CHINNI & MEUSER LLC
Christine L. Chinni
Phone: (860) 677-0255
Fax: (860) 677-1792

30 Avon Meadow Lane
Avon, CT 06001

Craig S. Meuser
Phone: (860) 677-0256
Fax: (860) 677-1792

Via Electronic Mail
June 12, 2018
Francis Teodosio, Esq.
Teodosio Stanek
375 Bridgeport Avenue
Shelton, CT 06480

Re: Shelton Board of Education and City of Shelton
Dear Attorney Teodosio:

I am in receipt of your June 12, 2018 letter in which your client repeats certain allegations about the
transportation contract process followed by the Shelton Board of Education during the 2017-2018
fiscal year; and demands that the Board enter into negotiations with the City of Shelton for the
provision of school transportation services, to commence in September, 2018.
First, this office has communicated with you, as counsel to the City, on multiple occasions since the
Mayor unilaterally altered the conditions underlying the approved school transportation bid
specifications, disregarding the deadlines imposed by the needs of Shelton Public Schools for access
to safe, dependable and reliable transportation services for the 2018-2019 fiscal year and beyond. On
each occasion, this office communicated firm deadlines for a proper and comprehensive City
proposal. None of those deadlines were met, and, as a result, the Board entered into a written
contract with Durham School Services, L.P.
Second, because the Mayor refused to rescind his May 3, 2018 declaration that the Board and its
chosen transportation services provider could not have access to the City owned buses, Durham had
to expend its capital to secure sufficient number of buses to meet the needs of the Shelton Public
Schools. Their noted deadline for securing those buses also passed without a firm, comprehensive
proposal from the City about the Board’s or Durham’s potential use of City owned buses during the
life of the vendor contract.
Third, this office has communicated to you on multiple occasions that because the City never made a
detailed proposal to the Board in the spring of 2018 regarding the scope and quality of transportation
services the City represented it could provide, or the cost savings associated with any such new
venture by the City, or the anticipated multi-year cost structure for such a transportation system, the

Board continued to exercise its rights under the pre-approved RFP process and Connecticut law to
choose a private vendor with much experience in safely transporting students to their respective
public schools.
Fourth, while the Board agreed to participate collaboratively with the City throughout the 2017-2018
fiscal year in an effort to publicize and choose an approved vendor for school transportation services,
Section 10-220 of the Connecticut General Statutes does not require such cooperation. Further, when
the Mayor unilaterally removed the central prerequisite to the approved RFP process, the use of City
owned vehicles by the chosen vendor, the City violated the previously established RFP procedures
approved though the Charter process referenced in your letter.
Fifth, as noted in prior correspondence, the bid specifications that were developed and approved in
accordance with the City charter expressly required bidders to submit bids contemplating the use of
buses owned by the City, and also sought bids from the vendors in which the vendor would provide
the buses. Once the Mayor unilaterally removed one of the two previously approved options, the
Board had no choice but to seek clarification of the bids with the other approved option, with the
vendor providing the buses. The Board’s action to seek clarification complied with the spirit and the
letter of the City’s previously approved RFP process.
Sixth, the City incorrectly alleges that the Board rejected a vendor’s transportation bid. The record
reflects that the referenced bidder withdrew its bid before the Board took any action on the other
submitted bids for transporting Shelton students with City owned buses.
Finally, this office continues to believe that the City’s actions in this matter amount to tortious
interference with the Board’s business dealings/contractual relationship with Durham. We assume
that Durham School Services L.P., shares our legal opinion regarding the City’s actions.
For the above reasons, the Board of Education rejects the City’s June 12, 2018 demand to limit all
negotiations regarding the provision of safe, reliable and cost-efficient transportation services to
Shelton Public School students to an outcome in which the City shall commence such services on or
before September 12, 2018. The Board of Education also rejects the City’s suggestion that its
contract with Durham School Services L.P. is null and void, and rejects any notion that the City has
any standing to raise such a claim.
Sincerely,
Christine L. Chinni
Cc: Christopher Clouet, Ed.D.

