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4 Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750

The ancient doctrine of sovereign immunity posits the state can-
not be sued. When a government of the people confronts its own 

police corruption, this doctrine must stand as an absurd relic, a left-
over of the divine right of kings. Some legal scholars have suggested 
that sovereign immunity has no place at all in a republican form of 
democracy. 

What happens when state actors - like police and attorneys - con-
spire to block the exercise and vindication of cherished American lib-
erties: freedom of speech, freedom of assembly, and freedom from 
illegal search and seizure? Centuries ago, our heroes created civic 
institutions like the state of Connecticut to protect these rights.

Just as our forebears resisted violations of these sacred dignities, 
we must now show we, as a responsive community, admit our tres-
passes against ourselves. We must act swiftly when our neighbors 
and kin betray these aims, when those we have entrusted to safeguard 
liberties prove destructive of those ends. Ken Krayeske’s story asks 
if Connecticut can do penance when state employees mislead and 
hide evidence to hide their crimes against freedom. The discrepancies 
highlighted in the following pages represent only the worst examples 
of official misconduct here; many more details did not merit inclusion. 

The tale revolves around the events of Gov. M. Jodi Rell’s Inaugu-
ral Parade on January 3, 2007. At about 1:21 p.m., Connecticut State 
and Hartford police targeted activist and journalist Ken Krayes-
ke to stop potential political protest.  Krayeske was arrested on 
fraudulent charges and held hostage on $75,000 bail for 13 hours.
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Once the state dropped the fictional charges, 
Krayeske sued in federal court, claiming 

false arrest and free speech retaliation. Document 
destruction by the Connecticut State Police pre-
vented Krayeske from winning  a verdict. Despite 
the outcry of the press and citizenry in the imme-
diate aftermath of the arrest,  purposeful obfusca-
tions by state actors dammed the flow of justice.  

Mr. Krayeske now stands before the Judiciary 
Committee of the Connecticut General Assembly 
seeking to abrogate sovereign immunity, so that 
he can sue the state for its role in hiding the true nature of Krayeske’s arrest: 
preemptive kidnapping of a protestor to prevent free exercise of speech.  On 
October 14, 2011, Mr. Krayeske lodged five claims with the Claims Com-
mission. The four against the Department of Public Safety were Intentional 
Spoliation, Third-Party Intentional Spoliation, Fraudulent Misrepresentation, 
and Fraudulent Concealment and a fifth against the Office of the Attorney 
General for Fraudulent Concealment. The Claims Commissioner rejected 
these claims.

Should Krayeske not receive 
the ability to sue the state, in 
the alternative, Krayeske seeks 
damages and reimbursement of 
legal costs from eight years of litiga-
tion.  The case of Phil Chinn in Washington state 
instructs as to what Mr. Krayeske may be entitled to.

damages and reimbursement of 
legal costs from eight years of litiga-
tion.  The case of Phil Chinn in Washington state 
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EARLY AFTERNOON,
MAY 6, 2007, PHIL CHINN, 
AGE 22,  DROVE HIS 
GREEN FORD TAURUS 
WEST ON HIGHWAY 12 
FROM OLYMPIA TO AB-
ERDEEN, WASHINGTON.

CHINN, A STUDENT AT EVERGREEN 
STATE COLLEGE, WAS WITH SOME 
FRIENDS ON THEIR WAY TO THE SECOND 
DAY OF PROTEST AT THE PORT OF OLYM-
PIA, CHALLENGING ITS USE AS A MILI-
TARY FACILITY.

UNBEKNOWNST TO CHINN, STATE, COUNTY, AND LOCAL POLICE DEPARTMENTS COOPER-
ATED TO SPY ON HIM AND ADD HIM TO A WATCH LIST.

AN ABERDEEN DETECTIVE ALERTED TO CHINN’S 
PROTEST  PUT OUT A “CALL TO LOCATE” HIM.

MR. CHINN’S STORY...

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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CHINN WAS NOT DRUNK, BUT 
ARRESTED ON A PRETEXT. 
WHILE IN THE BACKSEAT OF 
THE COP CAR, HE SAW A PIC-
TURE OF HIS FATHER’S JEEP 
CHEROKEE ON THE DASH-
BOARD. HE REALIZED HE WAS 
A TARGET.

LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES SPOTTED CHINN DRIV-
ING ALONG THE HIGHWAY.

WASHINGTON STATE COP BEN 
BLANKENSHIP PULLED CHINN 
OVER FOR D. U. I.

