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PUBLIC SAFETY. HB6239 (COMM) AN ACT INCREASING THE 
FEES FOR PERMITS TO SELL AND CARRY PISTOLS AND 
REVOLVERS. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
Finance, Revenue and Bonding. 

EDUCATION. Substitute for HB6614 (COMM) AN ACT 
CONCERNING RECORDS OF THE PERFORMANCE AND EVALUATION OF 
FACULTY MEMBERS OF THE CONSTITUENT UNITS OF THE STATE 
SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
GovernmeWtAdmdnistration and Elections. 

EDUCATION. HB6772 (COMM) AN ACT CONCERNING 
AUTHORIZATION OF BONDS OF THE STATE FOR RIVERFRONT 
DEVELOPMENT AT THE OLIVER ELLSWORTH HOMESTEAD IN 
WINDSOR. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
Finance, Revenue and Bonding. 

ENVIRONMENT. Substitute for HB6998 (RAISED) AN ACT 
CONCERNING DOG LICENSING AND THE SEIZURE OF DOGS WHOSE 
OWNERS FAIL TO COMPLY WITH QUARANTINE AND RESTRAINING 
ORDERS. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
Finance, Revenue and Bonding. 

ENVIRONMENT. Substitute for HB7136 (RAISED) AN ACT 
ESTABLISHING A PROGRAM FOR THE PROTECTION OF ENDANGERED 
AND THREATENED SPECIES. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
Gove and Elections. 

PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS. Substitute for 
HB7143 (RAISED) AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE'S 
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE USE OF CONSULTANTS BY STATE 
AGENCIES. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
.Government Administration and Elections. "*** 

PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS. Substitute for 
HB7201 (RAISED) AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS 
COMMITTEE CRIMINAL JUSTICE INVESTIGATION RELATED TO THE 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE. 

The bill was then referred to the Committee on 
Judiciary. ' 
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Seeing none, it's so ordered. 
CLERK: 

Page 4, Calendar 409, Substitute for HB7201. AN 
ACT IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE INVESTIGATION RELATED TO THE DIVISION OF 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE. 

Favorable Report of the Committee on JUDICIARY. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Mr. Speaker, I move adoption of the Joint 
Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on adoption. Will you remark? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker. Members of the 
Chamber, beyond the budget and revenue issues that face 
us this year, this legislation is arguably one of the 
most important pieces of legislation that will be 
before this body during this session. 

The recommendations that are before you in the form 
of legislation are the result of an investigation of 
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our criminal justice system that was conducted over an 
18 month period by the legislature's Program Review and 
Investigations Committee. The principal 
recommendation establishes a Division of Criminal 
Justice Policy Board that consists of the Chief State's 
Attorney and the 12 Regional State's Attorneys. Anyone 
who has been in this Chamber for any period of time 
knows, or following our criminal justice system, that 
for the past 16 years there has been a struggling with 
the clarification of the duties and powers of the Chief 
State's Attorney and the Regional State's Attorneys. 

This series of recommendations will serve to place 
into statute a system that has been part of Connecticut 
prosecutorial tradition for two centuries and will also 
give effect to the 23rd amendment to our state 
Constitution which created the Division of Criminal 
Justice in the Executive Branch, and in principal part, 
that constitutional amendment, Article 23, states that 
the Division of Criminal Justice shall include the 
Chief State's Attorney who shall be the administrative 
head and the State's Attorneys for each Judicial 
District. 

The prosecutorial power of the state shall be 
vested in a Chief State's Attorney and the State's 
Attorney for each Judicial District. It sets up a 



clear intent in our state Constitution for the equality 
of powers in the administration of criminal justice by 
the totality the 12 Regional State's Attorneys and the 
Chief State's Attorney. 

Through discussions in our committee, and after an 
extensive investigation which revealed extensive 
conflict between the Chief State's Attorney and the 
Regional State's Attorneys, it became apparent that 
many of the conflicts occur either in the lack of 
statutory — clear statutory authority for the 
implementation of that constitutional amendment or in 
lack of clarify in existing statutes. 

As the committee began to reach its conclusions, 
two members of this committee, which again, is 
principally constituted as you know, of lay people, six 
Republicans, six Democrats, but through the combination 
of ideas principally of Representatives Bowden and 
Mulready, it was determined to make as a principal 
recommendation the creation of the Division of Criminal 
Justice Policy Board which would set standards and 
policies for the Division of Criminal Justice. 

That recommendation is contained in Section 7 of 
the bill and it establishes that board which will meet 
monthly to set those policies and guidelines. The 
Chief State's Attorney then enforces those policies and 



guidelines and administers the division. This is the 
critical provision of this legislation. It clarifies 
the lines of authority in the division. It compels 
the State's Attorneys to focus on policies and 
standards that focus on fighting crime. 

Now you may hear during the course of this debate 
that this provision is solely the effort of 12 Regional 
State's Attorneys to grab power from the Chief State's 
attorney. That is absolutely not true. First, as I 
told you, this legislation evolved in the Program 
Review and Investigations Committee. It was suggested 
and adopted by members of that committee. 

Second, four of the State's Attorneys, the Regional 
State's Attorneys, have now been appointed since the 
present Chief State's Attorney became State's 
Attorney, so it's not some group of people who have 
been hanging around harboring a grudge. 

Third, many of you have heard not just from those 
12 State's Attorneys, but from investigators, 
inspectors, Deputy Assistant State's Attorneys, 
Assistant State's Attorneys and Supervisory Assistant 
State's Attorneys in each of your districts around this 
state. As a matter of fact, outside of this General 
Assembly there is only one person in this system who 
has articulated opposition to this legislation and that 



is the Chief State's Attorney. All the more puzzling 
since he has claimed in testimony to the Program Review 
and Investigations Committee and to other legislators 
that he is in fact complying with the parameters of the 
proposal which is now before you, although the 
evidence that came before our committee showed that 
almost universally he is not. 

Also, you may hear during the course of this debate 
that we might as well do away with the Chief State's 
Attorney, that there's no need for a Chief State's 
Attorney. Well/ in fact, we do need a Chief State's 
Attorney. First of all, and foremost, as I told you 
before, the Chief State's Attorney is called for in our 
Constitution as the administrative head of the Division 
of Criminal Justice. 

Secondly, as you will see in Section 4 of the 
legislation, there are 18 specific powers for the Chief 
State's Attorney to carry out in his or her duties. 
Thirdly, we've added a power of supervision over an 
Appellate Division to the office of Chief State's 
Attorney. 

Fourth, prior to this legislation the Chief State's 
Attorney was never able to appear in court to take 
action on a matter. This legislation would now permit 
the Chief State's Attorney to appear in court and 



prosecute a case him or herself. 

And finally, the model that is constructed here 
through this legislation is not one that should be 
foreign to any of us. Every town that has a school 
board should be familiar with a model of a policy 
making board that arrives at its decisions by a 
majority vote and then is implemented by an 
administrator. Everyone who is familiar with a 
corporate structure should be aware of the fact that a 
corporation's powers are vested in the Board of 
Directors to set policies and parameters and standards 
for that corporation which are then enacted by the 
Chief Executive Office of the corporation and I don't 
think that anyone would say that the Chief Executive 
Office of our major corporations is somehow a powerless 
individual who is not necessary to the functioning of 
that corporation. 

What this proposal does is it provides a system of 
accountability among all State's Attorneys to ensure 
that all are in compliance with our Constitution, our 
statutes and ethical standards. Beyond this principal 
provision the bill has several other components and to 
clarify those, the Clerk has an amendment, LC06558. If 
the Clerk could call please and if I could be allowed 
to summarize. 



Mr. Speaker, if the Clerk could please call LC06558 
and if I may be allowed to summarize. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The Clerk please call LC06558, designated House 

"A". 
CLERK: 

LC06558, designated House "A", offered by 
Representative Levin, et al. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on summarization. Is there 
objection? Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you. Mr. Speaker, this deals with four other 
areas of the statute. First, with respect to that 
power which is known as preemption, the power of the 
Chief State's Attorney to assume jurisdiction over a 
matter that is being held by a Regional State's 
Attorney, initially prosecuted by a Regional State's 
Attorney. 

The amendment would articulate the process and 
actually sets a standard by which the Chief State's 
Attorney could step in and have someone from his office 
handle a case that is presently being handled by a 
Regional State's Attorney. The present statutory 
language is arguably unconstitutional. It sets no 



standard, no process whatsoever and particular, since 
as pointed out earlier, all the State's Attorneys are 
on — by constitutional language are on any equal 
standard and equivalent basis. 

Secondly, this amendment would clarify that each 
State's Attorney will recommend those attorneys working 
for them who — excuse me. The amendment secondly 
deals or clarifies the fact that it will be the 
Criminal Justice Commission who will appoint and remove 
individual State's Attorneys. It clarifies, however, 
that promotion, assignment and discipline of individual 
State's Attorneys, and this includes the assistants, 
will be carried out by the people who directly 
supervise them, in other words, the Regional State's 
Attorney or the Chief State's Attorney, as the case may 
be. 

And fourthly, this legislation deals with some of 
the problems that brought the Program Review and 
Investigations Committee to this subject initially and 
that is the circumstance where a judge or a member of 
the Judicial Department is being investigated by a law 
enforcement agency and deals with a process whereby the 
individual, the Judicial Department and the individual 
State's Attorney in whose jurisdiction this 
investigation is taking place would be notified by that 
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law enforcement agency of the investigation. 
I would move for adoption of the amendment. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
The question is on adoption. Will you remark 

further? Will you remark further on the amendment? If 
not, all those in favor please signify by saying aye. 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Opposed nay. 
The ayes have it. 
The amendment is adopted. 

House Amendment Schedule "A". 

8, delete 
35 , delet 

9, delete 
38 , inser 

39 , inser 

57 , delet 
1 ieu the 

58 , after 
"AND SUCH 

'SENIOR ASSISTANT" 
"SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S 

'STATE'S ATTORNEYS^" 
an opening bracket after 

a closing bracket after 

"REPRESENTS" and insert the 
;of: "INDICATES HIS INTENT TO 

In line 
In line 

ATTORNEY" 
In line 
In line 

"whenever" 
In line 

"attorney," 
In line 

following in 
REPRESENT" 

In line 
following: 
REPRESENTATION," 

In line 61, delete "CONCERNING THE GROUNDS" 
insert the following in lieu thereof "OF THEIR 
RELATIVE TO SUCH REPRESENTATION." 

Delete line 62 in its entirety and insert "BOTH" 
lieu thereof 

In line 64, delete "AND" and insert the following 
in lieu thereof: "TO BE CONSIDERED BY IT AT SUCH 
HEARING AND SHALL" 

"SUBSECTION", insert the 
STATE'S ATTORNEY OBJECTS TO SUCH 

and 
CLAIMS 

m 
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In line 135, delete "EACH STATE'S ATTORNEY SHALL" 
Delete line 136 in its entirety and insert the 

following in lieu thereof: "THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
COMMISSION SHALL ALSO APPOINT, FROM CANDIDATES 
RECOMMENDED BY THE APPROPRIATE STATE'S ATTORNEY AND 
DEEMED QUALIFIED BY THE COMMISSION, as" 

In line 137, delete "SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S 
ATTORNEYS^" 

Delete lines 142 to 
entirety and insert the 

144, inclusive, in their 
following in lieu thereof: 

"the chief state's attorney, may require, and THE 
COMMISSION SHALL ALSO APPOINT, FROM CANDIDATES 
RECOMMENDED BY THE CHIEF STATE'S ATTORNEY AND DEEMED 
QUALIFIED BY THE COMMISSION, as many" 

In line 145, delete "ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEYS^" 
Delete line 149 in its entirety and insert the 

following in lieu thereof: "attorney, assistant" 
In line 150, delete "ATTORNEYS, ASSISTANT" 
In line 158, delete "SENIOR ASSISTANT" 
In line 159, delete "STATE'S ATTORNEYS/' 
In line 163, delete "SENIOR ASSISTANT/' 
After line 168, insert the following: 
"(C) THE CHIEF STATE'S ATTORNEY MAY PROMOTE AND 

ASSIGN ANY SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY, ASSISTANT 
STATE'S ATTORNEY, OR DEPUTY ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY 
WHO ASSISTS HIM, AND THE APPROPRIATE STATE'S ATTORNEY 
MAY PROMOTE AND ASSIGN ANY SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S 
ATTORNEY, ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY OR DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY WHO ASSISTS SUCH STATE'S 
ATTORNEY IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT." 

in line 190, delete "SENIOR" 
"ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY/' 
the opening bracket before 

191, 
231, 

delete 
delete 

In line 
In line 

"commission" 
In line 233, delete 

"attorney" and insert a 
Delete lines 234 to 

entirety 
In line 272, dele 

1 "," and delete " OR" 
1 In line 273, dele 

In line 274, dele 
In line 278, dele 
In line 279, dele 

! STATE'S" ! Delete lines 
entirety 

280 

In line 299, dele 
ATTORNEY," 

In line 301, afte 

the closing bracket after 
period in lieu thereof 
236, inclusive, in their 

the brackets before and after 

the 
the 

opening 
closing 

bracket 
bracket 

the following: THE CHIEF 

to 288, inclusive, in their 

te "SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S 

r "ATTORNEY" delete "UNDER HIS 
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SUPERVISION" and insert "WHO ASSISTS HIM" in lieu 
thereof 

In line 302, delete "SENIOR" 
In line 303, delete "ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY^" 
In line 305, delete "UNDER HIS SUPERVISION" and 

insert "WHO ASSISTS HIM" in lieu thereof 
In line 313,1 delete "THE DECISIONS OF" and insert 

the following in lieu thereof: "STANDARDS AND 
GUIDELINES ESTABLISHED BY" 

In line 415, delete "SENIOR ASSISTANT STATE'S 
ATTORNEY^" 

In line 490, after "any" delete "member of the" 
In line 491, delete "judiciary" and insert the 

following in lieu thereof: "judge of the superior 
court,1 appellate court or supreme court or employee of 
the judicial department" 

In line 497, delete "judicial department" and 
insert "chief court administrator" in lieu thereof 

* * * * * * 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the bill as amended? 
Representative Wollenberg of the 21st. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to 
just preface this by giving this Chamber a little 
history and I'd like to remind the Chamber and I'm as 
guilty as anyone else when it's something I'm not too 
interested in, I'm not hanging around here. I'm out in 
the hall and I'm in other places and I come in and I 
look up at the board and I vote and I have to admit, 
and I think that we all do, that we always don't know 
what we're voting on. I don't always listen to all the 
debate, but I'd like for people to listen to some of 



the debate and some of the reasons I have for opposing 
this bill. 

I go back a little further than Mr. Levin does and 
Representative Levin told you part of the story. I 
served on a commission or a committee that was the 
Judiciary Committee when former Chief State's Attorney 
McGuigan and Commissioner Forst were having some 
problems back in 1983 and 1984 and it was determined at 
that time that there was some turf war going on, not 
only between the Chief State's Attorney and the 
commission, but also between the Chief State's Attorney 
and other State's Attorneys. That was understandable, 
as Representative Levin said, for 200 years our State's 
Attorney had autonomy. They did what they wanted. 
They had no boss. 

We really didn't handle the Forst-McGuigan thing 
too well. That kind of floundered and people left who 
were not appointed and other people apologized and 
things, but two years after that we established a 
special investigative committee that looked into the 
Criminal Justice Division in the State of Connecticut. 

One of the things we were looking at, at that time 
were the relationships between the 12 State's Attorney 
and the Chief State's Attorney. Several of the State's 
Attorney testified at that time as well. One was my 
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good friend and someone I have a great deal of respect 
for, Bob Satti, who is State's Attorney in New London 
and he sat before us and started to testify and along 
the line I said to him, "Bob, who's your boss?" and he 
turned around and after a minute he looked at his wife 
and he said, "My wife rode up with me today and I guess 
she's as close as I have to a boss." I said, "Bob, 
that's the problem. There are 12 of you out there who 
have no one to be responsible to, no one to report to. 
This should be changed." And it was changed to an 
extent. 

We gave the Chief State's Attorney some more 
people. We gave him the power of preemption. Let me 
tell you what preemption is. If there's a crime or 
there's organized crime in the State of Connecticut and 
a State's Attorney, in his district,' is not handling it 
properly or it crosses district lines, the Chief 
State's Attorney can pre-empt that State's Attorney or 
State's Attorney. He can handle the case. There 
should be some way to do that. It is in the law now. 

What we're asked to do today is to soften that. 
Ladies and Gentlemen, it's about as soft as it can get 
right now. Preemption has only taken place twice since 
we put the law in about three years ago. Once at the 
request of a State's Attorney. The other was the time 
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when the state — two State's Attorneys couldn't decide 
who was going to handle the case and prosecute it and 
the State's Attorney did it. 

We hear from the State's Attorneys who testify 
before us that that's abuse. If that's abuse, Ladies 
and Gentlemen, I don't understand abuse. Twice in all 
those years has he pre-empted. It's necessary that 
somebody in this state, if we're going to be tough on 
crime, can stand up and say, "If you won't do it and 
you won't do it, I'm going to determine who's going to 
do it." The buck has to stop somewhere, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, and preemption should be with the State's 
Attorney. The attempt of this bill is to soften it. 

Further, the State's Attorneys do not have the 
direct power to appoint inspectors and other people who 
work under them. In no instance, in some — I think 
there are about 174 employees that are involved here 
and I think there have been appointments of probably 80 
or 90, while the present Chief State's Attorney has 
been in office, he has never failed to discuss the 
appointments with a specific State's Attorney. 

The Chief State's Attorney takes recommendations. 
They go to the Criminal Justice Commission. That's 
where the appointment lies. That's where it should 
lie. It should lie there. It should lie with 
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recommendation of the Chief State's Attorney who has 
responsibility for that in our Constitution, as 
Representative Levin alluded to. The Chief State's 
Attorney shall be the administrative head. If that 
doesn't mean that he establishes the policies if he 
does this work of the final recommendation to the Chief 
— to the commission for appointment of people, I don't 
know what it means. 

How are we going to run a department where a 
State's Attorney appoints the inspectors he wants and 
says he needs when the powers of the purse don't allow 
that and they're controlled on a higher level. No good 
employee practices allow for that kind of a chain of 
command. That is not broken. That should not be 
attempted to be fixed as it's being attempted to be 
fixed here. 

I'll go to the Policy Board. Ladies and Gentlemen, 
the same thing applies. I sat through the Program 
Review hearings with the State's Attorneys as did 
Representative Levin and I must say I never hear do 
much crying from a bunch of grown men in my life. 
Anything the Chief State's Attorney told them to do, 
wanted them to do, suggested, they had another idea. 
That's fine. They're strong individuals. They've had 
an autonomy, most of them, for years and years. I 



would be disappointed if we didn't have people 
prosecuting cases in the State of Connecticut who were 
tough, who looked around, who questioned when people 
told them what to do, but the end result is, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, somebody has to be the boss. It can't be 
twelve plus one. When policies and standards come 
up, when decisions have to be made, we can't stop 
things and call a meeting of the board. 

One of the criticisms of the Chief State's Attorney 
was that he did not meet often enough with the State's 
Attorneys. Program Review suggested that we order him 
to meet monthly. I vehemently oppose that. If we have 
to tell the head of an agency that he should meet with 
his first line on a monthly basis or on a biweekly 
basis or every two months or six months, something's 
wrong and I think that's what we have to put our finger 
on, Ladies and Gentlemen, here. 

We're changing the process, or attempting to change 
the process here, because we got criticism about the 
Chief State's Attorney. If the Chief State's Attorney 
isn't doing his job and we feel strongly enough that we 
have to set 12 of the apostles around him to help him 
out, then let's get a new Chief State's Attorney. 
Let's not fool around here. Let's get a new Chief 
State's Attorney. 
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Representative Levin has been critical of the Chief 
State's Attorney. It's been in the press, "not veiled 
criticism," as a quote, when Representative Levin made 
a speech on Law Day on May 1st in New Britain, and 

) that's fine. He's entitled to his opinion and he may 

[ be right. We read in the paper about Chief State's 
, Attorney Kelly. He hasn't been getting good press 

lately, that's for sure, but if that's the cancer, 
let's rip that out. Let's not undo something that 
isn't broken and this isn't broken. Let's not try to 
run something as crucial as a Criminal Justice 

[ Division with board action. Let's have a boss. 
} 
t Judge Gormley, the first Chief State's Attorney 

that we had in the State of Connecticut, that goes back 
to 1971 or so, came before our commission. The first 

( thing he said to the Program Review Commission over the 
t summer was, "If you're not going to have a strong Chief 
j State's Attorney's office, then you ought to do away 

with it. It defeats the purpose of the Chief State's i Attorney. If you want just an administrative head, say 
! so, but don't let the Chief State's Attorney hang out 
i 

there in this limbo situation, looking over his 

[ shoulder to see what 12 other people think he ought to 

be doing." 

The idea of giving more power to the State's 



Attorney is a step backwards. It's working fine 
excepting people don't like to be told what to do, 
especially when they're people like our State's 
Attorneys who are strong, firm and competent 
individuals. They reject what they're being told. If 
I were in their position, I might too and I might whine 
and cry about it as they have, but if I lost, if I lost 
the opportunity to take over the role, I wouldn't lick 
my wounds. I'd go back to work and I think that's what 
they're going to do. Nice attempt on their part. 
They've contacted many, many, many of us here. Bob 
Satti has been out in the halls here two or three days 
saying, "This is what we need." They don't need it and 
I respect Bob Satti. They'd like it. We don't need to 
give them what they like. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clerk has an amendment, LC06484 on 
the desk. Would the Clerk please call and I be allowed 
to summarize. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The Clerk please call LC06484, designated House 
"B". 
CLERK: 

LC06484, designated House "B", offered by 
Representative Wollenberg. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 



House of Representatives Tuesday, May 9, 1989 

The question is on summarization. Is there 
objection? Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The amendment before you, 
as you can see, strike out Section 1 through 7. I 
think some of Representative Levin's amendment struck 
out the Senior Assistant State's Attorney language and 
that was in a couple of the sections. 

The other sections deal with appointments, 
appointment of inspectors, appointments of others in 
the department, which is clearly, clearly the 
prerogative of the Criminal Justice Commission. It 
leaves the preemption language in the statute the way 
we have it, the way we've worked on it for the last six 
years, not to the liking, by the way, of the State's 
Attorneys. They don't want any preemption. 

Section 1 is rather a cleanup. It eliminates a 
section that isn't necessary because of the earlier 
appointments. Section 2 sets up a Policy Board similar 
to what Representative Levin was talking about 
excepting it is advisory to the Chief State's Attorney. 
I don't see why State's Attorneys should quarrel with 
this. This gives them what they wanted. It gives them 
a voice, but it still allows us to have someone in 
charge, a leader of this division. 
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The last section is not in the amendment. It's in 
the bill. That remains the same where the notice of 
judicial investigation and so on is carried on. 

I move adoption of the amendment, sir. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on adoption. Will you remark? 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, just briefly. I have 
remarked. I just say that what I have done in this 
amendment is to go back to where we were before 
Representative Levin's amendment to a system that 
works, that has worked. The people who are under the 
Chief State's Attorney don't like that role and I may 
understand that or not, but I don't think we need to 
change the process just because they don't like it. 

An Advisory Board, on the other hand, gives the 
State's Attorneys their say and it does not take away 
the power of a Chief State's Attorney, which is so 
essential. If you're going to deprive the Chief 
State's Attorney of his leadership powers, and the only 
ones that are going to benefit are the criminals. What 
we're seeing now, and I mentioned it to Representative 
Levin the other day, is a similar situation as we had 
back in 1984 when the Chief State's Attorney McGuigan 
and Commissioner Forst were ranting and raving at each 

S 4 8 2 
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other, they were more concerned with their own turf, 
winning that war, than they were the war against the 
criminals out there. 

We set it at that time in the Judiciary Committee, 
Tulisano was saying, Representative Tulisano was saying 
it. Many of us were saying it, "Get back to work." 
That's what we ought to do here. They ought to get 
back to work, recognize when a Chief State's Attorney 
was set up, he was to be different. He was to be the 
administrative head. Perhaps the head among equals, 
but the head. We need to maintain that. 

On the other hand, Representative Levin and other 
of you feel that Chief State's Attorney Kelly is not 
the man for the job. Stand up and be counted on that 
one, folks. Don't change what isn't broken. Thank 
you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on House 
"B"? Representative Levin of the 40th. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to strongly oppose 
the amendment. Just to address some of the remarks 
made on it by Representative Wollenberg, the issue of 
preemption and its language in the statute right now is 
soft. It's so soft, it's absolutely unclear and 



arguably unclear and arguably unconstitutional. 
People who are opposed to the Program Review and 

Investigations recommendations may not like the 
language of the constitutional amendment that sets up 
the Division of Criminal Justice, but they have to 
recognize that it exists and that constitutional 
amendment defines the Division of Criminal Justice as 
the Chief State's Attorney as the administrative head 
and the regional district State's Attorneys. 

It does not place them in any subordinate fashion. 
Representative Wollenberg quote Judge Gormley as coming 
before our committee and I believe his recollection of 
Judge Gormley's testimony was that if you're going to 
make him merely the administrative head, well, then do 
that. Well, of course, that's what the Constitution 
calls for and it calls for something that has served 
the people of this state well in terms of prosecutorial 
reaction. It has not served criminals well. 

If we look at the list of our regional State's 
Attorneys, whether it's Bob Satti or Terrance Sullivan, 
now Judge Sullivan, whether it's John Redway, whether 
it's Mary Galvin, whether it's Donald Brown, whether 
it's Walter Flannagan, whether it's Jack Dailey or 
whether it's John Connolly, I don't think that anyone 
in this room would say that the interests of criminals 



are served by the ability of those people to carry out 
their duties. 

What is not being served now is the maximum 
interest of the public of the State of Connecticut by 
ensuring that the knowledge, the ability, and frankly, 
the constitutional mandates of our state Constitution 
are adhered to and recognized by the Chief State's 
Attorney of this state. The legislation that we have 
before you would in fact do that. This legislation 
would not do that, this proposed amendment, and I would 
strongly urge rejection of the amendment and I think 
it's so important that I would ask that when the vote 
is taken, Mr. Speaker, the vote on this amendment be 
taken by roll and I again would urge rejection. I call 
for a roll call vote. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

The question is on a roll call vote. All those in 
favor please signify by saying aye. 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

The requisite 20% has been satisfied and a roll 
call will be ordered at the appropriate time. Will you 
remark further on this amendment? Will you remark? 
Will you remark? Representative Nania of the 63rd. 



REP. NANIA: (63rd) 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The gossip around this 

House is remarkably uniform on the matter that we are 
now deliberating. Everyone is saying the same thing. 
We've got a bad guy. Instead of getting rid of him, 
we're changing the system and I've got a very ordinary 
question, through you, Mr. Speaker, for Representative 
Levin. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Please frame your question. 

REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

To whom is Chief State's Attorney Kelly 
responsible? Whom does he work for? Who hires him? 
Who can fire him? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, if you care to respond. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the Justice Commission. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, would flesh that out just 
a little bit. For many of us, me included, I'm not 
sure that that really tells me who has the ability to 
make a decision here? 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, the members 
of the Criminal Justice Commission who are appointed by 
the Governor. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Nania, you have the floor. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

And through you, how many members are they and do 
you happen to know what their names are and how often 
they meet and whether this is something that they've 
considered already or might be considering? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the answer 
above is, yes, we have considered our sta 
to them. They are very familiar with our 
recommendations, I'm sure. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Nania. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

Does the Chief State's Attorney have 
office that will expire by lapse of time 

to all of the 
ff has spoken 

a term of 

at any time 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, do you care to respond? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm not familiar with his 
particular term of office and when it will expire. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Nania, you have the floor. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I was looking forward to some 
reasonable hope that the system would cure itself of 
this problem without changing the structure. I have 
supported Representative Levin in this endeavor from 
the beginning and the reason I am having second 
thoughts and I quite frankly still don't know how I 
should vote is that what it seems we are doing here 
right now is changing the entire structure to insulate 
it from a Chief State's Attorney that there seems to be 
some agreement on is not doing the kind of job he ought 
to do. 

The obvious decision, I think, ought to be made if 
that's the case, they we ought to remove the Chief 
State's Attorney and not change the system. I would 
ask, through you, Mr. Speaker, whether Representative 
Levin feels that's a fair characterization of the 
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position we're in and if it is, what his 
recommendation might be. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

If you care to respond, Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, I would. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through 
you, I would say that this is not a fair 
characterization. I think there have problems with 
this position since the office was created. I think a 
number of the problems are inherent in the statutory 
structure and inability to have a forum whereby the 
individual State's Attorneys and the Chief State's 
Attorney, as I have outlined, who consist 
constitutionally of the Division of Criminal Justice, 
can resolve those problems and can set the policies of 
the division as they should. 

It specifically articulates in the Constitution, 
the Chief State's Attorney is the administrative head. 
It does not articulate that he or she is the person who 
sets the policies for the department — for the 
division, rather, and I think that the division clearly 
consists of the State's Attorneys and principal 
recommendation lies before you in the Policy Board and 
that is our proposed solution, as was presented today 
and prior before the Judiciary Committee. 



DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You still have the floor, Representative Nania. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

Mr. Speaker, the thing I have a hard time 
understanding is the entire state is aware we have a 
problem. We don't even know who the members of the 
Judicial Commission are, Representative Levin has not 
enlightened us, and it seems to me that if they are to 
do their work, they would respond to the kind of 
problem we have here. We would know who they were. 
They would have some recommendations for us. So I'm 
going to ask the question again, do the members of this 
commission, however many they are, are they appointed 
by the Governor, have they actually considered action 
on the Chief State's Attorney? If they've never 
considered action, don't you think it's strange that 
they haven't. If they have, what has been the nature 
of their deliberations, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, Representative Levin? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I know that they have 
received from us correspondence, or from some of us on 
the Program Review and Investigations Committee, 
correspondence about this particular Chief State's 
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Attorney. I do not know what they have done in that 
regard. There are six members who are appointed by the 
Governor and the seventh is the Chief State's Attorney 
in accordance with the constitutional amendment. This 
is a volunteer commission that meets irregularly. I 
do not know of their definite meetings times and I 
think that it is incumbent upon us in this legislature 
to see to it that the people who are actually dealing 
with the problems of law and order in this state on a 
day-to-day basis, the State's Attorneys and the Chief 
State's Attorneys are the ones who articulate the 
policies and execute the policies of the division. 

The sole purpose of the commission, as it's 
articulated in the Constitution, is the appointment and 
removal of the State's Attorney's. It is not the 
administration of policy in the department. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Nania, you still have the flopr. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

Thank you. I do not need to be convinced that the 
individual State's Attorneys need authority and 
decision making power. My concern is at the top that 
we seem to have a structure, and you just revealed to 
us that there's a seven-member commission of which the 
Chief State's Attorney is one of the seven members. 



The commission meets irregularly and I guess it begins 
me — leads me to ask the question again, does it 
really work for anybody. 

If this commission only meets irregularly, I wonder 
who calls the body into meeting and does in fact the 
Chief State's Attorney preside at such a meeting? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, Representative Levin? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the Chief State's 
Attorney does not preside at such a meeting. There is 
a chairman. I know that there has been an interim 
chairman named because the chairman, former State 
Senator Murphy, recently resigned, but they meet in 
Wallingford in the Chief State's Attorney's office. 
That's my understanding of where their meetings usually 
take place. 

Again, not to deal with the day-to-day functioning 
of the division, which I think is what is key to these 
recommendations. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Do you care to proceed, Representative Nania? 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 



Proceed. 
REP. NANIA: (63rd) 

It seems to me what we've discovered here on the 
floor is that the Chief State's Attorney doesn't work 
for anybody, that he goes to work, he Reports to no one 
and despite the controversy he has caused, there is no 
one in particular to who he has had to answer or report 
and in fact the only body that he might be responsible 
to doesn't seem to be taking the initiative to be doing 
anything. 

I think we are now verging off the subject of the 
amendment and probably verging on to what should be the 
subject of future legislation and I would finish with 
one last question. Has any thought been given to 
restructuring this department at the top so that there 
would be someone to whom the Chief State's Attorney 
reported on a regular basis, through you, 
Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker, yes, and you have it 
before you, Representative Nania. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You still have the floor, Representative Nania. 



REP. NANIA: (63rd) 
Well, I was hoping that the Representative would 

flesh that out a little bit more. I'm going to retire 
at this point. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir, very much. Will you remark further 
on House "B"? Will you remark? Will you remark? 
Representative Migliaro of the 80th. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think it's about time 
one of us common people get in instead of all the 
attorneys. I'll try to ask some simple questions that 
I have on my mind. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please frame your first question, sir. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, to Representative Levin, 
I notice that in the summary of the file copy the bill 
is creating a new class of officials, Senior Assistant 
State's Attorneys and grants them a Chief State's 
Attorney to stay in power. My question, through you, 
is that going to cost the State of Connecticut any 
additional funds for these new positions or new titles? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond? 



REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, I would. Through you, Mr. Speaker, that 
classification has been removed from this legislation. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Migliaro. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, another question. Are 
there any formations of new boards or whatever you want 
to call them or policy setting boards or whatever, is 
there going to be any type of a cost impact on this 
bill to the State of Connecticut? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I don't believe so. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Migliaro, you still have the floor. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Another question, through you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Proceed. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

I've heard an awful lot being said about the 
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State's Attorney Kelly and it seems to me like it's a 
personal vendetta here on the floor of the House, but 
my one question would be under the present format of 
the system that we have under the present control of 
the State's Attorney Kelly's Office, what type of 
policies are lacking at the present time under the 
present makeup? 

What would the improvements be by incorporating 
this new bill? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, you will ensure today 
that all the State's Attorneys are part of making 
policy which is not now the case in any instance. 
Right now policies are simply issued by fiat by the 
Chief State's Attorney and are not in any way discussed 
or negotiated or resolved mutually with the people, 
again, who have the actual experience in dealing with 
crime and criminal justice in this state. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, another question. How 
does this change the present makeup? Will will they 
add that isn't there already? Is it possibly going to 
eliminate one man's — well, I should say that there's 
always a chain in command even in the service. Someone 
has to be at the top. Someone has to call the shots if 
they feel that the lower echelon are not doing their 
job. Where is this going to make that a correct 
measure? That's what I'm trying to find out. What I'm 
trying to find out and probably in the form of a 
question, how could 12 other individuals sit in 
judgments on themselves and set policies that are going 
to be beneficial other than for themselves? What's 
your answer to that, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

I believe, through you, Mr. Speaker, that the 
record would show and also, I believe, that in fact it 
will be the case that their policies will be decided in 
the best interests of the people of the State of 
Connecticut, not in the interests of themselves. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Migliaro. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 
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One last question and I'm just curious that under 
the new format, if we accept it, and we've talked about 
preemption, if a certain prosecutor, one of the 12 
prosecutors are dealing with a specific case and the 
Chief State's Attorney feels that that individual is 
not doing the job strongly or properly, I know that you 
have certain provisions in the bill relative to 
conflict of interest or misconduct. None of this come 
into play. Just that the individual and the Chief 
State's Attorney feels that they're not qualified or 
not pursuing it properly and would like to make a 
change. You're not going to allow them to do that 
under this new bill, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, what that would be, from 

the Representative's description, is simply a 

difference of opinion between the two attorneys as to 

how a case should be handled and, no, this would not 

allow that change to be made in those circumstances. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Migliaro, you still have the floor, 

sir? 

REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 



Mr. Speaker, through you, I think that's one of the 
biggest flaws in my mind. I think that the same as the 
position you're sitting right now as Speaker of the 
House. If you feel one of our colleagues on this 
floor, one of your colleagues is getting out of hand or 
getting personal, you have the right as an individual 
to stop that and to do something about. Here, we're, 
in this particular bill, taking any rights away from a 
so-called State's Attorney, Chief State's Attorney, 
giving them a title which isn't there. 

I mean if you want me to be the boss, to let me be 
the boss, let me call the shots. I think the when the 
builders in this new building in the LOB when they 
built the building every different mechanic that was in 
there had a boss. Somebody had to tell them what to do 
whether they liked it or not. These people had to 
follow what their boss said and that if there was any 
discrepancies or any problems with it, the boss would 
be held accountable or his company. 

I think the fact here that we're trying, and I 
think it's very obvious, you're trying to take the 
power away from an individual, and from the previous 
speakers it's obvious, if you don't like the man, then 
tell the Governor to get rid of him and I think that's 
where I think you didn't answer a question prior that 
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the Governor is going to have the say on whether this 
man will stay or will he be appointed or not because in 
past experience, in my 15 years up here, I've seen the 

Governor call different commissioners in or State's 

Attorneys and have them tell them right on the line, 
"Either clean up your act or I get rid of you." So 
that's the man on the second floor that's going to call 
the shot and if you're going to set a precedent here 
and you want an Advisory Board, maybe we need an 
Advisory Board for the Governor of this state or other 

top officials. I think we're getting ridiculous here 

in this respect. 
I don't mind people coming in and doing a job. I 

don't mind somebody wanting to have a part or advising 
capacity like the amendment that Representative 
Wollenberg is talking about, I can support that, but to 
have them come in and dictate policy and control, it 
just doesn't make sense. Then why should have a title 
of Chief State's Attorney? Why should we even have 
that title? Why don't we just make instead of 12 
prosecutors in the State of Connecticut, let's call it 
13, the baker's dozen and make the Chief State's 
Attorney one of the state's prosecutors and say nobody 
has any authority. Let them sit around like the 
Knights of the Round Table and make the decisions. 



That'll be a lot of fun. In think you'll have 
organized mass confusion before you're through. 

I really think that this has gone too far. I think 
personalities are involved. I don't really know what 
lawyer is for or what lawyer is against this man, but I 
have know qualms with State's Attorney Kelly. I've 
worked with him and others for that matter and I think 
it has been said on the floor of this House when 
somebody exercises authority or shows that they're 
really going to stand up and be counted as a boss, a 
lot of the troops and the ranks don't like it, but I 
know in the service if you don't like what your captain 
says and your lieutenant and your sergeant says, you're 
either going to get up off your butt and do it or 
you're going to wish the hell you did and I don't see 
nothing wrong with that. 

I think we're going a little far and a little miss 
on this thing and it seems to be a squabble between 
attorneys on this particular man's position. For what 
purpose? I don't know and I could give a damn. What I 
am concerned about is affecting the effectiveness of 
our State's Attorneys in the State of Connecticut and 
when somebody is not doing their job of the 12 State's 
Attorneys throughout this state, there has to be 
somebody who up on top says, "Hey, wait a minute, we 



want this case. This case should go through. We 
should beat it. We got the wrong man prosecuting out 
there. We should replace that person." Yet this bill 
says that cannot come about because you've taken that 
authority away from the man and the man who's at the 
top of the helm, particularly in a State's Attorney 
office, seems to me to have the expertise or the 
qualifications or we wouldn't be there in the first 
place and if he was put there and did not have these 
qualifications, then the blame goes to the person who 
put him there. 

I don't know why everybody is picking on State's 
Attorney Kelly and why this is being such an issue, but 
it has come down to pushing one person, not the system, 
not that the system is bad. I think our state 
prosecutors have done an excellent job in many cases. 
They've goofed up in others. There's no question. 
Nobody's perfect. We do a lot of goofing up right here 
in this hall, but nobody holds us accountable. Maybe 
this is about time that we should turn around and do 
some right and stop picking on an agency. 

If the intent is to change the man, the do it. Do 
it and go to the Governor and say, "We don't want him. 
He doesn't belong here," but don't take the powers away 
from a person who was given those powers to act in 
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authority and to make sure that his agency is 
functioning right and until somebody can show me where 
the policies that are presently there have not produced 
and that new policies will change it, then maybe I can 
be convinced, but nobody has convinced me of that and 
I'm sorry to say, with all respect, Representative 
Levin, that when I asked the question about what 
policies are lacking at this present time, I don't feel 
I got a proper answer and I'll try one more time. 

Can you tell me what State's Attorney, Chief 
State's Attorney Kelly, is doing wrong that is 
affecting the judicial system or the prosecuting system 
in the State of Connecticut under its present 
structure? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative Levin, if you'd care to respond. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, I think 
right now the Chief State's Attorney has shown a total 
lack of accountability in a number of areas. Now it's 
hard to say where we should begin and where we should 
end, but I could name just a few for you. First, in 
terms of participating with our state police in the 
undercover investigation of a judge using a bookie as 
an informant who had a case pending before that judge 
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without informing the State's Attorney in whose 
jurisdiction is was pending by not objecting to the 
taping, the elicit taping of a Regional State's 
Attorney by engaging in two well-known prosecutions now 
at a point in time far in excess of where I think one 
can say they should have been prosecuted and now both 
have subsequently been dismissed. You know, again, 
you can go on in terms of this individual's particular 
conduct in office, but what it shows is not with 
respect just to that individual. 

I think it shows a lack of accountability within 
the division right now which can be correct by the 
legislation that is before us and I would just correct 
the Representative's characterization of this as a 
lawyer's bill. I don't think there's anything wrong 
with lawyer's bills per se, but the fact in this case 
is this is a bill that was constructed by lay people. 
That's where the principle initial recommendation came 
from, was from Representatives Bowden and Mulready, 
neither of them lawyers, to the best of my knowledge, 
and adopted by the Program Review and Investigations 
Committee. 

REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 
Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 



You still have the floor, Representative Migliaro. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the word "lawyer's bill," 
it's a lawyer's fight, if that's what you want to 
phrase it. It seems that lawyers are pitting against 
this many. 

I haven't heard anybody on this darn floor, but a 
lawyer get up and talk on this bill. So what other 
impression am I supposed to get or anybody in this 
hall? It seems every time we've got something to do 
with the judicial system, well, we've got something to 
do with the prosecutors, it's the lawyers that debate 
the thing and what is it other than a lawyer's bills or 
a lawyer's fight or anything you want to call it, but 
I'd like to ask this question, Mr. Speaker, through 
you. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Frame your question, sir. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

What happens if this so-called new Policy Board 
turns around and commits anyone of the so-called 
infractions that Mr. Kelly has done? Are we going to 
be back here again now and put 12 people on the carpet 
and say, "We have to get 12 more overseers to 
straighten them out." Where does it stop? What would 



you do in a case like that, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

I don't choose to respond, Mr. Speaker. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Mr. Speaker, I wouldn't either. Mr. Speaker, it 
was not my intention to get into this thing in this 
manner or as heavy a debate, but after listening, I am 
sick and tire of seeing people in the State of 
Connecticut and they're not Republicans, but a Democrat 
appointee who I have a lot of respect for, Mr. Kelly, 
and I respect the Governor's choice when he picked that 
man and for the work that he's done and for the flack 
that he's taken all these years on people who want to 
be Monday morning quarterbacks and come in here say 
they're going to straighten out the state. 

I think Representative Wollenberg showed it back in 
1984, which I was here there, and they did a good job. 
Now all of a sudden we have to go further. Well, if 
you want open organized mass confusion, you get 
12 prosecutors calling the shots and if they disagree 
at a table, I don't know what we're going to do and 
say, "This is what the policy is going to be" and I 
hope they can reach an agreement. That's a hell of a 
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way to run an army, I'll tell you. 
You better have somebody at the top of the helm 

that can take the responsibility and give the orders, 
good, bad or indifferent, and if you want to make a 
change, you don't change and make it worse with a bunch 
of rag-tag army men out there all calling shots, you go 
to the one individual and replace that individual, if 
that's the case, but I don't think Mr. Kelly should be 
replaced. I don't think that his power should be 
decreased. Leave the guy alone. He's doing a good 
job. Maybe he's made some mistakes. Maybe some of his 
people made mistakes, but it seems that every time we 
have an agency here and we have a good head man at that 
agency and Lester Forst is another man, as an example, 
good solid, good man, good commissioner, but because 
they have their own mind and because they can speak 
their mind and because they try to do their job within 
their agency and they may upset one or a few of these 
legislators up here, now they're over there exercising 
their authority. 

You better stop and think maybe we're sticking our 
nose in business that doesn't belong to us. Let's 
legislate, not create confusion up here and pick on 
anybody we choose because maybe, baby, someday it'll be 
you. I'm against the bill, believe me, Mr. Speaker. 



House of Representatives Tuesday, May 9, 1989 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on House "B"? 
remark? Representative Vito Mazza of the 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, 
problems with this legislation and I have 
questions for Representative Levin. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please frame your first question, sir. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

We spend five months a year up here this year, we 
spend three months next year and I see a trend, 
Mr. Speaker, towards a continued attack on the law 
enforcement community and the leaders of law 
enforcement in this state and that disturbs me. Now I 
have not heard from anyone on this bill that it's a 
good bill, that it's a bad bill. I haven't heard from 
anyone. 

My question, through you, Mr. Speaker, through you, 
Representative Levin, and I know they may seem 
simplistic questions, but I'd like to get a clearance 
on it. We have one U.S. attorney in the State of 
Connecticut. How many assistants does the U.S. 
attorney have, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you 

115th. 

I have some 
several 
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Representative Levin, if you care to respond. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, first of all, a Point of 
Parliamentary Inquiry, if I may, I thought we were on 
Representative — I'm happy to answer the gentleman's 
question, but I thought we were — or attempt to answer 
it, I should say, but I thought we were on the 
amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

We are indeed debating House "B" at this point, 
offered by Representative Wollenberg and I would ask 
the debate and the questions to relate to House 
Amendment Schedule "B". Representative Mazza, your 
questions may be more appropriate to the file once 
Amendment "B" is disposed of. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I will defer the several 
questions I have following the decision on the 
amendment. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir, very much. Will you remark further 
on House "B"? Will you remark? Representative Frank 
O'Neill of the 98th. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as 
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this amendment does away with the file copy, I feel 

that I would have to know exactly what is in the file 

copy to vote appropriately on this amendment. What am 

I going to do away with? So, therefore, I would like 

to as Representative Levin one or two questions, if I 

may. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Proceed, sir. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

When the committee was debating whether or not to 
go along with changing the situation relative to the 
State's Attorney and they Assistant State's Attorney, 
did they solicit information from the State's 
Attorneys? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, we did. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Did you get any direction in the way that they 
wanted to see the bill written? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
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REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Through you, Mr. Speaker, I think as I may have 

articulated in my initial remarks, but I'd be happy to 
repeat them, that the inspectors, the investigators, 
the Assistant State's Attorneys and the Regional 
State's Attorneys from throughout this state are in 
support of this legislation. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I can take that to mean 
then all of those individuals did have a say in what 
material would be put into this particular file copy. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, not precisely. We have 
been getting input from those areas throughout as we 
have from the Chief State's Attorney, but again, the 
legislation was developed by members of the committee. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

If I may please, through you, sir, was the Chief 
State's Attorney asked to furnish his ideas concerning 



this — input into the making of the bill? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Was former Chief State's Attorney Gormley or 
McGuigan asked to furnish their information into it? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Were any of the information which they furnished 
used in this bill and if so what? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, again, as I began, I 
believe that this legislation clarifies what is 
contained in our Constitution with respect to the 
structure of the Division of Criminal Justice. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 
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Yes, but that — . 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill, you still have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Yes, but that doesn't answer my question, through 
you, sir. My question specifically was, was any of the 
information furnished by Mr. McGuigan or Mr. Gormerly 
or Mr. Kelly incorporated into the file copy or was the 
information incorporated as to the gentleman you 
alluded to previously? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I suppose the best way to 
answer that question is that the Chief State's Attorney 
maintains that this is the way he conducts policy in 
the department now so if you're saying that we would be 
articulating what he has alleged is in fact the case 
already in the Division of Criminal Justice. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You still have the floor, Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Well, then I can only assume that any of the 
information furnished by him or Gormerly or McGuigan 
was not incorporated into the bill. Is that correct? 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Let me say, through you, Mr. Speaker, that Messrs. 
Gormerly and McGuigan had no specific legislative 
recommendations that they suggested. Judge Gormerly's 
comments were much as Representative Wollenberg had 
described them in this earlier remarks to the Chamber. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Well, then pursuing it further, through you, sir, 
then I can take it the two gentlemen who I assume would 
have the most information concerning it, Mr. Gormerly 
and Mr. McGuigan since they were both chief attorneys 
in the past, since they had no recommendations for 
change, you can only assume that they were satisfied 
with the way it was, through you, sir? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I would not make that 
assumption. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill, you have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Well, then what specific areas did they say should 
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be changed, through you, sir? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I believe I answered 
that. They did not make any specific recommendations. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You still have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Thank you, sir. I think then the General Assembly 
then would have to draw their own conclusions as to 
whether or not they thought that there was any reason 
to change. If so, I'm sure that Representative Levin 
would have incorporated that into the particular bill 
itself. Evidently they didn't. The assumption only 
can be that they saw no reason for change. 

Another question, if I may, sir. Was the Justice 
Commission asked at any time to furnish any 
information, through you, sir? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, would you care to respond? 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the Chairman of the 
Justice Commission at the time, James Murphy, appeared 
before the committee in its initial hearings. He was 



invited to come to our public hearing on the 
legislation and did not appear. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Through you, sir, then I can assume once again that 
the Justice Commission, another organization which 
would have — or the organization which have authority 
to hire or fire the State's Attorney did not make any 
recommendations for change, through you, sir? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

If you care to respond, sir. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that would be correct. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill, you have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (98th) 

Thank you. I'm beginning to get the picture. 
Thank you so much, sir. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on this 
amendment? Will you remark further? Representative 
Bowden of the 31st. 
REP. BOWDEN: (31st) 

Thank you very much. I'd like to respond to a 



remark made earlier by Representative Wollenberg and 
repeated by a couple of other Representatives and that 
is the suggestion as an alternative that perhaps we 
ought to get rid of the incumbent Chief State's 
Attorney. 

Representative Wollenberg have discussed this on a 
number of occasions and we agreed and we agreed today, 
I think, that this is a job, that is, the job of the 
Chief State's Attorney is a task that no one can do 
well. If we were to depose the current incumbent, we'd 
bring on somebody else then who is in a job which no 
one can do well. That's doesn't seem to be a very 
viable alternative to me. 

What we're hoping to do here is to provide the 
people of the State of Connecticut with uniform, 
consistent justice across all 12 Judicial Districts and 
that's why we thought of getting this Policy Board 
together to meet periodically and consistently and lay 
down policy for the administration of justice by all 
the prosecutors in the system. 

The Chief State's Attorney would still be left with 
administering all of those policies in addition to 
which he would run the office on a day-to-day basis. 
He would be in charge of the narcotics task force and 
the appellate — newly created appellate divisions and 



the administration of a substantial budget across the 
State of Connecticut. He'd have a variety of things to 
do all requiring expertise that he has and I suggest 
that we vote against the amendment and get on with the 
bill. Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on House 
"B"? Representative Raymond Joyce of the 25th. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, sir, some 
questions to the proposer of the amendment please. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please frame your first question, sir. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Representative Wollenberg, Representative 
Wollenberg, you mentioned something about three years, 
I think, in your exposition and what were you referring 
to that this has been tried for three years? Were you 
referring to the tenure of the present Chief State's 
Attorney, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

If you care to respond, sir. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes, thank you, Mr. Speaker, through you, 
Representative Joyce, if you mean the preemption part 



of the statute, yes, that has been in effect for about 
three years and during that time we have had only two 
occasions when the Chief State's Attorney had to 
pre-empt the State's Attorney or two State's Attorneys 
and take a case himself. One upon request, the other 
was when the two couldn't quite decide what to do with 
it. That's what I meant in that context. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Proceed, sir. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

The allegation has been made that the preemption 
isn't very strong anyway. These are very weak 
pre-emptions and, through you, Mr. Speaker, what would 
be your response to that? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes, through you, Mr. Speaker, preemption at the 
present time in the statute, Representative Joyce, is 
made, I think the language is in the best interest of 
criminal justice in the State of Connecticut or words 
to that effect. I can't find them in the present bill, 
so that if the Chief State's Attorney made that 



House of Representatives Tuesday, May 9, 1989 

determination that there was something going on there 
that was not in the best interest of the people of the 
State of Connecticut with regard to a criminal 
prosecution or whether or not to prosecute a case, he 
could pre-empt that. 

What we have done in the new language is say unless 
there is malfeasance of a State's Attorney, unless he 
is incapable and things of that nature, going, in other 
words, directly to his capabilities rather to his 
decision so that if a decision between two State's 
Attorneys is in limbo and they can't agree, under the 
new language, the Chief State's Attorney can't reach in 
and take that because he doesn't have the broader 
reason to do it, i.e. the best consideration of 
criminal prosecution in the State of Connecticut. 

If there's no malfeasance and if these two folks 
are just fighting out there, there's no way he can 
pre-empt under the new language and I think we need 
someone to be able to step in at that time and do that. 
I don't think it's bad. I don't think the people he 
has to pre-empt are going to like it. I'm not saying 
that. I wouldn't probably, but I don't think it's bad 
and I think we should keep it and that's the 
difference, sir. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 



House 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, who appoints the State's 
Attorneys, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

The Criminal Justice Division of the six members 
appoint the Chief State's Attorney. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Joyce. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

They appoint the Chief State's Attorney. Who 
appoints the State's Attorneys? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the Criminal Justice 
Division, again, appoints them. They have power of 
appointment in all cases under our present law. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You still have the floor, sir. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the representation has 
been made that the Constitution makes the Chief State's 
Attorney the administrative head only and not a policy 
maker. How would you comment to that, through you, 



Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg, do you care to respond? 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, yes, I think a reading of 
Article 23, Representative Joyce, and why don't I read 
it. Article 4 of the Constitution amended by adding 
this section. "There shall be established within the 
Executive Department a Division of Criminal Justice 
which shall be in charge of the investigation and 
prosecution of all criminal matters. Said division 
shall include a Chief State's Attorney." Now there 
I contend that there's a distinction between Chief 
State's Attorney and State's Attorney. I don't know 
offhand what the distinction is, but if anyone says to 
me, "When we say Chief State's Attorney it means the 
same thing as State's Attorney," I have to think that 
there was some distinction at least intended. 

