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family].”foster Therethat live with[he] [theof the child “dictateinterests
interests becausewas in the child’s besttestimony adoptionthatwas also

in since his foster homehis behavior”changes improvementsof “the and
there, the fact that he’s beenenjoyshe andconsistency“theplacement,

record, that'findingthe trial court’sUponhe has.” thislongthere as as
in child’s bestrights was theterminating respondent’s parentalthe
plainlythe evidence nor erroneous asunsupported bywas neitherinterests

a matter of law.
he has beencase, respondent,the whereargued byThis is not a as

“simply parents’to his child because ‘betterright parentof hisdeprived
Instead,R., that the159 N.H. at 801. we believehave found.” Adambeen

in akeepingthat the childproperly recognizedcircuit court’s decision
was consistent with his best interests.and environmentpermanentstable

id.See
briefed,in of but not are deemedappeal,All issues raised the notice

(2003).226,149 N.H. 230King,waived. See In re Estate of

Affirmed.

Conboy, Lynn, Bassett, JJ.,Hicks, and concurred.
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(JohnPLLC,Milner & Krwpski, of Concord KrupskiS. on the brief and
orally), for the petitioners.

Hillsborough County Counsel,Legal of (CarolynGoffstown M. Kirby on
the brief and orally), for the respondent.

Lynn, J. The .petitioners, Duchesne,Jonathan Matthew Jajuga, and
Michael Buckley, appeal a J.)decision of the Superior Court (Garfunkel,
denying requesttheir for a declaratory judgment and an injunction to
remove their names from the so-called “Laurie List.”1 We reverse and
remand.

I

found,The trial court or the record supports, the following facts.'The
petitioners are officers of the Manchester 3,Police Department. On March
2010, duty,while off the petitioners were involved in an incident at a inbar
Manchester. The incident widelywas reported media,in the and the
Manchester policechief of ordered a criminal and internal affairs investi-
gation. Following investigation,the the chief found that the petitioners had
violated departmentalseveral policies, including a prohibition against the

force,unnecessary use of and each officer was suspended for a period of
2,time. On August the chief sent letters to the Hillsborough County

Attorney’s statingOffice that petitionersthe “engagedhad in conduct
(excessive force)use of that may subjectbe to disclosure under State v.
Laurie.” Consequently, countythe attorney placed petitioners’the names

List,”on the “Laurie which the trial court described as “an informal list of
police officers who have been identified as having potentially exculpatory
evidence in personneltheir files or otherwise.”

Pursuant to the provisions of the (CBA)collectivebargaining agreement
between the petitioners’ union City Manchester,and the of petitionersthe

grievancesfiled regarding disciplinethe imposed by the chief. The CBA
provides for final and binding arbitration. After a hearing, an arbitrator
found that City“the of Manchester did justnot have cause to take
disciplinary againstaction petitioners] for[the actions taken or not taken”

1 Laurie, (1995).See State v. 139 N.H. 325
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decision, werepetitionerstheof thisa resultincident. Asduring the
incident wastheregardinginformationearnings andfor lostcompensated

files.personnelfrom theirremoved
Attorney Gener-Hampshirethe Newoccurring,wasthis processWhile

inci-into theinvestigationcriminalindependentanconductedal’s Office
justified“wasconductpetitioners’that theconcludedreportIts finaldent.

charges are warranted.”no criminallaw andHampshireNewunder
decision, thethe chief wrote to31,2012, after the arbitrationJanuaryOn

that, to thepursuantAttorney requestingCountyHillsboroughthen
The“Laurie List.”from theaward, be removedpetitionersthearbitrator’s

injured the chiefdeclined, party,that there was anstatingattorneycounty
Laurieof thepurposesforce for theas excessivethe incident“reported

Theuse of force.”of excessivecomplaint“a sustainedlist,” and there was
tocounty attorneydirect thetoattorney generalasked thealsopetitioners