THE COPS COLLABORATED 
TO SNATCH HIM, AND STOP 
HIS PLANNED PROTEST. THE 
STATE, REALIZING ITS ER-
ROR, SOON DROPPED THE 
CRIMINAL CHARGES. 

CHINN SUED IN FEDERAL 
COURT. IN 2010, WASHING-
TON STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS SETTLED, 
PAYING CHINN MORE THAN 
$400,000.00.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Image sources: www.courant.com 
www.ctpost.com

Ken Krayeske 
served as the cam-

paign director for Cliff 
Thornton for Governor, 
the Connecticut Green 
Party’s candidate. Mr. 
Thornton, campaigning 
against drug prohibition, 
de-segregated the guber-
natorial ballot. 

However, being the 
first black man on the 
ballot did not give him 
access to all parts of the 
democratic process.

Gov. M. Jodi Rell 
and New Haven Mayor 
John DeStefano, the two 
major party candidates, 
denied Thornton entry in 
the debates. The Con-
necticut State Police 
(hereinafter “CSP”) 
knew this, as the CSP 
kept close tabs on this 
election.

IN CT, THE STORY BEGINS WITH THE 2006 GOVERNOR’S RACE

MAyoR John 
dEStEfAno

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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In fact, during the gubernatorial campaign, detective Linze Brown with the 
CSP’s Central Criminal Intelligence Unit (CCIU) called Krayeske to inquire 

about the Green Party’s plans to protest one such Rell-DeStefano debate. This 
demonstrates CCIU knew how to reach Krayeske if CCIU feared his protest. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Whenever Krayeske saw Gov. Rell 
at a campaign event, he would ask 

her why she prevented Thornton from 
debating. At the Glastonbury Apple 
Harvest Parade in October 2006, Mr. 
Krayeske saw Gov. Rell on an empty 
parade route, and inquired of her about 

the debates. This hardball political style  
inadvertently angered State Trooper 
Jose Campos, a body guard for Gov. 
Rell. After the parade, another CSP body 
guard warned Thornton about Krayeske. 
Campos waited until January 5, 2007 to 
document the incident. 

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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The CSP not only tracked Krayeske and the Greens, but the CSP set up fake 
names like “Earl Williams” at phony email addresses like “eforpeace@hot-

mail.com” to monitor Democratic nominee DeStefano’s gatherings. 

Why did the CSP pry into the Democratic Party’s campaign activities? Was 
Mayor DeStefano a terrorist threat? At the time of this email, Gregory 

Chelso was a member of Gov. Rell’s CSP Security Detail with Jose Campos.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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The CSP surveilled the Thornton for Governor campaign’s e-mail Listserv from 
“theseriousbrother@yahoo.com”. Despite intensive investigation in litigation 

discovery and Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) requests, the identity of the 
CSP officers engaging in this covert operation has remained a secret.

The CSP has never provided the 
orders directing them to moni-

tor the 2006 gubernatorial election. 
Gov. Rell won in a landslide. Cliff 
Thornton received less than one per-
cent of the vote, yet we know today 
that his policy proposals for ending 

the war on drugs have captured the 
public imagination. 

Krayeske’s job as campaign di-
rector ended, and he returned to his 
duties as a first semester law stu-
dent and freelance journalist and 
blogger. 

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Unbeknownst to 
Krayeske, those 

words would soon 
change his life 

forever.

On December. 14, 2006, the popular political blog CTLocalPolitics posted a 
story about the ethical troubles of Gov. Rell’s Chief of Staff, Lisa Moody. 

Krayeske responded. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Then Rosado enlarged the worst of the two photos:

If you believe Pedro Rosado, a CSP 
trooper stationed in CCIU, his Google 

search for “Rell Inaugural Protest” on 
January 2, 2007 showed Krayeske’s call 
to protest from the CTLocalPolitics post. 
The words “no need to make nice” and 
the suggestion to peaceably assemble 

alarmed Rosado. According to Rosado’s 
sworn testimony, he tracked down in-
formation on Krayeske, like his phone 
number, his history with the Greens, 
and previous civil disobedience arrests. 
Then he downloaded two of Krayeske’s 
license pictures from the DMV. 

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Then he shrank both and put them onto one page.

