CITY OF BRIDGEPORT
CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING
JUNE 10, 2025

ATTENDANCE: Faith Sweeney, Chair; John Hosier, Vice Chair; Aishah Wright Abdullah;
Kim Eaton; Thomas Gaudett, Moises Gonzalez, Joe Larcheveque, Susan

Martin, Steve McKenzie; John Marshal Lee (7:18 p.m.)

OTHERS: Council Member M. Pereira; M. Anastasi, Esquire; Anthony
Paoletto, Mayor’s Office

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Sweeney called the meeting to order at 6:20 p.m. The roll was called. A quorum was
present.

Discussion and possible action pertaining to revision recommendations of the City Charter;
Chapters 1,2,3,4,5, 7, and 9.

Ms. Sweeney said that the Commission would be reviewing Chapter 2 and the changes that they
had made. She directed everyone to page 16 of 39 in the document. She asked if there was a final
decision on where the member residency requirement would be located. The Commissioners
discussed the details regarding which offices were covered by this.

The Commission then reviewed the potential changes on page 14 of 39 regarding the swearing in
of officers in Section 6 and page 15 where items had been added without discussion. Ms.
Sweeney noted that there was an additional section added at the bottom of page 15 regarding the
Registrar of Voters. This was acceptable to everyone.

Ms. Sweeney noted that Section 12 located at the top of page 17 had been tabled.

** MS. SWEENEY MOVED SECTION 12 TO THE FLOOR FOR DISCUSSION.
** MR. HOSIER SECONDED.

Ms. Martin asked for clarification on the new Section B where it states: “The official in charge
shall have the right to appear at any proceeding conducted pursuant to the provisions of the
section to refuse represented by council to confront and cross-examine all witnesses. Ms. Martin
wished to know what body would be holding such a hearing. She added that the Section also says
“pursuant to the provisions of this section, but pointed out that it doesn't speak to how that would
happen.

Mr. Gaudett said that it would be limited to the Boards and Commissions Typically it was just
the Mayor but now it could be the City Council becoming involved in an appointment or
whoever is the appointing authority that filed the charges. Those charges could include
something like being habitually absent without a valid excuse, guilty of malfeasants or violation
of the ethics as determined by the Ethics Commission. That would trigger the 30-day written
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notice. and then the appearance before the body. Section B lists all these rights. Discussion
followed about changing the word “officer”.

Ms. Sweeney said that the Commission would leave this Section as tabled.

Atty. Anastasi explained that the appointing authority in any organization is the disciplining
authority whether it's the department head or it's a legislature or it's an executive branch. The
responsibility rests on the appointed authority. No one should not presume that people act out

of personal interest and come to clear conflicts of interest if they have them. Additional
discussion followed.

Mr. Hosier said that he sent an email to the Commissioners on June 9th at 7 p.m. that read as
follows: Pursuant of chapter may be section wherever it may be of the City of Bridgeport Charter
Board and Commission manager or Council Legislative Director shall submit to the Mayor, City
Council President and Chair of the Ethics Commission which does is not necessarily necessary
and shall make available on the City website an annual reported on September 30th, listing all
Commissioners with expiring terms at the end of that year.

Mr. Hosier explained that this would put the Mayor and the legislative body, the appointing
bodies on notice that at the end of that year about the Commissioners whose terms were about to
expire. It would also give them time to prepare and start interviewing. Also, the Commissioners
whose terms are expiring will have time to consider if they wish to be reappointed. He also noted
that if it was not possible to find a replacement, the sitting Commissioner would be allowed to
serve up to an additional year on the Commission.

Discussion followed about the Commissioners taking responsibility for knowing when their
terms expire along with Commissioner that continue to serve long past their term expiration date.
It was suggested that the City Clerk’s Office be responsible for tracking the upcoming
Commission term expiration dates because the nominations and appointments are handled by
that Office.

Atty. Anastasi suggested that the City Clerk’s Office submit an annual report on the upcoming
expiring Commission terms to the Mayor, the City Council President, and the Ethics
Commission Chair. This would make it part of the public record.

Ms. Sweeney suggested the following language: “The City Clerk shall submit to the Mayor
Council President and the Chair of Ethics Commission and shall make available the website on
the website an annual report September listing all Commissioners with expiring terms for the
end of the year.” She noted that it would also be very helpful in terms of reappointments.
Discussion followed about the details.

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO ADD THE FOLLOWING TO THE SECTION:

“THE CITY CLERK SHALL SUBMIT TO THE MAYOR COUNCIL
PRESIDENT AND THE CHAIR OF ETHICS COMMISSION AND SHALL
MAKE AVAILABLE THE WEBSITE ON THE WEBSITE AN ANNUAL
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REPORT SEPTEMBER LISTING ALL COMMISSIONERS WITH EXPIRING
TERMS FOR THE END OF THE YEAR.”

** MR. MCKENZIE SECONDED.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Mr. Hosier noted that there was a section in the Council Rules that stated those who were being
reappointed to Boards or Commissions did not have to be interviewed a second time during the
confirmation process. There is an exception to this rule in that if a minimum of five Council
Members request an interview with the candidate prior to a reappointment, an interview would
be held. Prior attendance records, background, and ethics checks for the previous term shall be
submitted to the committee prior to the reappointment at the committee. There were concerns
that were brought up because the language clearly shows that the City Council particularly the
Miscellaneous Matters Committee handling the matter. Ms. Sweeney asked what would happen
if five Council Members did not request an interview. Another question raised was who would
be responsible for collecting the attendance data.

