CITY OF BRIDGEPORT
CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING
MARCH 15, 2025

ATTENDANCE: Faith Sweeney, Chair; John Hosier, Vice Chair; Aishah Wright Abdullah;
Kim Eaton; Thomas Gaudett, Joe Larcheveque; John Marshall Lee; Susan
Brannelly Martin; Steve McKenzie; Daee McKnight; Kelly Nims; Rev.
Terri Williams

OTHERS: Council Member(s): Council President A. Nieves, S. Burns, J. Cruz, J.
Herron, F. Hodges, E. Martinez, E. Newton, & M. Pereira; T. Toms, City
Attorney; M. Anastasi, Esquire; A. Paoletto, Special Projects Manager
Linda Grace, Republican Registrar of Voters; Ines Ayala, Democratic
Deputy Registrar of Voters; Lydia Martinez, City Clerk; Steve Nelson,
City Sheriff; Alfredo Martinez, City Sheriff

CALL TO ORDER

Ms. Sweeney called the meeting to order at 10:17 a.m. She led those present in saying the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. Hosier asked Rev. Williams to lead those present in a prayer. Rev. Williams did so.
Ms. Sweeney called the roll. A quorum was present.

APPROVAL OF COMMITTEE MINUTES:

* February 28, 2025 (Special Meeting).

** MS. SWEENEY MOVED TO DEFER THE VOTE ON THE MINUTES TO THE END
OF THE MEETING BECAUSE THERE WERE SEVERAL GUESTS THAT WISHED
TO SHARE THEIR THOUGHTS ON THE CHARTER REVISION.

** MR. LEE SECONDED.

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

*DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION REGARDING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTERS 1,2, 4 7AND9
OF THE CHARTER OF THE CITY OF BRIDGEPORT.

Ms. Sweeney said that there would be a brief discussion about the budget for the Charter
Revision.

Mr. Gaudett said that the previous meeting, a Charter Revision book had been handed out which
was incorrect. He urged everyone to take an updated version and discard the earlier incorrect
one.
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Mr. Gaudett said that one of the discussions topics for the group was the budget controls and the
overall process of the Mayor submitting the budget to the Council and Council adopting it, which
is outlined in Chapter 9.

** MS. SWEEENEY MOVED TO TABLE THE DISCUSSION REGARDING THE
BUDGET FOR THE CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION MOVED TO THE NEXT
MEETING.

Ms. Sweeney explained that they had listed a discussion regarding the Charter Revision Budget
under Old Business. However, it was not included on the Public Notice, so she was requesting
the item be moved to the next meeting.

Mr. Gaudett explained that the Chair did not need to table the item and she could just add it to
the agenda. This was agreeable to all.

NEW BUSINESS

** THERE WAS A MOTION TO DISCUSS THE BUDGET.
** THERE WAS A SECOND.

Mr. Gaudett directed everyone to Chapter 9, Section 5G on page 23. He reviewed a document
that was approved by the Council two years ago that was pursuant to a State statute. He
explained that this item required the Mayor to present a proposed budget to the City Council by a
certain date. The Council is required to adopt line item changes to that budget, which then goes
back to the Mayor. There was a State statute passed by the legislature which allows the Council
to change that deadline by one week. He read the current language in subsection 5G. This would
change the date from the second Tuesday of May in each year to the third Tuesday of May.

Mr. Lee asked why it was noted that the Mayor did not sign the report. He wished to know if this
was customary. Atty. Anastasi said that if the Mayor does not sign it after 21 days, the budget
becomes effective. Mr. Gaudett said that the Mayor may have been told that he couldn’t sign it
because the Council has been given sole authority on the budget. Mr. Gaudett said that the
Council should have a bit more time because of all of the steps in the process. The tax bills must
be sent out in June for the July 1st Tax payments. Mr. McKnight pointed out that same language
occurs in Section H, which must also be changed.

Council Member Burns greeted the Commission and said that as a co-chair of Budget and
Appropriations, the Committee made this change under an emergency situation and it was based
on a State statute that was written to apply to one other community during the 2024-2018 State
level crisis. He said that it should be recognized as part of the Charter. This change is not
included in the online version of the Charter. He requested the Commission consider expanding
the time frame under which the Council looks at the budget which is currently a four to five
week period. Bridgeport has one of the largest municipal budgets in the State and while there are
Council Members on top of the budget, it is still a great deal of work in a very short time.

