appealed; the Supreme Court of

Connecticut transferred and consolidated the appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the retirees’ right to medical benefits survived expiration of the collective bargaining

agreements and therefore vested.
2. Whether the vested right encompassed the specific medical plan in effect when each retiree retired.

3. Whether the defendants’ conversion from the traditional indemnity plan to a managed care plan violated

the retirees’ vested contractual right.

HOLDINGS

1. The collective bargaining agreements created a vested right to medical benefits generally that survived
expiration of the agreements.

2. Neither a presumption against vesting nor a presumption in favor of vesting applies; courts must apply

ordinary principles of contract interpretation.
3. The retirees did not have a vested right to the exact medical plan in effect at retirement.

4. The conversion did not violate the retirees’ vested contractual right because the record did not establish
that the managed care plan substantially reduced benefits or substantially increased costs for the retirees

as a group.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that, although the plaintiffs have a vested right to medical benefits generally, they do not have a
vested right to the specific benefits prescribed in the collective bargaining agreement in effect at the time of
the retirees’ retirement.” (71)

“Therefore, we reject both presumptions and conclude that the best course is to apply our well established

principles of contract interpretation.” (87)

“Accordingly, in order for the plaintiffs to prevail, they must demonstrate that the changes to their benefits are
not substantially commensurate with the benefits provided under the agreements in effect at the time of the

retirees’ retirement, when viewing the group of plaintiffs as a whole.” (105)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Waterbury and its firefighters’ union entered a series of collective bargaining agreements providing medical
benefits to retirees, including a traditional indemnity plan. After a state-created oversight board imposed a
successor agreement during Waterbury’s financial crisis, the city converted the retirees to a managed care plan
with copayments, network restrictions, and utilization management. The trial court found that the retirees had a



vested right to the specific indemnity plan, but the Supreme Court concluded that the agreements vested a right

to medical benefits generally, not to an unalterable specific plan.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiffs filed an application for prejudgment remedy and a complaint in the Superior Court alleging breach
of contract, ultra vires conduct, unconstitutional takings, and impairment of contract rights. After a hearing
treated as both the temporary and permanent injunction hearing, the trial court ruled for the plaintiffs, finding a
vested right to the specific pre-1999 indemnity plan and ordering reinstatement. The Supreme Court of

Connecticut reversed and remanded with direction to render judgment for the defendants.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand with direction to render judgment for the defendants.
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