It goes on and says, "include the Chief State's 
Attorney who shall be its administrative head. I'm not 
quite sure what administrative head is. Does 
administrative head set policy and standards? To me, 
that's a distinct possibility. That's what we would 
have this board to in the new bill. I intend to ask 
Representative Levin as we get on this just what that 
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means and he may be able to enlighten all of us, but I 
do say, I do tell you that I think there is a 
difference between a Chief State's Attorney and when 
that language was developed and not only Article 23, of 
course, but earlier in the game when we established the 
Chief State's Attorneys office years ago and also the 
difference between that and the State's Attorney. 

You may know as well as I, but I think there's got 
to be a distinction. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Proceed. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

If the Constitution doesn't clear say that the 
Chief State's Attorney does have policy making powers, 
where has this authority that he's assumed come from? 
Does he assume it comes from the Constitution or simply 
has he just assumed these powers, through you, 
Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

As you can see, we have made laws to implement this 
amendment and within the laws it sets out the powers of 
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the Chief State's Attorney and these are some of the 
powers he has and this is where the conflict comes in, 
the State's Attorney say, "We are equal under this 
because the division is made up of the 13 of us, 
forgetting that one may be Chief State's Attorney and 
the other is a State's Attorney, yet in statute, 
folks, what you've done is you've given him some 
superior position and we don't think that equates. I 
think it does. I think this amendment, 23, says there 
will be a Chief State's Attorney. A chief, to me, is 
someone who is at least above, not an equal and we set 
out then in statute what his duties and authorities are 
and this is where he gets those duties and authorities. 
That's part of the confusion. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, does it clearly say in 
the statutes that he does have the policy making 
authority, the Chief State's Attorney, does have the 
policy making authority, through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, Representative 
Wollenberg? 

REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 
Through you, Mr. Speaker, the language, and I'm 

getting the statute, but the language says something 



along the lines that he shall make regulations and 
things to run the Criminal Justice Division. 

And through you, Mr. Speaker, I don't find the 
section. I think Representative Levin indicated there 
were 15 or 16 duties and authorities that were set out 
in the statute and perhaps reiterated some of them. He 
has them there. It might save some time. If he could 
give us those, Representative Joyce, and I think it's 
important because this is where the conflict arises. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, if I could address the 
question to Representative Levin please. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, are you prepared to respond, 

sir? 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
I am. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The answer is the 

policy making power does not exist in the Chief State's 
Attorney alone in the Constitution. The division is 
the Chief State's Attorney and the 12 State's 
Attorneys. That's where the power exists in the 
Criminal Justice Division. That is the Division of 
Criminal Justice. The statutes that are before us are 
supposed to flow from that constitutional article. 
Arguably now, they do not. Under the proposed 
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legislation, they will. Under this amendment, they 

will not. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Joyce, you still have the floor. 
REP. JOYCE: (25th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I'm a layman, of course, 
and someone has spoken the laymen don't speak on these 
subjects, but I think we do sometimes. I'm 
thoroughly, I'm quite confused and I shall — well, I 
am interested in the debate and I shall listen to more 
revelations in the debate. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on House 
"B". Will you remark? Representative Wollenberg of 
the 21st. 

REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I think, in response to 
Representative Joyce and then to Representative Levin 
and to answer that question, Representative Joyce, 
51-279, duties of the Chief State's Attorney, and he 
certainly has duties over the budget, which go hand in 
hand with operations. "Establishes such bureaus, 
divisions, facilities, office, selects such personal, 
technical and other personnel, including Chief 
Inspectors and Inspectors." 
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These kinds of things are all laid out in the 
statute. And I think that this is what we are talking 
about, and I intend to ask Representative Levin at some 
later time. What we are talking about, as far as 
standards that he sets out in having this Board set up, 

what he means by those standards and policies. As I 
read 51-279 and other statutes, I see where it is all 
set out there. It is set out with the understanding 
that this is a Chief, and I emphasize Chief State's 

Attorney. He is not a State's Attorney. There is a 
difference. 

If I were a State's Attorney, I wouldn't want to 
think there was either, but there is. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on House "B"? Will you 
remark further? Representative Belden of the 113th 
District. 

REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You know, I think 

everybody probably realizes it, by now, but House "B" 

in fact guts the bill, leaves things the way they are, 

and adds a Board to direct and make policy, suggest 

policy. I think it's a good amendment. 

As other have said here today, I have not gotten a 

hue and cry from my constituency that there is 

* 
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something wrong in the office of Criminal Justice, the 
Division of Criminal Justice, and I wonder what's going 
on here. I do know, when I compare the amendment to 
the file, and I look at the file, we are going to make 
13 fiefdoms. We are going to make each State's 
Attorney his own master again. We are going to allow 
him to hire and fire and do all the kinds of things 
that we changed the legislation for a number of years 
ago, to get away from. 

And to respond to one of Representative Levin's 
earlier comments, I would like him to tell me. He 
referred to the Boards of Education, and the file in 
fact was just like a Board of Education. If perhaps in 
his thought process, while I am continuing in my 
debate, if he could think of any Board of Education 
that allows the principal of a school to go out and 
hire their own teachers. This file allows each State's 
Attorney to go out and hire and fire its own people. 

As I recall, the debate goes on, that has been 
going on over the years concerning what goes on over 
there, a lot of people seem to be chaffing at the bit 
because somebody is attempting to be in charge and to 
make things happen in some organized manner. The file 
copy will change that dramatically. We will have 13 
fiefdoms again, as I understand the file copy, and I 



have read it three or four times, to try to make sure 
that I understood exactly what was happening. 

House "B" leaves things the way they are, sets up a 
Board to advise on procedures and guidelines and 
standards. I think we ought to adopt House "B". I 
think we ought to expect the Board that is currently 
in place to do their job. I think we need to expect 
the Governor, if he feels that the Board is not doing 
their job to perhaps talk, contact those people, 
discuss with them what is going on. And let's let the 
executive branch do their homework and do their job. 

I appreciate all the work that the Program Review 
and Investigations Committee has done here. I think 
we are attempting to fix something. We may break it 
worse than it is. Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on House 
"B"? Will you remark further? Representative John 
Savage of the 50th. 
REP. SAVAGE: (50th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Having spent a summer on 
the Study Committee and at that time concluded that we 
needed to make some changes, we have made those 
changes. I have got to say I am disappointed. I don't 
see the improvement in the working conditions out 
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there. We have a problem. We have a Criminal Justice 
system that is overburdened. We are, I am afraid, 
having criminals that are laughing at us in some cases. 
We need to get on with the job. 

I don't think we need to be squabbling over who is 
going to do the job. Having been in favor of the 
changes three years ago, I now feel that the 
legislative Committee has done a good job. I support 
the Committee's report and therefore, very reluctantly, 
rise to oppose the amendment. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on House 
"B"? Will you remark? Representative Prague of the 
8th. 

REP. PRAGUE: (8th) 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, Mr. Speaker, 

I would like to pose a question to Representative 
Bowden. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Please frame your question, Madam. 

REP. PRAGUE: (8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative Bowden, in 
your remarks, I think you said that one of the duties 
of the Chief State's Attorney is the budget, is his 
Department's budget and how those moneys are spent. Is 
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that accurate? Would he, in this proposed legislation, 
determine how his budget moneys are spent? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, Representative Bowden? 
REP. BOWDEN: (31st) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you very much. The answer 
to your question, Representative Prague, is yes. The 
resources of the Department are allocated across the 12 
District Attorney, State's Attorneys Offices with 
regard to expenditures for supplies and equipment, 
travel, whatever else comes under the preview of their 
respective operations, yes. 
REP. PRAGUE: (8th) 

And the— 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Prague. 
REP. PRAGUE: (8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative Bowden, 
and the final determination on those matters would be 
the Chief State's Attorney's decision? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, sir? 
REP. BOWDEN: (31st) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, thank you. And, through you, I 
presume, I would guess, Representative Prague, that the 
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Policy Board which we have in the process, in the bill 
itself and which the amendment seeks to make only 
advisory, but the Policy Board might adopt some policy 
which would affect the, certain expenditures now 
assumed wholely by the Chief State's Attorney. That is 
a possibility. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Prague. 
REP. PRAGUE: (8th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, thank you, Representative 
Bowden. I thought that needed to be clarified, at 
least in my thinking, if the Chief State's Attorney's 
role is to determine the budget for his Department, I 
think I needed to know that, and thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, Madam. Will you remark further on House 
"B"? Will you remark? Representative Jones of the 
141st District. 
REP. JONES: (141st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to speak for a 
moment on this, because I have listened to the debate 
for a long time, and I know it's a complex issue. The 
way I see it, the way I have tried to frame it is as 
though we had 13 partners of a law firm. This may not 
be a good analogy. If not, tell me. 
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But, if there were in fact a firm of 13 owners, I 
think we have to distinguish in such an organization 
between owners' rights and administrative or management 
rights. Typically, the partners or owners would set 
policy and direction, but they would also identify 
management rights with unity of command in unitary 
budgetary and management matters. It seems to me, in 
this simplified sense, that Representative Wollenberg's 
amendment more closely fits the bill. 

Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on House "B"? 
Representative Thomas Luby of the 82nd District. 
REP. LUBY: (82nd) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise to oppose the 
amendment, to support the bill, and briefly this is my 
judgement. I think there isn't any question that it is 
going to be a vote based on personal judgements about 
how to improve the quality of Criminal Justice in 
Connecticut. 

The first word that comes to mind in support of the 
fundamental legislation, and as a reason not to support 
the amendment, is the word tradition. Connecticut has 
over centuries had a system of powerful, county-based, 
regionally-based State's Attorneys. We have, over the 
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several centuries, I think had a record equal to 
anyone's and better than most from the point of view of 
quality of prosecution and integrity of prosecution. 

My judgement is that if you believe that the person 
who knows the most about the prosecutor, who works next 
to them, sees them in court everyday, is the person who 
should play the major role in judging whether they 
should be on staff, then I think you should reject the 
amendment. If you believe in this century-long 
tradition in Connecticut, then I think you should 
reject the amendment. 

If you believe that decentralized government works 
best, you should reject the amendment. I think this is 
a question of tradition. You have a tradition of a few 
years, against what I regard as a tradition of many 
years. In order to provide the best Criminal Justice 
system we can, we need men and women of great 
independence, of wisdom and competence and drive. In 
order to attract those people, you must give them a 
greater degree of autonomy than our current system 
provides. 

Those are my brief reasons for opposing the 
amendment and supporting the fundamental bill. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on House "B"? Will you 
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remark? Representative O'Neill of the 69th District. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The amendment of 
Representative Wollenberg, in Section 2, one of the 
fundamental differences between the amendment and the 
file copy is set out there. And really the State's 
Attorney's, the Policy Board becomes advisory instead 
of essentially authoritative. And since the current 
situation is that we have a State's Attorney who is, as 
I understand it, is acting without any consultation. 
And the tradition that we have had prior to that was 
that we had 12 independent State's Attorneys who 
didn't have any supervision at all, I was wondering if 
Representative Levin could tell me why we couldn't 
try Representative Wollenberg's approach of having an 
Advisory Board, rather than return to the traditional 
approach of having the 12 State's Attorneys 
individually setting the policies, in effect? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, Representative Levin? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes. Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative 
O'Neill, the fact is again that the Chief State's 
Attorney claims that he now is consulting, acting and 
arriving at decisions based upon discussions with all 



the State's Attorneys. He maintains that to this day. 
The fact is however that that is not the case. 

So, what we are suggesting basically in legislation 
here again is something that the Chief State's Attorney 
says he already does. I thought Representative Luby 
said it well. We are applying the experience of all 
these individuals to help set the core of policy for 
the entire Division. The amendment proposed by 
Representative Wollenberg, which is before us now, 
basically guts that central provision, leaves things as 
they are, but a little worse so, if you will, okay? 
Because it establishes in fact in statute a lesser 
standard than the Chief State's Attorney alleges that 
he is doing today. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Well, if I could pose the question then. If the 
Chief State's Attorney were to continue acting as he 
has been, as opposed to what he says he has been doing, 
what penalty, what's going to be done to the Chief 
State's Attorney, to force him to comply with the 
statute? Maybe I missed something in the file copy. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Would you care to respond, sir? 
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REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Yes, I would, Mr. Speaker. There would be a 

decision arrived at by the Policy Board. They would be 
the people that would set the policy. The Chief 
State's Attorney would then implement and enforce that 
policy. He would continue and has not had removed in 
this statute any of the 18 powers that are delineated 
in the statute as it presently exists. As a matter of 
fact, as I pointed out before, there are additional 
powers added to that. 

So, he would be the person who would enforce the 
policies set by the Board. Ultimately, if he were to 
take the situation that he refused to do that, just as 
if any one of the State's Attorneys refused to follow 
any of those policies and standards, I would assume 
that a complaint would be made to the Justice 
Commission, who would then consider whether or not that 
person should be removed. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Okay. I guess I have a couple of other questions 
that are not directly related to the amendment, but 
since we have been discussing pretty much the bill as 
we have gone along, this may be as appropriate a time 



to put them in. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please proceed, sir. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

In the file copy - I don't have the exact line 
number - I believe there is a provision for the 
creation of an Appellate Unit within the Chief State's 
Attorney's Office. And with respect to this Policy 
Board with the 12, or 13 after the creation of the New 
Britain JD, State's Attorneys that are going to be 
making the decisions, plus the Chief State's Attorney, 
so it would be a 14 member Board. Are there going to 
be supervising or deciding the decisions, the policies 
for the Appellate Unit as well? 

Representative Levin, through you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, one would presume, again 
for legislative intent, that if there were a policy on 
a particular issue, a Criminal Justice issue that one 
would seek uniformity in terms of the application of 
that in the appellate positions of the Office of 
Division of Criminal Justice. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
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Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Okay, now it has been my impression, and maybe I am 
wrong about this. But we already have an Appellate 
Unit in existence within the Chief State's Attorney's 
Office that prepares the appellate briefs and makes 
decisions about which issues to bring up for appeal and 
which ones to let go, because they don't believe that 
they have much of a chance for success on appeal, or at 
least presumably that is the basis of their decisions. 

What's going to be the difference? Is that an 
entirely informal proceeding right now? Situation? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that's correct. This 
recognizes it in statute. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Okay. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

And just so I understand the mechanics, when the 
Appellate Unit is making a decision or when they are 
going to bring a case, take an appeal from a Chief 



State's Attorney, one of the Judicial Districts, this 
14 person Board is going to sit down, and I assume take 
a vote, which could come out to be something like 8 to 
6, to decide whether or not to proceed with an appeal. 

Is that how the system is going to work, 
Representative Levin? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

No. Through you, Mr. Speaker, I would say not. I 
think that in terms of deciding the ultimate policy 
across the state on particular Criminal Justice issues 
and stands of the Department, that would be the case, 
but not in terms of implementing a particular appeal. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, if I could conclude? 
Unless it ran in violation to that policy or standard. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Okay. So that, the way the file copy would work 
would be that this— How often do you, would you 
anticipate this, the Board meeting under the file copy? 
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Is this something that would be like an annual meeting, 
or a monthly meeting or something like that? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, they are required to meet 
at least monthly. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

And they would be just— 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Through the Chair, sir. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, they would be just 
formulating very broad policies, saying that they are 
going to emphasize, perhaps, drug prosecutions, as 
opposed to burglaries? Or, are they going t o — Give 
me some— If you could perhaps give me some idea of 
what this Policy Board would be deciding. I guess that 
is my problem. I don't quite understand what they are 
going to be deciding. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I think you have done a 
good job of describing it, Representative O'Neill. It 
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would be focusing on what the priorities of the 
Division would be, how those policies would be pursued 
and how they would be uniformly applied throughout the 
Division. I think in a wide range of issues, ranging 
from personnel matters to particular focuses on various 
aspects of criminal behavior. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill, you still have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. What I hope is going to be 
my last question, and I hope I don't think of anything 
more, because we have been on this for awhile. The 
question was raised that if the, in the file copy, the 
individual State's Attorneys have the discretion about 
hiring people, that there is going to be a serious 
problem in the budget. And I may not have been paying 
complete attention to the answers given in the debate 
going on. 

But, if the individual attorneys are hiring people, 
and the Chief State's Attorney is preparing the budget, 
how is that conflict going to be resolved? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Through the Chair, to Representative Levin, if he 
cares to respond. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, I would care to respond. 
It would not seem to present any conflict at all. They 
would have to adhere to the budget that is proscribed 
for the entire Division and how it is broken down among 
the different regions. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, I mean, Representative 
O'Neill. 

REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 
If you could— Well, let me pose an example, 

through you, Mr. Speaker. If a particular JD, in a 
particular JD, the State's Attorney hires more 
attorneys than are proscribed for in the budget, what 
happens at that point? At some point in the course of 
the budget— If you hire ten Assistant State's 
Attorneys instead of five proscribed for in the budget, 
at some point, like six months into the budgetary 
period, you are going to run out of money, if you have 
ten as opposed to having five. 

What happens? I mean, who does— Who makes the 
decision about how that money is going to be spent? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, first of all, as the 
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Representative understands, there is a budget that has 
been approved by this Legislature and then signed by 
the Governor. As with any Department, if someone went 
out and hired people beyond what they are authorized to 
do, they could be in serious jeopardy, I would think, 
in terms of their own employment. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill, you have the floor. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So that, effectively, the 
decision, the discipline I guess of the State's 
Attorneys in the various Judicial Districts, in terms 
of how much money they spend to hire personnel is 
ultimately going to reside in the State Legislature? 
Through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, if you'd care to respond. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that would be correct. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative O'Neill. 
REP. O'NEILL: (69th) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. That is the end 
of my questions. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
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Thank you, sir. will you remark further on House 

"B"? Will you remark further? If not, will all staff 

and guests please come t o — Excuse me. Representative 

Wollenberg of the 21st. 

REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, this is for 

the second time on the amendment. We have heard a lot 

of discussion on the amendment, some of it I suppose 

goes to the bill. But, what we are talking about here 

is completely changing the way we are running our 

Criminal Justice Division. 

And I think we should be concerned with that. 

Section 4 of the file copy refers to Section 51-279, 

which sets out the authorities, the budget-making 

policies and so on, leaving them in the Chief State's 

Attorney at this point, but with the amendment, putting 

it, allowing it pursuant to standards and whatever 

established by the Division on Criminal Justice Policy 

Board. 

And if you will read that thoroughly, you will see 

that one of the things the Chief State's Attorney did 

was, at the end, prepare and submit to the Office of 

Policy and Management estimates of appropriations 

necessary and so on. And that is just one of the 

things. As you go through that, there are a lot of 
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things that have to be done here, that are going to 
require this Board to sit down and do them, if we do 
have a Board that is anything but advisory. 

It is going to take a great deal of time for them 
to do all these things. They are going to have to 
have, not one meeting a month, but meeting after 
meeting after meeting. If some of these duties were 
left with the Chief State's Attorney, some of these 
mundane things, perhaps it would move smoother with 
the Board that is proposed to be set up. 

But to run the whole Department, and I urge you to 
read 51-279, just to see what this Board has to do, 
before you vote to establish a Board that mandates 
rather than just advises. 

I, too, as I said before was on the Program Review 
and Investigations Commission, Committee along through 
the summer as we took the evidence, basically 
responding to the fact that an attorney had talked to a 
judge in chambers and had made some accusations to the 
judge, of the judge's husband and so on. That's how we 
got into this thing. It developed into relationships 
between the State Police, State's Attorneys and Chief 
State's Attorney, and also the State's Attorneys and 
the Chief State's Attorney and in other areas. 

And as this progressed, if you will recall, 
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headlines in the paper, there were two things that 
seemed to continually make the headlines. One was: 
Commission unanimously says "Replace Commissioner 
Forst." Remember that? The Commission unanimously, I 
think it lacked one vote, I am sorry. I think Senator 
Atkin did not vote for that, but virtually unanimously 
to fire Commissioner Forst. 

The Governor said, "Forget it! Absolutely not. Go 
onto other business, folks." Fine. I think it was 
four Committee members said to the Commission on 
Criminal Justice, "Let's get rid of Kelly," to which 
the Commission answered, "Forget it! We are happy with 
what he's doing." 

What we are doing today is a direct result of being 
turned away, some of the members of this Commission, 
this Committee that sat throughout the summer, having 
what they wanted to do turned away. No recourse with 
Commissioner Forst. This is the recourse for Kelly. 
It absolutely is. And we have heard Representative 
Foley say that laymen determined what this was going to 
be. Well, I have here, layman Representative 
Mulready's writings at about that time. And it says, 
Preliminary Ideas of Improvements in the Criminal 
Justice System for Connecticut. 

First, there will always be normal conflicts 
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between and among various elements, Chief State's 
Attorney and State's Attorneys. And he characterizes 
normal and abnormal conflicts. And as normal, he 
identifies between State's Attorneys and Chief State's 
Attorney, in parentheses, over control of cases, 
administrative and so on. He goes on then in some, oh, 
20 or 25 other normal type conflicts between State's 
Attorneys and State Police and Chief State's Attorney 
and judges and State Police. 

One thing he said about the Chief State's 

Attorney's Office, one thing. Abnormal, he has two 

things. And that is what he looks to correct. And he 

says, perhaps we ought to have a Policy Board of the 

Chief State's Attorney, 3-6 members being State's 

Attorneys, a couple of judges and see how that works 

out. Well, that's what layman Mulready said maybe we 

ought to do. Only what we are trying to do here today 

is a far cry from that. 

That would have been a Board that had some 

diversity. We had judges. We had a couple of members 

of the Criminal Justice Commission. We had the Chief 

State's Attorney, a couple of State's Attorneys. That 

is not what we are doing here today. It is not within 

the intent of what the Program Review Committee talked. 

Thereafter, things may have developed, and I have 
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talked with Representative Bowden and Representative 
Mulready and Representative Levin endlessly on this, 
and this is drastic. 

My suggestion, the amendment you have before you is 
something that can work. It's something that will do 
what we want to do. It will not satisfy the State's 
Attorneys, because they are hell-bent— Four of them 
even wanted the Chief State's Attorneys job, remember 
that? And they, some of them haven't put that behind 
them. So, we have got here another turf war. 

My amendment can be agreed upon by the Chief 
State's Attorney. State's Attorneys will fall in, make 
their suggestions and move on from there, and I think 
we will have a better Criminal Justice Division. If we 
don't, if we go away from this amendment, to what we 
now have in the file copy and Representative Levin's 
amendment, we are going to have an impossible 
situation. You are going to have 13 chiefs, and we may 
look to antiquity, 200 years away, and say things ran 
well, as Representative Luby says, for 200 years. 

The autonomy, Representative Luby, unfortunately, 
that is not where we are. We may have come a long way 
back or forward, I don't know. But, don't tell us we 
ought to do it the way we did it 200 years ago. Judges 
appointed these fellows, the judges. The judges didn't 
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want to do it. So, we said the executive should do it. 
A big breakthrough. That made big headlines, too. 

By not accepting this amendment, which is not what 
the State's Attorneys want totally, but what they will 
accept, we have gone aways. Let's do that today, and 
if that doesn't work, I think we need a real revamping 
of this whole thing, and maybe we ought to go back to 
what Representative Luby is saying. Have the judges 
appoint these guys. No boss at all. Autonomy, and 
watch the crime run. Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on House "B"? Will you 
remark? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

The amendment, the debate on the amendment has been 
long, and I commend the patience of the members on 
that. I again rise strongly to urge its rejection. 
What the amendment does is it continues the conflict. 
It continues the lack of consultation, and the lack I 
would say of adherence to the words of the State 
Constitution, which sets up the Division very clearly 
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as being the Chief State's Attorney as administrative 
head and the Regional State's Attorneys. It does not 
distinguish between them. 

That division to determine policies and standards, 
as contained in the file copy, the amendment does not 
do that, guts the bill, continues the conflict. And we 
will be guaranteed to be back here again. I urge 
rejection of the amendment. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further? Will you remark? If not, 
will all staff and guests please come to the Well of 
the House? Staff and guests, to the Well. The machine 
will be opened. 
CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll 
call. All members, to the Chamber, please. The House 
is voting by roll call. All members, to the Chamber. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Have all members voted? Please check the roll call 
machine to be sure your vote is properly recorded. If 
all the members have voted, the machine will be locked. 
Clerk will take a tally. Clerk, please announce the 
tally. 
CLERK: 
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House Amendment Schedule "B" to HB7201: 

Total Number Voting 145 
Necessary for Adoption 73 

Those Voting Yea 53 
Those Voting Nay 92 
Those absent and not Voting 6 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

The bill as amended is passed. The amendment is 

adopted. 

LAUGHTER 

House "B" is rejected. 
CHEERS AND APPLAUSE 

House Amendment Schedule "B": 
Strike out sections 1 to 7, inclusive, in their 

entirety, insert the following in lieu thereof and 
renumber the remaining section accordingly: 

"Section 1. Subsection (b) of section 51-278 of 
the general statutes is repealed and the following is 
substituted in lieu thereof: 

(b) (1) (A) The criminal justice commission shall 
appoint two deputy chief state's attorneys as assistant 
administrative heads of the division of criminal 
justice, one of whom shall be deputy chief state's 
attorney for operations and one of whom shall be deputy 
chief state's attorney for personnel, finance and 
administration, who shall assist the chief state's 
attorney in his duties. The term of office of a deputy 
chief state's attorney shall be four years from July 
first in the year of appointment and until the 
appointment and qualification of a successor unless 
sooner removed by the criminal justice commission. The 
criminal justice commission shall designate one deputy 
chief state's attorney who shall, in the absence or 
disqualification of the chief state's attorney, 
exercise the powers and duties of the chief state's 
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attorney until such chief state's attorney resumes his 
duties. For the purposes of this subparagraph (A), the 
criminal justice commission means the members of the 
criminal justice commission other than the chief 
state's attorney. (B) The criminal justice commission 
shall appoint a state's attorney for each judicial 
district, who shall act therein as attorney on behalf 
of the state, and as many assistant state's attorneys 
and deputy assistant state's attorneys on a full-time 
or part-time basis for the judicial districts as the 
criminal business of the court, in the opinion of the 
chief state ' s attorney, may require, and as many 
assistant state's attorneys and deputy assistant 
state's attorney as are necessary, in the opinion of 
the chief state's attorney, to assist the chief state's 
attorney. Assistant state's attorneys and deputy 
assistant state's attorneys, respectively, shall assist 
the state's attorneys for the judicial districts and 
the chief state's attorney in all criminal matters and, 
in the absence from the district or disability of the 
state's attorney or at his request, shall have and 
exercise all the powers and perform all the duties of 
the state's attorney. At least three such assistant 
state's attorneys or deputy assistant state's attorneys 
shall be designated by the chief state's attorney to 
handle all prosecutions in the state of housing matters 
deemed to be criminal. Any assistant or deputy 
assistant state's attorney so designated should have a 
commitment to the maintenance of decent, safe and 
sanitary housing and, to the extent practicable, shall 
handle housing matters on a full-time basis. 