On a second page, he compiled information about Krayeske:

Rosado testified he made this two-
page dossier for internal state po-

lice use only. Rosado showed the dos-
sier to his boss,  Sgt. Mark Cassista, 
who told him to condense it into a one-

page flyer and title it “Person Of Inter-
est.”  Rosado did so. He gave the one 
page flyer to Cassita. Rosado testified 
he was too illiterate with computers to 
save a copy of the one-page flyer. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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This One-Page “Person of Interest” Flyer is the heart of this claim.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750

Sgt. Cassista 
gave a pre-

parade briefing 
to the CSP and 
Hartford police 
officers on the 
Inaugural Parade 
Route. He hand-
ed out the one-
page flyer to all 
cops. Krayeske, 
who lived a mile 
away from the 
parade route, 
rode his bi-
cycle, carrying 
$5,000 in cam-
era equipment.

FIRST PHOTO 
TIMESTAMP

2007:01:03  
14:21:01 

1/500 SEC

Photo 4

Photo 8

Photo 5

Photo 9

Photo 2

Photo 10

Photo 6

Photo 7

Photo 3

He took 54 photos at the corner 
of Ann & Asylum streets. Upon 

realizing the Governor was not in his 
photos, Krayeske rode his bicycle to 
the corner of Pearl and Ford Street, and 

dismounted. Photo 9, Krayeske’s first 
shot of Gov. Rell, shows his north view 
up Ford Street. Sgt. Cassista testified 
he was 100 yards behind Gov. Rell, but 
he is not visible in this photo. 
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The HPD officer 
in Photo 13 is 

Lt. John Horvath. He 
is wearing a radio. At 
his deposition in Sep-
tember 2013, he said 
he didn’t know or he 
didn’t remember at 
least 184 times. He 
could not recall what 
he saw here. 30 sec-
onds is a long time to 
look.

As the parade marched 
south past Krayeske,  

his feet remained firmly 
planted on the median, tak-
ing all total 24 photos of the 
CT Air National Guard and 
Governor in 31 seconds. 

PHOTO 24:
2007:01:03  
14:21:32 

 1/400 SEC

Photo 11 Photo 12

Photo 18

Photo 16 Photo 17Photo 14 Photo 15

Photo 21

Photo 19

Photo 20

Photo 13

Photo 24Photo 22

Photo 23

Witnesses described 
officers massing behind 

Krayeske while Rell walked by.



“Why am I being 
arrested?”

“You shouldn’t 
have been making 
those threats.”

18

THE COP HAD NO BADGE OR IDENTIFICATION VISIBLE.

WHEN KRAYESKE FINISHED TAKING THOSE PHOTOS, HE TURNED AWAY FROM THE PARADE 
ROUTE AND SIX POLICE OFFICERS SURROUNDED HIM. 

BEING PATTED DOWN IN 
A NEARBY PARKING LOT, 
KRAYESKE ASKED,

“What’s your 
name?”

“Ken Krayeske,”

HE SAID AND THE HANDCUFFS WENT ON.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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 “He’s on our 
winners’ list.”

“Is he going to 
Jennings Road? Or 

Washington Street?”

AND DOWN THE RABBIT HOLE KRAYESKE WENT. AS OFFICERS PERP-WALKED HIM  TO THE 
FIRE STATION ON PEARL AND FORD, HE HEARD OFFICERS SAY,

IT SEEMED NOW THAT THEY NABBED THEIR PREY, THE COPS COULDN’T DECIDE TO SEND 
KRAYESKE TO THE STATE POLICE BARRACKS OR THE HPD.  THE COMMAND MANUAL FOR 
THE PARADE MANDATED THE CAPITOL POLICE DEPARTMENT WOULD PROCESS ALL ARRESTS.

TO THIS DAY, NO POLICE OFFICER HAS 
EVER EXPLAINED WHY KRAYESKE WAS 
PROCESSED BY HPD IN CONTRAVENTION 
OF THE OPERATIONS MANUAL. THE CSP 
WAS DESIGNATED THE LEAD SECURITY 
AGENCY FOR THE INAUGURAL.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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ORDERS FROM AN UNIDENTIFIED SUPERIOR INSTRUCTED OFFICERS TO BRING 
KRAYESKE TO JENNINGS ROAD. THERE, KRAYESKE LEARNED HE HAD A 
$75,000 BOND FOR BREACH OF PEACE & INTERFERING WITH AN OFFICER. THE 
HPD OFFICER WHO SHOWED KRAYESKE THE UNIFORM BAIL FORM LOOKED 
AT THE BOND AND SAID TO HIM: “SOMETHING ELSE IS GOING ON HERE.”

