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that have pretty much authority through a board or
conmi ssi on over the Director of Economic Devel opnent. One
state has the Lieutenant Governor as Director gndtwo that
have an appoi ntment nmade by a divi si on head. Clearly 40 out
of 50 states have the Governor making the appoi nt nent so
that is a majority trend, but why we are in the situation we
are nowproposing a change is becausewe have had some
negative experiences over the recent past, a departnent that
has had some di fficulty, and we are | guess being
accountable, in a sense, suggesting a nunber of changes in
the structure of the department, gnd among themis the
changing the way theleadership of that departnent s

selected. | have had grave reservation about changing that
situation to take away that power fromthe Governor and give
it to the board. As | said, the way jt is done now, the

board has applicants subnmitted to them They reviewthem
and send over names to the Governor. The Governor then
makes a selection. So that is one of three states that do
it that way. What we are talking about under this bill is,
a board or commission, | guess it is a commssion is what we
termit, would sit down and pick somebody, and thenthey
send that nane over to the Governor and the Legislature, gnd
they could either accept it or reject it. |If they reject
it, | guess we are in a stalemate where the comm ssion wll
have to go back and pick sonebody el se, but there is a veto
power by the Governor or the Legislature in any appoint nent
that woul d be made by the conmm ssion under this bill. Onpce
an appointment is ultimately made wunder this proposal, then
that person would serve at the pleasure of the conm ssioner,
the commission, that is to say, after they are actually
appointed, if the Governor signs off and the Legislature
signs off, then they have no more input in terns of renoval
fromoffice. It would be very simlar to say Eugene Mahoney
over at the Game and Parks Conmission in that |ight that
once appoi nted, unless the board that appoints them changes
their mnd, they are in for a certain period of tine. The
reason this is being proposed is tg have a nore long term
viewin terms of who serves in that capacity, not so much
the changeover we have had. | think wehave hadon an
average a two year termfor npst of these department
directors in this area and we need people there for a | onger
period of time, not only for two up to four years in terns
of a CGovernor's term but beyond ¢hat, sonebody there for a
long period of tine to build up the contacts and experti se,
and it was thought that this approach woul d provide that.
That is good but then you do |lose the other sjde of it and
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