Mr. Hosier asked Council Member Burns if he had a schedule that might be more workable and
would be easier for the Council to adopt.
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Council Member Newton pointed out that it was important to do this correctly because the
Budget and Appropriation Committee ended up in an awkward position with the Mayor’s Office.
This resulted with the Council being place in a bad position. This is between the executive
branch and the legislative branch, but the current Charter has the final decision in the Executive
Branch’s hands. This is why it is important and it will prevent misunderstanding. Discussion
followed.

Mr. Gaudett reviewed the Council meeting scheduled, which is the first and third week of the
month. By moving the budget approval to the third week of the month, the Council will not have
to call a special meeting.

Mr. McKenzie asked about the timeline for the various departments’ budgets. Discussion
followed about the details of budget timelines and the budget department interviews.

Mr. Gaudett said that he was willing to make a motion to adopt the change for the Council for
the third Tuesday along with the change that Mr. McKnight mentioned in Section H but wished
to check on the best way to do this. City Attorney Toms said that it would be best to have
everything at the end so everyone knows what they are approving. Atty. Anastasi said that if the
Committee started amending now, they would end up distributing 20 copies every meeting. Ms.
Sweeney said that she had sent out an original copy so that the Commissioners could make
copies of the changes.

Mr. Hosier asked about meaning of “Enterprise Funds” mentioned in Section 7 and 8 on pages
24 and 25, and the meaning of “Special Funds” mentioned in Section 9. Council Member Burns
explained that the Budget and Appropriations Committee receives a monthly financial report
from the Finance Department on the fourth Friday of the month. This means that at the end of
March, they will receive the February report to review in the April meeting. There is a six week
lag in the comprehensive report they receive. The report breaks out the revenue and expenditure
by department, along with a compilation of the figures year to date and a projection as to whether
any given line item will go over budget. He gave the details of Committee’s focus. He noted that
former Council Member Brannelly helped create this. The Budget and Appropriations
Committee has also incorporated quarterly reports on staffing for Public Safety. This helps with
the Police and Fire budgets regarding staffing levels. This is helpful.

The Enterprise funds just refers to the WPCA and these funds were designated about 30 years
ago and treated as a business effort.

Council Member Newton said that the Committee tries to monitor the overtime for the Police
and Fire. They track those budgets fairly closely since they are the ones with the largest overtime
budget. Public Works occasionally has an overage because of a bad storm or another event, but
they don’t carry the same kind of burden that the other two do. Discussion followed about
overtime.

Atty. Anastasi spoke about the legal considerations in relation to the timing of the budget. He
noted that Subsection F, which speaks about the mill rate, might be better off moving to
Subsection H. The mill rate is set at the very end of the process. Subsection G would be moved
to F and H would become G.
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Atty. Anastasi then spoke about Section 10 — Grants. Currently, Central Grants has to go to the
Council for the authority to apply for a grant. He noted that some of the State or Federal agencies
require the applicant to have the approval of the Council before submitting the application. Atty.
Anastasi said that he did not think this should be included in the Charter and suggested the
following wording “Each budgeting agency may apply for, but only with the approval of the
Mayor and the City Council accept, grants”. The Council would be authorizing the application
and then accepting at the tail end. This should eliminate some of the Council agenda “Immediate
Action” items. Discussion followed about the placement of the commas in order to clarify the
language.

Mr. Gaudett explained that these language changes would allow the Grants Department to apply
for grants without Council approval unless it was required by the terms of the application.

Council Member Martinez asked for clarification on the grant application process. The grant
application goes through Committee first before it is presented to the Council. What is missing is
any type of follow up on whether the grants were approved, how much money was awarded and
how the funds were utilized and other details. There have been times when funds were awarded
and the funds had to be returned to the grantor because it was not utilized. Discussion followed
about whether this would be a Charter change or something that could be done by ordinance.

Council Member Pereira spoke about how the BOE needed to return some major grant funding
because they had not followed the requirement of that grant. She also said that she will not vote
on grants because the application has language that allowed the Mayor or his designee to change
the terms of the grant in any way they see fit afterward. Any subsequent changes should be
submitted back to the Council. That language needs to be removed from the application.

Mr. Gaudett pointed out that this issue was not a Charter change and should be handled by the
Council. He also gave the reason why he disagreed with Council Member Pereira’s statement
because all of the final documents go through the City Attorney’s Office.

He also noted a point of order whereby Council Members were present were interjecting
comments. The Commission invited certain individuals to be present because they were germane
to the topics, but this is not a public hearing.