Sgt. Mack Hawkins testified he set the bond. Yet in the next memo by 
Lt. Horvath, dated January 22, 2007, Horvath took responsibility for 
ordering the outrageously high bail. Krayeske’s lawyer, Norm Pattis, 
later said the HPD held Krayeske until the last glass of champagne was 
poured at the Inaugural Ball. At 2 a.m., the $75k bond dropped to zero, 
and Krayeske was released on a promise to appear.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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At the time of the arrest, the City of Hartford Police Department instructed 
officers to adhere to the following bond-setting guidelines. According to 

the chart, Krayeske was given a bond greater than a Class B felony, but was only 
charged with Class C Misdemeanors. 

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Since bail setting is a judicial func-
tion, police officers enjoy immunity 

for setting bail pursuant to Conn. Gen. 
Stat. §54-63c(a),  even if that bail serves 
purposes other than guaranteeing a sus-
pect’s appearance in court. Thus no court 
has held any police officer to account for 
Krayeske’s laughable and unlawful bail.

From January 1, 2006 through De-
cember 31, 2007, state and local police 
across Connecticut arrested 1,721 peo-
ple for charges identical to Krayeske: 
breach of peace and interfering with an 
officer, according to data obtained from 

FOIA requests.
The average bond for the 1,721 ar-

rests was $2,280.39 Exactly 1,599 peo-
ple arrested or (93%) received bonds of 
less than $5,000. 

Of those 1,721 arrests, only three 
people besides Krayeske had cash or 
non-surety bonds of greater than $50,000 
when they had the same two charges. All 
three people faced additional charges 
and had previous violent felony convic-
tions. Krayeske, a pacifist, had the worst 
bond out of 1,721 people. 

Statistically speaking - the bond was impossible. One-in-a-million. On purpose. 
The officers who set it knew they had immunity for playing “bond games.” They 

knew an army of lawyers would protect them. The cover-up started the moment 
HPD Detective Jeff Antuna arrested Krayeske.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Less than six hours after getting 
out of jail, Krayeske returned to 

the HPD at 7:30 am to retrieve his bicy-
cle, camera and cell phone. The officer 
assigned to the evidence locker made 
him sign the arrest report. 
  Det. Jeff Antuna drafted three dif-
ferent arrest reports - all pure fiction 
- and he signed exactly none of them. 
Another complete anomaly.
  In all three versions, Antuna said a 

fusion center called the Connecticut 
Intelligence Center (CTIC), along with 
the CSP, gave out photos “on possible 
threats.” Antuna used the singular - 
“One of the photos” and “from the pho-
tograph provided by the State Police” to 
describe the information sheet received 
from the CSP, consistent with Cassista 
and Rosado’s testimony.
  However, Antuna failed to attach the 
“one photo” he had to the arrest report.

THE ARREST REPORT, OBTAINED JANUARY 4, 2007

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750



25

To win a claim of free speech retaliation, Krayeske would need to prove Antu-
na saw both Krayeske’s photo and text on the same piece of paper. Through-

out four years of trial, Antuna maintained he got only the first page of the two-page 
dossier that Rosado claimed was for state police use only. 

Without the actual hard copy of the 
one-page flyer, Krayeske could 

never refute Antuna’s story that he got 
a document that never left CCIU’s of-
fices on January 3, 2007.  Without the 
one-page flyer, Antuna could claim he 
was not retaliating against Krayeske 
for his speech, because he never saw 

Krayeske’s speech.  This cannot be true, 
but try proving it in court. Police had 
to have destroyed the one-page flyer al-
most immediately after Krayeske’s ar-
rest. A spoliation inference would have 
allowed Krayeske to claim the flyer 
contained information that would have 
helped him prove his case.  

This narrative contains no mention of a camera, nor does 
it interview witnesses. Common sense holds that the 

photographer who took the pictures on pages 16 & 17 could 
not  possibly have lunged at Gov. Rell as described here.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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When Krayeske’s case hit the media on Jan. 5, public 
opinion quickly swelled in his favor.

The Advocate
The Advocate

Hartford Courant

CT Local Politics
CT Local Politics

New Haven Register

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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By January 7, 2007

Soon after that, the Public Safety 
Committee of the General Assem-
bly called for a hearing. This event 
dominated Gov. Rell’s first month in 
office. 
To anyone paying attention, our 
security state overreached. Krayeske 
would have been happy with an offi-
cial apology. Without one, he had no 
choice but to pursue accountability.

Gov. Rell called for an investigation. 
Then-Hartford Mayor Eddie Perez 
ordered an administrative inquiry, too.  

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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By January 19, 2007

1of3

The CSP claimed Cassista distributed the 
two-page “internal state police use only” 
dossier before the parade. What happened 
to the one-page flyer?