— that therequestathe “Laurie List”frompetitionersremove the
declined.attorney general

against respondent,court thesuperiorfiled suit inthenpetitionersThe
(1) declaratory judgmentseeking: aCounty Attorney2,Hillsboroughthe

(2013) toby refusing105:13-battorney violated RSAcountythat the
(2)List”; theinjunction prohibitan tothe “Laurietheir names fromremove

(3)Issue”;“Laurie andthe incident as adesignatingfromcounty attorney
namesattorney to remove theircountythecompelof mandamus toa writ
countythat thearguedalsopetitionersList.” Thefrom the “Laurie

their“Laurie List” violatedfrom theto remove themattorney’s refusal
an oflaw, requestedand awardofrights processto dueconstitutional

attorney’s fees.
In its writtenthe petitioners-relief.the trial court deniedhearing,After a

prospectivefor athe askedorder, petitionerscourt stated thatthe
to thein incident can never rise[the]“that their involvementdetermination

however,found, that itcourtTheexculpatory evidence.”potentiallylevel of
inmay exculpatorybeif the informationnot determine“prospectivelycould
acourt reasoned that suchbrought.” Theyetthat has not beena case

that of theforjudgmentthe court’swould substitutedetermination
dutyand ethical tolegalof theirprosecutorsrelieveand wouldprosecutor,

formovedpetitionersinformation. Theexculpatorypotentiallydisclose
denied, followed.reconsideration, appealand thiswhich was

deferringbytrial court erredthat thepetitioners arguetheappeal,On
from the “Lauriepetitionerstheremovingand notcounty attorneyto the

—— ultimatelyprosecutorcourt not thethat the trialTheyList.” contend
forinformation excul-backgroundofficerfiles or otherpersonnelreviews

2 Attorney gender-neutral language.County usingHillsboroughWe refer to the
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ifpatory evidence and decides such orrecords information must be
that,disclosed to Theythe defendant. further assert with respect to each of

them, the arbitrator’s decision and the attorney general’s report establish
that the ofallegations excessive use of unfounded, and,force were
therefore, inclusion of their names on the “Laurie List” or disclosure of
their names to a court or indefendant a future criminal case based upon the
incident is unwarranted. petitionersThe also argue that the trial court
erred by not addressing requesttheir for an injunction and writ of
mandamus, their arguments,constitutional or their request for attorney’s
fees.

respondentThe contends that the trial court future,cannot look ahead to
hypothetical cases as the petitioners itasked to do. It argues that the
responsibility to disclose exculpatory evidence lies with prosecutor,the and
that the county attorney’s office is not bound by the arbitrator’s award or
the attorney general’s report. that,The respondent asserts depending upon
the particular case,facts of a its prosecutors may properly conclude that

petitioners’the involvement in the incident should be disclosed to the
defendant, or at mayleast conclude that the incident should be disclosed to
the trial judge to determine whether the incident must be disclosed to the
defense is admissible at trial. The respondent also arguesand/or that RSA
105:13-b is not implicated here inasmuch as the arbitrator’s decision
resulted in the removal from the petitioners’ personnel files of information
pertaining to the incident.

II

Before toturning specific us,the issues before we examine the back-
ground of the “Laurie List.” The starting point for analysisour is the
well-recognized that,proposition case,in a criminal the State is obligated to
disclose information favorable to the defendant that is material to either
guilt punishment.or See v.Brady Maryland, 83, (1963).373 U.S. 87 This
obligation arises from a defendant’s constitutional right to due process of
law, and aims to ensure that defendants fairreceive trials. United States v.