The Commissioners then moved to Chapter 2 — Officers and Elections. Ms. Sweeney noted that
the City Sheriff, Steve Nelson, was present. Mr. Gaudett noted that the Registrars of VVoters were
also present.

Mr. Gaudett explained that the issue the Sheriffs and the Registrars wished to address is the four
year terms. He distributed a handout that referred to the State statutes about the length of terms,
which is presumed to be a two year term, unless it is amended in the Charter to a four year term.
There was also information from the Office of Legal Research focused on the Registrars
specifically that was done many years ago. Many Connecticut towns have adopted a four year
term for their Registrars.

Mr. Alfredo Martinez, a Bridgeport City Sheriff, came forward to address the Commissioners.
He said that the sheriffs do a lot of pro bono work and serve the community. They would like the
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Charter to be more specific regarding the powers and authority of the sheriffs because they have
been having difficulty communicating with the Bridgeport Police Department. As an elected
sheriff, their words should be sufficient when they have to conduct business. He asked the City
Attorney’s Office to work with them on this. The sheriffs would like to see more specific
language in the Charter about the duties of the sheriffs. He works with the public also, so this
needs to be clarified.

Mr. Steve Nelson, one of the six elected City Sheriffs, came forward to greet the Commissioners.
He said that he supports what Mr. Martinez said and explained that he was a retired school
officer. He has a relationship with the Police Department, but with so many new officers joining
the force, the key relationships have ended. It is important for the City to define what the
authority of sheriffs are so they don’t have any problems.

Elections are every two years and a four year term would provide some kind of cushion, so they
can do their evictions and probate court work. Having a four year term would help because they
end up spending one year trying to get re-elected rather than actually performing their duties.

Discussion followed about the various duties that the sheriffs are responsible for. Mr. Martinez
explained that his training came from Massachusetts because they were the nearest location that
offered the type of training he needed. Many towns eliminated the sheriffs and now use State
Marshals. The State Marshals cannot do what a City Sheriff can do within the confines of the
City. He said that a City Sheriff should be able to do everything that a police officer does except
run the Police Department.

Mr. Lee asked if the sheriffs had a list of the duties that they would like to see included in the
Charter. The Commissioners don’t see the problems because they don’t have a list of duties and
where the conflicts arise. Other groups have presented the Commission with documents so they
can consider the issues.

Mr. Martinez explained that this was the first time he had presented to the Commission and
would be willing to provide them with the information. He said that the word “sheriff” was often
interchangeable with “police officer”. Mr. Lee requested that Mr. Martinez put this in writing.

Discussion followed about establishing a baseline. California, North Carolina and other states
give the sheriffs the power to arrest individuals and pull motor vehicles over. By having a
baseline, the Commission would have a baseline to consider. It helps when they try to improve
the system.

The next topic for consideration was the Registrar of Voters. Ms. Grace and Ms. Ayala came
forward to greet the Commissioners. They distributed copies of documents about the various
statutes to the Commissioners.

Ms. Grace said they were requesting the Commission to extend their terms of office to four
years. The Registrars of Voters is a nonpartisan office that runs under the rules issued by the
State of Connecticut Secretary of the State. However they are municipally elected. Their terms
can be changed by law in the Charter. She listed a variety of reasons including the number of
changes in the Registrar’s Office and the increase in duties. The end of night reporting to the
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Secretary of State used to be done by the Town Clerk and it is now done by the Registrars. They
report statistics to the Secretary of State by precinct within 72 hours. Depending on the election
there are 22 to 24 precinct. They also handle the early voting and same day registration for
general elections. They need to recruit more workers and need to hire more staff for primaries.
The no excuse absentee ballot will require more time.

Ms. Grace explained that in 2016, Registrars of VVoters were mandated to become certified and
this requires taking a series of classes culminating in a final exam given by the Secretary of
State. New registrars are required to complete these eight classes within two years and maintain
at least 8 hours of CEU credits annually. These additional requirements make the two year term
obsolete.

Ms. Grace encouraged the Commissioners to read the documents in the supporting packets and
give the Registrars consideration to expand the term. The longer the term, the more effectively
they will be able to do their jobs. She reiterated that their work is done under the supervision of
the Secretary of the State of Connecticut.

Ms. Grace explained that the City must pay for the required courses that the Registrars have to
take. She gave an example that if a new Registrar was elected for two years and is training but
decides after the term is up, not to run again, the City must pay for another candidate for the
office.

Atty. Anastasi pointed out that with the exception of Waterbury, all the other major Connecticut
cities have moved to a four year term. Ms. Grace said that the list was not totally current.