(2) (A) [Each state's attorney shall receive an 
annual salary as follows: On or after July 1, 1984, and 
before July 1, 1985, fifty-one thousand six hundred 
eighty-five dollars; on or after July 1, 1985, 
fifty-four thousand seven hundred dollars. (B) Each 
full-time assistant state's attorney shall receive a 
salary established by the judges of the superior court 
or an authorized committee thereof, which shall be 
within the salary range of salary group 30 established 
under section 51-12 and may be reclassified upon 
attaining the final step level of such salary group to 
salary group 34. (C) Each full-time deputy assistant 
state's attorney shall receive a salary established by 
the judges or an authorized committee thereof, which 
shall be within the salary range of salary group 26 
established under section 51-12 and may be reclassified 
upon attaining the final step level of such salary 
group to salary group 32.] On and after July 1, 1985, 
the chief state's attorney, deputy chief state's 
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attorneys, state's attorneys, assistant state's 
attorneys and deputy assistant state's attorneys shall 
receive salaries in accordance with a compensation plan 
approved by the department of administrative services. 

(3) Each state's attorney who, on June 30, 1973, 
was included in the provisions of section 51-49, 51-287 
and 51-288 may elect to continue to be so included and, 
each state's attorney, incumbent on July 1, 1978, who 
was an assistant state's attorney, chief prosecuting 
attorney or deputy chief prosecuting attorney on June 
30, 1973, may elect to be included in sections 51-49, 
51-287 and 51-288, and, in each case, the comptroller 
shall deduct from his salary five per cent thereof as 
contributions for the purposes of sections 51-49, 
51-287 and 51-288, provided any person who has so 
elected may thereafter elect to participate in chapter 
66 and thereupon his part contributions to the state's 
attorneys' retirement fund shall be transferred to the 
state employees retirement fund and he shall be 
credited with all prior service. All other persons 
appointed under the provisions of this section shall be 
subject to the provisions of chapter 66. 

(4) The several state's attorneys shall each hold 
office for eight years from July first and until the 
appointment and qualification of a successor unless 
sooner removed for just cause by the criminal justice 
commission. 

(5) The commission may fill any vacancy at the 
request of the chief state's attorney, other than a 
vacancy in the office of chief state's attorney, and 
any additional position of assistant state's attorney 
or deputy assistant state's attorney at the request of 
the chief state's attorney, which may be authorized 
until the following July first. When any vacancy in 
the office of the chief state's attorney or the office 
of a state's attorney is to be filled, the commission 
shall make its appointment from the various 
recommendations of the chief state's attorney or the 
appropriate state's attorney. 

(6) Each deputy chief state's attorney and state's 
attorney incumbent on the date of certification by the 
secretary of the state of the constitutional amendment 
concerning appointment of state's attorneys, shall 
serve the term for which he had been appointed prior to 
said date. 

Sec. 2. (NEW) The division of criminal justice 
policy board is established, comprised of the chief 
state's attorney, the two deputy chief state's 
attorneys and the state's attorney for each judicial 
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district. The board shall meet and advise the chief 
state's attorney on statewide prosecutorial standards 
and guidelines." 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on this bill as amended? 
Will you remark? 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Mazza of the 115th. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Reverting back to the 
questions I had. Through you, to Representative Levin, 
please, or whoever would like to answer them. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please frame your question, Representative Mazza. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Thank you. Mr. Speaker, these are not meant to be 
rhetorical. Representative Levin, I have a lot of 
respect for your integrity. The U.S. Attorney, there 
is one U.S. Attorney in this state. Can you tell me 
and can you tell this body how many assistants he has? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

It's been a long day, Representative. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 
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And whether they meet once a month? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, if you would care to respond? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do not know how many 
assistants they have, he has, and I would assume that 
they meet frequently. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Mazza, you have the floor. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, I believe we 
have one head of the Federal Bureau of Investigation in 
Connecticut. Do you know how many the FBI has, or do 
you know how many agents or assistant directors of the 
FBI we have in the State of Connecticut? Perhaps 
Representative O'Neill can answer that question. But, 
through you, to Representative Levin. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I do not know. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A further question, 
through you? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
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Proceed, Representative Mazza. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

To Representative Levin. We have one Attorney 
General in this state, I believe, with about 187 or 195 
deputies, assistants, whatever their titles can be. 
Can you tell me, or can anyone tell me, Mr. Speaker, if 
there is a meeting periodically, either quarterly or 
monthly to advanced positions of the AG's office? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin, if you would care to respond. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, there is not, but as near 
as I know, Mr. Speaker, with respect to both the 
Attorney General, the FBI and the United States 
Attorney, there is no constitutional amendment that 
designates their assistants as part of the Division. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Mazza. 
REP. MAZZA: (115th) 

We have a similar situation, through you, Mr. 
Speaker, with the State Police Commissioner. We have 
local police chiefs with assistants, deputies, 
assistant police chiefs, whatever the case may be. I 



think, Mr. Speaker, we are changing a system that 
doesn't need to be changed. 

We have all the other major law enforcement 
agencies in this state that have a head, that have a 
boss, and that don't need to meet once a month or once 
a quarter. And I believe, Mr. Speaker, we should vote 
against this bill. Thank you very much. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on this 
bill as amended? Will you remark? 
REP. TORPEY: (11th) 

Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Richard Torpey of the 11th. 
REP. TORPEY: (11th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have listened to most 
off the debate, and I thought, being a lawyer's bill, 
this was going to be very complicated. And I hesitate 
to speak on it, but it seems to a rank amateur, very 
simple. You got a boss that they don't like to 
recognize as a boss, and you got 12 other attorneys out 
there that have been independent most of their life and 
decide that they are not going to take orders. 

And so it seems that the suggested corrective 
measure should be to fire the boss. Now, I think that 



House of Representatives Tuesday, May 9, 1989 

is sort of a ass backward way to go, and I think it was 
suggested that they fire Mr. Kelly. And of course, I 
would never suggest firing a guy named Kelly. But 
perhaps what we should do, and I am very serious about 
this, is maybe to eliminate this continual problem, is 
maybe we should fire the other 12, and tell them that 
they do have a boss and they should take orders. 

I think it is a terrible situation for this to be 
going on for years. And just because they are lawyers 
doesn't say that they are supposed to be independent of 
all leadership and all bosses. And I think they ought 
to just do as they're told for once in a while, like 
they expect to tell everybody else to do. 

So, I suggest that we support Mr. Kelly and tell 
these other fellows, "Get in line." Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Thank you, sir. Will you remark further on this 
bill as amended? 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark? Representative Wollenberg of the 
21st. 

REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, a question to 



Representative Levin. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please frame your question, sir. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes. Representative Levin, on line 289 of the file 
copy, we start with setting out that the Criminal 
Justice Commission may discipline for just cause and so 
on, and then we set out some other language about 
discipline of various persons in the Department. How 
does, how does this square with the bargaining 
agreement that has been negotiated with the Department? 
Does this follow, track along? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Do you care to respond, Representative Levin? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. Not precisely, but 
neither does the existing statute. The existing 
statute is also out of conformity with the collective 
bargaining agreement, and I think it is legitimate for 
the Legislature to state its will in terms of 
legislation. It is further legitimate to have the 
supervising State's Attorney apply discipline to the 
people who work for him or her. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker? 
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DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Are you saying then that there is a conflict 
between that language from 289 on and the language of 
the collective bargaining unit? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that there is, but not nearly the same amount of 
conflict that there is presently. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg, you have the floor. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes. Through you, Mr. Speaker, if we know that 
there is, and we are working on an amendment, and we 
are working on a bill, can you tell me why it wasn't 
cleaned up? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, again, I think that it is 
the purpose of this Legislature to suggest the way that 
we think that things should operate in the future. 
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And although the collective bargaining agreement may 
adhere for that period of time, I think it is up to us 
to set the policy. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Please proceed, Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Representative Levin, I may happen to represent a 
State's Attorney or Assistant State's Attorney who has 
been disciplined for one reason or another. Where do I 
look for the rules which should guide me in my defense 
of this individual? Should I look in the statute? 
Should I look in the collective bargaining unit? 
Should I look in both? Should I try and meld them 
together? Can you help me on that? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker9? 
DRPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, the collective bargaining 
agreement. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg, you have the floor. 
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REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 
Then, the collective bargaining agreement, you are 

saying, supersedes the statute. Is that true, Mr. 
Levin? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is my understanding. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, sir. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative Levin, is 
it or is it not? Is it just your understanding, or is 
it true that it does supercede? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg, you have the floor, sir. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative Levin, is 
that the universal understanding or is that just your 
understanding? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
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t 
Do you care to respond, Representative Levin? 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that, that constitutionally the contract would supercede 
the statute. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes. Through you, Mr. Speaker, I think, I know 
that's right. It does supercede. However, if that's 
true, and we have the collective bargaining agreement, 
Representative Levin, why in the world didn't we track 
that, so that there isn't confusion when there is 
perhaps a lapse between a collective bargaining unit 
having been terminated, through a matter of time, and 
we have to go back to the legislation? 

Then, we have two sets of standards, and one may 
end today and we may move into the next one tomorrow, 

and we are supposed to know that. Why wouldn't this, 
why shouldn't this all track, sir? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

n 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
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First of all, again, the same situation exists 
today. Secondly, the contract supersedes, so there is 
no confusion. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, Representative Levin, if 
the contract has run out, as the last contract ran out 
and the State's Attorneys and others were working, the 
Assistant State's Attorneys were working for a year and 
a half without a contract. Then, what do we look for? 
Maybe I should ask that question, to guide us in 
disciplining these people? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Proceed. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

The usual provision in the contract would be, and 
in this contract, it is my understanding exist, that 
the terms would remain in effect until the enactment of 
the new contract. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 
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Through you, Mr. Speaker, then, Representative 
Levin, are you telling me that we don't need the 
statutory language here? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, no. I am saying that 
that is the policy that this Legislature should set 
forward for future negotiation. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

You have the floor, Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Well, thank you, Representative Levin. You have 
danced around this one very well. You haven't given me 
the answer, but maybe it doesn't make any difference 
that we have conflicting ways in which to discipline 
these people. I don't think it's right. I think this 
invites law suits. I think it is a definite flaw in 
the bill, and as long as you are correcting, you should 
correct it. 

Representative Levin, on your amendment, which now 
becomes the bill, I notice on page, on line 55 of that 
amendment, paragraph (c), you add language that says 
the Chief State's Attorney may promote and assign any 
Senior Assistant State's Attorney. Is this a new 



position, Representative Levin, and how should we 
answer that? 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Through you, Mr. Speaker? 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
Representative Levin, if you care to respond. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, thank you. Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is 
a flaw that I believe can be removed by the Legislative 
Commissioner's Office. That is not a new position. 
That has been removed from all other elements of the 
file copy, for some reason remained in that section. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Representative Wollenberg, you have the floor. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I think we do have a 
flawed amendment then, if that is the case. I am not 
sure this can be corrected. This is a new job we have 
in the Division. I think that before we set up new 
positions, we should do more than just put them in an 
amendment and rely on the Commissioner's Office to take 
it out. 

I think this should be PTed. It should be taken 
out. We should take up the amendment at some other 
time. I don't think we should be passing an amendment 



S S 6 8 

that sets out something as definitely important as this 
is, and it was the intent to put it in the whole 
legislation. I asked, because I wondered if it was the 
intent to keep it in. I think that's a legitimate 
question. I was told it was not. It should be taken 
out before we vote on this bill. It is a definite 
flaw. 

Further, I think what we are doing here today, and 
I suppose I ought to sit down, and everyone will clap, 
but I am sincerely interested in the Criminal Justice 
Division in the State of Connecticut. And I think what 
we are doing here today is wrong. You have heard me 
say that before. I'll be brief. I feel sincerely that 
we have a head, a Chief State's Attorney who you folks 
have made a State's Attorney today, or you are making 
the State's Attorneys all Chief State's Attorneys. 

Now, if you are telling me that can run smoothly, 
then I am not used to that kind of running of an 
organization. It just can't. There, the pre-emption 
is watered down so that there is no one in this state 
who can look down and say, "You must do this in a case, 
or you must not do that in a case," if there is a 
decision to be made between two or three State's 
Attorneys. Who breaks the tie? Who breaks the tie? 
Nobody does, because you have just legislated that away 
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from one person. 
There was meant to be someone in charge. You are 

removing that someone. I think it's wrong. I think 
you ought to rethink this and rethink the vote you made 
before. Maybe you didn't like the amendment, but I 
think the bill should be defeated, and I ask you to 
vote against it. Thank you. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Will you remark further on this bill as amended? 
Will you remark? If not, will all staff and guests 
please come to the Well of the House? Staff and 
guests, to the Well of the House, please. The machine 
will be opened. 
CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll. 
Members, to the Chamber. Members, to the Chamber, 
please. The House is voting by roll call. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 

Have all the members voted? Please check the roll 
call machine to be sure your vote is properly recorded. 
If all the members have voted, the machine will be 
locked. Clerk will take a tally. Clerk, please 
announce the tally. 
CLERK: 
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HB7201, as amended by House Amendment 

Schedule "A": 

Total Number Voting 
Necessary for Passage 
Those Voting Yea 
Those Voting Nay 

145 
73 
92 

53 
Those absent and not Voting 6 

DEPUTY SPEAKER SMOKO: 
The bill as amended by House "A" is passed. 

REP. BERTINUSON: (57th) 
Mr. Speaker? Mr. Speaker? 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Bertinuson. 
REP. BERTINUSON: (57th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like at this time 
to add one more item to today's Consent Calendar for 
action at our next session. It's on page 12, Calendar 
No. 500. Substitute SB1022^ AN ACT CONCERNING THE 
MEMBERSHIP OF CERTAIN OCCUPATIONAL LICENSING BOARDS. 
File No. 510. 

Favorable Report of the Committee on GOVERNMENT 
ADMINISTRATION AND ELECTIONS. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

/On page 12, Calendar 500 has been added to the. 
Consent Calendar for action tomorrow. Is there 





SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
Is there objection? Seeing none, the bill is 

recommitted. 
CLERK: 

Page 8, Calendar 409, Substitute for HB7201, AN ACT 
IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE CRIMINAL 
JUSTICE INVESTIGATION RELATED TO THE DIVISION OF 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE, as amended by House "A" and Senate 
"A". Favorable Report of the Committee on Judiciary. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin of the 40th. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move acceptance of the 
Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the 
bill in concurrence with the Senate. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on passage. Will you remark? 
Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, as the 
members will recall, this matter was extensively 
debated before the House. The principal aspects of the 



debate focusing on the creation of a division of 
criminal justice policy board consisting of all the 
regional state's attorneys and the chief state's 
attorney to set policy for the Division of Criminal 
Justice. 

As some members may be aware, this legislation went 
before the Senate and our colleagues in the Chamber on 
the third floor as strongly as we had agreed with that 
concept, they disagreed with it and in fact, 
established, through an amendment, principally a 
division of criminal justice advisory board. 

In the interests of moving other aspects of this 
legislation forward this year, in view of the fact that 
almost two years of study went into this topic, we have 
prepared an amendment in this Chamber which would 
encompass the advisory board aspects of the Senate 
amendment. 

However, the Senate amendment proceeded to change 
other aspects of the legislation which I believe, those 
of us who worked on this legislation think have merit 
as well, so I would first be seeking the rejection of 
the Senate amendment and I would ask, Mr. Speaker, at 
this time, if the Clerk could kindly call Senate 
Amendment "A", which is LCO7502 and if I may be given 
leave to summarize;e. 
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SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The Clerk please call LC07502 previously designated 
Senate "A". 
CLERK: 

LC07502 designated Senate "A" offered by Senator 
Avallone. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on summarization. Is there 
objection? Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I said, principally, 
this amendment replaced the concept we had adopted in 
the file copy of a Division of Criminal Justice Policy 
Board with an advisory board. 

It also made other changes throughout the statute 
that basically dealt with the hiring and direct 
authority of the employees of the chief state's 
attorney and the different regional state's attorneys. 
I think those are meritorious provisions which we would 
seek to retain and however, we will be proposing an 
amendment that would retain the advisory board aspects 
and at this time, I would move for rejection of Senate 
"A". 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on rejection of Senate "A". Will 
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you remark? Will you remark? Representative Wollenberg 

of the 21st. 

REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak in favor of Senate "A" 

and against rejection of Senate "A". This amendment 
that the Senate put on this bill, it seemed to me, was 
something that a lot of people could live with. We've 
been through this time and again and we went through it 
on this floor for a long while, and to date, if we're 
going to have something that the system and the process 
can live with, then we should keep this advisory board 
in place. 

I don't know what's coming next. I haven't been a 
party to that. Someone says, maybe what's coming next 
will continue the advisory board. I'm not sure of that, 
but maybe we can wait and see that, but I haven't seen 
the amendment. There must be more to it than that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

At this point, not having seen it, I think I would 
still ask for rejection of this. Give us what the 
Senate has given us, something that works, so that we 
can continue our criminal justice system as an 
effective one and not as one that is crippled by what 
this Chamber attempted to do before. Thank you. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 



Will you remark further on the amendment? Will you 

remark? Representative Bowden of the 31st. 

REP. BOWDEN: (31st) 

Mr. Speaker, thank you very much. I rise to 

support the motion to reject which was offered by 

Representative Levin nearly going. We're going to have 

another amendment which follows which will retain the 

advisory board which Representative Wollenberg would 

like to see remain in place. 

There are some other operational procedural changes 

that we'd like to restore to the bill, which have 

nothing to do with the advisory board that 

Representative Wollenberg objects to. 

Reject the Senate Amendment "A" and let's get on to 

our own House version for what's best for the bill, 

thank you. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further? Representative Nystrom of 

the 46th. 

REP. NYSTROM: (46th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I was simply rising to a 

point of inquiry to find out if other members of the 

Chamber had not received a copy of the Senate "A" which 

I just did at this time. Thank you. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
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Will you remark further on Senate Amendment 
Schedule "A"? 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Mr. Speaker, I'm told, and I have a copy of the 
amendment that's going to be offered, that this, the 
change will include an advisory board, and taking that 
on faith, I would go along with the rejection and we 
can discuss the amendment when that comes aboard. 

But so be it as far as the rejection is concerned. 
I would then go along with Representative Levin. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Krawiecki. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just a couple of questions 
for Representative Levin, please. Representative Levin 
in bringing out the amendment, I believe you told us 
where Senate Amendment "A" and I don't know which LCO 
you're about to call, but some House Amendment that 
will follow that are similar, and you didn't indicate 



where the amendments are different, so for the Chamber 
could you inform us to how your amendment will differ 
from Senate Amendment "A". 

And secondly, of the sections of Senate "A" that I 
assume you're going to take out, can you provide us 
with some information as to why you think that those 
sections should be taken out so that a little bit more 
informed opinion might be had by the members. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Through you, the 
provisions of the Senate "A" that will differ from the 
amendment which will follow, if the Chamber sees fit to 
reject Senate "A" are the aspects of the LCO7502 which 
is Senate "A" which basically of lines 18, excuse me, 
through you, Mr. Speaker, to Representative Krawiecki, 
excuse me, but as I'm looking at this here would be 
lines 18 through 21 of the LC07502 that would be 
different in Senate "A" as opposed to the amendment 
that will be coming out shortly. 

And it is my understanding of what the intention 
is, is to retain the provisions of the file copy that 
deal with the hiring of assistants and inspectors and 
investigators, based upon the recommendations of the 
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particular supervisory attorney, be that the chief 
state's attorney or the local state's attorney as 
opposed to the policy board. That's the principal 
nature of the change. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

And through you, Mr. Speaker, I am wondering 
whether, I note that in lines 34 and 5 of the 
amendment, that Section 6 is being deleted. I think 
you just, or you did not indicate that those were not 
to be deleted in your amendment, so through you, Mr. 
Speaker, will those items be deleted as well, and if 
so, what does Section 6 do to the bill that we may or 
may not want to keep in. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I apologize, 
Representative Krawiecki. I understood your initial 
question to be how the ensuing amendment would differ 
from the Senate amendment, and the ensuing amendment 
will also delete Section 7 which dealt with the powers 
of the policy board. So the policy board authority 
would in effect be deleted. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that was Section 6 or 7? 
I'm sorry. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 



Through you, Mr. Speaker, Section 7. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Seven? Because, through you, Mr.Speaker, the 
amendment before us deletes Section 6. 

Let me clarify. Perhaps my question is different. 
Senate Amendment "A" was drawn on File 665. Perhaps 
Representative Levin is looking at File 484. I was 
trying to draw the amendments against the file that is 
before us, which would be 665 and I gather in the 
change in files the number got changed with the 
section. Is that correct? Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I agree with 
the Representative, except as I'm reading the file of 
the Senate amendment I'm looking at, and maybe I have 
the wrong LCO number. The number I'm looking at is 
7502. 

REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

It's deleting 6, isn't it? Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Krawiecki. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Perhaps as a point of parliamentary inquiry, then, 
Sir. I am looking at LC07502, Senate Amendment "A", 
line 34 and 35 indicate delete Section 6 in its 



entirety and renumber the remaining sections 
accordingly. 

I believe the proponent of the bill is suggesting 
that the correct deletion should have been, or might be 
Section 7, and just so I can handle or follow what we 
are attempting to do here, do we in fact mean to delete 
Section 6 of File 665 or 7? 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin, as I look at the Senate 
Amendment also, it says to delete Section 6 on line 34. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, that is correct. I stand 
corrected. It is Section 6 which is substantively being 
deleted. I was looking at the renumbering sections. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Thank you, Representative Levin. That's the 
confusion sometimes with the bouncing back and forth 
between Chambers. I appreciate your answers. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? 
Representative Tiffany of the 36th. 
REP. TIFFANY: (36th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It's getting late in the 
Session and I was wondering, Representative Levin, have 
you talked to some people on the third floor and do you 
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think they will be receptive to the amendment that 
you're about to propose? 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that 
Representative Tiffany with all his experience knows 
better than I that one cannot anticipate what may or 
may not happen in our upstairs Chamber. But the 
indications I have received, very forceful indications, 
through you, Mr. Speaker, were the principal area of 
objection. And of course the principal area of debate 
in this House was with respect to the policy versus 
advisory board of this legislation. 
REP. TIFFANY: (36th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I was raising this concern 
because you know, if we reject Senate "A" and pass 
House "B" and it goes upstairs and then fails, we're at 
a point where we end up with nothing, and I think 
people should be aware of that fact. Thank you. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? Will you 
remark? 

REP. BELDEN: (113th) 
Representative Belden. 



REP. BELDEN: (113th) 
Mr. Speaker, to be perfectly honest with you, I 

kind of like the Senate amendment, and I'm still 
somewhat not having had time to compare the proposed 
House Amendment which I don't believe I even have with 
me here, and the Senate Amendment, the Senate Amendment 
is very clear in what it does. It essentially allows 
the chief state's attorney to have power to run the 
function and could Representative Levin, through you, 
Mr. Speaker, tell us the various differentials between 
the Senate, between Senate "A" and the proposed House 
Amendment. Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. Again, the principal 
distinctions are as follows. Senate "A" creates an 
advisory power for the policy board which was 
previously created in the file copy to create policy. 

The differentials as Representative Belden refers 
to them are basically twofold. In the first instance, 
it would go back to the file copy in terms of allowing 
the people who actually supervise assistant state's 
attorney's and inspectors to make recommendations to 
the Criminal Justice Commission for hiring, as opposed 



to leaving it somewhat ambiguous the way it exists now 
in the statutes. 

And secondly, the Senate made a change which 
frankly, is not clear and rather shows, which regards 
the part where a member of the Judicial Department is 
under investigation. The Senate adds in the various 
levels of state's attorneys which was not at all what 
the bill was directed at. It was directed at 
investigation of a member of the actual Judicial 
Department, which of course members of this Chamber 
understand are no longer, the state's attorneys are no 
longer members. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Belden. 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Thank you, Representative Levin. As I'm sitting 
here trying to compare these files, I notice that if we 
reject Senate "A" and pass the House Amendment, Senate 
"A" takes out all the new language on lines 55 through 
67 and all the new language on lines 167 to 175. 

The Senators felt that that language should come 
out. The first section deals with the procedure on how 
the state's attorney I guess, may move cases or perhaps 
take over a case, and of course, the language on line 
167 and 175 deals with who hires people in state's 



attorneys various offices. 
Through you, Mr. Speaker, could Representative 

Levin tell us why the proponents of the amendment 
disagree with the Senate's current position? Through 
you, Mr. Speaker. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes. I think, again, those were articulated in the 
initial debate but I'd be happy just to briefly touch 
on them. They're good questions. In the first 
instance, with regard to the issue of preemption. 

As you'll note in the Senate Amendment, there was 
no change that the Senate chose to make in the standard 
which was adopted by this Legislature. What they did 
was delete any sort of procedural process to be used, 
and I think arguable, constitutionally, there should be 
a process established. I think this Body, this House 
was wise in doing that. 

With respect to the hiring and firing, again, I 
respectfully submit that the basis of our study and 
investigation show that there was ambiguity with 
respect to who hires, and it has immediate discipline 
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and control over the people who work for individual 
state's attorneys. I think that the process that was 
established by this House in the file copy was a good 
process. It made sense. It made clear the lines of 
authority and should remain as such. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Belden. 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Thank you, Representative Levin. I guess on lines 
54 through 67 I can understand that's a procedural, 
it's kind of an appeal process, I guess, by a state's 
attorney to go directly to the commission if in fact 
they feel they're being pre-empted by the chief state's 
attorney in the jurisdiction of a particular case. 

I do have some problem with deleting the language 
where the chief state's attorney gets involved in 
a promotion, etc. within the various state's attorney's 
offices because I think we have to make up our minds 
whether or not we're going to have a chief state's 
attorney, or we're going to have 13 state's attorneys. 
Because somebody has to be responsible, and for that 
reason, I really can't see any reason to reject Senate 
"A". And Mr. Speaker, I would ask that when the vote 
is taken on Senate "A" it be taken by roll call. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 



Representative Levin. 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Mr. Speaker, I've asked for a roll call. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Excuse me. The question is on a roll call vote. 
All those in favor of a roll call vote please signify 
by saying aye. 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Twenty percent having barely been met. When the 
vote is taken, it will be taken by roll. Will you 
remark further? Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Mr. Speaker, this will be the third time. I ask 
leave of the Chamber. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Is there objection to Representative Wollenberg 
speaking to the amendment for the third time? Seeing 
none, please proceed, Sir. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I thank the 
Chamber to allow me to speak for the third time. Being 
unprepared and having now seen the amendment and the 
Senate Amendment, and hearing some of the debate and 



some of the questions and answers, I must agree with 
Representative Belden that significant changes are 
being made rather than just keeping advisory. 

