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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court affirmed Michael Ouellette’s murder conviction after a three-judge
trial. The court rejected challenges to his waiver of a jury trial and probable cause hearing, his plea of
not guilty by reason of mental disease or defect, and the denial of a presentence psychiatric
examination. The court held that the waivers were knowing and voluntary and that the asserted
canvassing deficiencies did not warrant relief.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After a three-judge trial court found the defendant guilty of murder
and sentenced him to sixty years of imprisonment, the defendant
appealed directly to the Supreme Court of Connecticut, challenging his
jury-trial waiver, probable-cause-hearing waiver, failure to canvass his
plea-related assertion of mental disease or defect, and denial of a
presentence psychiatric examination.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Constitutional waiver claims were reviewed for compliance with
constitutional requirements under the totality of the circumstances.
The denial of a presentence psychiatric examination under General
Statutes § 17a-566 was reviewed for abuse of discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published opinion of the Supreme Court of Connecticut; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant knowingly, voluntarily, and intelligently waived his federal and state
constitutional rights to a jury trial.

2. Whether the defendant knowingly and voluntarily waived his constitutional right to a probable cause
hearing.

3. Whether due process required the trial court to canvass the defendant concerning his assertion of not
guilty by reason of mental disease or defect.

4. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying the defendant's motion for a presentence
psychiatric examination under General Statutes § 17a-566.

HOLDINGS

1. A defendant who has been found competent to stand trial is competent to waive the right to a jury trial,
and the defendant's waiver was knowing, voluntary, and intelligent under the totality of the
circumstances.

2. The defendant's waiver of the probable cause hearing was knowing and voluntary and satisfied the
constitutional and statutory requirements.

3. Due process did not require a canvass of the defendant concerning his assertion of not guilty by reason
of mental disease or defect because the state vigorously contested the defense and the proceeding was
adversarial.

4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by denying the defendant's request for a presentence
psychiatric examination under General Statutes § 17a-566.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“any criminal defendant who has been found competent to stand trial, ipso facto, is competent to waive the
right to [a jury trial] as a matter of federal constitutional law.” (271 Conn. at 918)

“In the absence of any precedent or other authority to indicate that a court is constitutionally required to
canvass a defendant who pleads not guilty by reason of mental disease or defect, and in view of the fact that
the state vigorously contested the defense raised by the defendant, we conclude that the defendant's due
process rights were not implicated by virtue of the trial court's failure to canvass him regarding his plea of not
guilty by reason of mental disease or defect.” (271 Conn. at 927)

“when "the court has adequate psychiatric documentation of the defendant's mental condition, there is no
need for it to utilize the statutory provisions concerning further examinations....” (271 Conn. at 929)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Michael Ouellette, who had been diagnosed with paranoid schizophrenia, beat Robert Lysz, a Roman Catholic
priest, to death inside a church using a heavy brass candlestick holder. Ouellette was found the next morning
hiding in the church rectory and possessing the victim's pants, wallet, credit card, and driver's license. He
initially claimed self-defense but later asserted mental disease or defect and extreme emotional disturbance.
After treatment and repeated evaluations, he was found competent to stand trial; the trial court nevertheless
rejected both affirmative defenses and found him guilty of murder.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The defendant was charged with murder and elected a trial by a three-judge court. The trial court found him
competent to stand trial, rejected his affirmative defenses of mental disease or defect and extreme emotional
disturbance, found him guilty of murder, and imposed a sixty-year sentence. The Supreme Court of Connecticut
rejected all four appellate claims and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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