The discussion moved to the length of time needed to complete the course and the fact that the
Registrars have to complete Continuing Education credits to remain certified. Once a person is
certified with the initial course and maintains the CEUS, they will stay certified while they are in
office. The Registrars attend a yearly conference where they complete many of the CEUs but
there are ones that happen between times also.

Mr. Lee pointed out that in the Registrar’s Office, everyone does all the work. The constant
training is underway. He reminded everyone that while there were several issues in the media
and in the courts about elections, none of those have had to do with the Registrar’s Office. They
are the high water mark and Mr. Lee thanked them for this.

Council Member Newton wished to know why this wasn’t included in the previous Charter
meetings. Ms. Grace said that it had been brought up but was not included in the final changes.

Mr. Gaudett said that these changes would be included on page 2 in Subsection E states that
there shall be six sheriffs to hold their elected office for two years and the proposed change is
that these terms be changed to four years. With the Registrars, there is no reference to a term of
office in the Charter. This would require adding a new section for the Registrars with a four year
term. The remaining question would be when would these changes become effective. The
Registrars are on the State election ballots, which will be held in 2026. The Sheriffs will be on
the ballot in 2027. Discussion followed about possible timing.
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The Commissioners thanked the Registrars for their presentation.

Ms. Sweeney pointed out that the Commission also had the City Clerk, the Town Clerk and the
Law Department present to give their comments and requests for changes.

The discussion moved to Section 6, part C, which addresses bonds for certain offices including
the City Clerk, the Assistant City Clerk, the Town Clerk, Assistant Town Clerk, the Treasurer,
the Sheriff, City Attorney, Director of Finance, and the Fire Chief. These officials are required to
provide a bond. Atty. Toms said neither she nor Atty. Anastasi had provided a bond, so the
Commission needs to decide if they wish to enforce it or if they wish to remove it.

Atty. Toms said that regarding the City Sheriffs, if they are going to be liable for their own
actions, they should be required to provide a bond.

Mr. Martinez said that he had researched this and when he checked with the City Clerk, she did
not know about it because the language is not clear and the City is not communicating this issue
to those involved. Atty. Anastasi asked what the bond amount was. Mr. Martinez said that his
bond was $5,000 and he was covered up to $1 million dollars.

Mr. Gaudett said that this appeared to be old school and felt that it should all go away. Bonds for
the Treasurer, the City Clerk, the Town Clerk should go away, but the Sheriffs are independently
elected and can perform duties that could make the City liable. Discussion followed about
indemnity and the details of the issue.

Atty. Anastasi then noted there were other technical issues to consider such as in Chapter 2,
Section 3, Subsection C where they needed to clarify the “year” in regards to the Mayor’s four
year term because it could be a calendar year, a fiscal year or a 12 month period following the
Mayor taking office.

He indicated that Sections 4 and 5 need to be consistent with Section 2 regarding a residency
requirement. He proposed the language be changed to “residents and registered voters of the
City.” This should mirror the language in Section 2.

Atty. Anastasi noted that in Section 5, the first line says “unless otherwise provided in this
Chapter or the General Statutes”. He cautioned everyone that there may be other issues covered
by State law that is not in the General Statutes. He suggested that the phrase “General Statutes”
be replaced by “State law”. In Section 9, the same phrase is used again and this should also be
changed.

Atty. Toms suggested that at the very end of Section 10, the words “for the remainder of the
vacated term” where it speaks about the Registrar and Deputy Registrar.

Atty. Anastasi noted that there appeared to be a typo in Section 14 where the fourth line from the
end states ‘“‘secure the attendance of the witnesses before said boards or committees” and he
thought it should say “said boards or commissions” in order to be consistent with the early
portion of the section.
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In Section 17 — Removal of Officers, at the end of Section A and B, it states “may be removed
from his or her office”, Atty. Anastasi proposed adding “or impose such lesser discipline or
penalty as permitted by law”. He cautioned the Commission that there might not be a right to
remove certain officials. However, if they have the power to remove an officer, they should have
the lesser powers to penalize in a lesser manner. This should also be changed in Section D.

In Subsection 8, it indicates where “the provisions of Chapter 19” is stated, it should read “the
provisions of Chapter 177, which is the Civil Service section.

Mr. Gaudett said that there were some questions as to whether the Mayor had the right to remove
another elected official and regarding disciplining City employees that are officers for the
purpose of the Charter, they should go through the normal Civil Service process and be governed
by that. Discussion followed. Atty. Anastasi said that this issue periodically comes up with the
City Council and he suggested that the issue be put aside until the City Attorneys can look into
this. Discussion followed.