667,Bagley, (1985);473 U.S. Laurie,675 325,State v. (1995);139 N.H. 329
Const, I,see also N.H. pt. art. 15. dutyThe to disclose encompasses both

exculpatory information and information that may be used to impeach the
witnesses,State’s 676;Bagley, Laurie,473 U.S. at 327,139 N.H. at and

applies whether or not the requests information,defendant the Bagley, 473
682; Laurie,U.S. at 139 fairness,N.H. at 327. “Essential rather than the

ability of counsel to out information,ferret concealed underlies the toduty
Laurie,disclose.” omitted).139 N.H. at 329 (quotation and brackets

dutyThe of disclosure falls on prosecution,the Giglio States,v. United
150, (1972);405 (StateU.S. 154 Petition N.H.State v. Theodoso-of of



3.8(d),(2006); R. PROF. Conduct318, see also N.H.320153 N.H.poulos),
assigned to aprosecutorparticularthemerely becauseand is not satisfied

theinformation. Onexculpatoryof theof the existenceis unawarecase
office,in the same Stateamongknowledge prosecutorsimputewecontrary,

(2011), prosecutorsalso hold57, and weEtienne, N.H. 90-91163v.
by governmentcertainpossessedinformationfor at least theresponsible

authorities, thatregulatoryor otherpolice departmentssuch asagencies,
seeprosecution,rise to thegivesmatter thatin theare involved

that the individual“This in turn means153 N.H. at 320.Theodosopoulos,
to theevidence knownanyof favorabledutya to learnhasprosecutor

case, including police.”in thebehalf thegovernment’son theactingothers
(1995).419, 437 may “sometimesAlthough police514 U.S.Whitley,v.Kyles

know,” ofare not relievedthey prosecutorsof allinform a prosecutorfail to
carryto [thecan be establishedregulationsandduty “proceduresastheir

informa­communication of all relevantand to insureburdenprosecutor’s]
(quotationit.” Id. at 438who deals withevery lawyercasé totion on each

omitted).
toonlyextendsduty of disclosureconstitutionalprosecutor’sThe
atBrady, 373 U.S.punishment.to or toguiltthat is materialinformation

is material under theLaurie, “Favorable evidence87; 139 N.H. at 328.
that, had theprobabilityif is a reasonableonly therefederal standard

defense, wouldproceedingthe result of thedisclosed to theevidence been
sufficient toprobabilityA is aprobabilityreasonablehave been different.

Laurie, (quotations139 at 328in the outcome.” N.H.undermine confidence
omitted). Hampshirethat the New Constitutionin LaurieWe stated

andthan federal standard heldthegreater protectionaffords defendants
favorable, exculpatorythatthat, the defendantshowing bya“[u]pon

shiftsby the the burdenknowingly prosecution,has withheldevidence been
that the undiscloseda reasonable doubtprove beyondto the State to

Id. at 330. “This standardhave affected the verdict.”evidence would not
thateverything mightdiscloseprosecutorthat therequiredoes not

ofdiscoveryapermitted completethat bejury,influence a or the defendant
file.”Id.completeof the State’sor an examinationall workinvestigatory

exculpatoryfailure to discloseLaurie, that the prosecution’sIn we held
Newunder theprocess rightsdefendant’s dueviolated theevidence

Laurie, atConstitution, a trial. 139 N.H.and we ordered newHampshire
trial,toevidence, prior327, prosecution possessedwhich the333. The

officer,policeof a Franklinfiles and recordsemploymentconsisted of the
327,trial. Id. atat defendant’sLaro, who testified theDetective-Sergeant

crime, for a number of searchwas the affianttheinvestigated330. Laro
case, and was the solefor thewarrants, paperworkthe files andmaintained

confessedspontaneouslyallegedlywhen the defendantpresentindividual
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crime. Theto the Id. at 332. records disclosed “numerous ofinstances
at the Franklinduring Department duringconduct” Laro’s time Police and

as aprevious employment policehis officer in Massachusetts that “re-
negatively credibility.”on Laro’s character and Id. at Forflectad] 330.
there aboutexample, was information numerous letters of thatcomplaint