They destroyed it. We know this two-
page document story is untrue. Cassista 
and Rosado under oath said they made and 
used had a one-page “Person of Interest” 
flyer the morning of the parade. The CSP 
manipulated the press, as seen here.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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2of3

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Len Boyle, the commissioner of the state police, testified in the front of the Gen-
eral Assembly’s Public Safety Committee.

Whether he knew it or not, Boyle fibbed. He talked only about the two-page 
dossier. He did not mention the one-page “Person of Interest” flyer.  Boyle 

is now the Assistant Chief State’s Attorney, the second-highest ranking prosecutor in 
Connecticut. Prosecutors have special relationships with police officers.

On January 23, 2007,

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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This section of Boyle’s testimony is false. If the one-page person of interest flyer 
was not important why did the state police disregard it in all of their public state-

ments and communications less than three weeks after Krayeske’s arrest? 
A one-page flyer was not even mentioned until Cassista’s deposition on February 

3, 2009. Yet Cassista and Rosado vetted Boyle’s testimony here in 2007.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Len Boyle sent a letter to 
Gov. Rell outlining his 

investigation into the Krayeske 
affair. He again described the 
two-page dossier, and again 
ignored the one-page flyer. 

On January 29, 2007

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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APPROVED

On January 18, 2007 This e-mail shows both Cassista and Rosado reviewed 
Boyle’s letter to Rell, a day before Jon Lender’s report-
ing on  a two-page dossier (page 28, supra).  The CSP 
controlled the message with a strategic leak, and made 
consistent public statements, ignoring the one-pager.

Within two weeks of creating 
the one-page “Person of Inter-
est” flyer, Cassista and Rosado 
and the CSP eliminated all trac-
es of it. If Mike Lawlor thought 
the two-page dossier was repug-
nant, the one-page flyer must 
have been worse. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Superior Court Judge David Gold dismissed the charges against Krayeske on 
March 21, 2007.  Greg Chelso, the CSP lieutenant on Gov. Rell’s security detail, 

emailed the news to other members of the detail.  

Legislators concerned with the police surveillance of Krayeske and the Green 
Party had submitted a number of bills, including one concerning legislative over-

sight of police monitoring of political parties. Leadership like Judiciary Chair Rep. 
Mike Lawlor, Government Administration and Elections chair Rep. Chris Caruso, 
Rep. Peter Tercyak and Rep. Diana Urban sponsored these bills and promoted them 
at press conference. The CSP monitored these bills, which never passed.

Come March 15, 2007

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Three days later, at Hartford’s St. Pat-
rick’s Day Parade, Gov. Rell saw Mr. 

Krayeske and asked him “Would you like 
to take my picture?” Union organizer John 
Murphy happened to be standing right there 
with his camera, and captured the moment. 
Mr. Krayeske was never a danger to Gov. 
Rell on January 3, 2007. The exercise of ex-
ecutive police power intentionally conflated 
dissent and danger. We crossed a line. The 
CSP and HPD kidnapped someone to stop 
the exercise of 1st Amendment rights.

Krayeske filed a civil suit in 
federal court May 24, 2007, 

claiming false arrest, free speech 
retaliation and unreasonable bond. 

Aside from Antuna, Krayeske 
sued other officers. Andrew Weaver 
was HPD’s liaison to the fusion cen-
ter.  On Jan. 3, 2007, Weaver prom-
ised to tell Krayeske why he was in 
jail in exchange for Krayeske waiv-
ing his Miranda rights. Krayeske’s 
commitment to silence was then 
a reason for the $75,000 bail. An-
drew Hawkins was later changed to 
Mack Hawkins, the HPD sargeant 
on the  bail report. The “John Doe” 
was later amended to add Cassista 
and Rosado. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Discovery in the federal 
case showed how 

CSP scouted the Connecti-
cut Green Party, an organi-
zation dedicated to peace 
and justice. Why scruti-
nize a party that can’t get 
out of its own way? Fred-
erick Douglas said power 
concedes nothing without 
a fight.  Krayeske and the 
Greens fought, and power 
reacted. 

