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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 sole issue in this appeal® is
whether the trial court properly concluded that hyper-
tension disability benefits received by the plaintiff, Wil-
liam B. Knapp I1I, must be treated as compensation by
the defendant town of Stratford (town) in calculating
the plaintiff's pension benefits. The town claims that
the trial court (1) improperly interpreted the meaning
of the word “compensation” as used in the documents
that govern the plaintiff's pension; and (2) improperly
determined that the meaning of the term “compensa-
tion” was plain and unambiguous, and thus failed to
consider extrinsic evidence when determining its mean-
ing. We affirm the judgment of the trial court.

The record reveals the following undisputed facts.
The plaintiff was employed as a police officer by the
town. On February 1, 2000, the worker’s compensation
commission awarded the plaintiff heart and hyperten-
sion disability benefits in the amount of $20,848.70 pur-
suant to General Statutes § 7-433c. During February
and March, 2000, the town paid the plaintiff a total of
$20,322.64 in benefits. The town reported the payments
as income for federal income tax purposes and
deducted applicable federal and state withholding
taxes. The plaintiff retired on May 31, 2000.

At the time of the plaintiff's retirement, the plaintiff's
pension benefits were governed by a document entitled
“A Retirement Plan for Employees of the Town of Strat-
ford as Revised Effective January 1, 1999,” a letter
agreement dated July 9, 1991, and a document entitled
“Defined Benefit Retirement Plan For Members of Local
3804 Stratford Town Supervisors Union Council 4,
AFSCME AFL-CIO” (supervisors union contract).
Under the terms of this benefit plan, when the plaintiff
attained the rank of deputy chief of police, his benefits



were to parallel those provided for in the supervisors
union contract. The supervisors union contract pro-
vided for calculation of pension benefits as a percentage
of the employee’s compensation. The supervisors union
contract referred to the town'’s retirement plan for the
definition of “compensation.” Compensation was
defined therein as “the total compensation paid to [the
employee] by the Town as reportable for determining
income for federal income tax purposes.”

The town did not include as compensation the
$20,322.64 paid to the plaintiff in heart and hypertension
disability benefits when it calculated the plaintiff's pen-
sion. The plaintiff then brought this action against the
town seeking to have those benefits included as com-
pensation for determining his pension. The trial court
concluded that the benefits should be treated as com-
pensation and rendered judgment for the plaintiff. This
appeal followed.

Our examination of the record and briefs and our
consideration of the arguments of the parties persuade
us that the judgment of the trial court should be
affirmed. The issues were resolved properly in the trial
court’'s concise and well reasoned memorandum of
decision. Knapp v. Stratford, 48 Conn. Sup. 157,
A.2d (2002). Because that memorandum of decision
fully addresses all arguments raised in this appeal, we
adopt it as a proper statement of the issues and the
applicable law concerning those issues. It would serve
no useful purpose for us to repeat the discussion con-
tained therein. See Davis v. Freedom of Information
Commission, 259 Conn. 45, 55-56, 787 A.2d 530 (2002).

The judgment is affirmed.

! The town appealed to the Appellate Court and we transferred the appeal
to this court pursuant to General Statutes § 51-199 (c) and Practice Book
§ 65-1.




