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If you would turn to page 20 of today's Calendar, on 

Calendar 382, Substitute House Bill 5559, we passed it orig-

inally with Senate A. The House rejected Senate A and yester-

day we re-adopted Senate A. Consequently, we are in a Disagree-

ing Action with the House. At this time, I will appoint a Commi-

ttee of Conference of three Senators to meet with the House Members 

to work out a solution to the problem, if possible. I appoint 

Senator John Prete, Senator William Sullivan and Senator Rusty 

Post as the Committee of Conference. That is on Calendar 382, 

House Bill 5559. You may proceed with the Calendar. 

THE CLERK: 

Turning to page 12 of the Calendar, Calendar 1020, File 

1022, Favorable Report of the Joint Standing Committee on Appro-

priations,_Substitute_Senate Bill 1387, AN ACT ESTABLISHING A 

DIVISION OF SPECIAL REVENUE. 

THE CHAIR: 

Senator Leonhardt. 

SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

Thank you Mr. President. I move acceptance of the Joint 

Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the Bill. 

THE CHAIR: 

The question is on acceptance and passage. Will you remark? 



SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

Before taking up some Amendments Mr. President, that the 

Clerk has, I would like at the outset to publicly express my 

appreciation to Senator Santaniello for his consistently courteous 

and gentlemanly and fair conduct as ranking member of the Public 

Safety Committee during this Session of the General Assembly. I 

don't mean, by these remarks to associate him with what I'm about 

to say, because we did at times, differ on our views of public 

policy for Connecticut, but our differences Mr. President, were 

always in good faith and good spirit and at the personal level, 

I'd like to say that it was a pleasure for me to work with him 

and he has made my experience in the General Assembly more reward-

ing this year. Would the Clerk please call the first Amendment? 

THE CLERK: 

Clerk has^Senate Amendment A, File 1022, Substitute Senate 

Bill 1387, offered by Senator Leonhardt. It's LCO 6883. Copies 

are on the desks. 6883. 

SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

Mr. President, this is essentially a technical Amendment which 

would transfer the Auditing functions presently performed by the 

Commissioner of Revenue Services to the Executive Director of the 

new Commission of Special Revenue that this Bill would create. This 

Amendment would guarantee and insure that all the auditing functions 
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of the pari-mutuel facilities were done in one shop, under one 

roof by a new Division of Special Revenue, rather than having 

functions spread out through the State as they are at present. 

THE CHAIR: 

The question is on adoption of Senate A. 

SENATOR LEONHARDTi 

If there is no objection, I move adoption of the Amendment, 

Mr. President. 

THE CHAIR: 

Further discussion on adoption of Senate A? Hearing no 

further discussion, those in favor of adoption signify by saying 

aye. Those in opposition to? Senate A is adopted. Proceed Senator 

Leonhardt. 

SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

Would the Clerk please call the second Amendment? 

THE CLERK: 

Clerk has Senate Amendment Schedule B, File 1022, Substitute 

Senate Bill 1387, offered by Senator Leonhardt. It's LCO 6888. 

SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

This Amendment, Mr. President, would restore to the Bill the 

annual renewal of all licenses except for licenses of operators -

of the actual people who operated the pari-mutuel facilities. They 



are not in our judgment, it is not necessary for them to have 

annual renewal of their licenses because they already have that 

anyway, through the awarding of racing dates, through the other 

function of awarding racing dates. This Amendment would restore 

the annual renewal for all other licensees. This is people like 

the Jai-Alai players themselves, like people who execute under the 

employ of operator's sensitive functions, such as being in the 

money room counting money, being in the computer room where there 

is sensitive betting information, this sort of thing. Restoring 

this language and here's a very important point, Mr. President, 

to the Bill will only restore the status quo ante of the present 

law. This is not a change in present law. This is to stop an 

erosion of present law because this type of annual renewal is pre-

sently being executed and indeed, restoring this language is in 

line with the Public Act that has already gone through both houses 

of the General Assembly this year and has been signed by the Gov-

ernor. If there is no objection, I move adoption of the Amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

The question is on adoption of Senate B. Will you remark 

further? Hearing no further remarks, those in favor indicate by 

saying aye. Those in opposition to? Senate B is adopted^ The 

Bill is properly before us as amended by Senate Amendment A and B. 



Senator Leonhardt, you have the floor. 