Mr. McKenzie asked about the Mayor appointing a Cabinet member and having it approved by
the Council. This would provide a means of checks and balances.

Atty. Anastasi explained that there were certain positions that the Mayor has unilateral authority
to appoint without Council approval. This is addressed in Section A. Section B addresses
positions where the City Council appoints individual and those positions are approved by the
Mayor and Council. Discussion followed.

Council Member Martinez announced she would like to make a statement. First and foremost
they were talking about making changes. They need to comply with the Boards and
Commissions on their standards regarding the years that they were supposed to be serving on the
Boards and Commissions. Currently, there are a number of Board members and Commissioners
who have exceeded their terms by a number of years, some dating back to 2018. She requested
that the Charter Commission review the length of time that the Boards or Commissions serve.
She said that the Commission could discuss this until they were purple in the face and a lot of
stuff that is already in the Charter is not being followed by the City of Bridgeport. It will be
important to follow the changes in their own regulations and start with the period of time that
these individuals are elected to office and replace them after their term expires. Now a
Commissioner or Board member just sits in their seat until someone else decides they want to
appoint someone else to the Board or Commission.

Mr. Lee said that he had raised the issue before and he’s got lawyers sitting on his right and left.
He asked about Section 12, on page 4 regarding Sheriffs, who are supposedly used by the City.
Mr. Lee said he thought they were used by the court system and asked for confirmation. He said
that while other states like California and Maine had continued to use sheriffs, the State of
Connecticut had abandoned the use of sheriffs some 35 years ago along with using a county
system. He asked why they have sheriffs included in the Charter. He said that he needed to know
what the sheriffs were doing, why they were doing it and why it was included in the Charter. It is
concerning that they have many of the same powers as the police officers, which is confusing to
the residents. He pointed out that the use of the word “elector” in the section since many people
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would not know what that means. People know what a “resident” is along with a “registered
voter” but not an elector.

Mr. Lee went on to briefly speak about the issue of personal bonding and asked if the
Commissioners wanted to go back to consider what the sheriffs were doing for the City residents.
One of the sheriffs who was present in the room said that if Ms. Sweeney, as Chair of the
meeting, had the authority, the sheriffs would enforce that authority. When there are political
meetings, the sheriffs are the ones who provide policing for the individual in charge.

Mr. Lee said that it would be important to keep this item open so everyone knows what they do.
Ms. Sweeney reminded everyone that they had asked the sheriffs to provide them with additional
information and she would like to move to the next item on the list, which was the City Clerk
and Town Clerk in Chapter 4.

Mr. Gaudett introduced Ms. Frances Ortiz, the Assistant City Clerk and Ms. Lydia Martinez, the
City Clerk, who were both present to address the Commission.

Ms. Martinez greeted the Commissioners and explained that Ms. Ortiz was the one that knows
everything that is going on in the City Clerk’s Office. She said that the Commissioners should
feel free to ask the City Clerks for what they need and the City Clerks will do what they can to
assist them.

Ms. Martinez said that they were requesting two changes in the City Charter. The first change
they are requesting is changing the title of the Assistant City Clerk to Deputy City Clerk. The
second request is for an additional position of an assistant to both the City Clerk and the Deputy
City Clerk.

Ms. Martinez said that Ms. Ortiz had a great deal of work to do for the City, such as meeting
with the Bonding Commission, she manages the department budget and supervisors the other
clerks in the office. Ms. Ortiz can sign documents when Ms. Martinez is not in the office and
oversees all the documents that are filed in the office. Ms. Martinez said that they had checked
and there are other departments that have the same positions that the City Clerk’s Office is
requesting.

Ms. Martinez was asked to explain the difference between the Deputy City Clerk and the
Assistant City Clerk. She explained that the Deputy City Clerk would be able to perform the
work of the City Clerk if the City Clerk was ill or absent for other reasons. She said that a
Deputy City Clerk can ask an assistant clerk to take on some of the responsibilities, which a clerk
cannot do.

Ms. Ortiz came forward and greeted the Commissioners. She gave a brief overview of the
positions. The City Charter was written years ago and the language needs to be cleaned up. Ms.
Ortiz said that the title of “Assistant City Clerk™ is not really what she is. In the absence of the
City Clerk, Ms. Ortiz assumes all the responsibilities and duties of the City Clerk included
supervising the office, testifying in court, signing and sealing all City documents. There are other
departments in the City that are carrying the title of Deputy. The City Clerk’s Office is trying to
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stay consistent with the other departments. An assistant is just an assistant, but she is performing
many more duties every day.