Atty. Anastasi pointed out that when someone is first nominated for an appointment, they must
be interviewed. When they come up for a reappointment, it's discretionary. There's no standard
obligation to reinterview people. An ethics report will be done to see if anything transpired in the
interim along with the attendance reports. Any five Council members can insist that they be
reinterviewed. The point is to move the process along a little quicker without that second
interview because people are familiar with somebody who's been on a Board or Commission for
a time. He cautioned the Commissioners against trying to micromanage the Council through the
Charter.

Council Member Pereira said that she disagreed with the fact that it would take five Council
Members to request the second interview. She pointed out this was 71% and it takes less than
71% to impeach the President of the United States. She said that new Council Members should
be able to interview the Commissioners who were up for reappointment, since often the Council
Member was elected to their seat after the Commissioner started their term.

She also noted that it was State law must be a member of the party that candidate was filling on
that board for at least 90 days. Often what happens is they take unaftiliated voters. There's no
waiting period to switch. So, they switch him to a Republican and then they're appointing them
to a Republican seat when state law and the SEC uh the state uh SEC -- State Election
Enforcement Commission -- has ruled the candidate must be a member of that party for 90 days
before they can take a seat on a border commission representing that party.

Council Member Pereira then went on to review the details of the Council rules and noted that
the requirement for a second interview was when the request was made by five Council
Members, not five Commission members.

Mr. Gaudett felt that the Commissioners should not be acting on this because it is a Council
Rule. A discussion followed about whether this rule should be included in the Charter.
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The Commissioners then moved to page 23 of the document, which focuses on the City Council.
Ms. Sweeney reminded everyone that when they had spoken with the Council Members, with the
exception of one person, all the Council Members felt that having minority party representation
would be a positive thing. A discussion about having the minority party representation and the
number of Council Members followed.

Mpr. Lee joined the meeting at 7:18 p.m.

Ms. Eaton pointed out that they could achieve minority representation on the Boards and
Commissions but felt that if the majority of the City residents were Democrats, then that is what
the Council should have.

Ms. Sweeney said that she felt that they should table this for another Commission to handle.

Mr. McKenzie spoke about how he was working on changing the economic landscape. He said
that he was aware of his City Council representatives, but wondered who else were as informed
as he was and interacted with their Council representatives.

Mr. Hosier pointed out that while each pair of District representatives represent their districts,
they also represent the City of Bridgeport as a whole.

Mr. Gaudett pointed out that the point of the discussion was how the Council structure affect the
way people operate. He felt that having two people per district was not working well. Cities with
larger Councils have one person per district and smaller districts. He felt that the City Council
should not be immune from minority party representation.

Mr. Lee pointed out that 30% of the registered voters were registered as unaffiliated. He said that
he didn’t know why they were unaffiliated, but noted that 20,000 unaffiliated voters was a large
number of potential voters. The NRZs were not in existence when the Charter was last reviewed.

Atty. Anastasi pointed out that the NRZs were created by an ordinance, so they don’t really
belong in the Charter.

He went on to say that 9167A, which is the statute that addresses minority representation, does
not mention unaffiliates, independents or any political party by name. It just states that no more
than “X” number of the same political party can serve. Because of this, he encouraged the
Commissioners not to mention political parties or alternative registrations in the Charter.
Additional discussion followed.

** MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO ACCEPT THE AMENDMENTS AS DRAFTED IN
SECTIONS A AND B.

Atty. Anastasi noted that the numbers that the State proposes do not apply to the local
legislatures.

Mr. Hosier said that he would like to change the number from two members to three members.
Additional discussion followed about the details.

City of Bridgeport

Charter Revision Commission

Special Meeting

June 10, 2025 Page 4



Atty. Anastasi commented that “at large” Council Members would almost be elected on a
different plain than District Council Members because their focus would be on the entire City
and the strategic vision that would apply to the entire City.

** MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO AMEND HIS MOTION TO ACCEPT THE
AMENDMENTS AS DRAFTED IN SECTIONS A AND B AND DECLINE C.

A brief discussion followed. Mr. Gaudett reiterated his original motions.

#* MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO ACCEPT THE AMENDMENTS AS DRAFTED IN
SECTIONS A AND B.

** MS. MARTIN SECONDED.

#** THE MOTION PASSED WITH EIGHT (8) IN FAVOR (GAUDETT, GONZALEZ,
HOSIER, LARCHEVEQUE, LEE, MARTIN, MCKENZIE AND WRIGHT ABDULLAH)
AND ONE (1) OPPOSED (EATON).

Ms. Eaton pointed out depending on what the Commission does with Section E, they would have
to change the title of the Section.

** MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO REJECT THE SECTION C, WHICH PROPOSES A
FOUR YEAR TERM FOR COUNCIL MEMBERS.

** MR. LARCHEVEQUE SECONDED.

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO REJECT SUBSECTION E.
** MS. MARTIN SECONDED.

Mr. Gaudett said that there was a reason that the stipends were unworkable. It was pointed out
that the stipends were used for City business. The stipend was not intended to be a salary.
Discussion followed.

** MR. GAUDETT MOVED TO TABLE SECTION E.
** MS. WRIGHT ABDULLAH SECONDED.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

Discussion, review, and possible action regarding the schedule of Charter Revision
meetings and topics.

Ms. Sweeney reminded everyone that they had a meeting scheduled for Monday, June 16th. She
suggested having a meeting on the 11th followed by scheduling a public hearing on Thursday.
On Saturday, the Commissioners could draft up their final version.

** MS. SWEENEY MOVED TO MEET ON MONDAY, JUNE 16TH AT 5:30 P.M.
** THERE WAS A SECOND.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.
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ADJOURNMENT

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO ADOURN.
** MS. EATON SECONDED.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

The meeting adjourned at 8:24 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

S. L. Soltes
Telesco Secretarial Services
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