SENATOR LEONHARDT: 

Thank you Mr. President. Any major Bill concerning gambling 

often seems to evoke more heat than light, Mr. President and so, 

for the next few minutes, I'm going to try to lay out, without 

rhetorical flourish, the rationale underlying this Bill. 

I think the first question that we want to address is why do 

we need to restructure the Commission on Special Revenue at all? 

Why not leave things just as they are? My fundamental point in 

this area is that while it's absolutely true in my judgment, that 

it's very unlikely that the State will ever have legalized gambling 

which is totally free of irregularities - we're never going to have 

in my judgment, problem free legalized gambling, I would say that 

at present we're now, on a 1 to 10 scale, at a point of about 6 

and I think that if we restructure the Commission on Special Rev-

enue in the form that this Bill lays out, it's true we're never 

going to get perfection. We're not going to get to 10, but let's 

get to or 9 and if we're very lucky and we get just the right 

people who will do a very tough job, we might get to 9^. It's 

true, we're never going to have a problem free environment in my 

judgment. 

Mr. President, I think the present Commission on Special 

Revenue, first of all speaking from a structural point of view, is 

a poor structure for the State of Connecticut. First of all, 9 



Commission members is an unweildy Commission and I think as many 

Members of the Circle know, this 9 member Commission was created 

at a time when one party controlled the Governor's residence and 

another party controlled the General Assembly and so that members 

of both parties could be amply represented on a new commission, 

and I think that this is an excellent example of a situation which 

compromise did not produce the best result for the State of 

Connecticut. Additionally, this structure is defective because 

the appointments are split between a minimum of three and, depend-

ing on the outcome of elections, up to five officials. So that 

with the appointments spread out across the board to the Governor 

having five and the Minority Leaders having two of each House, 

you have a Commission, Mr. President, which is answerable to no one. 

It is not an accountable commission. No one, no elected official 

in the State of Connecticut is held to task, is called to task, for 

the conduct and the regulation of gambling in the State. An inher-

ently unhealthy situation, I would suggest. And indeed, this is 

a serious deviation from the recommendations of the Fyler Committee 

twoyears ago and the resulting governmental reorganization that 

took place in 1977 which, in every other instance, gave, with only 

the smallest exception, gave the Governor appointing authority, the 



Governor is the Chief Executive Official, the elected official. 

They make the appointment. If the people are unhappy with the 

way gambling or any other activity is conducted in the State, 

they register that protest at the polls in the next election. 

That's our Democratic process, of course, and that in this Bill, 

is an extension of that. 

Third, the present situation lacks a clear division of 

responsibilities between the Commission and the Executive Director. 

And, as we'll get into further in a minute, the situation has re-

sulted where the present Commission on Special Revenue has become 

over involved in daily administrative detail to the ultimate ex-

clusion of considering important policy questions. And Committees, 

as we'll discuss further, are good for making policies but not good 

for organizing day to day administration. 

Fourth, the present situation lacks important procedural 

safeguards; people who are on the present Commission or working in 

high, unclassified positions for the Commission can remain active 

in politics while they're on the job. There's no ban or regulation 

of ex parte communications between Board members and Members of the 

regulated industry. Also,at variance with modern standards in the 

PUCA area and of course, for judges. And also, members of the 

present Commission are free, under present law, to leave the employ 



of the Commission one day and work for the industry they've been 

regulating the next, an unhealthy situation I would suggest, Mr. 

President. And finally, the members of the present Commission 

on Special Revenue are not required under statute, to have any 

particular forms of professional expertise. 

In addition to these structural deficiencies in the present 

situation, I think it's necessary Mr. President, to discuss the 

performance of the present Commission on Special Revenue. I don't 

want today to engage in any public discussion of individual's job 

performance, but I think we do have to honestly face a record and 

say that collectively, many questions must be raised concerning 

the performance of the present Commission on Special Revenue. 

Before getting in to these shortcomings, I would like to say that 

the Commission was created by the legislature to bring in legalized 

gambling into the State and has been performing that function pur-

suant to a legislative mandate. Since the Commission was created, 

it's raised $260 million and I do think that at times people who 

were unreconciled to the decision of having legalized gambling in 

the State of Connecticut at all, have taken cheap shots at the 

present Commission on Special Revenue and I hope that in my own 

presentation I will be avoiding that and making, I hope,valid 

criticisms of their performance and not into the area of cheap shots 

that have been taken by people who don't want gambling here in the 