Laro verbally abusing, choking, threateningdetailed or to harmphysically
Id. suspended neglectLaro also had been for of forpeople. dutyboth and

athreatening weapon.civilianwith a Id. at When subjected330-31. he was
incidents,to a examination itpolygraph concerning other was determined

in cases,that he was not truthful allbeing which “resulted in court cases
omitted).tainted.” Id. at 331 wasbeing (quotation Laro sent to a psycholo-

gist who said that Laro not be with a gun“should entrusted and Id.badge.”
omitted).(quotation was alsoThere evidence that Laro lied theabout

of hiscontent fileand his andmisrepresented training schooling. DuringId.
clients,investigation, seekinganother while medical ofrecords one of its

Laro threatened to clinic personnelclose a and arrest if nottheyits did
claiming thatcomply, byhis actions were the chief andpoliceauthorized of

countythe Thereattorney. reportsId. were from describingco-workers
as a “liar” trusted,”Laro and “not to reportssomeone be and of incidents

“inappropriate”of use of firearms. Id. The file also included thatevidence
attorney general’sthe toldoffice the Franklin chief: “If apolice you had

Franklin,homicide in Itonight would instruct thatyou Sgt. Laro not be
in omitted).involved the case in any capacity.” (quotationId. at 331-32 This

generalinformation bore on Laro’s credibility byand could have been used
Laro,the todefendant cross-examine and whoimpeach was a key witness

327,at trial. Id. at prosecution’s it,332-33. The tofailure anydisclose of
withouteven the asking,defendant’s theviolated defendant’s andrights

anecessitated new trial. at 333.Id.

Ill

decision inOur Laurie demonstrated for prosecutorsthe need lawand
agenciesenforcement to share information that topertains police officers

may act Laurie,who as the prosecution.witnesses for Since inprosecutors
Hampshire developed “proceduresNew have regulations carryand ... to

and communicationprosecutor’s] burden to insure[the of all relevant
everyinformation on each lawyercase to who with it.” Kyles,deals 514U.S.

omitted).(quotationat One aspect438 of these isprocedures the creation
clear,of so-called “Laurie It is not entirelyLists.” based upon the record

us, how actually practice,before “Laurie Lists” function in or how different
prosecutors’ offices use Although respondent argues,them. the theand

accepted,trial court that the term a“Laurie List” is misnomer nobecause
exists,comprehensive state-wide “Laurie List” it is clear from the record
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Hillsborough County“Laurie List” exists in thecounty-wideleast athat at
Hillsborough Countyis,That it was established that theOffice.Attorney’s

list, ofspreadsheet, policein of an Excel officersa the formAttorney keeps
in files or else-personnelinformation theirexculpatorywith potentially

policewhen a chief or another sourceare to the listwhere. Officers added
Both atinformation exists. thecounty attorney that suchnotifies the

court,to respondenttrial in its brief this thethe court andhearing before
List,”when is on the “Laurie such informationthat an officerrepresented

any appearsto trial court time that officer as aroutinelyis disclosed the
information, maythegiven prosecutorAfter the court been thewitness. has

not relevant toexculpatorythat information is or thearguethen either the
defense, that,orand need not be disclosed to theparticular case therefore

defense,if to the that it should not be admitted as evidenceit is disclosed
us, thatupon merelybefore understandat the trial. Based the record we

trigger preliminary“Laurie to that disclosureenoughon the List” isbeing
court, if the not the evidence isto the even believeprosecution does .that

much,to and even if afullyor and intends asexculpatory arguematerial
has not orexculpatoryin a case found that the information waspriorcourt

that, the there is noappears petitioners argue,It also asadmissible.
from List” once placedfor an officer to be removed the “Lauriemechanism

on it.

prosecutorial duty spawnedthe that the creation and use ofAlthough
magnitude, legislature“Laurie Lists” is of constitutional the has enacted a

105:13-b,statute, rightsis to the of criminaldesignedRSA which balance
publicthe interests of the and theagainst countervailing policedefendants

confidentiality agreein of records. with thepersonnelthe officer We
is at issue indirectlyassertion that RSA 105:13-b not thisrespondent’s

case, all to the has beeninasmuch as information related incident removed
Nonetheless,personnel helpfulfiles. we think it topetitioners’from the

inand to how it affectsrequirements explaindiscuss the statute its order
as RSAby prosecutors. provides:the “Laurie List” used 105:13-b

apersonnel policeI. in a ofExculpatory policeevidence file
in anyis a witness criminal case shall beservingofficer who as

toduty exculpatoryto the defendant. The disclosedisclosed
thispriorthat disclosed to trial underevidence should have been

a ofduty beyond findingis an that extendsparagraph ongoing
guilt.

