
SENATE No. 2225

)

Commontocaltf) of iflassadnusettfi

SENATE March 1, 1996.

Majority and minority report of the committees on Joint Ways and
Means and State Administration, to whom was referred a message of
His Excellency the Governor submitting (under Article LXXXVII of
the Amendments to the Constitution) Reorganization Plan Number 1
of 1996, relative to reorganizing the Governor’s cabinet (House,
No. 5801), reports recommending that the same ought to be approved.
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Reorganization Plan No. 96-1 (House, No. 5801) would abolish the
Executive Offices of Communities and Development, Consumer
Affairs, Economic Affairs, Labor and Education, reducing the number
of cabinet offices within the Executive Branch from eleven to six.
It would also change the name of the Executive Office of Health and
Human Services to the Executive Office of Family Services; the
Executive Office of Transportation and Construction would be
renamed the Executive Office of Public Property. The reorganization
plan is to take effect on July 1, 1996.

We recommend approval of the structure contemplated by this pro-
posal, while reserving our right to approve the substantive jurisdiction
of the resulting cabinet. While we recognize that the Governor should
have the right to structure his cabinet to reflect his governing style,
we are also sensitive to the concerns raised by the public regarding
the need for a strong state government presence and capacity protec-
tive of the rights of consumers, the working men and women of the
Commonwealth, and those in need of housing and education services.
These issues can be addressed after further study and consideration as
the reorganization of state government evolves through the coming
months.

We therefore recommend that the Senate and House of Represen-
tatives approve Reorganization Plan No. 96-1.

We the undersigned members of the committee on Joint Ways and
Means and the Joint Committee on State Administration recommend
that the reorganization plan, House, No. 5801, ought to be approved.

Warren E. Tolman
Dianne Wilkerson
James P. Jajuga
David P. Magnani
Cheryl A. Jacques
John D. O’Brien

Stanley C. Rosenberg
Mark C. Montigny
Charles E. Shannon
Frederick E. Berry
Therese Murray
Robert D. Wetmore

MAJORITY REPORT

Senators



Representatives
Mary S. Rogeness
Christopher J. Hodgkins
Vincent A. Pedone

John F. Merrigan
Robert D. Hawke

William G. Greene, Jr.

Representatives
Robert CorreiaThomas P. Kennedy

Sally P. Kerans

Representative John A. Businger
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Marc R. Pacheco
Robert A. Havern
Edward J. Clancy, Jr.
Michael C. Creedon
Michael W. Morrissey

Robert A. Antonioni
Matthew J. Amorello
Henri S. Rauschenbach
Michael R. Knapik

Thomas M. Finneran
Anthony M. Scibelli
A. Stephen Tobin
Louis L. Kafka

Anthony M. Mandile
Thomas A. Golden, Jr.
John P. Slattery

Barbara Gardner
Anthony P. Giglio
William C. Galvin
Paul C. Casey

The following named members of the joint committee on Ways and
Means recommend that Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1996 (see
House, No. 5801) ought NOT to be approved:

I, the undersigned member of the committee on State Administra-
tion, recommend that Reorganization Plan No. I (House, No. 5801)
ought NOT to be approved:

MINORITY REPORT

Ellen Story
Benjamin Swan
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The motto for this reorganization (see House, No. 5801) should be
“much percussion not much persuasion.” Some may view it as an
effort to pioneer I view it as an effort to pander. It is change for the
sake of change.

Simplistic talk of smaller government and tax cuts excites some who
like to bash government it glosses over the serious responsibility of
government to serve our citizens effectively, to protect them against the
inequities of our current economic situation, and to promote durable
public-private partnerships for a forward-looking, compassionate
and competitive commonwealth. A weaker state government serves
no one well.

While some of the specific plans advanced merit close scrutiny, let
us look at them one at a time before we abandon a system that many
feel gives needed priority to significant policy areas. We are closing
the door before we know to what extent it will ever open again. What
about the concerns of working people? The importance of housing
issues? Multiple questions remain.

I am also concerned about the legislative process in dealing with
this issue. Historically, our legislative committees discuss and vote on
bills in open executive session. Here we were asked to sign signature
sheets for a favorable or adverse report. There was no ability to pub-
licly meet as a committee and persuade our colleagues to our point of
view in front of the public and the press. Such an important issue
clearly deserved an open, participatory process, with the ability of
each legislator to make any motion he or she desired.

Representative John A. Businger,
Minority Report,

MINORITY REPORT
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