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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed a judgment for the City of Meriden in a dispute concerning

retired police officers’ and firefighters’ health insurance pension benefits. The court held that the

applicable city charter provision and stipulated judgment permitted the city to impose on retirees a

health insurance cost-share requirement corresponding to that imposed on active employees. The court

also rejected or declined to reach the plaintiffs’ constitutional, evidentiary, implied-covenant, and

statutory claims.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether § 85D of the prior Meriden City Charter and the 1982 stipulated judgment permitted the City to
impose on retired police officers and firefighters the health-insurance cost-sharing requirement adopted

for active employees.

2. Whether the City’s imposition of the cost-sharing requirement violated the plaintiffs’ federal due process

and equal protection rights.

3. Whether the trial court properly excluded evidence concerning additional pension benefits in the

collective bargaining agreements.

4. Whether the trial court properly declined to address the plaintiffs’ claim under General Statutes § 7-450c

because that statutory claim was not pleaded or otherwise brought to the City’s notice.

5. Whether the plaintiffs’ implied-covenant, state constitutional, and attorney-fee claims required further

consideration.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 85D and the 1982 stipulated judgment, read together, plainly and unambiguously permitted the
City to impose on retirees a health-insurance cost-sharing requirement proportionate to the requirement
imposed on active Meriden police officers and firefighters.

2. The plaintiffs could not prevail on their federal due process and equal protection claims because the

City’s imposition of the cost share did not violate § 85D or the stipulated judgment.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by excluding evidence concerning additional benefits
provided under the 2002 collective bargaining agreements because those benefits were immaterial to

whether the cost share itself was authorized by § 85D and the stipulated judgment.

4. The trial court properly declined to address the plaintiffs’ § 7-450c claim because the plaintiffs did not
plead that statutory claim or otherwise give the City timely notice of it; judicial notice could not cure the
pleading defect.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Given that the parties stipulated that, as of July 1, 2002, active Meriden police officers and firefighters have
been required to pay a cost share for their health insurance emoluments, it logically follows from the

language of § 85D and the stipulated judgment that so too are retirees.” (part I)

“Moreover, the doctrine of judicial notice cannot be used to subvert our pleading requirements, as the
plaintiffs claim.” (part I11)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiffs were retired Meriden police officers and firefighters who had retired by 1998 and whose pension
benefits were governed principally by § 85D of a prior Meriden city charter and a 1982 stipulated judgment. The
stipulated judgment entitled retirees to participate in group health, dental, and life insurance policies offered to
active police officers and firefighters or to receive equivalent cash payments. After collective bargaining
agreements effective July 1, 2002, required active employees to pay a percentage of their health-insurance costs,
the City imposed the same cost-sharing requirement on retirees in 2005, reducing their health-insurance

emoluments.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiffs filed suit in 2007 seeking a writ of mandamus and damages, alleging that the City improperly
imposed on retirees a health-insurance cost-sharing requirement adopted in collective bargaining agreements for
active police officers and firefighters. After a trial, the Superior Court rendered judgment for the City,
concluding that the governing charter provision and 1982 stipulated judgment permitted the reduction and
declining to reach or rejecting other claims. The plaintiffs appealed, and the Supreme Court transferred the

appeal pursuant to General Statutes § 51-199 (c) and Practice Book § 65-1.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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