made as evidence isII. If a determination cannot be to whether
by required.an in the court shall beexculpatory, camera review
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personnelIII. of a police servingNo officer who is as afile
or in a criminal shallprosecutorwitness case be for theopened

ofpurposes obtaining reviewingor innon-exculpatory evidence
case,that criminal unless the makes asitting judge specificruling

that cause to that fileprobable exists believe the contains evidence
to thatrelevant criminal ease. If judgethe rules that probable

exists,cause the shall orderjudge police department employ-the
ing the officer to the file to judge.deliver the The shalljudge
examine the file in camera and amake as todetermination

itwhether contains evidence relevant to the criminal Onlyease.
those of file whichportions judgethe the todetermines be

inrelevant the case beshall released to be used as inevidence
accordance with all applicable rules in crimi-regarding evidence
nal The of thecases. remainder file shall treatedbe as confidential
and be policeshall returned to the department theemploying
officer.

added.)(Emphasis “RSA 105:13-b cannot limit the defendant’s constitu­
tional right to obtain all exculpatory Theodosopoulos,evidence.” 153 N.H.

However,at 321. 2012,3asparticularly amended in the statute explicitly
codifies the distinction we recognizedhave “between exculpatory evidence
that must be disclosed to the defendant under the State and Federal
Constitutions, and other information in a personnelcontained confidential
file that may throughbe obtained the... procedure set forth in [paragraph

321;III 105:13-b, II,of] RSA 105:13-b.”Id. at compare RSA I and with
105:13-b,RSA III.

The current version of RSA 105:13-baddresses three situations that may
respectexist with to police officers who as inappear witnesses criminal

First,cases. insofar as personnelthe files of such officers contain exculpa­
evidence,tory Iparagraph requires that such information be disclosed to

105:13-b, Next,the defendant.4 RSA I. IIparagraph covers situations in
which there is touncertainty as whether evidence contained within police

is, fact,personnel 105:13-b,files in exculpatory. that,RSA II. It directs
exists,where such uncertainty the at issueevidence is to be submitted to

the incourt for camera Id.review.

3 statute,Prior to 2012 thethe amendment of 105:13-bRSA did not contain the clear
(albeit relevant)exculpatory non-exculpatorydistinction between information and information

(1992).presentthat is in thefound version of the statute. 105:13-bSee RSA
4 Paragraph obligationI exculpatoryalso makes clear that the State’s to disclose evidence

personnel police ongoing dutycontained in the files of witnesses anis that does not end with
a defendant’s conviction.
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maythat butnon-exculpatoryIII covers evidence isparagraphFinally,
ain which an officer is witness.5be relevant to a casenonetheless

law, openingthe of aparagraph prohibitswith our case thisConsistent
non-exculpatoryfile to the same for evidencepolice examinepersonnel

finding that cause exists tojudge specific probabletrial aunless the makes
particularthe file contains evidence relevant to thebelieve that criminal

(“[I]n105, (1995) tov. 140 N.H. 107 orderPuzzanghera,case. See State
a file underpolice personnelin camera of officer’s RSAan reviewtrigger

to105:13-b, probableestablish cause believe the filethe defendant must
.”).. .. does makejudgerelevant to his case If the suchcontains evidence

anda is then to review the file in camera orderfinding, judgethe directed
to theonly those of the file which are relevant case.portionsthe release of