We have made changes in hiring and so on that were 
actually the crux of what we talked about and debated 
here originally and what the Senate saw as being 
objectionable. The hiring process as it is presently 
in place, a great deal of it is done through union 
negotiation. Hiring inspectors at will cannot work, 
cannot work for the money is not there to do that. It 
should be in one place as it is now and deleting 
Section, or putting back Section 6 in its entirety I 
think does not do justice to what our Criminal Justice 
Commission should be doing. 

And, in spite of what I said earlier, and 
Representative Levin, I apologize. I will not be 
supporting the rejection of the Senate Amendment. We 
are almost going back to where we were before. It is 
unworkable in that manner and I think again, if we're 
going to have a chief state's attorney, let's have one. 
Let's have him take the burden that he's supposed to. 
If he doesn't do it under the situation we're setting u 
with the advice of the 12 state's attorneys, then 
another time we can take another look at it. 

But if this is a personnel matter, and I think 



that's what this has developed into, let's handle it 
from a personnel standpoint. 

If it's an administrative matter, let's do it that 
way. It is not an administrative matter at this time, 
should not be handled as it's being handled. Thank 
you. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Mr. Speaker. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I strongly urge the 
Chamber to reject Senate "A". We are, in the interests 
of compromise and trying to move this legislation 
forward, agreeing with the principal recommendation of 
the Senate in terms of establishing an advisory board 
for the state's attorneys as opposed to a policy board. 

However, what we determined from the course of our 
hearings, and I think what only should make good sense 
to the members of this Chamber is that when there are 
people who are directly working for someone, for the 
individual regional state's attorneys, that those 
individual regional state's attorneys, and the chief 
state's attorney when someone is working directly for 
that chief state's attorney, should have the 



opportunity to make the recommendation to the Criminal 
justice Commission as to who will be hired or promoted, 
or disciplined. 

They know. They're in direct day to day 
supervision of these people. Otherwise, it becomes 
nonsense to say that the chief state's attorney would 
have recommendations over hiring promotion and firing 
over each and every one of the individual inspectors. 
It makes no sense or a workable system at all in terms 
in terms of determining what the various priorities of 
prosecution are in the individual offices. 

It will be harming the regional state's attorneys 
offices and their effectiveness. We're trying to draw 
those lines more clearly. I think that this amendment 
arrives at meeting the major objections of those people 
who stated objections here and should be adopted. And 
I urge that the Senate Amendment, thank you, be 
rejected. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on Senate "A"? 
Representative Krawiecki. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to ask 
Representative Wollenberg a couple of questions if I 
may. 



SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
Please proceed, Sir. 

REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 
Thank you. Representative Wollenberg, I have to 

admit, I haven't spent probably as much time as I would 
have liked on this issue and I have witnessed the 
bouncing back and forth between Chambers with great 
vehemence positions, both pro and con. It seems to me 
to be too extreme. 

So I wonder if you could again capsulate for me, 
anyway, why you think that Senate "A" should be adopted 
at this point and the request of Representative Levin 
be rejected, just so that the members can get a little 
better handle on the technicalities that are involved 
in the process. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Through you, Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Wollenberg. 
REP. WOLLENBERG: (21st) 

Yes. Representative Krawiecki, what is being 
attempted to resurrect from the Senate Amendment by 
rejecting the Senate Amendment and putting on the new 
House Amendment are basically the hiring procedures of 
state's attorneys, assistant state's attorneys, 
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deputies and people along those lines. 
Now, we have been told, and I don't think there has 

been objection to that, that at the present time, 
state's attorneys are given, are given the ability to 
name people they would like to assist them. That is 
being done presently. The ability to hire inspectors 
is something that comes about through the chief state's 
attorney who has a handle on the finances of this and 
it should stay with him. 

Section 6 to delete in its entirety, to resurrect 
it in its entirety is the one that deals with 
inspectors and state's attorneys can go out and hire 
any number of inspectors they think they need. There 
should be some curb on that. There should be some curb 
on state's attorneys as a whole, the reason being that 
we discussed and debated here in this Chamber, that 
they should have someone to be accountable to, whether 
it's in the hiring or whether it is in their day to day 
operations. 

Now a concession has been made here, and I think a 
great concession, by the Chamber upstairs, as far as 
preemption goes. Preemption is when the chief state's 
attorney reaches down and takes a case away from the 
state's attorney. That has happened twice, remember, 
and one time it was requested. The other time the 
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chief state's attorney felt as though there was a 
conflict between two state's attorneys and reached down 
and did that. So that that has been watered down 
considerably. The state's attorneys wish that and that 
remains in. 

But if we're going to take away the powers of the 
chief state's attorney, I am against taking away those 
powers. Let's do this for a year. Let's leave it the 
way it is. If we want a bill, and Representative 
Tiffany brought it out, and this was sent back to us 
with considerable changes. I cannot see this going 
upstairs and flying through that Chamber up there this 
late date. As a matter of fact, I can hardly see it 
going to a Conference Committee at this late date. 

So, I think if we want a bill, and I think we 
should have a bill. I think we should put the chief 
state's attorney on notice that for this year, until we 
come into session again, and we look at this further, 
as I am sure Representative Levin and his Committee is 
going to do. I think we should have this bill. We 
will have something to hang our hat on come next year 
at this time, when we can look and say the Advisory 
Committee did or did not work. And if it didn't work, 
we can take the action then necessary. But it is not 
warranted at this time. 
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We should leave the power in the chief state's 
attorney. He is our chief law enforce— prosecutor of 
the State of Connecticut. We hire him to oversee all 
of that. He does not need 12 people looking over his 
shoulder and making policy. It's unheard of. He can't 
work that way. We should go along, we should go along 
with the amendment as it is, put on in the Senate, and 
not follow and reject this. 

Thank you. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Thank you, Representative Wollenberg. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the bill? 
Representative Levin, for the third time. Is 
objection to Representative Levin for the thi 
Thank you. Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, and very briefly, Mr. Speaker, 
just correct two misconceptions that may have 
given to the Chamber by my good friend, Repre 
Wollenberg. In the first instance, the budge 
set by the chief state's attorney, and now that the 
Policy Board has become advisory only, the budget 
without question, including the numbers of inspectors, 
will be established by the chief state's attorney, 
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period. Not set willy-nilly by any of the regional 
state's attorneys. 

Secondly, with respect to hiring of state's 
attorneys, again, as Representative Wollenberg pointed 
out correctly, that will still be done ultimately by 
the Justice Commission, not by the individual state's 
attorneys. Again, I urge rejection of Senate "A". 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further? Representative Foley of 
the 131st. 
REP. FOLEY: (131st) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I guess that I can only 
hope that as I am speaking, they will take photographs 
of me, too. The second time the bill has been before 
u s — And along with Representative Levin and 
Representative Wollenberg and Representative Bertinuson 
in this Chamber, several have spent the better part of 
a year of our lives with the state's attorneys on the 
investigation of the Program Review Committee. Very 
long, very hard, very diligent work, meeting two and 
three times a week during the summer and through the 
fall. 

Now, I understand the genesis of this bill starts 
from that Committee and moves forward til today. I 
chose not to speak the first time, because I felt the 
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debate was going fine. I was a little surprised the 
way it occurred. However, I find n o — After examining 
the bill and examining the amendment, I find no 
recourse but to support Senate "A". The bill as before 
us without the amendment would make a drastic and 
perhaps unwarranted change within the system. The 
problem that needs to be fixed is to have a gentleman 
who is a leader, to give that individual the clout they 
need internally, within the system, to make the process 
work. Senate "A" goes a way to fixing that problem. 
The adoption would certainly help alleviate the problem 
that we have seen over this past several years. 

It is not a cure-all. It is not a panacea, but it 
certainly will help cure the problem that does exist. 
Having lived that life for the last year of my life, I 
can tell you that without Senate "A", we will continue 
to have the problems that we have seen through the 
Justice Division, the Justice Department, excuse me, 
and of the chief state's attorney. We must have an 
individual who has the ability and clout to lead that 
Department. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? Will you 
remark? If not, I would just like to clarify the 



motion. The motion on the floor is to reject Senate 
"A". A green vote or a yes vote is in support of 
rejection of Senate "A". A red vote or a negative vote 
is not to support the rejection of the amendment. 
Staff and guests, to the Well. Members, please be 
seated. The machine will be opened. 
CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll. 
Members, report to the Chamber. Members, report to the 
Chamber, please. The House is voting by roll. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Have all the members voted? Have all the members 
voted, and is your vote properly recorded? If so, the 
machine will be locked. Clerk, take a tally. 
REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

Mr. Speaker? 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Migliaro of the 80th. 
) REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 

I had thought I pushed the no button. I don't know 
why the green one is up there. I am pushing it. My no 
button is not working. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Migliaro, do you wish to be recorded 
[ 

in the negative? t 

S-S 



REP. MIGLIARO: (80th) 
Absolutely. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
Representative Migliaro, in the negative. 

REP. RITTER: (2nd) 
Mr. Speaker? 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
Representative Ritter. 

REP. RITTER: (2nd) 
I apologize. I would like to be recorded in the 

negative, sir. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Ritter, in the negative. 

Clerk, please announce the tally. 

CLERK: 
Motion to Reject Senate Amendment 
Schedule "A" tO HB7201: 

Total Number Voting 149 

Necessary for Rejection 75 

Those Voting Yea 83 

Those Voting Nay 66 

Those absent and not Voting 2 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The motion to reject passes. Will you remark 

further on the bill? Representative Levin. 



REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Clerk has an 

amendment, LC07440. Could the Clerk please call, and 
may I be allowed to summarize? 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Clerk, please call LC07440, designated House "C". 
CLERK: 

LC07440, House "C", offered by Representative 
Levin. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on summarization. Is there 
objection? Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I explained to the 
Chamber in advance, this will change the file copy to 
create, rather than a policy making board of the 12 
regional state's attorneys and the chief state's 
attorney, an advisory board, to advise the chief 
state's attorney on the creation of policies of the 
Division of Criminal Justice. Otherwise, the file copy 
will stay the same. 

I will be frank with the members of the Chamber. I 
still question whether or not this comports with the 
content of our State Constitution. However, in the 
interests, as many Representatives have outlined, of 



moving the legislation forward based upon an extensive 
period of study, to show good faith with the strongly 
held feelings of the Senate, I will move for adoption 
of this amendment. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

The motion is on adoption of House "C". Will you 
remark further? Representative Farr. 
REP. FARR: (19th) 

Madam Speaker, through you, a question to 
Representative Levin? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

On your feet, Representative Levin. 
REP. FARR: (19th) 

Representative Levin, as I understand it, this 
amendment does not delete Section 6 and renumber the 
sections. But the amendment, in line 307, changes a 
reference to the regulations from Section 7 to Section 
6. I don't find any reference in Section 6 to the 
guidelines to be established. I realize that was 
language that was in the Senate amendment, but there 
now seems to be a flaw in this amendment. 

Through you, Madam Speaker, to Representative 
Levin, isn't this amendment now flawed by making that 
change from 7 to 6? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 
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Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Could the Representative please repeat the 
question? 

REP. FARR: (19th) 

Yes. In the Senate amendment, we deleted Section 6 
and renumbered. This amendment, as I understand it, 
does not delete Section 6 and renumber. But, in 
Section, in line 307, in line 23 of the amendment, it 
changes line 307 of the bill and deletes the reference 
to Section 7, and makes that Section 6. And that now 
reads "the guidelines established under Section 6 of 
this act." 

Well, as I read the file copy, the guidelines are 
established in Section 7, not in Section 6. Section 7 
is the one that establishes guidelines. Section 6 
doesn't. That change was in the Senate amendment, 
because we were deleting Section 6 and renumbering. 
Through you, Madam Speaker, isn't this amendment 
flawed? 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Through you, Madam Speaker, I think the point is 

well taken, but it is a correction that could be made 
by Legislative Commissioner's, once pointed out on the 
record by the Representative. 



DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Representative Farr. 

REP. FARR: (19th) 
Well, Madam— Thank you. I think that's probably 

beyond the scope of the Legislative Commissioner's. It 
seems to me that if we wanted to do the amendment 
properly, we ought to have it read properly. The 
amendment that is before us now doesn't in any way 
change the sections, and when we are making a reference 
to the proper section, it ought to be done right. And 
I would think that if we wanted to do it right, we 
ought to have an amendment to correct it into a proper 
form. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Will you remark further on House "C"? 
Representative Belden. 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Thank you, Madam Speaker. Perhaps I — I am pretty 
sure I was listening before. There was some dialogue 
about the Senate amendment and deleting Section 7 or 
deleting Section 6, and I think that Representative 
Levin had indicated at that point in time that the 
House amendment would in fact have a deleted section in 
it. And I am looking at the House amendment. I think 
it is LCO7440. There is no deletion of either Section 
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7 or Section 6 in this LCO. 
And I just wonder, there seems to be some 

contradiction here. I believe I was listening to the 
gentleman earlier. And I think that perhaps some of 
the votes might have been different, if, if people had 
perused the proposed House amendment a little more 
closely, in light of what appears to be a conflict of 
what was said before and what we are really looking at 
now. I think the amendment is flawed. I would suggest 
that this matter perhaps be PTed, so that proper 
corrections could be made and a proper amendment be put 
before this body. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Will you remark further on House "C"? Will you 
remark further? 
REP. FRANKEL: (121st) 

Madam Speaker? 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Representative Frankel. 
REP. FRANKEL: (121st) 

Madam Speaker, I recall Representative Belden also, 
or that representation was made to the Chamber about 
the deletion of Section 6. I have consulted with the 
proponent, and he indeed did make that representation. 
And it would appear at this point in time appropriate 



to pass this item temporarily, in order to either 
reconcile whether an amendment should be called in to 
delete Section 6 or if one ultimately is not to be 
sought, to afford members the opportunity to re-insert 
it, even though I recognize that brings about the 
question of reconsideration. I think that an amendment 
can be appropriately drafted to get around that 
problem. 

So, I would move this item be passed temporarily. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

The question is on passing temporarily. Is there 
objection? Representative Krawiecki, for what purpose 
do you rise? 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

To speak on the motion to pass temporarily. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Please proceed, sir. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Just a question to Representative Frankel, if I 
might. Representative Frankel, if it is found that 
Section 6 is not meant to be deleted, will you in fact, 
or will the proponent in fact offer an amendment that 
lays over the top of the last vote just as a 
representation to the Chamber? Because I am afraid 
certain members have indicated they may have voted 
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differently, based on the representation. 

I don't really care which way we go, but will they 
be afforded that opportunity? Through you, Madam 
Speaker? 

REP. FRANKEL: (121st) 
Through you, Madam Speaker. 

DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

Representative Frankel. 
REP. FRANKEL: (121st) 

Through you, Madam Speaker, perhaps the most 
expedient way to resolve it would be, after reviewing 
the matter and consulting with the proponent, if it is 
determined that he does not wish to offer such an 
amendment, I would then notify the other side of the 
aisle, to afford them ample opportunity to have such an 
amendment for the Chamber. 
REP. KRAWIECKI: (78th) 

Thank you, Representative Frankel. 
DEPUTY SPEAKER POLINSKY: 

The question is on passing temporarily. Is there 
objection? Seeing no objection, so ordered. 
CLERK: 

Page 14, Calendar 459, Substitute HB7117. AN 
ACT CONCERNING THE COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND 
OPPORTUNITIES. (As amended by House Amendment Schedule 
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leaders, a former member of this Chamber, Arnie 
Wellman, who has been moving up the corporate ladder 
and I'm told will be coming back to Connecticut later 
this year. 

If Harry and Tom would stand up, I would ask the 
members of the Chamber to give them our usual warm 
welcome. (Applause) 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Are there any other announcements or points? 
Representative Cohen of the 15th. 
REP. COHEN: (15th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Education Committee 
will meet tomorrow morning at 9:00 A.M. in Room IE to 
consider a bill referred from the Senate. Thank you. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Are there any other announcements or points? If 
not, we'll return to the Call. 
CLERK: 

Please turn to Page 8, Calendar 409, Potential 

Disagreeing Actions. Substitute for HB7201, AN ACT 

IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE 

PROGRAM REVIEW AND INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE CRIMINAL 

JUSTICE INVESTIGATION RELATED TO THE DIVISION OF 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE, as amended by House "A" and Senate 

"A". Favorable Report of the Committee on Judiciary. 
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The House adopted House "A" on May 9. The House 
rejected House "B" on May 9. The House rejected Senate 
"A" on May 30. The House designated House "C" 
yesterday, May 30th. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

With all that information at the Chamber's 
fingertips, Representative Levin of the 40th. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Now for the next chapter 
if I may I would again move acceptance of the Joint 
Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on passage. Will you temark? 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Yes, thanks, thank you, Mr. Speaker. Where we left 
off yesterday as the Clerk related, we had rejected 
Senate "A" and were in the process of discussing House 
"C" when it was properly pointed out by the assistant 
minority leader that — 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Excuse me Representative Levin. It's early on in 
the day. It's a long day we have. If the 
interruptions are kept to a minimum, we may be able to 
move quickly through the Calendar. 

Representative Levin. 



REP. LEVIN: (40th) 
Thank you again, Mr. Speaker. As I was saying, 

Representative Krawiecki correctly pointed out that I 
had not represented in my earlier discussions about 
House "C" what in fact that amendment had contained 
with respect to a specific provision on the appointment 
of inspectors. 

At that time, the Majority Leader passed the bill 
temporarily and in consultation with Representatives 
Belden, Bowden and Wollenberg, we worked on the 
language of an amendment which seemed to alleviate any 
additional concerns regarding the legislation. 

So first, Mr. Speaker, with the permission of the 
Body, I would withdraw Amendment "C". 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on withdrawal of House Amendment 
"C". Is there objection? If not, House "C" is 
withdrawn. Representative Levin. 

REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Clerk has an 

amendment, LC07999. Could the Clerk please call and 

may I be allowed to summarize. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Would the Clerk please call LC07999 designated 

House "D". 
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CLERK: 
LC07999 House "D" offered by Representative Levin. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on summarization. Is there 
objection? Representative Levin. 
REP. LEVIN: (40th) 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Again, this is a result of 
discussions with Representatives Belden, Bowden and 
Wollenberg. We reviewed the legislation and there are 
several changes now in the file copy that this 
amendment will seek to make with the Chamber's leave. 

In the first instance, the bill, the amendment will 
clarify that state's attorneys, whether regional or 
chief state's attorneys, may promote the individuals 
who work for them within their particular regional 
division, or the office of the chief state's attorney. 
It eliminates any language about the assignment of 
assistance recognizing that there may be some confusion 
about the authority of the chief state's attorney 
perhaps to assign persons to regional offices, based 
upon budgetary considerations. 

Secondly, with respect to the now famous Section 6, 
regarding the appointment of inspectors, language is 
being inserted to again insure that inspectors would 
only be appointed by the regional state's attorneys in 
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concurrence with the budgetary outlines, or with 
the approval of the chief state's attorney, designating 
those particular billets, if you will, for a particular 
regional state's attorney's office. 

Thirdly, and finally, the legislation would as I 
said yesterday, change what had been in the file copy 
a policy board of the various state's attorneys to an 
advisory board of the state's attorneys. That is the 
summary of the amendment, and I move adoption. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The question is on adoption. Will you remark? 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Belden, good morning. 
REP. BELDEN: (113th) 

Good morning, Sir. I rise to speak in favor of the 
House Amendment "D". It's perhaps not the best of 
everything for everybody, but I think it's something 
that will work and will clarify many of the problems 
that Program Review and the various personalities, if 
you want to call it that, within the State's attorney's 
office have come to the Legislature in an attempt to 
try to address. 

I believe in a strong state's attorney, chief 



state's attorney's office. I believe that there has to 
be a structure and I believe that the amendment leaves 
some of that structure in place because there has to be 
somebody in charge. And in the event that the caseload 
in one particular area goes down and goes up in 
another, there has to be the ability of somebody to 
shift resources between the various twelve state's 
attorney jurisdictions. 

I think the amendment leaves this possibility in 
tact. I believe the change in the policy board leaves 
the chief state's attorney with the overall direction 
of the whole operation, so I think this amendment, Mr. 
Speaker, will move us somewhat, but not anywhere near 
as the previous Senate Amendment that was rejected. 
Thank you. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the amendment? Will you 
remark? If not, we'll try your minds. All in favor, 
please signify by saying aye. 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

Aye. 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Opposed, nay. The ayes have it. The amendment is 

and ruled technical. 
* * * * * * 



House 

House Amendment Schedule "D". 

In line 168, delete everything after "PROMOTE" 
Delete line 169 in its entirety and insert the 

following in lieu thereof: "ANY ASSISTANT STATE'S" 
Delete lines 172 and 173 in their entirety and 

insert the following in lieu thereof: "MAY PROMOTE ANY 
ASSISTANT STATE'S ATTORNEY OR" 

in line 304, delete "PURSUANT TO" and insert "WITH 
THE ADVICE OF THE" 

Delete line 305 in its entirety 

in line 306, delete "POLICY" and insert "ADVISORY" 
in lieu thereof 

In line 321, delete the brackets before and after 
"establish" and delete "ENFORCE" 

in line 322, delete "EXTERNAL AND" 

In line 324, delete everything after "division" 

Delete line 325 in its entirety 

in line 326, delete "ACT" 
In line 425, after "ATTORNEY" insert ", IN THE 

OPINION OF THE CHIEF STATE'S ATTORNEY," 

In line 427, after "DISTRICT" insert ", IN THE 
OPINION OF THE CHIEF STATE'S ATTORNEY," 

In line 472, delete "policy" and insert "advisory" 
in lieu thereof 

In line 473, after "attorney" insert "or his 
designee" 

In line 474, after "district" insert "or his 
designee" 

In line 475, delete "establish" and insert "advise 



SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Will you remark further on the bill as amended? 
Will you remark? If not, staff and guests to the well. 
Members please be seated. The machine will be opened. 
CLERK: 

The House of Representatives is voting by roll 
call^_ Members report to the Chamber. The House is 
taking a roll call vote. Members kindly report to the 
Chamber, please. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Have all the members voted and is your vote 
properly recorded? If all the members have voted and 
their vote is properly recorded, the machine will be 
locked. The Clerk take a tally. 
REP. SANCHEZ: (6th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Sanchez. 
REP. SANCHEZ: (6th) 

Affirmative, please. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Sanchez, in the affirmative. 
The Clerk please announce the tally. 

CLERK: 



HB7201 as amended by House Amendments "A" and 
"D" 

Total number voting 

Necessary for passage 

Those voting yea 

Those voting nay 

127 

123 

64 

4 

Those absent and not voting 24 

SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 
The bill as amended is passed. Are there any 

announcements or points at this time? 
REP. TONUCCI: (104th) 

Mr. Speaker. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Representative Tonucci of the 104th. 
REP. TONUCCI: (104th) 

Will the Journal please note that Representative 
Jack Betkoski from the 105th will be missing some votes 
today. He's in his district on legislative business. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

The transcript will so note, Sir. 
REP. TONUCCI: (104th) 

Thank you. 
SPEAKER BALDUCCI: 

Are there any other announcements or points? 
REP. GIONFRIDDO: (33rd) 
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Substitute HB7201 An Act Implementing the 

Recommendations of the Legislative Program Review and 

Investigations Committee Criminal Justice Investigation 

Related to the Division of Criminal Justice. 

REFERRED TO: JUDICIARY 

Judiciary 

HB6175 An Act Concerning Authorization of Bonds of 

the State for Exterior Improvements to the New London 

County Courthouse. 

REFERRED TO: FINANCE, REVENUE AND BONDING 

Environment 

Substitute HB6998 An Act Concerning Dog Licensing 

and the Seizure of Dogs whose Owners Fail to Comply 

with Quarantine and Restraining Orders. 

REFERRED TO: FINANCE, REVENUE AND BONDING 

Environment 

Substitute HB7136 An Act Establishing a Program 

for the Protection of Endangered and Threatened 

Species. 

REFERRED TO: RQXERNMEN^ADMINI^RATim^AND, 

ELECTIONS 

Environment 

Substitute HB7204 An Act Concerning Open Space. 

REFERRED TO: FINANCE, REVENUE AND BONDING 

Labor and Public Employees 





Calendar Page 5, Calendar 422, File 484 and 665, 
Substitute HB7201, AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND 
INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE CRIMINAL JUSTICE INVESTIGATION 
RELATED TO THE DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE. As 
amended by House Amendment Schedule "A". Favorable 
Report of the Committee on JUDICIARY. Clerk is in 
possession of two amendments. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Atkin. 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

I move acceptance of the Joint Committee's 
Favorable Report and passage of the bill. 
THE CHAIR: 

Is this in concurrence with the House? 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

Yes, I'm sorry, Mr. President, in concurrence with 
the House. 
THE CHAIR: 

Thank you. Clerk please call the amendment. 
THE CLERK: 

LCO7502 designated Senate Amendment Schedule "A" 
offered by Senator Avallone of the 11th District. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Avallone. 
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SENATOR AVALLONE: 

Yes, Mr. President, I would move the amendment, 
waive its reading and request permission to summarize. 
THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, you may proceed. 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

Yes. The amendment makes several changes in the 
original bill. The most significant of which deals 
with that portion of the original bill that would 
create a policy board consisting of twelve state's 
attorneys, the twelve State's Attorneys and the Chief 
State's Attorney. 

My amendment would change that to an advisory board 
as opposed to a policy making board. And the reason is 
that there is a long history to the Office of the Chief 
State's Attorney, a part of which I am directly 
involved in since 1983, since coming to the Senate, 
particular during 1985 and 1986 when we had a special 
investigative committee which created a long hot summer 
for some of us, but we had some recommendations that 
dealt with changes to the law and in particular, the 
office of the Chief State's Attorney. 

We are now involved in an ongoing dispute as to the 
role of the Chief State's Attorney and his relationship 
with the 12 state's attorneys. It is my position that 
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there is no other policy board such as this in our 
state government. An example was given, for example, 
of the Gaming Policy Board, but in no other board are 
the members of that policy board full-time employees of 
the State of Connecticut. The State's Attorneys are 
full-time employees within the Criminal Justice 
Division of our State and the Department or 
Administrative head of that is the Chief State's 
Attorney and I don't know of any other model where the 
full-time employees sit in and make the policy for that 
department. 