Rev. Williams said that Ms. Martinez was asking to change a job title and add a position which
the Charter Commission does not have the authority to do. Ms. Ortiz said that they would be
adding the assistant position down the road. The languages says pursuant to funding and would
go through Civil Service. Discussion followed about the details.

Mr. Gaudett said that this was covered on pages 7 and 8. He explained that the Town Clerk and
the Assistant Town Clerk feel the same way about their department. They also wish to change
the job title of “Assistant Town Clerk” to “Deputy Town Clerk”. He reviewed the details of the
job hierarchy in relation to Deputies and Assistants with the Commissioners. There will also be
some financial consideration and Civil Service will have to create a new job class.

Ms. Martinez explained that her job as the elected City Clerk is part time and only for 20 hours a
week. The Assistant City Clerk works full time and picks up the slack. This is how the Charter
was written. Discussion followed about whether City Clerk should be full time.

Mr. Lee said that he fully supports the City Clerk’s request. He went on to speak about the
residency registry that the Town Clerk has for those who are on Boards and Commission or
elected positions. There are only 75 signatures on the registry the last time he checked, and there
IS no enforcement.

Mr. Lee then spoke about the historical aspect of having a Town Clerk and a City Clerk along
with the governance responsibilities. He asked why the City has a City Clerk and Town Clerk
with part time duties which are not professionally part of the duties but are pleasant
representatives of the City. They are political figures.

Ms. Martinez said that she cares about the community and knows about the community’s needs
that find their way back to the City Clerk’s Office and reflect what they do there. She is working
in the office to do the job with her assistant and the rest of the clerks in the office. Ms. Martinez
said that she is in communication with the Mayor’s Office all the time about a variety of issues.
She said that she is like a City liaison between the community and the City.

Atty. Anastasi added that the two offices operate in two distinct areas. The Town Clerk’s office
handles elections and land use records. The City Clerk staffs the City Council, its committees,
boards, commissions, etc. It is not mandatory that they be separate but the staff has separate
responsibilities.

Mr. Larcheveque said that the City Clerk’s duties in the Charter was a whole paragraph long. He
noted that of all the major cities in Connecticut, only Bridgeport and Waterbury have the two
offices separate. Stamford, New Haven and Hartford have combined them. Atty. Anastasi said
that he thought that only 46 of the 169 municipalities had combined the Town Clerk with the
City Clerk.

Mr. Gaudett said that he thought Mr. Lee was asking why the City Clerk’s position was an
elected position as opposed to a civil servant position, which is the more modern approach. He
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went on to state that any changes that are made to the Charter should not impact any individual
that is currently in office. However, when the current Town Clerk or City Clerk decides to leave,
he suggested that they eliminate the position as an elected official and convert it to a civil servant
role. This would result in a full time professional staff in the department. Discussion followed
about the details.

Ms. Martinez said that as a member of the National League of Cities, she has attended their
conferences and they have many City Clerks from all over the nation.

Ms. Martin pointed out that she would not be surprised to discover that the lack of language in
the Charter regarding the full time and part time status may have been because of budgetary
issues. She said that if they changed the part time status to full time, it would become a
budgetary issue and encouraged them to leave the language absent.

Ms. Martin noted that while she supported both Ms. Martinez and Ms. Ortiz, the Commission’s
job was to discuss the positions, not the employees. They have to choose the best things for the
City. She reminded everyone that the Budget and Appropriations Committee could decide at
some future time that the City needed a full time City Clerk and they could allocate that.

Ms. Martin asked for clarification on whether the Registrar of Voters elections were mandated
by the State. Mr. Gaudett indicated where that information was in the Charter. He said they
would have to check into whether the City Clerk and Town Clerk were State mandated.

Atty. Anastasi noted that there had been two instances of when the full time vs. part time issue
had happened and involved an unaffiliated salary position in the City Attorney’s Office and in
the OPM Department. He reviewed the details with the Commissioners.

Ms. Ortiz noted that both the City Clerk and Town Clerk were addressed in Chapter 4 of the
Charter and asked Atty. Anastasi if he knew why both departments, which handle distinctly
different responsibility, would be included in the same chapter. She asked if it would be possible
to separate them out to help the public understand which office they need to contact. Atty.
Anastasi suggested that the Commission consider spelling out what the duties and
responsibilities of the Town Clerk are.