105:13-b, the file treated asIII. The remainder of must be confidentialRSA
to the which the officer.Id.police department employsand returned

ofrespondent, confidentialityto the of theAccording policebecause
files, is a chiefprosecutor’s by policewhen a office notified thatpersonnel

in file that the onplacinginformation an officer’s warrants officerthere is
List,”the the does not know the reason forprosecutor frequently“Laurie

sometimes,this thatdesignation.the infer from statement“Laurie” We
to the in connection afiles submitted court withpersonnelwhen are

case, thedirectly byto courtparticular policethe disclosure is made the
throughthat in cases in which file thedepartment, passesand even the

byis under seal theprosecutor, placed policeof the it oftenhands
Thus, it is not uncommon fordepartment delivery. apparentlybefore

either to be unaware of the basis for an officer’sinclusion on aprosecutors
List,” to have minimal to the basis foronly“Laurie or information as the

result,a often use the “Laurie List” as the basis forlisting. prosecutorsAs
to is potentiallya threshold determination as whether theremaking

information an officer that be submitted to theexculpatory about should
that,this to beconsequence paradigm appearscourt for review. The of

an caution and in to theacting preclude prospectout of abundance of order
anBradyof to have in their once officer’sbeing obligations,found failed

List,” prosecutors routinelyon the “Laurie cause theplacedname is
to to the itfile submitted court to determine whetherpersonnelofficer’s be

that must be over to theexculpatorycontains information turned defense.
thepractice may prosecutors’this be understandable fromAlthough

acknowledgment in trialgiven the the court thatperspective, respondent’s
stigma,a officers apoliceon the “Laurie List” carries haveinclusion

5 terms,By paragraph police prosecutors. AsIII covers officers who serve as there isits also
any petitioners willno the record of the here have served or serve asindication from that

police prosecutors, applicationno the of 105:13-b inwe have occasion to consider RSA such
circumstances.
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weighty countervailing insuringinterest in that their names are not placed
grounds doingthe list are no for so. Asproperon when there this case

demonstrates, interests,in basicaccommodating competingthese fairness
that not to the ofinvariably judgment prosecutorsdemands courts defer

the ofwhatrespectwith even to threshold issue kind of adverse information
result in an on aplacementshould officer’s “Laurie List.”

IV

us,toTurning the case before we must determine whether the petition-
— is,are they requesteders entitled to the relief have that to be removed

byfrom the “Laurie List” maintained the Therespondent. petitioners
that significanttheir on the “Laurie List”argue placement affects consti-

interests,libertytutional and inasmuch as a “Laurie”property designation
tarnish damagecan their and their Thereputations respondentcareers.

acknowledged hearingthe the trial thatduring before court “the Laurie
is of alist considered a kind death list” for the on it or “is givenofficers that

Although the “Laurie List” is notstigma.” available to members of the
on allpublic generally, placement guaranteesthe list but that information

the beabout officerswill disclosed to trial courts defendants or theirand/or
any case,counsel officers atestifytime the in criminal thus potentially

affecting their reputations professionaland with those withstanding whom
they Veale,work and on a regular 632,interact basis. State v. 158 N.H.Cf.

(2009).639
Because of an injunctionthe issuance is tocommitted the sound

court,discretion of trial upholdthe we will the court’s itdecision unless is
law,by fact,tainted clearlyerror of offindingserroneous or an

Nashua,unsustainable of discretion. v.Corp. Cityexercise See UniFirst of
(1987).11, 14 Here,N.H.130 we conclude that the trial court unsustainably

its andexercised discretion that the are entitled topetitioners be removed
thefrom “Laurie List.”

conclusion, re-examine,reachTo this we and our decision inclarify,
Laurie. Perhaps totalitybecause the of the adverse information about

LaroDetective that the State failed to was soknowingly egregious,disclose
in Laurie we did not amongdifferentiate the various oftypes information

Instead,contained within his personnel files. we observed thatsimply the
atfiles issue of“disclose[d] numerous instances conduct that reflect[ed]

