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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT 

CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING 

AUGUST 11, 2025 

 

ATTENDANCE:  Faith Sweeney, Chair; John Hosier, Vice Chair; Thomas Gaudett, Joe 

Larcheveque; Susan Martin; Steve McKenzie, John Marshal Lee (6:20 

p.m.) 

 

OTHERS: Council Member(s): J. Cruz & D. Taylor-Moye; T. Toms, City Attorney; 

M. Anastasi, Esquire; Anthony Paoletto, Project Manager 

     

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Sweeney called the meeting to order at 6:15 p.m. The roll was called. A quorum was 

present. She said that the presentation that had been scheduled was moved to next week.  

DISCUSSION AND REVIEW OF CHAPTERS 1 & 3 

Ms. Sweeney said that the Mayor had reached out to Commissioner Hosier to discuss some of 

the suggested changes. She added that while the Mayor was invited to attend a meeting, he was 

not able to make it. However, he would like to meet and discuss his recommendations with the 

Commission. She asked if any of the Commissioners had any concerns and suggested a date for 

that meeting.  

 

Mr. Lee joined the meeting at 6:20 p.m. 

 

Ms. Sweeney then stated that the updated draft approved by the City Council on August 4th 

would be Exhibit 1. The document is a comparison of the changes that were sent directly to the 

Council and includes the subsequent changes they made. In Chapter 9, Section 15, there was a 

change made for the Board of Public Purchase.  

 

Ms. Sweeney said that the Commission would take questions from non-Commission members, 

but they would try to keep that to a minimum. During their presentation to the Council, the 

Commission gave the Council a lot of time to share their thoughts and recommendations along 

with asking questions and voicing concerns.  

 

Ms. Sweeney said that she had just sent everyone an email about Chapter 1. She went on to 

explain that Mr. Lee had pointed out that there was no real introduction to the chapter and goes 

straight to the general provisions. She researched other towns and sent copies of the Danbury and 

Hamden’s preambles along with the vision mission statement and guiding principles. Other 

towns’ charters have preambles. She felt that a preamble should be part of Chapter 1, but at the 

beginning. One of the examples is from the National Civic League.  

 

Atty. Anastasi said that the one they should include in the Charter should be succinct and to the 

point. Both the Hamden and Danbury Charters include irrelevant political or other statements 
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that have nothing to do with adopting a Charter. Mr. Gaudett agreed and said it seemed to be 

more of an administration statement. 

 

Mr. Lee pointed out that the goal was to have the Charter become easier to read, deal with ethics 

and become simpler. He said that he had ten copies of a document with a potential preamble 

along with a potential Mission Statement for the City Council. 

 

Ms. Sweeney stated that this document would become Exhibit 2. Atty. Anastasi pointed out that 

the Charter was not really a place for including visions or goals because the Charter was the is 

the law for the City of Bridgeport’s administration. Discussion followed about the lack of titles 

for the chapters and sections. 

 

Ms. Sweeney asked if the grammatical errors, punctuation and changes to gender neutral 

language would be done by the Legislative Office. City Attorney Toms said that the gender 

neutral language changes and capitalizations had already been done. The punctuation 

adjustments will happen as people read through the Charter. She added that a legal intern was 

working on checking all the references to other sections to insure that they line up correctly.  

 

The discussion moved to the section for Civil Service. City Attorney Toms said that she would 

be speaking with Atty. Mitola about this and how to adjust the references to that section, since 

the work on that section is underway. Discussion followed.  

 

Mr. Gaudett spoke about the section that addressed sunsetting various items out of the Charter 

and moving them to the Ordinances. He also noted that they need to review the gender neutral 

changes to insure that they have subject/verb agreement.  

 

The Commission then discussed subheadings for some of the Chapters, like the Department of 

Finance where the first two sections do not have a subheading and section 3 is titled “Tax 

Collector”. City Attorney Toms said that her office could do that rather than having the 

Commission spend time on it. Ms. Sweeney thanked her for that.  

 

Ms. Sweeney said that she wanted the proposed preamble separate from Chapter 1. Discussion 

followed about the potential placement of the preamble.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVE TO ACCEPT THE PROPOSED PREAMBLE PRESENTED TO 

THEM WITH ITS OWN PAGE IN THE CHARTER. 

** MR. GAUDETT SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

City Attorney Toms reviewed the suggestions that she had received from Atty. Mednick in the 

Definitions section. Discussion about where the definitions would be inserted followed. It was 

agreed that Chapter 24 would be an index.  

 

** MS. MARTIN MOVED TO RELOCATE THE DEFINITIONS SECTION TO THE 

END OF THE CHARTER AND ALPHABETICALLY LISTED.  

** THERE WAS A SECOND. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.  
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The Commission then reviewed page 12 of Exhibit 1. A brief discussion followed about the word 

“incorporation”. 

 

The discussion then moved to publishing meeting notifications not only in newspapers, but also 

electronically via social media. City Attorney Toms explained that they were required to publish 

it in the newspaper by statute. Discussion followed.  