When deposed, Sgt. 
Cassista admitted 

the CCIU tracked a politi-
cal party. He acknowledged 
the two-page dossier was 
not the document he used 
the morning of the parade 
to target Krayeske. But 
without the hard-copy of the 
one-page flyer, neither Krayeske nor his lawyer at the time, Norm Pattis, nor Judge 
Underhill could reconcile the contradictory testimony between Cassista and Boyle. 
Cassista’s is the only mention of the one-page flyer in hundreds of pages of discov-
ery. Destroying it prevented it from damaging the CSP.  When Krayeske used the 
FOIA to catch the CSP hiding documents in discovery, Assistant Attorney General 
Stephen Sarnoski, representing Cassista and Rosado, wrote a letter producing all 
the missing documents. But he did not mention the one-pager he knew existed.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Sarnoski did let on he knew about 
the one-page flyer. On November 

6, 2009, Judge Underhill held oral argu-
ment on Cassista and Rosado’s motion 
for summary judgment. This legal ma-
neuver would allow the CSP defendants 
to avoid trial. The transcript shows Sar-
noski allowed Judge Underhill to misap-

prehend the facts. Judge Underhill un-
derstood Cassista and Rosado to have 
distributed the two-page dossier at the 
parade. AAG Sarnoski heard this, knew 
it was, but failed to correct the record.  
Sarnoski had a duty under the lawyer’s 
code of professional ethics to correct the 
factual record when he knows it is wrong. 

Sarnoski did not fix the judge’s mis-
apprehension. Did he want to mis-

lead? Correcting Judge Underhill here 
would undermine the CSP’s story. The 
court held Krayeske had no facts show-
ing Cassista and Rosado were liable and 

granted them summary judgment, with 
Weaver, Hawkins and the City. Discov-
ery ended.  Krayeske moved for recon-
sideration and lost. Undaunted, Krayes-
ke used the FOIA to bolster his case 
against arresting officer Antuna.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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8 “This was not -- this was not the flier that
9  I prepared for Sergeant Cassista to bring to the
10  briefing. It was not.”

Krayeske won a 
rare motion to 

re-open discovery, 
based on new facts 
found in exhaustive 
FOIA requests. 
He took Rosado’s 
deposition 1/7/2011.

In January 2011,

8 A I  prepared a flier for a person of
9 concern -- that the subject of that flier was
10 Mr. Krayeske -- which I handed to Sergeant Cassista.
11  What he did with the flier, I don’t know. I
12 wasn’t there. I prepared a flier and provided it to
13 him so that he would have it for his functions,
14 whatever they were.
15 Q I’m just going to take these documents back
16 from you for a second.
17 A Sure.
18 Q And you said Exhibit 10 is not the one --
19 A Correct.
20 Q -- that you prepared.

Rosado testified the two-page dossier was for state 
police use only. He said he made a one-page flyer 
for the parade. He did not remember reviewing 
Boyle’s letter to Rell for accuracy. There were so 
many things going on about the incident, he said.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Now armed with solid evidence  of a 
missing one-page “Person of Inter-

est” flyer, Krayeske moved Judge Under-
hill for spoliation sanctions against the 
CSP defendants. On February 3, 2011, 
Judge Underhill held a telephonic con-
ference to hash out the arguments. AAG 

Sarnoski here admitted they looked for 
the one-page flyer before Cassista’s de-
position in February 2009, but could not 
find it. This shows he knew Judge Un-
derhill had the facts wrong in Novem-
ber 2009. Who knew what that one-page 
flyer really said?

In that same phone conference, Judge Underhill granted something even rarer: the 
deposition of a Connecticut Governor. 

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Krayeske continued to press Judge 
Underhill to force the CSP defen-

dants, Cassista and Rosado, to compel 
production of the one-page flyer.  On 
March 25, 2011, a few weeks before De-
fendant Antuna’s trial, Judge Underhill 
held another conference to manage pre-

trial evidentiary issues. Judge Under-
hill here acknowledged the CSP stiffed 
Krayeske in discovery over the one-page 
“Person of Interest” flyer, but he did not 
revisit his rulings based on that incorrect 
fact.  Underhill recognized Krayeske 
may have a remedy for this.  

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750

Gov. Rell’s deposition was 
just the fourth of a Con-

necticut governor in the past 
40 or so years. But the court 
refused live questioning, and 
only permitted her to answer 
pre-approved questions. That 
the deposition happened was 
a significant victory for gov-
ernment accountability. She 
did not see any commotion, in 
contrast to the arrest report. 
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A federal jury ruled against Krayeske. 
With the game so rigged against 

him, he could not possibly have won.
The CSP should not have destroyed 

the flyer, pursuant to record retention 
schedules. But they did. The State Li-
brary’s Office of Record Retention re-

fused to hold the CSP accountable for 
document destruction. Who does that 
office rely on for advice in intepreting 
statute and rules? The Attorney General. 