Atty. Anastasi then directed everyone to Chapter 4, Section 3b where it states that the salaries of
the City Clerk will be prescribed in the Charter or the City ordinances. He explained that the
salaries are not in Charter, they are in the ordinances. This is also true for 6a for the Town Clerk.

Under 2b and 5b on page 7, where it says “classified service” the word “civil” should be added
so it reads “classified civil service”.

Ms. Sweeney thanked Ms. Martinez and Ms. Ortiz for their time.

Council Member Pereira asked how the City Council would obtain access to all the documents
that the various departments are handing to the Commission. She said that ultimately, the City
Council would be making a decision on the changes. Atty. Toms said that they would become
part of the record and would be filed with the City Clerk.
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Council Member Pereira said that the vast majorities of the municipalities in the State do not
have a City Clerk’s Office. They only have a Town Clerk. If the two offices are combined,
having a part time City Clerk and part time Town Clerk would be a luxury. She noted that the
City Clerk is strictly charged in the Charter with supporting the City Council. It’s not in New
Haven or Hartford. It doesn’t exist, it’s a rarity

Council President Nieves said that they would be getting their documentation from the
Commission and a Charter Revision link would be set up for the general public to get
information. The Council will have their chance for rebuttal later.

Mr. Gaudett said that he would have his staff scan all the documents and upload them to the link.

Council Member Pereira objected and said that the items would not be included in the minutes
unless it was noted as an exhibit. City Attorney Toms said that they would be noting these
additional documents at the end of the chapters. She said that moving forward, they should
include the documents into the record as they are presented.

City Attorney Toms announced they would be discussing Chapter 7 — The Law Department —
and there would be one document entered into the record, Exhibit A. She said that she had
provided a copy to everyone.

City Attorney Toms said she only had a few changes. She said the first change would be having
the City Attorney nominated by Mayor and approved by the Council. Then the City Attorney
with the approval of the Mayor appoint the Deputy City Attorney. The Deputy City Attorney
would serve at the pleasure of the City Attorney. The Deputy City Attorney is one of only two
individuals in the Charter who reports to someone other than the Department head that they work
for. The other position that does not report to their Department head is the Contract Compliance
Deputy. Atty. Toms said that she was trying to rectify this exception because all other Deputies
in the Departments serve at the pleasure of their Department heads and not the Mayor.

City Attorney Toms said that she would like the ability of the City Attorney to be able to appoint
Assistant City Attorneys with the approval of the Mayor. The Assistant City Attorneys are part
time and there are Associate City Attorneys that are full time. City Attorney Toms said that she
had originally started as an Assistant City Attorney but they have been eliminated from the
budget. If the City needs to reinstate those positions, she would like the City Attorney to be in
the position to appoint these individuals and have them serve at the pleasure of the City
Attorney.

In Section 4, there needs to be some clarifying language included that “The Law Department
shall be legal counsel to the City Council, the Board of Education and every Board, Commission
and Department and officer of the City.” The City Attorney’s Office has always interpreted it
that way. There has always been a debate about whether the City Attorney’s Office represents
the Council and the Board of Education. City Attorney Toms said that she was seeking to clarify
this.
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City Attorney Toms said that Council Member Pereira had some concerns about this regarding
the Board of Education, but there are statutes on this that allows the municipalities and the Board
of Education to share services. She referred to CGS Section 10-241b, there can be a cooperative
agreement with the administration and Central Office. There are also case laws to support this.
The BOE will be involved in the selection process and voting on the candidate since they will be
paying for the attorney that works in the City Attorney’s Office, which is similar to the WPCA
attorney that works in the City Attorney’s Office. Outsourcing general counsel is not a good
idea. It is one thing to do it on a case by case basis but the attorney that is advising the Board
shouldn’t be worried about other issues, because that isn’t good legal services.

Mr. Lee suggested a change in the text that “the head of which shall be the City Attorney” rather
than the current wording of “the head of which shall be a City Attorney”. City Attorney Toms
made a note of this.

Mr. Lee then asked if the City Attorney’s Office keeps billing slips on how much time is spent
on various commissions and boards. City Attorney Toms explained that they don’t keep track of
the amount of time, but they do track people since so many items come through the City
Attorney’s Office. They also track lawsuits and itemize the information.

Mr. McKenzie asked how many staff were working in the Department. City Attorney Toms said
that there were 10 Associate City Attorneys along with herself as the City Attorney and two
contract attorneys. She said that she could use two more Associate City Attorneys.