So I don't think it's a good idea to come up with 
this idea. I also believe that a great deal of time 
should be put, not that the Program Review Committee 
did not put a lot of time in, I'm sure they did. But I 
think it should be clear that the staff of Program 
Review did not make this as a recommendation. The 
membership certainly discussed it, talked about a 
policy board and then at a later time this particular 
configuration of policy board was submitted and voted 
upon and passed by members of the Program Review 
Committee. 

I don't believe it is a good idea to create policy 
in this way for any department. I think if you are 
going to try and resolve problems and create a more 



cooperative relationship between the Chief State's 
Attorney and the State's Attorney that the amendment is 
a good idea. Create an advisory board that would make 
all of those individuals and their designees meet on a 
monthly basis where they can begin to exchange ideas. 

The Legislature is telling them, we are sending 
them a clear message that they ought to cooperate with 
one another. That if they cannot cooperate with one 
another, certainly the Legislature, over time, has the 
ability to create a more appropriate policy board to 
suggest that the twelve state's attorneys who are at 
odds with the Chief State's Attorney are going to sit 
down and work out a policy in this state, is not 
realistic. I think what you are going to create is a 
situation where there will be no statewide policy, that 
the 12 state's attorneys and the Chief State's Attorney 
or just the 12 state's attorneys will obviously have 
more votes, are going to go back to the system of 
relative autonomy. 

There is a great deal of independence among the 12 
state's attorneys. They are 12 admirable gentlemen. 
They are doing an outstanding job. They should have 
independence, but they should not have automonence and 
that's been decided over a long period of time. I 
think if we make them part of the policy making board 
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we create a disservice to the people of the State of 
Connecticut. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks on the amendment? Senator 
SENATOR UPSON: 

Yes, Mr. President. I am going to support 
amendment. I realize there are several people 
not want me to do so. I feel that the State's 
Attorney's Office in Waterbury has done a good 
Yes, there has been some disturbance to them on the 
part of the Chief State's Attorney. However, someone 
has to be in charge. This was a Republican measure in 
the 85-86 Session and the thoughts, I still think, are 
present today. 

Most states have an Attorney General which is in 
charge of the criminal investigation program and 
perhaps that's what we will be going and looking for if 
this can't work out. We are anomoly the State of 
Connecticut. We do allow for a Chief State's Attorney. 
We do allow for the freedom of the Chief State's 
Attorney and 
areas, so to 
we should be 

However, 

that this system has been in place. I think, to me, I 

Upson. 

this 
who do 

job. 

the State's Attorneys to mold their own 

speak, and I think maybe that is something 

looking into. 

it's been two years, two and a half years 
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don't have enough evidence one way or the other to 
change what we have already done. So I will support 
Senator Avallone's amendment for this time. 

I do suggest, however, if in the future there are 
any sort of tactics that were used against...in our 
case in Waterbury, against the State's Attorney 
Connelly by the State Police or by anyone for the Chief 
State's Attorney's Office, then that would definitely, 
as far as I am concerned, would require change. But in 
the long run if we can't work this out between the 13 
people, then I suggest the Attorney General of the 
State of Connecticut be given power to control the 
criminal investigatory and the Criminal Division of the 
State of Connecticut. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks on the amendment? Senator Atkin. 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. With the greatest 
respect for the Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, I 
do rise in opposition to this amendment. The Program 
Review and Investigations Committee, at the request of 
the leadership of both Chambers, a couple of years ago 
embarked on a year and a half long investigation of the 
entire Criminal Justice system in the State of 
Connecticut and we interviewed and reviewed the 
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systemic situations within each area of the Criminal 
Justice System. And I feel that the bill, without the 
amendment, putting a policy board in effect, made up of 
the 12 state's attorneys and the Chief State's Attorney 
would indeed properly reflect the Constitution of this 
state, which says that the Division shall include the 
Chief State's Attorney, who shall be its administrative 
head and the State's Attorneys for each judicial 
district. 

We now have a Chief State's Attorney who has been 
meeting on an regular yet informal basis with his 
state's attorneys. He testified before the Program 
Review Committee regarding these meetings that it is 
not considered the views of the State's Attorneys to be 
merely advisory, but does take the time to sit down and 
discuss policy changes with the individual state's 
attorneys, goes over and make corrections with them and 
in some cases, or hopefully in most cases, before the 
policies are directed. 

We may, in the future, not have a Chief State's 
Attorney who has the foresight of the incumbent Chief 
State's Attorney who would sit down on a regular basis 
with his State's Attorneys and by rejecting this 
amendment and adopting the bill, which would make the 
statutory provision of a policy committee, we will be 
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assured that future Chief State's Attorneys do indeed 
have to meet on a regular basis with their state's 
attorneys. 

So I would urge rejection of this amendment. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks on the amendment? Senator 
Lovegrove. 
SENATOR LOVEGROVE: 

Senator Upson was correct that there are those who 
are a little displeased with the statement he made. We 
had counted on his usual good judgment to prevail in 
this debate. I rise to oppose the amendment. I too 
served on the Program Review Committee. We had 18 
months of hearings. We listened to the Chief State's 
Attorney a number of times. We listened to a number of 
State's Attorneys and it became very clear to me that 
the system just was not working, and something had to 
be done. 

One of the problems seemed to be a lack of 
communication between the State's Attorneys and the 
Chief State's Attorney and I know at one point, I 
believe it was the summer of 1987, the State's 
Attorneys went to the Criminal Justice Commission and 
expressed their displeasure with the fact that they 
were not meeting as a group on a regular basis. 
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The Criminal Justice Commission spoke with the 
Chief State's Attorney, suggested to him that they meet 
at least 10 times a year. Since then the meetings have 
been held on a more regular basis. This morning in our 
Caucus we had the opportunity to hear from Chief 
State's Attorney Kelly and State's Attorney Satti. 

One thing that stuck out in my mind as Chief 
State's Attorney Kelly was speaking was in his argument 
in opposition to the policy board was not that he 
should set the policy, but that there was no need for 
this legislation because it is already being done. 
That he and the state's attorneys are already meeting 
and that they do discuss issues, they take votes and 
the majority prevails. 

Well, if that's the case and we all know that the 
Chief State's Attorney has been lobbying extensively 
for the defeat of this portion of the bill, why the 
great concern on the part of the Chief State's 
Attorney? And if that's the case, why the great 
concern for the passage of this legislation on the part 
of 12 state's attorneys? 

It would seem to me if the system is working as the 
Chief State's Attorney claims, then all this 
legislation would do would be to put in statute the 
current practice. But for 18 months we heard that this 



is not the practice. We heard in one instance how the 

Chief State's Attorney, instead of assisting a state's 

attorney in the prosecution of a case, actually worked 

behind his back to make his job more difficult. 

I don't know how we can have a system of 

prosecution in this State where the prosecutors are 

continually operating in conflict and with friction. I 

think this policy board will work to eliminate that. 

The policy board will consist of the 12 state's 

attorneys and the Chief State's Attorney and 

collectively they will discuss, propose policy by 

which they are all to operate and the Chief State's 

Attorney will be responsible for the enforcement of 

that policy. 

I hope you all will vote no on this amendment. 

THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks? Senator Hampton, followed by 

Senator Freedman. 

SENATOR HAMPTON: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you a question 

to Senator Avallone. 

THE CHAIR: 

You may proceed. 

SENATOR HAMPTON: 
Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Avallone, the 



advisory committee would it be empowered with any force 
other than just advising the attorneys? 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

Through you, Mr. President. No, I believe the only 
force it would have would be to sit in the same room on 
a regular basis, being monthly, and that is set forth 
in the bill, to openly discuss any and all issues. But 
in terms of an enforcement or powers, the amendment 
does not give them that. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Hampton. 
SENATOR HAMPTON: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Through you, to Senator 
Avallone. Then if this as it is at the present time 
with the amemdment, the Chief State's Attorney would be 
responsible to the Governor? 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

He is responsible to whoever the statutes make him 
responsible and that is right now, he is hired, I 
believe, by the Justice Commission. 
SENATOR HAMPTON: 

He appoints the Commission, as I understand it. 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

That's correct. 
SENATOR HAMPTON: 



2263 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Freedman. 
SENATOR FREEDMAN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise also in 
opposition to the amendment. Having sat through the 
hearings for the past year and a half and having heard 
the history of what went on before, I believe that this 
particular bill as it is now written, provides to the 
state a better form of equal justice for everybody by 
allowing the 12 prosecutors and the Chief State's 
Attorney to work together on policy, I think we will 
come forward with a uniform policy and we will not be 
able to say to the people in this State that justice is 
equal. 

And referring back to the Constitutional amendment 
which Senator Atkin had brought out before, it does say 
the Chief State's Attorney and State's Attorneys, and I 
believe we would just be implementing the Constitution 
in a very strict form that would bring better justice 
to the state. 

I would urge everybody to please defeat the 
amendment. Let's get this over with once and for all. 
Come forward with a policy board that will be able to 
make decisions for the people in this State that will 



be uniform. That will give us a Criminal Justice 
System where people are working together and not 
against one another, as we have seen in the past 3 
studies, either done by Program Review or 
investigations done by other committees. Thank you, 
Mr. President. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks? Senator Johnston. 
SENATOR JOHNSTON: 

Mr. President, I too sat on the Program Review and 
Investigations Committee for those 18 months. You 
know, it's somewhat difficult for us who are not 
attorneys to really understand our Criminal Justice 
system and the interaction that goes on between the 
State's Attorneys and the Chief State's Attorney and to 
be quite honest with you, having sat through those 
hearings and listening to all the speakers who 
testified before us, and I'm sorry to say that I was 
not necessarily proud of the system in the lack of 
coordination and communication amongst our top law 
enforcement officers. 

But I think what it has come down to, at least in 
my opinion, is that we really ought to strengthen the 
Chief State's Attorney's office and make that office 
the head of our Criminal Justice system or we ought to 
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hire a technician and I guess..and after all the 
lobbying is done, I have to say that this 
recommendation...and I have served on that committee 
for a number of years, is one of the very few that did 
not stem from a recommendation of the staff of the 
Program Review Committee. In fact, it was brought up 
by members of the Committee itself. 

So, just to remind you of that. I think we have 
seen, you know, we have seen personalities on both 
sides of this issue bickering with each other, 
unfortunately, and we have a situation where we have 
people who have feel and independence and someone 
coming in on them and a boss who perceives himself to 
be the boss over them and that's where I think you have 
some of the problems. 

But when all gets said and done, I guess I am 
willing to try this advisory council and then at that 
point, if that doesn't work, then we either make the 
State's Attorneys in charge of the system with the 
Chief State's Attorney as a real minor technician 
administrative head or we form a stronger Chief State's 
Attorney. 

But I think we have to go one route or the other, 
and I think this route, through this amendment is the 
best route for the time being. 



THE CHAIR: 
Further remarks? Senator Lovegrove, for the second 

time. 
SENATOR LOVEGROVE: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I would just like to 
repeat once again, something that Senator Atkin said, 
and that's to reinforce our Connecticut Constitution 
says, in establishing the Criminal Justice system. 

The Criminal Justice system shall include the Chief 
State's Attorney who shall be its administrative head, 
and...I think that's the key word..."and the State's 
Attorneys for each judicial district. 

The amendment also states that prosecutorial power 
of the state shall be vested in the Chief State's 
Attorney and the State's Attorney for each judicial 
district. I think that implies equality and 
partnership between the state's attorneys and the Chief 
State's Attorney. 

Creation of this policy board will be in line with 
the Constitution and some of you consider yourselves 
strict constructionists, I would think that that 
argument would be rather compelling to you. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks? Senator Avallone. 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 



Roll call please? 
THE CHAIR: 

Roll call is requested. Clerk please make an 
announcement for immediate roll call. 
THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Will all Senators please return to the Chamber. 
Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Will all Senators please return to the Chamber. 
THE CHAIR: 

Question before the Chamber is a motion to adopt 
Senate Amendment Schedule "A", LC07502. The machine is 
open. Please record your vote. Has everyone voted? 
The machine is closed. Clerk please tally the vote. 

The result of the vote: 
24 Yea 

12 Nay 

The amendment is adopted. Further amendments? 
THE CLERK: 

Mr. President, the only other amendment, I believe, 
is not to be called. 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

I will withdraw it. 
THE CHAIR: 

We are now on the bill as amended by Senate 
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Amendment "A". Senator Atkin. 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. Mr. President, I would 
urge adoption of the bill as amended. 
THE CHAIR: 

Do you wish to remark further? Senator Avallone. 
SENATOR AVALLONE: 

Yes, Mr. President. I would also urge the members 
of the Circle and I want to express my gratitude for 
the cooperation and the hard work of all the people on 
the Program Review Committee. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks? Is there any objection to this 
item being placed on the Consent Calendar? Senator 
Atkin. 

SENATOR ATKIN: 

I ask if there is no objection that this item be 
placed on the Consent Calendar. 
THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. Senator Herbst, you 
wish to be recognized? 
SENATOR HERBST: 

Thank you, Mr. President. A point of personal 
privilege. I must announce that there will be a 
meeting at 10:00 of the Public Safety Committee 
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in Connecticut to listen and to learn. Thank you very 
much for your welcome. I am delighted to be here. 
(Applause) 
THE CHAIR: 

We have a number of items on the Consent Calendar. 
Clerk please make an announcement for roll call on the 
Consent Calendar. 
THE CLERK: 

Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Will all Senators please return to the Chamber. 
Immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 
Will all Senators please return to the Chamber. 
THE CHAIR: 

Please give your attention to the Clerk who will 
read the items that have been referred to the Consent 
Calendar. 
THE CLERK: 

Beginning on Page 1, Calendar 165, Substitute 
SB789. Calendar 187, Substitute HB7150. Calendar Page 
3, Calendar 387, Substitute SB803, Calendar Page 5, 
Calendar 422, Substitute HB7201. 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 446, Substitute HB7278,. 
Calendar Page 9, Calendar 463, HB7594. Calendar Page 
11, Calendar 472, Substitute HB7528. Calendar 474, 
.HB6796. 



Calendar Page 12, Calendar 476, Substitute HB7474. 
Calendar Page 18, Calendar 268, SB760. Mr. President, 
that completes the call of the first Consent Calendar. 
THE CHAIR: 

Any changes or omissions? The machine is open. 
Please record your vote. Has everyone voted? The 
machine is closed. Clerk please tally the vote. 

The result of the vote: 
36 Yea 

0 Nay 
The first Consent Calendar is adopted. 
Call the next item please. 

THE CLERK: 

Calendar 378, File 576, Substitute SB812, AN ACT 
CONCERNING AIDS RELATED TESTING AND MEDICAL INFORMATION 
AND CONFIDENTIALITY. As amended by Senate Amendment 
Schedule "A". Favorable Report of the Committee on 
INSURANCE AND REAL ESTATE. Clerk is in possession of 
two amendments. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator O'Leary. 
SENATOR O'LEARY: 

Yes, Mr. President, would you mark that Passed 
Temporarily, please? 
THE CHAIR: 





THE CHAIR: 
Senator Meotti. 

SENATOR MEOTTI: 
Mr. President, I ask that that matter be Passed 

retaining its place on the Calendar. 
THE CHAIR: 

Pass Retained. 
THE CLERK: 

Calendar Page 6, Calendar 422, File 484 and 665, 
Substitute HB7201, AN ACT IMPLEMENTING THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM REVIEW AND 
INVESTIGATIONS COMMITTEE CRIMINAL JUSTICE INVESTIGATION 
RELATED TO THE DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE. As 
amended by House Amendment Schedules "A" and "D" and 
Senate Amendment Schedule "A". Favorable Report of the 
Committee on JUDICIARY. The House rejected Senate 
Amendment "A" on May 31st. 
THE CHAIR: 

Senator Atkin. 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

Thank you, Mr. President. I move acceptance of the 
Joint Committee's Favorable Report and passage of the 
bill in concurrence with the House. 
THE CHAIR: 

Will you remark? 



SENATOR ATKIN: 

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. By moving 
acceptance in concurrence we stand at agreement with 
the House in having rejected Senate "A". Agreement has 
been made on both sides that would allow the 
advisory...the meetings between the Chief State's 
Attorney and the 12 State's Attorneys to be advisory 
and the original aspects of the bill that came from the 
House would still be in effect. I would urge adoption 
of the bill. 
THE CHAIR: 

Further remarks on the bill? Senator Atkin. 
SENATOR ATKIN: 

I would ask that this be placed on the Consent 
Calendar. 
THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 
THE CLERK: 

Calendar Page 7, Calendar 468, File 483 and 715, 
Substitute HB7580, AN ACT CONCERNING DUTIES AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE MUNICIPAL FINANCE ADVISORY 
COMMISSION, THE AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS FROM THE LOCAL 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND, AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF LAND 
ACQUISITION FUNDS BY MUNICIPALITIES. As amended by 
House Amendment Schedules "A", "B", "C", "D", and "F" 



amendment by House Amendment Schedules "A" and "D". 
The machine is open, please record your vote. 
Senator Smith, Senator Avallone, Senator Hale, 

Senator Larson. Senator Avallone, Senator Hale. 
The machine is closed. 
Clerk, please tally the vote. 
The result of the vote: 
28 Yea 

7 Nay 

The bill is adopted. 
Clerk, please make an announcement for an immediate 

roll call on the Consent Calendar. 
THE CLERK: 

immediate roll call has been ordered in the Senate. 

on the Consent Calendar. Will all Senators please 
return to the Chamber. Immediate roll call has been 
ordered in the Senate on the Consent Calendar. Will 
all Senators please return to the Chamber. 
THE CHAIR: 

Please give your attention to the Clerk who will 
read the items that have been referred to the Consent 
Calendar. Mr. Clerk. 
THE CLERK: 

Consent Calendar #1 begins on Calendar Page 1, 
Calendar #21, Substitute HB5693. Calendar Page 3, 



Calendar #580, Substitute HB7228. Calendar Page 4, 
Calendar #586, Substitute HB7239. Calendar #587, 
Snbstitute7571. Calendar #589, Substitute HB7445. 
Calendar Page 6, Calendar #422, Substitute HB7201. 
Calendar Page 10, Calendar #22, Substitute HB5694. 
Calendar Page 11, Calendar #243, Substitute SB156. 

Mr. President, that completes the First Consent 
Calendar. 
THE CHAIR: 

Are there any changes or omissions? 
The machine is open, please record your vote. 
Senator Benvenuto. Has everyone voted? 
The machine is closed. 
Clerk, please tally the vote. 
The result of the vote: 
36 Yea 

0 Nay 
The First Consent Calendar is adopted. 
Senator O'Leary. 

SENATOR O'LEARY: 

Mr. President, I move for immediate transmittal of 
those items that are going to the House. 
THE CHAIR: 

Without objection, so ordered. 
SENATOR O'LEARY: 
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COMM. LESTER FORST: No 

REP. LEVIN: And well, I would appreciate it, speaking 
just for this committee member, if you ask 
Lieutenant Wheelette to include that also in his 
investigation of if Mr. Speers compromised the 
integrity of the Connecticut State Police. 

COMM. LESTER FORST: I didn't 
mention State Police? 

read this, but did he 

REP. LEVIN: Well, he says cops in his 
seems to be a question that should 
Any other members of the Committee 
questions for Commissioner Forst? 
much Commissioner. 

car. But it 
be answered, 
have any 
Thank you very 

COMM. LESTER FORST: Thank you. 

REP. LEVIN: The next witness is 
Council of State's Attorneys 

Robert Satti, Sr, 
Good morning sir. 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: Good morning. Is it permissable 
for Mr. Brown, who is also going to speak 
immediately afterwards to sit with me because we 
are both, so to speak, representing the State's 
Attorneys. 

REP. LEVIN: I appreciate that. You did mention that. 
Is there any objection? 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: If we were a little thinner we 
might fit a little better, but we will arrange it, 
I'm sure. Chairman and members of the Committee, I 
am Attorney C. Robert Satti, Sr. I am the State's 
Attorney for the Judicial District of New London. 
I have been the State's Attorney there since 1975. 
I was an Assistant State's Attorney in that County 
or District from 1965 and I also had five and a 
half years as City Prosecutor in the City of New 
London. 

And today I am appearing in a representative 
capacity as the Chairman of the Council of State's 
Attorneys. And generally expressing the thoughts 
of the Council concerning Raised HB7201. First, I 
want to thank you for the opportunity that the 
State's Attorneys had to appear before this 
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Committee during the hearings that were conducted 
during the previous year. And of course, I also 
want to thank you for the opportunity of appearing 
today in my official capacity. 
I hope I can be brief in my remarks. I think I can 
be because what I am going to say is that we 
basically and substantially endorse the proposals 
that you have made in your recommendations. I 
should mention that the Council of State's 
Attorneys is made up of the twelve Judicial 
District State's Attorneys. And we had a meeting 
earlier this week at which 9 were present, 2 could 
not attend and the third, the twelfth not attending 
was in Florida. 

Since that time direct contact has been made with 
the 2 who could not attend, Mr. Connelly in 
Waterbury is picking a capital felony jury. Mr. 
Callahan from Norwalk, Stamford, who could not 
attend the particular meeting. And the only person 
not contacted was Mr. Redway, who was on vacation 

! in Florida and apparently is unreachable. Be that 
as it may, Mr. Redway had previously, at a meeting 
in December, had endorsed the general principle 
that are contained in your recommendations and thus 
I think I can say when I speak I speak unanimously, 
for the unanimous vote of the 12 Judicial District 
State's Attorneys. 

We have with us also today, Attorney Walter 
Flanagan, the State's Attorney from Danbury, as 
well as Mr. Brown, the State's Attorney from 
Fairfield, who will make a few remarks as I finish. 

The Council fully endorses the thoughts contained 
in your recommendations relative to the Division of 
Criminal Justice and substantially endorses the 
thoughts contained in your HB7201. With just a 
couple of caveats. And I do this not critically, I 
hope. I hope it is not interpreted as being 
critical at all, but we do feel that some of the 
draftsmanship could be improved on somewhat. 

Just as an example, we notice that in the bill 
there is a reinstating possibly of our salaries 
back to the 1985 level. We are violently opposed 
to that if it has to be in the bill....I did notice 

j in a later paragraph that we are going to be paid 
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in accordance with the Department of Administrative 
Services, so maybe it's alright, but we kind of 
felt that it wasn't necessary to put us back to the 
earlier level. 

The second thing and of importance, I think, is 
that we did note and I'm sure this was not 
intentional, but we did note that some of your 
Committee's recommendations that you voted on in a 
Chamber such as this across the hall, I think it 
was IE, are not contained in your bill and we know 
not the reason why. And I would like to mention 
just a couple of these to you. And I am referring 
now, I didn't...thanks to Carrie Vibert, Attorney 
Vibert, I did get a copy of your final report dated 
January of 1989 and I am referring to 
recommendation #6, under the Division of Criminal 
Justice. 

In that recommendation it says that the State's 
Attorneys, the individual State's Attorneys, shall 
appoint, discipline and remove, as I recall it, not 
only the Assistant State's Attorneys and the Deputy 
Assistant State's Attorneys as provided in your 
bill, but it also says that they shall appoint 
inspectors and other personnel. And that is not 
contained in your bill at all, unless I have missed 
it someplace in the wording of the language. So 
that is something that is lacking in one of your 
own recommendations. 

A second item which happens to be a recommendation 
#11, indicates the Chief State's Attorney shall 
develop clearly articulated standards for staffing 
levels as a result of consultations with the 
State's Attorneys and again, unless I missed it, 
that is not contained in your bill, although it was 
your recommendation #11 in your 89 Report. 

In the third item that I am only going to very 
briefly comment on is the one that deals with the 
Organized Crime and Corruption and the question of 
putting SOCITF in the Chief State's Attorneys 
office, but I don't intend to comment on that bill, 
however, I do want to point out that my quick 
reading of that bill did not indicate that the 
Chief State's Attorney would not have exclusive 
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jurisdiction of organized crime and corruption and 
that's something else that was in your 
recommendation. 

nt 

recall 
was the one 
came as you 

The most important, the most important change to us 
is an item that came in an amendment during your 
hearings and I must confess I don't quite 
who proposed the amendment, but that 
that set forth a policy board and it 
were discussing things and I remember it had to do 
with a meeting of how often the State's Attorney 
should meet with the Chief State's Attorney and 
there was an amendment proposed and passed that a 

set forth. And I think at 
been, Representative 
sure. At the time it was 

suggested that it be three to six Judicial District 
State's Attorneys and you have recommended the 12 
and we are so pleased that you have recommended the 
12 because we firmly believe that the 12 State's 
Attorneys, Judicial District State's Attorneys 
along with the Chief State's Attorney are under our 
Constitution, "the Division of Criminal Justice", 
that's what the Constitution says. 

policy board should be 
the time it might have 
Mulready, but I am not 

It doesn't say the Chief State's 
Division of Criminal Justice, it 

Attorney is the 
says the Chief 

State's Attorney, the Administrative Head and the 
Judicial District State's Attorneys. Though under 
the Constitution, you have by inclusion in your 
bill of a policy board, if those are the terms to 
be used and putting all the Judicial District 
State's Attorneys on that policy board you have, I 
respectfully submit to you, fully complied with the 
mandates of our Constitution. 

I would like to suggest and I do this as 
respectfully as I can, that your policy board 
proposal which I think was probably...because it 
did come by way of amendment, not as fully 
considered as all of the other recommendations, we 
feel that it doesn't go quite as strongly as we 
believe it was intended by the members of the 
Committee. 

If that policy board were to 
meet and not just to consult 
Attorney, but to meet and to 
words, a policy board should 

be given the power to 
with the Chief State's 
set policy. In other 
set policy for the 
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Division, once those rules and regulations are made 
then it would be up to the Chief State's Attorney 
to administer them and carry them out. And again, 
as respectfully as we can, we submit to you if that 
were done almost all of the problems that have 
been, I'll say apparent, during these past couple 
of years, we strongly feel would all be resolved. 
Because then it would be the vote of the policy 
board or the Division of Criminal Justice that 
would be setting the policy. 

I would like to just point out in that regard in my 
reference to the fact that it is not quite as 
strong as we would like to see it. I would like to 
submit to you respectfully, it's not quite as 
strong as you intended it to be and I say that for 
this reason. That in referring to your, again, 
your report of January 1989, on Pages 58 and 59, 
you refer to Scoler's book and a Wisconsin study 
and then State is put in place of in brackets for 
certain provisions from the book itself. 

' Now, I have talked to a prosecutor from Wisconsin 
and I asked him just what is the relationship 
between yourself and the Attorney General and he 
said we are County wide, we are elected by the 
County, we are paid by the County, the Attorney 
General has no authority over us except in certain 
specified matters and he mentioned, for example, in 
wire taps they do have to get the approval of the 
Attorney General first before they can take a wire 
tap. In Rico prosecutions, maybe Mr. Brown can 
tell you what Rico means, but it's organized crime 
and corruption, that is done by the Attorney 
General's office and he mentioned one other thing 
to me. 

