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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time periods for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted before
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal
Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The pro se plaintiff, Antonio Bennings,
appeals from the judgment dismissing his action that
alleged wrongful discharge, breach of contract and
breach of contractual good faith. The plaintiff claims
that the trial court improperly dismissed his complaint
because (1) the named defendant, the department of
correction,® wrongfully discharged him from his posi-
tion as a correction officer, (2) he properly completed
the background form that the named defendant required



for him to maintain his employment, (3) the named
defendant received the completed background check
and falsely denied such receipt and (4) the named
defendant did not make it clear that failure to sign the
additional background form would result in discipline
or termination. The complaint was dismissed because
the state did not consent to the suit and was, therefore,
immune from suit on the basis of the doctrine of sover-
eign immunity. We affirm the judgment of the trial court.

The plaintiff, who is not a lawyer, has submitted a
brief that is simply a compilation of documents from
prior proceedings before the department of labor,
employment security appeals division, and correspon-
dence between the plaintiff's then counsel and the
named defendant. Although we “recognize that it is
the established policy of the Connecticut courts to be
solicitous of pro se litigants and when it does not inter-
fere with the rights of other parties to construe the
rules of practice liberally in favor of the pro se party”;
(emphasis in original) Rosato v. Rosato, 53 Conn. App.
387, 390, 731 A.2d 323 (1999); “the statutes and rules
of practice cannot be ignored completely.” Id. Because
the plaintiff's claims are inadequately briefed, we can-
not review them. “We are not required to review issues
that have been improperly presented to this court
through an inadequate brief.” Connecticut National
Bank v. Giacomi, 242 Conn. 17, 44-45, 699 A.2d 101
(1997).

The judgment is affirmed.
! The other defendants in this action are the department of labor, Bennett
Pudlin, Mark Manning and Robert Carbone.