330;Laurie,onnegatively credibility.”Laro’s character and 139N.H. at In
noparticular, there was doubt that of long-demonstratedevidence Laro’s

lies,history of deception, incompetency “plainlyand would have been useful
short,defendant uponto the cross-examination of Laro.” Id. at 331. In the

at in probativeadverse information issue Laurie was of Laro’s general
witness, and,credibility such,as a likelyas would have been admissible in
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608(b) that(providingR. Ev.testified. See N.H.in Laroany case which
into onmay inquireda beconduct of witnessof theinstancesspecific
Mello,untruthfulness); v.see also Stateif ofprobativecross-examination

to attack a(1993) evidence used597, between(distinguishingN.H. 600137
specific testi-impeachused tocredibility and evidencegeneralwitness’s

Laro, on awitness). being placedan officer such asa Forbymony given
automatically disclosedinformationthe adversehavingList” and“Laurie

andmakes senseis to be a witnesstime that officereverycourtto the
responsibility.ethicallegal andtheupholds prosecutor’s

different fromquiteisrespect petitionersto theThe situation with
andFirst, Laro’s of misconductpatternunlikein Laurie.presentedthat

involve­petitioners’is theuntruthfulness, conduct at issue hereonlythe
force, is noof and thereexcessive useallegeda incident ofsinglement in

Eventheir conduct.upto lie about or coverthey attemptedthatsuggestion
(suchincident, more astrue, somethingthis withoutif accusation werethe

facts)the would not beor misrepresentedthat the liedpetitionersevidence
ancredibility becausegeneraltheimpeach petitioners’toadmissible
orof truthfulnessprobativeis notuse of forceinstance of excessive

608(b). Indeed, if a future case wereR. evenN.H. Ev.untruthfulness. See
one ofagainstforce was madeclaim of excessive use ofto arise in which a

to showsimplynot be admissibléthe incident wouldpriorthe petitioners,
404(b).N.H. R. Ev.in such conduct. Seeengagetopetitioner’s propensitya

trial does notcourse, of evidence atadmissibilitythat theofrecognize,We
obligationsdisclosureprosecutor’sof thenecessarily mark the bounds

(“It thatLaurie, for us to find139 at 332 is sufficientN.H.Brady.under See
of the defen­presentationto the orpreparationis materialthe evidence

omitted)). However, fact that adverse informa­the(quotationdant’s case.”
type usuallynot of thebackground ispolicea officer’sregardingtion

bearing oncredibility stronghas ageneralattack the officer’sadmissible to
thename on a list that is used asthe officer’smaintainingofproprietythe
theto the trial court orthe informationautomatically disclosingforbasis

may testify.officerin case in which theanydefendant
initiallywereSecond, petitionerstheimportantly, althoughmoreand

force,use of theallegedtheir excessivethe chief fordisciplined by police
factfinder,arbitrator, a neutralanbywas overturnedchiefs decision

in theagreedto toprocedureshearing pursuanta full conductedfollowing
that thealso concludedattorney generaltheinvestigation,After anCBA.

a result of thesejustified.in was Asof force the incidentusepetitioners’
theremoved fromdeterminations, incident have nowbeenreferences to the

allegation of excessiveoriginalthat thefiles. Givenpetitioners’ personnel
unfounded, no basis forthere is sustainedto beforce has been determined
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the petitioners’ placement on the “Laurie List.” It makes no sense that the
—threshold determination that wassomething thought to be potentially

exculpatory and of anworthy court,in camera byreview the but has now
—been shown not to thatbe of character should follow the petitioners

every theytime appear as witnesses.
Therefore, to the extent that the petitioners’ names appear on the

“Laurie List” bymaintained the Hillsborough County Office,Attorney’s we
thathold the trial court unsustainably exercised its indiscretion tofailing

order that their names be removed from said list. In light of the above
ruling, we need not address the other relief requested by petitionersthe or
further consider their constitutional arguments. For the reasons stated
above, we reverse the decision of the trial court and remand for further
proceedings consistent with this opinion.

Reversed and remanded

Dalianis, C.J., Hicks, Conboy,and Bassett, JJ.,and concurred.
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