Now, I don't mean to say that I had a full detailed 
discussion with him. But he said other than that 
the District Attorneys are autonomous in Wisconsin. 
Again, if I may refer you to Pages 58 and 59. They 
refer to the fact that Scoler made certain 
distinctions between the Central Administration, 
three models, Central Administration, Regulatory 
and Decentralized (inaudible) and that basically 
ours in the State of Connecticut is regulatory. 



And then it goes on to list something at the bottom 
of 58 and the first half page of 59. And it says 
Mr. Scoler suggests a regulatory model should focus 
on normal regulatory controls formulated on the 
consensual basis, a highly professional function 
like prosecution. That means not formulated by 
one, but formulated on a consensual basis. And 
then below, the policies. 

1. State policy and standard setting in limited 
areas requiring guidelines with local prosecutor 
participation and formulation but regional 
enforcement authority once promulgated. 

2. Emphasis on review inspection and monitoring 
techniques by the State (which promise not so much 
displacement of a local prosecutor, the decision 
making, but the primarily guidance and local 
resources to meet desired standards). And there 
are 3, 4 and 5 there. 

What I am suggesting to you is that if you relied 
on that work, then we are simply asking you to 
strengthen the policy board, don't just say 
consultation, as is provided in one of the 
sections, Section 6. We would ask you to 
strengthen Section 6. 

And one final comment I would like to make is that 
respectfully submit that the provision on Lines 254 
to 257 of your bill that puts the reference to the 
policy board which is the amendment to Section 
51-279, put the reference to the policy board in 
there. I respectfully suggest to you that that is 
under the powers of the Chief State's Attorney. It 
just seems to me that there should be, as you have 
started to do, adopted the policy board provisions 
and we would ask you to say that the Division of 
Criminal Justice, the 13, 12 plus 1, be allowed to 
make the policy for the Criminal Justice as I 
think, respectfully I submit the Constitution calls 
for. 

Now, if Mr. Brown could speak or I'll answer 
questions, but it might be better if he had an 
opportunity to speak also. 



REP. LEVIN: If we may first, I know Representative 
Bowden had a question he wanted to follow up on. 

REP. BOWDEN: Mr. Satti, I am a little bit concerned 
with our views on what the policy board should do. 
I don't think it was the intent of this Committee 
to form the 12 State's Attorneys into a board of 
directors and then the Chief State's Attorney would 
be the executive officer. That puts the Board of 
State's Attorneys clearly in some superior position 
to the Chief State's Attorney. That is not what we 
intended at all. I am speaking for myself, but I 
think I am speaking for the Committee. 

What we hope would happen and maybe a policy board, 
may be an incorrect term, but what we hoped what 
would happen is all 12 Judicial Districts would 
function in as close to the same fashion as 
possible with the same agreed upon sets of 
guidelines across the entire State of Connecticut. 

We don't see...in addition to that we had hoped 
very much that the 12 State's Attorneys meeting in 
their monthly session, which we really didn't want 
to mandate, but we hoped would happen would develop 
a working relationship which transmitted itself 
also to the Chief State's Attorney and that all 13 
were in harmony on the way prosecution should be 
done in the State. 

We didn't intend to make this any kind of a 
battleground or any kind of division of labor or 
turf war. We are trying to do the opposite. We 
are trying to bring people together to function as 
a unit. 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: May I respectfully suggest this 
and I don't know whether or not if all 12 State's 
Attorneys are going to suggest it that any comment 
I am going to make is correct, but the meeting the 
other day, all of them felt that it would be a 
policy board and we are not trying to start a turf 
war, we are trying to solve a turf war if one does 
exist. 

May I respectfully suggest that the Constitution 
says that the division is made up not just of the 
Chief State's Attorney, but of the Chief and the 



12, in this instance we have 12, and the District 
State's Attorneys. Now, if you consider the Chief 
State's Attorney as the Division of Criminal 
Justice, again respectfully I think you are flying 
in the face of the Constitution. And to answer you 
directly, it was our hope that your thought was, 
and that may have been wrongfully read from what 
was here, our thought was it was our hope that in 
fact it would be like a chief operating officer and 
a board of directors that we are all concerned with 
the Division. 

Now, I am treading a little bit on Mr. Brown's 
remarks, but, that's the way it used to be, 
Representative Bowden. I know Mr. Gormley spoke 
before you. I have the greatest deal of respect 
for Judge Gormley now and he told you how things 
worked basically then. I want to say that when Mr. 
Gormley was the Chief State's Attorney, when Mr. 
McGuiggan was the Chief State's Attorney, there were 
regular monthly meetings, not in July and August, 
regular monthly meetings and the State's Attorneys 
sat down before my time when Mr. Brown was there 
and from the time I became a State's Attorney, they 
sat down, they discussed any matters of policy and 
they took a vote and what was decided became the 
policy, became the operating policy for guidelines 
statewide, the way the Division would operate. 

It was only in the past couple of years that this 
has not happened. We are consulted with, but 
that's not the decision. Now, what I am suggesting 
to you is that this would not start a turf war, 
that this would end a turf war and if I misread 
some of the thoughts of the Committee, I would hope 
that maybe the Committee would rethink those 
thoughts, if they are, Representative Bowden, as 
you expressed them, think more about it, please and 
I do strongly suggest it would end the turf war. 
And that is what we are asking you to do. 

REP. BOWDEN: Okay. I have just one brief followup Mr. 
Chairman. My only concern was that we not make the 
Chief State's Attorney subservient to the State's 
Attorneys. On the face that doesn't seem to make 
any sense, but I hear what you are saying in terms 
of what your intent is. Thank you. 



REP. LEVIN: Representative Bertinuson then on to Mr. 
Brown. 

REP. BERTINUSON: Yes, Attorney Satti, quickly, as I 
read the language in Section 6 it does say that 
it's a policy board which will meet to establish 
statewide prosecutorial standards and guidelines. 
That sounds pretty strong to me. It doesn't say 
discuss, or...and then it says consider other 
policy matters, but it seems clear to me that it 
does give them the authority to actually set 
standards, which standards are policy. So I am not 
sure what you find lacking, although it doesn't set 
up the real board of directors set up, it does seem 
clear to me that it does give that board the 
authority to establish standards and guidelines. 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: Well, what you have said is 
correct. We are just asking you to make it a 
little bit less ambiguous if that is your intent. 
And it refers to statewide standards and guidelines 
and then it says consider other policy and 
administrative matters. Now, if you said in there 
shall meet once a month, if you want, to establish 
statewide prosecutorial standards and guidelines 
and to establish other policy and administrative 
matters, that might very well solve it. 

It's just the way it is it leaves it a little bit 
open, plus when you consider the fact that the 
provision in Lines 254 to 257 is directly under, so 
to speak, the powers of the Chief State's Attorney, 
I think, we think it lends some ambiguity to it. 

REP. BERTINUSON: Because of its placement? 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: That because of its placement and 
then the latest Section 6 by in one case you 
establish and then the other case you only 
consider a policy and administrative matters. 

REP. BERTINUSON: So it appears that your concern at 
least with what you see lacking there has to do 
with administrative matters rather than standards 
and operating guidelines. 



ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: Yes, but I must confess this to 
you or I must state this to you. That the word 
administration unfortunately has very wide meaning. 
When the Constitutional memo was written, I and Mr. 
Kelly, as a matter of fact, and Attorney McDonald 
were on a committee that initially helped draft the 
legislation to submit to the then State's Attorneys 
and we specifically put in the word administrative 
head so that it could be understood that he was to 
administer and by that we meant administer as 
opposed to operational. 

Now, you read different definitions and administer 
could mean that he does everything and that's why 
we have the problem. We don't expect to conduct a 
day to day operation of the Chief State's Attorneys 
office. We don't expect him to know how to conduct 
the day to day operation of the Chief State's 
Attorneys office or any of his boards. It's just 
that those things that relate not just to his own 
office, but to the Division itself, we feel should 
be under that policy board. Have I made myself 
clear in response? 

REP. BERTINUSON: I think so. It seems to me that the 
use of the word consider for the second part of the 
mandate there is what you are uneasy with. You 
would prefer to have establish... 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: That is correct and I might say, I 
have done a lot of research on this, a lot of 
research on this. There is only one case in 
Connecticut that I know of that sort of suggests 
what administrative means, but by other definitions 
it is very, very wide and what we are saying is 
unless you are opposed to it, we are trying to 
clear ambiguities. I don't blame Mr. Kelly for 
things he has done because the statutes are in such 
a way who has the right to do this. I think Judge 
Gormley told you that and we are simply asking you 
to clear it and bring it back to, I respectfully 
submit, what it was from the time that the office 
was developed up until the past couple of years. 

REP. LEVIN: Senator Lovegrove. 



SEN. LOVEGROVE: Mr. Satti, what is your concept of the 
Chief State's Attorneys office relationship? 
(Inaudible - mic not on) 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: I am getting hit with...this is my 
personal concept. I am not speaking necessarily on 
behalf of the Council, this is my personal concept. 
The Constitution says, as I mentioned a moment ago, 
I consider myself a member of the Division of 
Criminal Justice, not just an employee of it. And 
I therefore can believe, under the Constitution and 
based upon laws that were in affect at the time the 
Constitution memo was adopted, I firmly believe in 
a local judicial district the State's Attorney is 
the Chief Law Enforcement officer, the chief 
prosecutor. He can be interfered with if he is 
being examined, if he is disqualified, etc. But 
other than that he is the one that is 
answerable...I'm sorry. He is the one who has the 
right to determine the function. 

That doesn't mean that's absolute. I am keeping 
away from a particular word. Mr. Wollenberg is 
not on the Committee anymore, I guess I know what 
word he would ask me, but I am keeping away from 
the word. There are many checks and balances on 
State's Attorneys, but this is how it is in all 
other, almost every other state in the Nation. 
Your State's Attorneys, District Attorneys, 
Prosecuting Attorneys, County Attorneys are 
basically, basically independent, but they are 
subject to rules of ethics, they are subject to 
rulings of judges, they are subject to removal now 
from the Commission, or disciplined by the 
Commission, so it is not that we don't have 
somebody overseeing us. 

So my answer is that, as I understand it, the Chief 
State's Attorneys office was first established 
mainly to combat such things as organized crime and 
corruption. The State's Attorneys were supposed to 
be basically independent. That doesn't mean they 
can go their own way and do nothing. You have a 
right of pre-emption. We are pretty much in 
agreement with the expressions you have in here on 
the right of preemption. So if one State's 
Attorney is doing wrong, the others would get 



together to see that the system is not damaged or 
the Chief State's Attorney could or the Criminal 
Justice Commission could. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: (Inaudible - mic not on) your friend 
in Wisconsin is elected and those are the people he 
answers to. And I think I have asked you that 
before, what your attitude would be towards getting 
out on the street.... 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: I would like to suggest to you... 
Oh, I'm sorry Senator. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: I think I know where you are coming 
from and what your desires are. I would like to 
hear Don Browne answer the same question. 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: May I? 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: Sure. 
ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: For years I have been a member of 

the National District Attorneys Association. I am 
now the Vice-President or one of the Vice 
Presidents of the Association. Almost all the 
other District Attorneys or County Attorneys say 
how lucky you people are in Connecticut. I am 
going back a few years, how lucky you are in 
Connecticut. At that time we were appointed by 
judges. You don't have to, and there is nothing 
wrong with politics, I was raised in politics, I 
don't for a moment suggest that there is something 
wrong with politics, but I will respectfully submit 
that the Department of Criminal Justice should be 
as far removed from political pressures of any kind 
as possible. 
Now, our Chief State's Attorney is not elected. He 
is appointed by a Commission and he can be removed 
by a Commission. We have terms. The same is true 
for the State's Attorneys and that is what I am 
suggesting...and all the other...I can list at 
least 10 different controls on the State's 
Attorney, whether it be Code of Ethics, whether it 
be the Commission itself, the action of a Chief 
State's Attorney, the action of his peer group, all 
12 State's Attorneys, the other 11 if he is doing 
something wrong will do something about it. 
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SEN. LOVEGROVE: Let me understand where you are coming 
from. You are leaning more towards the State's 
Attorney at large concept as opposed to what the 
name implied, Chief State's Attorney. 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: No, I don't think it's a State's 
Attorney at large. I think the Chief State's 
Attorney who is going to administer the entire 
division based upon after consultation and 
conference, rules and regulations set by the 
Division itself, the Division being, 13 people 
right now, 12 State's Attorneys and the Chief 
State's Attorneys. And I respectfully submit that 
is what the Constitution says. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: Mr. Browne, could you answer the same 
question? 

ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: Yes. I believe you are asking for 
my impression of what the relationship and the 
Chief State's Attorney and various State's 
Attorneys is and should be? 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: Yes. 
ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: I recognize that the Chief State's 

Attorney is the administrative head of the 
division. He is in charge of items such as 
training, formulating training programs, being 
certain that offices are properly equipped, that 
offices are properly staffed. I don't believe that 
the Chief State's Attorney has any authority to 
come into my office or any other State's Attorneys 
office and inform us of how we should prosecute our 
cases. I think that is an inherent right of every 
State's Attorney to manage his own office and to 
determine how cases are going to be prosecuted 
through that office. 

I feel that the Chief State's Attorney has certain 
designated functions and he performs those 
functions, but I don't feel that his authority 
spills over to direct myself or any other State's 
Attorney in our prosecution of our cases. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: Okay, but part of administration would 
be personnel and I have your opinion on it, but Mr. 



Satti supports the recommended changes in dealing 
with personnel which gives the State's Attorneys 
considerably more authority. 

ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: Absolutely and I think you will 
find that all of the State's Attorneys unanimously 
support very enthusiastically that original 
suggested provision which would give us the 
authority to hire, promote and discipline, not only 
our prosecutors, but our inspectors and clerical 
staff as well. 

And we were all very enthusiastically in favor of 
that suggestion when it was initially suggested in 
the initial report. Individuals such as inspectors 
cannot have divided loyalty. I don't feel an 
inspector who is appointed by the Chief State's 
Attorney to serve in my office necessarily has my 
interests completely in his mind. I want to be 
able to select the individual inspector who is 
going to serve in my office, I know what type of 
people I want in my office, I know what qualities I 
am looking for, I know what I want in an inspector 
and I want that individual's entire full loyalty 
running to myself and members in my office. I know 
what abilities an inspector should have and I think 
I am the one who should select what individuals are 
going to be inspectors in my office. 

On the same issue is the concept of promotion. We 
have had, and I am sure in your hearings the 
problem was addressed, of who should (gap in tape) 
promotions. 

We have positions such as supervisory Assistant 
State's Attorneys in some of our courts. In my 
Judicial District the issue comes who is going to 
select which member of my staff should have a 
supervisory position. It's no clear certainly 
under the statutes as they exist at the present 
time. This committee's original recommendation 
that the State's Attorney's have authority to hire, 
promote and discipline would certainly encompass 
the ability to designate an individual to be a 
supervisor, and again, I feel and I am sure that 
all of these State's Attorneys, I know that all the 
State's Attorneys endorse that particular concept. 



We feel that we should be the ones to designate 
what individual is going to be a supervisor within 
our office. We feel we know the personnel. We 
know the people that we want to put our trust in 
that we have confidence in, can exercise those 
additional duties and we would obviously endorse 
that particular language which was originally in 
your report, but not adopted into the HB7201. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: How do each of you feel about the 
legislation which would transfer SOCITF from the 
State Police to the Chief State's Attorney's 
Office? 

ATTY. ROBERT SATTI: The Council of State's Attorneys 
briefly discussed the bill and felt that we would 
not take a position. I meant to ask Mr. Kelly and 
I see him here now and I hope I'm correct in saying 
so. We don't feel — I don't think Mr. Kelly feels 
that (inaudible) speaking for him. The State's 
Attorneys don't feel that the entire SOCITF 
organization should be put in the Chief State's 
Attorney's Office. 

We do feel there should be an organized crime and 
corruption unit there that works very closely with 
SOCITF. Maybe there's some closer coordination. 
On the other hand, if Mr. Kelly felt that SOCITF 
should be within the Chief State's Attorney's 
Office, then we would be willing to go along with 
that too because one of the main purposes of the 
Chief State's Attorney's Office being established 
in the beginning was because crime is now crossing 
state lines, county lines. We had counties then, 
judicial districts today, crossing county lines, 
and therefore, organized crime is coming in and you 
need a central unit to handle those kinds of 
matters. 

I've given you an ambiguous answers, I realize, but 
if Mr. Kelly feels that it should be in the Chief 
State's Attorney's Office, we're in favor of it. If 
he feels it should not be, we go along with him on 
that also. I think that the State's Attorneys 
expressed the thought they would prefer that there 
not be the entire operational unit within the Chief 
State's Attorney's Office. 



REP. LEVIN: Do you have any answer, Mr. Browne? 

STATE'S ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: I'm sorry. 

REP. LEVIN: Is your answer the same? 

STATE'S ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: Yes, it is. 
SEN. LOVEGROVE: Do you have any additional comments, 

Mr. Browne. 
STATE'S ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: Yes, the only brief 

comments I would like to make, address again the 
concept of the Policy Board which was very 
enthusiastically received by the State Attorneys, 
and as Mr. Satti has indicated, we are unanimously 
in support of that concept. We have the obligation 
to effectuate and implement the policies of the 
criminal justice system. We are the people out in 
the judicial districts that have got to be certain 
that the policy is put into effect and that it's 
implemented and we feel that we should have input 
into determining what that policy is going to be. 

For years when Judge Gormley was the Chief State's 
Attorney policy was determined in exactly that 
matter. An item was suggested at a meetings of 
State's Attorneys. The items was discussed, it was 
debated. It was eventually voted and it was either 
approved or disapproved and whatever occurred, that 
became the policy of the Division of Criminal 
Justice and I think that the morale of State's 
Attorneys at that time was very good. Everyone 
recognized that in addition to having to implement 
policy, at least they had some say and some input 
into the determination of that policy and I feel 
that that is what might be affected by the Advisory 
Board which is considered under this particular 
raised bill. 

I agree with the Representative that Section 6, and 
I had intended to suggest to the committee this 
morning the elimination of the two words in the 
line 327 of "consider other." If those two words 
were deleted from Section 6, I think that we would 
then have what Mr. Satti and I are urging the 
committee to adopt this morning and which again we 
are speaking unanimously for the 12 State's 



Attorneys, but again, the State's Attorneys are 
very pleased with this particular bill. We 
unanimously and enthusiastically endorse and would 
urge the committee to make those few changes that 
we are suggesting this morning. 

REP. LEVIN: Thank you very much, Gentlemen, for your 
comments. Just for your information, I am informed 
by staff that the language with respect to the 
Inspectors was an oversight in the drafting and we 
certainly take note and I'm sure that it'll be a 
matter of considerable discussion of the committee, 
you know, exactly the final drafting of the 
legislation. We appreciate your input. 

STATE'S ATTY. DONALD BROWNE: Thank you very much. 
REP. LEVIN: Members of the Committee, we've been 

asked, although not a member of a state agency, we 
have with us a Special Agent of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation who has to leave for another 
meeting and if there is no objection, asked that he 
be allowed to speak at this time. Is there 
objection from Members of the Committee? Special 
Agent Stanley Klein 

SPEC. AGENT STANLEY KLEIN: Thank you very much. Good 
morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 
my name is Stanley Klein and I am the agent in 
charge of the FBI for the State of Connecticut. I 
appreciate the opportunity today to come before you 
and talk to you about my perceptions of organized 1Q ̂  
crime and how that activity relates to the ,\oJu !'!,/ 
Connecticut State Police and the Organized Crime 
Task Force formally referred to as SOCITF. 

Before presenting my prepared remarks, I would like 
to point out that for obvious reasons I'll be 
unable to comment on any ongoing organized crime 
investigations that the FBI and SOCITF may be 
currently involved in and I can assure you that we 
are involved in a number of very significant 
organized crime investigations as we speak today. 

The objective of the FBI's organized crime program 
is to identify, investigate and develop significant 
cases against traditional and non-traditional 
organized crime groups in order to bring these 
individuals to prosecution. 



either from Members of the Committee or the public, 
we have the Chief State's Attorney, Representative 
Mazza and Attorney Perpetua from the Freedom of 
Information Commission. So if there is no strong 
objection from either area, I would like to then 
proceed with Chief State's Attorney Jack Kelly. 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Good morning. For 
those Members of the Committee I have not had the 
opportunity to introduce myself to, my name is John 
Kelly, Chief State's Attorney. I've held this 
position since July 17, 1985 after my appointment 
on that date by the Criminal Justice Commission. 
For purposes of accuracy, I would like to bring the 
committee's attention to the following and the 
report that you've filed, Appendix D, Page Dl, 
which is entitled Division of Criminal Justice, 
Personnel Data, that erroneous. 

The Division of Criminal Justice does not have 332 
Prosecutors and 258 Inspectors. We have 185 
Prosecutors and 62 Inspectors. When clerical and 
support staff are included, the total number of 
Division employees is 363. 

I do have for the committee the following documents 
which I would ask be made exhibits again so we can 
be accurate. The first would be the most recent 
Personnel Directory that the Division publishes and 
we try to do that every couple of months to be 
accurate, this is dated January 1, 1989, together 
with a computer printout of each of the various 
offices in showing the sum total of Prosecutors, 
Inspectors, Case Coordinators, clerical and 
administrative personnel for a total of 363. I 
wouldn't want anyone to think we are able to 
achieve more than we can with the staff that we 
have, so I will make these available to you. 
I'm here today in response to your letter inviting 
me to testify on bills which resulted from your 
committee's investigation into selected areas of 
the criminal justice system. Although no bills 
accompany the letter I received, it's my 
understanding that there are two bills that you 
have raised, the first would be Raised SB779 and 
the second would be Raised ^g^yi!*"**"^ 



SEN. LOVEGROVE: We created the constitutional 
amendment that set that up. We can change it if we 
want. We're interested in delivering justice to 
the people of Connecticut. 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: So am I and I think 
I've outlined ways you could do. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: We've come to the conclusion that 
SOCITF is not doing the job where it is. We've got 
to make a change. You don't want it. I'm saying 
where? An independent agency, and you give me a 
Constitution — . 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, I have to give 
you the Constitution. I can't ignore. 

SEN. LOVEGROVE: Forget it. 
REP. LEVIN: Do you have testimony on another bill? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Yes, next would be 
HB7201 and what I would do here would be to go 
through various lines of the Raised Bill and the 
first would concern itself with Page 2, lines 47 
through 51, and also lines 58 through 66. This 
language relates to what's been popularly referred 
to as preemption. 
I think the history this committee has in this area 
demonstrates that in one case in 1985 I preempted a 
local State's Attorney who refused to sign an 
arrest warrant on an arson case. That warrant was 
signed, the person was arrested and convicted. I 
would put this particular area in the non-issue 
area. We do have present language in the statute, 
in lines 53 through 58 which authorized the 
Criminal Justice Commission, if necessary, to adopt 
regulations in the preemption area. 

This has been such a non-issue that the Commission, 
and even though it's had this authority now for 
some time, has not had to adopt any regulations. 
So it's not as if I'm opposed to the present 
language, but I'm just somewhat curious, I guess, 
in view of the fact we have no issue and no 
problem, the old adage, " I f the wheel is not 
broken, don't fix it" I think would apply. 



Next would be Page 4, lines 118 and 119, and lines 
123 and 124. Again, I believe that that language 
would be in direct conflict with Article 23 of the 
Constitution. As I mentioned to you previously, we 
have 185 Prosecutors. When you delete from that 
number the Chief State's Attorney, the two Deputy 
Chief State's Attorneys and the 12 State's 
Attorneys, that leaves us with 170 Prosecutors. Of 
that number, some 92 of the 170 have been appointed 
by the Criminal Justice Commission and I'm not sure 
you're fully aware of how the appointments take 
place. 
An ad is placed in the Connecticut Law Journal for 
every vacancy, whether it's in the Chief State's 
Attorney's Office or the local State's Attorney's 
Office. People submit resumes, and let's take as 
an example, a vacancy in a local State's Attorney's 
Office. Either the State's Attorney or his or her 
designee interviews those applicants the State's 
Attorney believes are suitable for an interview. 

From that number three, what I will term finalists, 
are selected. I am sent a letter by the State's 
Attorney listing the three finalists, not saying 
who the preferred individual might be. The 
Criminal Justice Commission then meets and the 
State's Attorney is present. The three finalists 
are interviewed by the Criminal Justice Commission 
and then the State's Attorney is asked to rank 
those three people. 

In some cases, the State's Attorney has a clear 
ranking of first preference, second preference, 
third preference. In other cases, the State's 
Attorney's position has been "they're all well 
qualified. I would be happy to have any of the 
three as Prosecutor in my office" and based on 
that, the appointment is made by the Commission and 
in the main the State's Attorneys and I, when I've 
had a vacancy, have had our first choice. I can 
only think of one case in all of these 92 
appointments where none of the three candidates was 
deemed to be suitable and others had to be 
interviewed. 



So I think you have right now a merit selection, 
consistent with the language of Article 23 of the 
Constitution which provides for prosecutorial 
appointment. 

I also take — would tell you this, that I think 
your proposed languages fails to take into account 
Section 51-275a-8 through 51-275a-12 of the 
Administrative Regulations of the Criminal Justice 
Commission which had been in effect since 
October 20, 1987. These regulations, as you know, 
had to be and were approved by the Regulations 
Review Committee and they clearly provide that all 
prosecutorial appointments made by the Commission 
will be based on the recommendations either, as the 
case may be, of the Chief State's Attorney or 
State's Attorney. So it's not as if we don't have 
any say at the present time of who the people who 
work for us and I think if you contrast that with 
the method by which Prosecutors were previously 
appointed by Judges, you see that we have a direct 
say where previously in some cases we had little or 
no say. 

So I just point that out to you that language could 
constitute a constitutional problem. 

Lines 189 through 191, I would also point out, 
could have a potential additional problem. That 
language might be construed to require the filling 
of every vacancy and this would frankly remove the 
authority of the Governor and Appropriations 
Committee concerning the annual budget submitted by 
the Division of Criminal Justice. I suppose I 
would be very happy if no such problem there, I'd 
never have to worry about budgetary approval for 
any and all vacancies we might seek to fill, but 
you know, we lost three positions last year in the 
Division of Criminal Justice. We theoretically 
could lose more this year. So I just point that 
out to you as perhaps intruding on the authority, 
both of the Governor and the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Lines 224 through 226, and lines 234 through 238, 
again, I think there are a number of problems 
presented by this language and I'd like to outline 
them as followed. First of all, this language 
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fails to take into account not only the present 
collective bargaining agreement, but the one that's 
been submitted to the Legislature for approval 
concerning the protections that Assistant State's 
Attorneys and Deputy Assistant State's Attorneys, 
whether in my office or a local State's Attorney's 
Office, have through collective bargaining. 
I would ask you to note Raised Judiciary Committee 
HB7235. That bill has the support of the Criminal 
Justice Commission, has the support of the 
Prosecutor's Union and my office and what it seeks 
to do is to have this distinction in terms of 
removal and discipline. The Criminal Justice 
Commission would have the removal and discipline 
authority concerning the Chief State's Attorney to 
two Deputy Chief State's Attorneys and the 12 
State's Attorneys. 