Mr. McKenzie wished to know how adding an attorney for the BOE would affect the Budget.
City Attorney Toms explained that currently the BOE was spending between $350,000 and
$565,000 a year on legal fees, which includes their settlement accounts. The City Attorney’s
Office is trying to sort out how much of that overall amount goes towards outside counsel.
However, there is a general anticipation that if the legal issues are handled through the City
Attorney’s Office there will be savings. It would make more sense to keep the work in house and
a definite cost benefit analysis is underway. Discussion followed about the details of the process.

Mr. Gaudett pointed out that the Fire Chief and the Police Chief are appointed to a four year term
by the Mayor subject to City Council approval. He felt that they should abolish this section and
make it the same as it is for the Fire and Police Departments. City Attorney Toms pointed out
that there needs to be a continuity of service and explained that the City Attorney serves for a
month after the mayor’s term ends. If there is a change in administration, the City Attorney will
serve for an additional month.

The discussion moved to the when the appointed term would end. Atty. Anastasi explained that
like all other officers, the appointee serves until their successor is appointed and qualified. The
new administration has the right to appoint a new City Attorney on January 1st following an
election, but if that administration does not for whatever reason, the incumbent attorney will
continue to serve.

Ms. Sweeney said that they do not have a speaker present for Chapter 1. She added that the
Commissioners need to approve the minutes from the last meeting.
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**MS. SWEENEY MOVED TO ENTER THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS AS:

* “CITY COUNCILWOMAN MARIA PEREIRA CHARTER REVISION
RECOMMENDATIONS REVISION 1 INTO THE RECORDS AS
EXHIBIT 1

* CHAPTER 9 THE CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE, - 9-187 AS DOCUMENT 2 -
THE TERMS

* CHAPTER 9 THE CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE, - FIVE PAGE DOCUMENT —
EXHIBIT 3

* TOWN CLERK, DOCUMENT DATED FEBRUARY 26, 2025 AS EXHIBIT 4

* ATWO PAGE DOCUMENT AUTHORED BY CITY ATTORNEY TOMS AS
EXHIBIT 5

* ADOCUMENT AUTHORED BY ATTY. M. ANASTASI AS EXHIBIT 6

* A DOCUMENT FROM THE REGISTRARS OF VOTERS AS EXHIBIT 7

**MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO EXTEND THE MEETING BY 15 MINUTES.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

APPROVAL OF COMMITTEE MINUTES (CONT’D):

* February 28, 2025 (Special Meeting).

Mr. Gaudett said that the Commission had elected a Secretary, Rev. Williams, but also have a
stenographer that watches the video and takes very good minutes. He went on to explained that
within 48 hours, the votes that are taken during the meeting must be submitted to the City
Clerk’s Office. The draft minutes do not have be submitted for 7 days and are posted online. He
proposed that the stenographer continue to view the video and produce the long minutes and
Rev. Williams would continue to record the votes that are made during the meeting for the
Clerk’s Office.

Mr. Gaudett explained that the Commissioner had not yet received the minutes from the very
first meeting, but when they arrive, they will be sent to the Commission members.

** MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO TABLE THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 28, 2025
SPECIAL MEETING.

** THERE WAS A SECOND.

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Mr. Gaudett asked Rev. Williams to review the minutes carefully for changes and corrections.
Rev. William said that she would.

The discussion moved to the upcoming meeting dates. Mr. Gaudett reminded everyone that the
Budget and Appropriations Committee meetings would be starting soon. He suggested that he
contact Council Members Burns and Newton to check on dates and he would have a list to
propose at the next meeting. The Mayor’s budget is due the first two weeks of April and the
Budget and Appropriations Committee would be starting to work on it then. Discussion followed
about a potential date for the next meeting. The was a general consensus that Tuesday, March

City of Bridgeport

Charter Revision Commission

Special Meeting

March 15, 2025 Page 14



18th at 6:00 p.m. would be the next scheduled meeting. Wednesday, March 26th would be the
following meeting. Mr. Gaudett will confirm the meeting locations.

A question was raised about going out into the community to hold meetings. Mr. Gaudett said
that they could talk about that once they have one or two meetings scheduled.

Council President Nieves suggested a Commission member poll to help select potential future
dates.
ADJOURNMENT

**MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO ADJOURN.
** MR. LARCHEVEQUE SECONDED.
**THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

The meeting adjourned at 1:15 p.m.
Respectfully submitted

S. L. Soltes
Telesco Secretarial Services
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