So Krayeske filed a claim with the 
Claims Commission for permission to 
sue the state itself. 

In April 2011,

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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Spoliation:
1) that the CSP knew of a pending 

or impending civil action involving the 
Claimant; 

2) that CSP destroyed evidence; 
3) that CSP destroyed this evidence in 

bad faith, that is, with intent to prevent 
the Claimant from moving his cause of 
action;

4) that Krayeske could not establish 
a prima facie case against CSP and its 
agents and employees without the spo-
liated evidence; and

5) Krayeske was damaged by the inten-
tional destruction of evidence carried out 
by CSP.

Third-Party Spoliation:
The same as spoliation, except that the 

CSP knew of an impending civil action 
against a third party, and that the Krayes-
ke could not prove his case against the 
third party because of destroyed evidence. 

Fraudulent Misrepresentation:  
1) the state and its agents made false 

statements; 
2) the state knew those statements to 

be untrue; 
3) they knew people would rely on 

those statements, and 
4) that Claimant relied on those state-

ments to his detriment. 

Fraudulent Concealment: 
1) that the state knew of the facts nec-

essary for Krayeske to establish claims 
of intentional spoliation , third party spo-
liation and fraudulent misrepresentation; 

2) that the state acted to suppress 
and conceal this information preventing 
Krayeske from filing these claims; 

3) that Krayeske was delayed from 
filing these claims because of the con-
cealment and suppression; and 

4) that Krayeske was harmed by this 
concealment.  

Based on the documents and facts pre-
sented herein, Krayeske can state a claim 
and these elements. He only requires per-
mission to abrogate sovereign immunity.

To the Claims Commission, Krayeske pled the following four causes of action 
against the CSP for destruction of documents and against the Attorney General’s 

office for aid in covering it up.

Claims Commission Appeal No. 22750
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Sarnoski finally filed a motion to dismiss for the CSP, and AAG Thomas J. Davis 
appeared for Sarnoski before the Claims Commission. They claimed Krayeske was 

time-barred from filing the claims because of Cassista’s revelation in his deposition. 
Krayeske replied, but expected the Claims Commissioner to rule against him. In 
January 2013, Krayeske filed the same set of claims in Connecticut Superior Court 
against individual defendants, including Commissioner Boyle and AAG Sarnoski. 
See Krayeske v. Boyle, HHD-CV13-8785950-S.

The state Superior Court used statutory immunity to dismiss Boyle and Sarnoski. 
The individual officers from the City of Hartford won a motion to strike. Krayeske 

defaulted the City of Hartford for failing to plead. The claims against the City of 
Hartford and the individual CSP defendants - Christopher Nolan, Peter Terenzi, Mark 
Cassista and Pedro Rosado - seemingly await the outcome of this appeal.

Krayeske v. Connecticut

On July 3, 2012
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Krayeske appeared to have a breakthrough.  At a spoken-word festival at 
Hartford’s Mark Twain House auditorium on December 5, hosted by WNPR 

personality Chion Wolf, entitled “I Fought the Law,” Krayeske told this sordid tale 
before 200 people. A few moments later, HPD assistant chief Brian Foley apologized 
to Krayeske. Foley’s words:

My name is Brian Foley and I have been with the police department 
for 19-plus years. I’ve worked in internal affairs. I’m one of 

the few police officers that you will ever meet that has made arrests 
of other police officers for genuine corruption. 

I worked in internal affairs for four years and arrested a few 
cops. I’m not proud of it and it hurt, but it had to be done. I worked 
in homicide for the other majority of my career, I’m still there now. 
Some of the stories, I’ll -- I’m going to do a few short ones here -- 
are completely totally rated G to me, to you, they will be a PG-13. If 
I went with some of the funny stories, you’ll run me out of town and 
put me in an asylum for sure. 

What I’m going to say to you is -- is something that’s, uh, never 
been said before, probably difficult for a lot of cops to say: Ken, 
we’re sorry.

I’m probably one of the 450 cops, uh, that was not named in the 
lawsuit and so it is easy for me to say that. (Audience laughing.) I 
was on that day. 

I did hear your name, you got a raw deal. Yeah, they held you till 
-- over the, uh, Governor’s Ball or something like that. I wasn’t -- I 
wasn’t tied in with it in any way, thank God. That being said, you 
got -- you kinda got a raw deal. I remember what happened, I was 
on that day.