The remaining Prosecutors, the Deputy Assistants 
and the Assistants would get the full protections 
provided them by the collective bargaining 
agreement and there are a number of steps they have 
there. So I think that language presents that sWX 
problem to you. ' 

Lines 255 through 257 and lines 323 through 329, 
again, both of which relate to the same topic. 
These attempt to accomplish a number of things. 
First of all, would be the requirement, statutory 
mandate, of monthly meetings. I think you've heard 
prior testimony and I believe it was from Bob Satti 
concerning the fact that we've never had to any of 
our memories monthly meetings. Traditionally, we 
did not meet in July and August. 

As I previously mentioned to you, I have been Chief 
State's Attorney since July 17, 1985. In the 
ensuing 42 months I've held 26 State's Attorney's 
meeting and we have a 27th schedule for later this 
month. In addition, I've implemented quarterly 
meetings with the GA Supervisor Prosecutors, the 
people I've frequently referred to as the forgotten 
members of the Division of Criminal Justice so we 
can get not only their input, but give them 
feedback. 



In addition to those meetings, I meet almost 
monthly with the Criminal Justice Commission and it 
seems to me that by this mandated language you 
remove from the agency head the flexibility he 
needs to administer the Division. We have a 
standard routine. If anyone thinks we have a 
pressing problem that requires a special meeting, 
pick up the phone and call me. It's not happened 
since July 17, 1985. 

What I have here for you in an effort to show you 
what we do at our meetings is a list by date of 
each of the meetings and the agenda of those 
meetings and I think you will see on those agendas, 
and frankly, there are hundreds of topics, every 
conceivable criminal justice issue that confronts 
Prosecutors in the State of Connecticut, and I 
think I had previously given you as an exhibit how 
we formulated the policy resulting from the 
Connecticut Supreme Court decision in State v. 
Stoddard, which as you know was a 3 - 2 decision by 
the Connecticut Supreme Court that said when a 
person was being interrogated by police after being 
in custody or about to be, an attorney either 
telephone or arrived at the police station did the 
police have any duty to inform the person being 
interrogated of that attorney's efforts to contact 
him. 

I first prepared a draft of a policy, now you've 
got to recall, this is a decision of the 
Connecticut Supreme Court that impacts on 
Prosecutors throughout the state and in the same 
way. It doesn't impact one way in Norwich and 
another way in Greenwich. It impacts exactly the 
same way. 

We discussed in detail that draft at a State's 
Attorney's meeting. I did the work. I prepared 
the draft. After discussion there were some 
changes made. Following that a second draft was 
prepared and discussed and finally when we all 
agreed that the language of that policy was 
consistent with the decision of the Connecticut 
Supreme Court, that policy w a s promulgated 
statewide. That policy w e n t t o e v e r y Prosecutor in 
the state and a copy w a s s e n t t o e v e r y Police 
Department in the state s o we would have 



consistency. So it's not as if we have but one 
person now with a voice on policy matters, we fully 
discuss these. 

I don't want to bore anyone with all these 
exhibits, but you will see all of the issues that 
we have discussed. Most of the agendas are here, a 
couple are not, but most are there. So this would 
be an additional exhibit for you. 

In addition, I believe some of the other language 
could present a problem. You use the word 
"administrative" in line 328. Again, under 
Amendment 23 of our Constitution, that's the 
responsibility of the Chief State's Attorney. Peer 
review, I think raises major, major privacy and 
personnel issues. Traditionally, what occurs now 
is if there is a personnel matter to be discussed, 
that is, discussed by the State's Attorney involved 
or his designee and me or my designee and that 
protects the privacy of the office and the privacy 
of the individual and I don't think you're going to 
see the Prosecutor's Union agree that the 
collective bargaining agreement allows State's 
Attorneys during our meetings to discuss these 
types of personnel matters. 

Resolution of conflicts, frankly, to me is 
unnecessary. We do that at every meeting now. I 
don't think we need a legislative mandate for that 
purpose. 

Finally, I suppose the best way to sum up my 
philosophy in this area would be to repeat, and 
it's very brief, a statement, in part at least, 
that I made to the Program Review Committee on 
July 14, 1988, and it would be as follows: 

"Connecticut has 12 Judicial Districts. Each 
Judicial District has a State's Attorney who is its 
chief prosecutorial official. Under Article 23 in 
related statutes it's the State's Attorney's Office 
for each Judicial District which has the primary 
responsibility of investigating and prosecuting 
those crimes which o c c u r w i t h i n t h e geographical 
confines of that J u d i c i a l D i s t r i c t . 



There is, however, but one Division of Criminal 
Justice. The Chief State's Attorney, while not a 
criminal czar is clearly more than only a 13th 
State's Attorney. He was intended to and does have 
the central leadership role within the Division of 
Criminal Justice. He's the person selected by the 
Criminal Justice Commission to be the Division's 
administrative head. The person chosen by the 
Commission in the words of Connecticut General 
Statute 51-279(a) to administer, direct, supervise, 
coordinate and control the daily business of the 
Division. His leadership role includes a unique 
and broad authority not shared by the State's 
Attorney. 

Crucial to this leadership role is the 
responsibility to adopt policies for the Division. 
Under that previously cited statute, specifically 
Subsection A-3, these policies 'shall be binding on 
all Division personnel.'" 

And so I think you have to make a distinction 
between the very important authority of a State's 
Attorney within his or her own Judicial District to 
be the chief prosecutorial official for that 
district. The sole responsibility, the primary 
responsibility of that individual, and primary is 
the word, not sole, is those cases that occur 
within a district, those crimes, under Article 23, 
that State's Attorney is the person primarily who 
has the investigative and prosecutive authority. 
I've committed myself to that philosophy from Day 1 
and I believe I submitted letters to you where I've 
expressed that to people who have complained about 
the State's Attorney's decisions. That's their 
primary responsibility, not mine. 

So they have a function, but it is restricted to 
that Judicial District. It is an important 
function, but there is, in this agency, as in every 
other state agency here, a distinction to be made, 
policy, yes, operational responsibilities, yes. 
There is input on policy. There is discussion on 
policy and in many, many, if not most cases, 
agreement on policy, but the concept of a Board of 
Directors for the Division of Criminal Justice or 
the Department of Transportation or the Banking 



Commission, and I think you all realize is 
unrealistic and unworkable. I'm available for 
questions. 

REP. LEVIN: I know Senator Atkin has to leave for a 
hearing, so Senator, did you have some questions? 

SEN. ATKIN: Yes, if I could, a couple of quick 
questions, one dealing with preemption changes that 
we've suggested. I remember from your previous 
testimony you used that process once in your tenure 
as a Chief State's Attorney, however, wouldn't you 
agree that for future Chief State's Attorneys 
considering the testimony we've received from 
State's Attorneys that perhaps this is something 
that should be put into the statutes? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, you've got to 
realize I believe there have been in the period of 
three years two legislative looks at the preemption 
issue and two statutory changes in language. You 
have a procedure now in place by statute and you 

* also authorized the Criminal Justice Commission to 
adopt regulations if need be. 

Right now we have one-sided preemption, and I think 
I had given the committee a list of this in past 
cases. Whenever there's a claimed conflict of 
interest or other reason why a local State's 
Attorney's Office can't handle a case, my office is 
willing to do so. 

Recently in Manchester there was a jury blitz there 
and if you wish, we went in and handled 600 cases, 
so if you want to use the word preemption there, we 
preempted 600 cases, but that was to assist a GA 
Prosecutor's Office that had an overwhelming jury 
backlog. I'm not — I can live with that standard. 
There's nothing onerous about the standard. I'm 
just saying in view of the fact we have, by the 
consensus of all of us, no issue, no controversy in 
this area at the present time and the Legislature 
itself has said if the need arises the Criminal 
Justice Commission can adopt regulations. It seems 
to me that's the answer, but if you want to remove 
the regulation authority from the Criminal Justice 
Commission and put it in by statute, I can live 
with that. 



That same standard, I might add, I have used and I 
assume that's where you got it, from letters I have 
written to people asking me in effect to overrule 
the decisions of State's Attorneys. I've refused 
to do that and that's basically the standard I've 
used. Unless you can show by clear and convincing 
an abuse of discretion by a State's Attorney, I'm 
not going to get involved and I have not gotten 
involved. I have never overruled that 
discretionary decision of a State's Attorney. 

SEN. ATKIN: Well, as I said, we did receive testimony 
from some State's Attorneys that they felt as 
though this was sort of hovering over their head. 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Not by me, I hope. 

SEN. ATKIN: Also, dealing with your remarks on the 
monthly meetings and codifying some of the 
procedures that you already go ahead with as Chief 
State's Attorney, again, for a future Chief 
State's Attorney who may not feel it appropriate or 
necessary to hold meetings as often as you do and 
set up some statewide procedures, wouldn't again 
that be appropriate statutory language? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, you know, where 
is the necessity to dictate to any administrative 
head of any agency in this state, you will hold 
monthly or quarterly, semi-annually, or annual 
meetings. It seems to me that's a discretionary 
judgment call and where is the evidence before you 
that we haven't had enough meetings? Twenty-six 
meetings in the period of time that I've mentioned, 
an open invitation that any one at any time who 
thinks we need an additional meeting not scheduled, 
please let me know. It hasn't happened. 

I would like to think the evidence would convince 
you that that's not why statutory language. 

I would also urge you, frankly, before you make up 
your mind in this area, take a look at the agendas 
I'm going to leave you as an exhibit, and as I 
mentioned to you before, every major criminal 
justice issue confronting police and Prosecutors in 
Connecticut is on this agenda and what I have 
implemented, frankly, and I thought it was a better 



system and a fairer system, in the old day we would 
walk into a State's Attorney's meeting. We'd be 
given the agenda at the time, so you had very 
little time to read it through or reflect on any 
position you wanted to take. 

I send out the agenda with the supporting 
documentation at least a week in advance of the 
meeting so everyone has time to read it and reflect 
on it and many times other items come to the front, 
and I'll also when people come to the meeting, give 
them a supplemental agenda with documentation and 
you will see in this packet that I've just given 
many such circumstances where there is supplemental 
agenda. 

SEN. ATKIN: Well, that's exactly my point of saying 
that it perhaps should be statutory in the future. 
I mean if previous State's Attorneys did not do 
this procedure, you did, but maybe future State's 
Attorneys wouldn't either and by codifying it at 
least we can rest a little bit assured that there 
would be regular meetings and more of a procedure 
set up — . 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, maybe — if I 
could just answer that, if in the future you get an 
unreasonable Chief State's Attorney, that might be 
wise legislation. 

SEN. ATKIN: One further question, I'm not a lawyer or 
constitutional lawyer or expert or anything, you 
referred to Article 23, which I — . 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: That's our Bible. 

SEN. ATKIN: Yes, exactly. I, again, I prefaced it by 
saying I'm not a lawyer, but I don't see a conflict 
in lines 118 to 124 with each State's Attorney 
shall appoint upon confirmation by the Commission 
as many State's Attorneys as necessary with 
Article 23, it says that "said Commission shall 
appoint a State's Attorney for each Judicial 
District and other attorneys as prescribed by law." 
Well, what we've said, it seems to me, is that the 
State's Attorney shall appoint this person and then 
the Commission shall confirm that appointment. 
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CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, I think you 
failed to take into account a couple of things and 
I think Bob Satti touched on it during his 
testimony. Bob, I believe it was Frank MacDonald, 
me, and there may have been a fourth State's 
Attorney, I frankly don't recall at this point, at 
the time we were all State's Attorneys and we all, 
frankly, had a major concern going from Judicial 
into Executive because we wanted to maintain our 
traditional prosecutorial independence and not get 
involved in the political spectrum and we worked on 
this language very carefully. We met a number of 
times to discuss and debate it and there was a 
dividing line and the dividing line was there was 
going to be a Criminal Justice Commission. 

I mean there was debate, for example, should there 
even be Judges on the Commission and there are two. 
The dividing line was that the Criminal Justice 
Commission would be an appointment and discipline 
commission, but not a policy commission. That was 
the clear intent of all of us and I presume the 
clear legislative intent of the Legislature which 
gave this language to the voters for their approval 
in which the voters overwhelmingly did approve. 

Now if you change that, I mean, we do the appoint 
— the Criminal Justice Commission confirms. They 
have no role. They confirm what? Right now I have 
explained to you the system. I don't know anybody 
who's unhappy with the appointment system. I'm 
very happy with it. I haven't always gotten my 
first choice. Many times the Commission maybe has 
spotted a quality in a person I didn't. We all go 
through that same process of — for example, if 
we've got 25 applicants, we read the 25 
want to interview 25 people, we do so. 

resumes, we 
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The only requirement is select three finali 
me know, then I inform the Commission here 
three finalists and here are their resumes, 
can read them and they're not ranked so no 
knows ahead of time what the ranking is if 
one, and then the Criminal Justice Commissi 
the State's Attorney present interviews the 
finalists and then the State's Attorney is 
"Do you have a recommendation? Do you want 
these people one, two or three, or can you 
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with any one of the three?" That, to me, is a very 
fair, meritorious, non-political system of 
appointments and they've appointed 92 out of 170 
people, so you can see the impact they've had. 

Where have the complaints been? Where is the need 
for change? I'm very happy with it, and frankly, 
I've not heard of any State's Attorney unhappy with 
the selection process. 

SEN. ATKIN: Thank you. 
REP. LEVIN: Was the answer to Senator Atkin's 

questions that there is no conflict or there is a 
conflict? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: I think there is a 
conflict. That is the answer I just gave. 

REP. LEVIN: Thank you. Now is it your testimony then 
that the decisions within the Division of Criminal 
Justice now are arrived at in a collegial, amicable 
fashion, that all the 12 State's Attorneys and you 
are working in synch and along the same track here? 
Is that you're — as we sit here today? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: I think that's too 
rosy a picture of our agency, any agency and life 
in general. You know, many times the U.S. Supreme 
Court has 5 - 4 decisions, the Connecticut Supreme 
Court has 3 - 2 decisions. They continue to meet, 
they continue to decide. There are many times 
majority and minority views. We try to reconcile 
on major policy issues as best we can, but you 
know, in the same way we have hung juries, 
sometimes juries can't agree. Normally, we're able 
to come to a consensus on major issues. 

REP. LEVIN: Well, this jury, today anyway, with 
respect to this legislation, seems to be hung 12 in 
favor and 1 opposed. 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: I understand that and 
I believe I came in on the tail end of one of the 
questions and I think it was by Representative 
Bowden are we about to go into Board of Directors 
concept and all I can tell you is that, you know, 
when you look at Article 23, you look at the 
legislation that was on the books concerning the 



Division of Criminal Justice before, the 
legislation that is now, it's been consistent. The 
legislative intent is presumed to have a consistent 
body of law and it seems to me in this area, as in 
every agency area, you have a distinction and 
function which I have pointed out and that the 
policy-making authority, although it may reside in 
one corner, is in some sense shared by discussion 
and by consensus when possible before it is 
formulated and that's exactly what we do now. 

REP. LEVIN: This is a very special agency, isn't it? 
I mean you mentioned the Banking Commissioner and 
the Transportation Commissioner. I mean there's a 
considerable difference, wouldn't you concur, 
between the Division of Criminal Justice and the 
Banking Commissioner and the Transportation 
Commissioner? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: We all have different 
functions, but I (inaudible) it too that every 
agency has a head. Every agency head is more 

& accountable than some of the other agency people to 
the appointing authority, and I frankly, am more 
accountable to the Criminal Justice Commission than 
other employees of the Division of Criminal 
Justice. 

REP. LEVIN: Is there any other agency that has an over 
200 year tradition of local autonomy and as does 
the Division of Criminal Justice? Any other 
comparable agency in state government? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: No, but I think you 
forget one important factor. When you speak of 
local autonomy, the autonomy you have to keep in 
mind was the decisions to be made concerning the 
investigation and prosecution of those criminal 
cases that arose within that geographical limit you 
were a State's Attorney in. You can only have one 
policy. You can't have, particularly when there 
are inputs on us from the courts, from the 
Legislature and other areas, that there has to be 
consistency and a uniformity of and that's what we 
strive to achieve. 

So I've tried to make t h a t distinction. T h a t is an 
historical distinction, but some people have to 
realize that 1973 was an actual year that the 



Division of Criminal Justice was created in that 
year and then in 1984 we had Article 23 and there 
is a division of function and authority set up as a 
result of actions by the Legislature in 1973 and by 
the voters in 1984. I don't sit alone, not hold 
meetings and say this is what everyone has to do. 
That doesn't happen. There has to be some input, 
yes, but you can't have a situation where I'm 
accountable to the Criminal Justice Commission for 
policy and I go and say, "Well, gee, I got 
outvoted and things are goofed up, but don't blame 
me, go down the chain of command." 

REP. LEVIN: Well, one things strikes me, Mr. Kelly, 
and that is, again, as in earlier hearings, there 
appears to be, you know, a rather dramatic contrast 
between how you perceive things and how the 12 
other State's Attorneys perceive things and I think 
that the committee has striven here to come up with 
a vehicle that will allow for the resolution of 
these problems in the future and for more of an 
opportunity to have a meeting of the minds. 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN KELLY: Well, see, I think the 
fatal flaw you have is you assume in the 12, the 
statewide policy authority, and that's the flaw. 
The authority is in the Judicial District. Nobody 
disputes that, and frankly, that has been the main 
reason that I have adamantly to date taken the 
position it is inappropriate for me in a wide 
variety of areas that are going to touch on the 
individual cases of the State's Attorneys to 
promulgate statewide guidelines and regulations. I 
am a firm believe in preserving that independence 
of the State's Attorney. 

I don't want anyone interfering with that State's 
Attorney's ability to investigate and prosecute 
those cases within that Judicial District. That's 
again been my philosophy from Day 1, but that's to 
be distinguished from policy. 

REP. LEVIN: However, the constitution speaks of the 
Division of Criminal Justice as consisting of you 
and the 12 State's Attorneys, does it not? 

CHIEF STATE'S ATTY. JOHN K E L L Y : T h a t is c o r r e c t . That 
is correct, and it also has the Chief State's 
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Attorney as being the administrative head and it 
also has enabling legislation giving the Chief 
State's Attorney authority in the policy area. 

. LEVIN: Any other Members of the Committee have 
questions? Any members of the staff? All right, 
we thank you very much. (inaudible, mic not on) 
yes, three — before we get to the public section 
again I ask the public 
agency heads beginning 
Please try to be brief 
Representative Mazza. 

REP 

to bear with us and — three 
with Representative Mazza. 
(inaudible, mic not on). 

the , MAZZA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of 
Committee. I can see why no other Legislator 
showed up this morning. I hope the Legislature 
does as well with strengthening the laws against 
criminals as they have in their deliberations with 
the law enforcement people this morning, but I'm 
here to testify against HB7188, as it relates to 
the removal of Lester Forst as 'the Public Safety 
Commissioner and if the present position of the 
Governor is that he wants to appoint someone else, 
I mean he has that authority in the present bill 
and so I think that it should remain as status quo 

I'm also here, briefly, Mr. Chairman, I know that 
it's been a long meeting this morning and I have 

copies for the committee, but I have a letter 
the Police Chief in the City of West Haven and 
asked me to read it very briefly to you. 

some 
from 
he's 

He made me a Senator, but it's "Representative 
Mazza, I am forwarding this letter to you in 

you will be able to help maintain 
professional attitude within the 
State Police. 

anticipation that 
a cooperative and 
leadership of the 

All law enforcement in the state is aware of the 
controversy with Colonel Forst. My personal 
experiences have been totally positive in dealing 
with him and his organization. I have always had 
outstanding cooperation any time I requested 
assistance. Many times the State Police would 
wait for requests and offer their services. I 
attribute this attitude t o the l e a d e r s h i p , a n d 
particular, Colonel F o r s t . 

not 

m 



the records, the contents of the records, rather 
than simply their location in a particular unit's 
investigative files. 

The Legislature has, in the Freedom of Information 
Act, set forth some of the most thoughtful and 
careful and detailed provisions for the exemption 
of law enforcement records. These are found in 
Section l-19(b)3 of the Act and these exemptions 
represent a careful legislative consideration of 
what subject matter contents of law enforcement 
records should be exempt from disclosure, such as 
the identify of confidential informants, the 
disclosure of investigative techniques not known to 
the general public, and any information that would 
be prejudicial to prospective law enforcement 
actions. 

H 

The Commission believes that these subject matter 
tests have proven over the years to be an effective 
way of protecting the confidentiality of law 
enforcement records based on the Legislature's own 

' determination of what content is properly exempt 
from public disclosure, and the Commission 
therefore supports the application of these 
exemption provisions to the records of SOCITF. 
Thank you. 

REP. LEVIN: Thank you. Thank you again for your 
patients. Any questions from the committee or 
staff? Thank you. Jack Bailey, State's Attorney, 
Judicial District of Hartford and then we will go 
into the public list which is not long, so we 
should be getting to everybody within the hour, I 
would think. 

STATE'S ATTY. JACK BAILEY: Mr. Chairman, thank you 
and I will be very brief. You have sat here for a 
better part of a year now taking testimony 
collectively. You probably understand the criminal 
justice system better than any other legislative, 
executive or judicial body. 
The proposal that your committee has generated is 
the first step in bringing harmony, efficiency, and 
cooperation to the criminal justice system in the 
State of Connecticut, and unless this legislation 
is passed, hopefully with the additions put forth 
by State's Attorney Satti and Browne, I can see 
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within three years there will be another 
legislative committee or executive committee 
examining the criminal justice system to see why it 
isn't working. 
The legislative proposal that 
set forth are not radical or 
are necessarily necessary and 
proposals, for once and for a 
embarrassing public bickering 
State's Attorney and the Chie 
the turf wars. If this legis 
will show that we have one of 
justice systems in the state 

your committee has 
evolutionary. They 
sorely needed. These 

11, will end the 
between the 12 
f State's Attorney in 
lation is enacted, it 
the finest criminal 

of the United States. 

I've heard the testimony and let me say briefly, 
you saw this morning some of the problems we have 
at committee meetings with the Chief State's 
Attorney. We have quoted to us Article 23. We 
have also the statute quoted to us that the matters 
before the body is not debatable and it's his 
decision. 

I'm saying to you with your proposal we have over 
125 years of prosecutional experience made up of 
the State's Attorneys. We meet each month. We 
don't always agree, but we meet, we talk and we 
resolve the problems and we come out with I think 
good suggestions and I think suggestions which we 
will all agree on and we don't leave those meetings 
and go to the public press or media to show any 
diversion in our opinions. 

All I'm asking for and I think the other 11 State's 
Attorneys are, is an opportunity to meet 
collectively and set the policies for the criminal 
justice system. Thank you. 

REP. LEVIN: 
Members 

Thank you. Any questions from any 
of the Committee? Representative Rennie. 

REP. RENNIE: Just a very quick question. Mr. Kelly 
had said that among these State's Attorneys no one 
was particularly wild about the idea of moving 
SOCITF to the Chief State's Attorney's Office. Was 
that your impression also? 

( 



individual that has served 77 years in the fire 
service. I am still active. These are not 
decorations. Those are years of service and with 
the help of the Almighty God, I hope that I can 
continue to fight for our good State of Connecticut 
and the United States because come May 18th, the 
old Chief will celebrate his 98th birthday. 

Mr. Chairman, it's a pleasure and a privilege to 
give you my recommendation from the fire service as 
a whole. 

REP. LEVIN: We appreciate that, Chief, and appreciate 
your taking the time and patience to be with us 
today. Our next speaker and we have only two more 
speakers, is Paul Wallace, AFSCME. 

PAUL WALLACE: I don't go back that far, Mr. Chairman.. 
AFSCME goes back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My 
name is Paul Wallace. I represent AFSCME Council 
for AFL-CIO. We also represent the 185 Prosecutors 
in the Division of Criminal Justice System. I'd 
like to focus my remarks on Raised HB7201 and try 
to make some suggestions, if I can"with respect to 
some of the lines contained in the Raised Bill. 

In particular, as it appears on lines 22 to line 
24, it starts off by listing the two titled 
classifications that is currently contained in the 
statute which is referenced in the collective 
bargaining agreement, that is the Assistant State's 
Attorney and the Deputy Assistant State's Attorney. 

You might be aware at this time that we have a new 
title in our collective bargaining agreement. It 
is called Senior Assistant State's Attorneys and we 
would respectfully request that any change in the 
statute would include Senior State's Attorney, not 
necessarily in those lines, but throughout the text 
where the titles would need to be appearing. 

With respect to lines 224 and up to and including 
226, talking about the collective bargaining 
function as it may be currently impacted, we would 
suggest that the phrase "for just cause" after "due 
notice and hearing" a p p e a r i n those lines probably 
after the word "office," b u t w e ' r e l o o k i n g for that 
phrase to appear. 



One of the remarks that Mr. Kelly indicated 
concerning the impact on collective bargaining, we 
currently have a three step, I believe, or a four 
step grievance procedure and the last step of the 
grievance procedure ends in binding arbitration. I 
don't believe, and I'm not sure whether it was the 
intent of this legislation to take away the binding 
arbitration function as the last step to redress 
problems within the grievance procedure, but we 
believe that if the Chief State's Attorney were to 
have the authority to remove Assistant State's 
Attorneys, Deputy Assistants or Senior Assistants 
for just cause, the impact then would only be, if 
you will, a technical impact as it relates to steps 
within the grievance procedure and the final step 
of the grievance procedure would be arbitration and 
we don't believe that that would be an adverse 
impact except that we would have to negotiate the 
impact of that change to make sure that we didn't 
lose the binding arbitration piece there. 

We believe that the legislation should make 
reference to the collective bargaining agreement 
because, as was indicated before by Mr. Kelly, 
there is a bill in the Judiciary, HB7235^ I 
understand, that's set for a public hearing on 
Monday and we also have some concerns about the 
impact of these bills as it relates to the 
collective bargaining function. 

On line 328, the notion of resolution of conflicts,, 
as it appears in the general theme of a Policy 
Board, raises an interesting question. Grievances 
or labor management meetings or other kinds of 
problems could be viewed as a resolution of or an 
attempt to resolve conflicts. So we would need, 
once again, to keep our eye on the ball that we 
also don't get juggled back and forth between 
statutory changes, collective bargaining changes, 
constitutional restrictions and non-constitutional 
restrictions in putting together this kind of 
legislation. 

That's the sum total of my remarks, Mr. Chairman. 
I'd be willing to answer any questions. 