In December 2013
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It would appear that Foley did not know Krayeske still had litigation pending 
when he made this statement. When faced with the first apology to him from a 

uniformed officer, Krayeske had no choice but to depose Foley. On February 26, 
2014, Foley had his gun in his holster when he sat down for the deposition. Cue 
the transcript, Krayeske questioning:

Another of Foley’s  “I Fought the Law” stories at the Twain House described life 
walking a beat. Foley explained how years ago, one night, some University of 

Hartford students gave him a hard time for being a cop and only making $30,000 or 
so a year. The next night, he saw some students duck behind a building on Sisson 
Avenue. Foley’s words:

[T]here’s an old pizza place called Sal’s right in the corner of 
Sisson and, I believe, Fales or something, a great place.  I was 
there walking around. I see some kids duck around the alley.  I 
walk around the alley and sure enough, peeing right on the build-
ing, there is a kid.  And I go up and I shine my flashlight and I turn 
around and it is the kid who had just laid into me the night before 
out in front of Subway.  And – well, isn’t this a pisser.  

Ken, I’m sorry.  We played a little bond game with him.  His 
parents had to come up from New Jersey, I’m sorry about that. 

Under oath at the deposition, Foley forgot what a “bond game” was, multiple 
times. This, in practice, is the attempt to prevent police oversight at all costs.
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And as this case has progressed, 
Krayeske has no expectations of 

any officers telling the truth. The wall of 
silence prevails here. Nor has Krayeske 
expected any quarter from Constitutional 
executive branch officials. Krayeske and 
his attorney Jason Becker met with Attor-
ney General George Jepsen and his liti-
gation director Perry Zinn-Rowthorn to 

discuss Krayeske v. Boyle in September 
2013. Jepsen explained that he had been 
in Russia years ago and got arrested, and 
Krayeske needed to “Get over it.”  If it 
seems crazy that one person would spend 
eight years and countless thousands of 
dollars and hours pursuing justice, you 
have never been plucked off the street 
while standing there. 

Claims Commissioner J. Paul Vance, Jr. granted, the state’s Motion to Dismiss. 
Vance agreed with the state’s argument that since Sgt. Cassista raised the issue of 

the one-page flyer in his deposition, the statute of limitations had expired on Krayes-
ke’s claims.  Fraudulent concealment acts to toll the statute of limitations. The state 
has not used this timeliness argument in Krayeske v. Boyle. 

On February 24, 2014
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Russian writer Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn 
in the Gulag Archipelago said the 

true moment of cataclysm is when they 
come up behind you and hiss “You’re 
under arrest.”  Should 
the legislature decline 
to abrogate sovereign 
immunity, and deny Mr. 
Krayeske, this report 
reads as the compre-
hensive investigation 
the legislature failed 
to demand.

Or it reads as an 
obituary for an idea. 
Almost 400 years after 
the king first chartered 
this little colony known 
as Connecticut, and 
almost 250 years 
after that little colony 
threw the king’s divine 
monarchy off its back, 
the resulting state has resurrected the worst 
excesses of that tyranny. Our failure to 
control those totalitarian urges lurking 
amongst us will undo this democracy.

If Washington state can acknowledge 

its executive overreaction, Connecticut 
should do the same. But Krayeske has 
been stonewalled. After eight years, the 
General Assembly’s Judiciary Committee 

is Krayeske’s last stop. 
Where else is there to 
turn for justice? 

Once this book is 
in the state library and 
legislative history,  future 
generations may find  one 
reason why people lost 
faith in the institutions 
that once generated civic 
pride. 

How can any criminal 
defendant feel confident 
about getting a fair shake 
knowing the Assistant 
Chief State’s Attorney 
can mislead the General 
Assembly and cover up 
for police officers without 

consequence? Should the legislature turn 
this down, Krayeske has the satisfaction of 
correcting the record. Otherwise, history 
will not judge this event kindly.  The state 
must make good now.

Krayeske v. Connecticut
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PERSon of intERESt

Kenneth J. Krayeske • D.O.B. 2/26/72
• The above subject is a liberal trouble maker and Green Party activist. 
• Arrested by HPD for illegal protest in 2003.
• Arrested by Southington PD for illegal protest in 2003.
• Arrested by Groton PD for illegal protest in 2004.
• CTSP Governor’s Security Detail considers him dangerous. 
• Subject may protest for the Inaugural Ball. This must not happen!

No responses to his call to protest as of 1/2/7 at 16:00 hrs. 
• The above subject drives a 1999 Volkswagen Jetta, CT Reg 321-NJP.
• Report his appearance immediately by radio. 

Apprehend and arrest on orders. Destroy this document after 1/3/7.