 

Atty. Anastasi then read Statute 1-2 which says, “Each provision of the general statutes the 

special acts or the charter of any town, city which requires the insertion of an advertisement of a 

legal notice in a daily newspaper shall be construed to permit such advertisement to be inserted  

in a weekly newspaper. But this section shall not be construed to reduce or otherwise affect the 

time required by law for giving such notice.”  Then it goes on to say “Whenever notice  

of any action or other proceeding is required to be given by publication in a newspaper either by 

statute or court order. The newspapers selected for that purpose, unless otherwise expressly 

prescribed, shall be one having a substantial circulation in the town in which at least one of the 

parties for whose benefit such notice is given resides.”  

 

The discussion moved to what would constitute a “substantial circulation” and what the legal 

requirements for the publication of ordinances were. Discussion followed about if the 

requirements covered all ordinances and all meetings.  

 

Atty. Anastasi then read General statute 7157 in subsection A, which says “Ordinances may be 

enacted by the legislative body of any town, bur, city, etc. Any such ordinance so enacted except 

when acted at a town or district meeting shall become effective 30 days after publication thereof 

in some newspaper having a circulation in the municipality in which it was enacted. uh provided 

upon a petition of not less than 15% of the electors such municipality as the case may be within 

30 days.” 

 

Atty. Anastasi said that under section B you can publish a summary rather the whole ordinance 

so I think City Attorney Tom’s suggestion that the Commission exempt out anything that these 

various statutes require recognize that we need to continue to publish adoption of ordinances. He 

reminded everyone that the State had also changed the rules regarding the publication of 

meetings by requiring the meetings be listed on the City website. Discussion followed about the 

details.  

 

** MS. MARTIN MOVED TO TABLE THE ITEM REGARDING THE PUBLICATION 

REQUIREMENTS FOR MEETINGS. 

** MR. MCKENZIE SECONDED.  

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

Ms. Sweeney stated that they would now be reviewing Chapter 3 – Elections and Appointments. 

She indicated some language in Section D regarding the election of the City Clerk for a four year 

term. Ms. Sweeney said that they had previously deleted that language. The discussion moved to 

the “bona fide elector” requirement for some of the elected officials.  
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Atty. Anastasi said that there were certain high level officials who ought not be to be required to 

reside in the City because it limits the talent pool. An officer is more than just an employee 

because they have certain independent authority.  

 

City Attorney Toms said there was always a perception that or belief that the City Attorney has 

to live in the city but she pointed out that what's interesting was if this section solely pertains to 

officers in the city elected or appointed individuals and the wording was changed to include 

elected board and commission members period, then the rest of it is fine because then you're 

leaving out the City Attorney and other more administrative offices. Starting the sentence with 

all officers of the city, elected and appointed, it just grabbed in a whole bunch of people that the 

Commission didn't intend to grab. Atty. Anastasi said that it was a policy issue. Discussion 

followed.  

 

Atty. Anastasi reminded everyone about a case back in the late 1980’s, the City had enforced a 

residency policy for the Police and Fire Department, which created a two-tiered system where 

employees could not be promoted unless they were residents. That was struck down by the court 

and the unions went up to Hartford and had the State law changed. Anyone who follows a 

bargaining unit or is a member of a bargaining unit cannot be required to be a resident of the 

town or have a radius of the town. So that exempted a vast number of employees. Some of the 

current officials are not members of bargaining units because they're in unclassified service or 

they're unaffiliated. So they don't get that protection.  

 

He went on to give examples of how this would affect the Charter and the employees, both 

elected and non-elected. Every once in a while someone comes along that's really talented that 

the City wants for a position but for the fact that they don't live here. And what happens is City 

Council and the City just chooses to ignore it when it's convenient. happens all the time even for 

you know for chiefs and for this and for that because it's just not convenient because when they 

like the person that is their superseding cause right because even the City Council like everyone 

else, believes that the City should have as many Bridgeport people working here as possible but 

there are exceptions. The problem is when the Charter says you have to, you have to.  When 

people know there's a bunch of provisions in here that people just don't follow and all those 

provisions historically never are followed, it cheapens the document.  

 

It may be optimal to have employees and officials live in Bridgeport, but that can be dealt with 

elsewhere. This section seems to be dealing with two issues, elected officials and board of 

commission appointments. Because of the way it's currently worded, all these other people are  

now roped in and now there is confusion about who it does and does not applied to. A discussion 

followed about the language that should be used in this section.  

 

Mr. Gaudett read the following language to the Commission “All elected officials and Boards 

and Commission members appointed under the provisions of this Charter except those who serve 

on board or commission by virtue of their office or position shall be bona fide residents and 

registered voters of the City of Bridgeport.” 

 

Discussion followed about the details.  
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** MS. MARTIN MOVED TO APPROVE THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE “ALL 

ELECTED OFFICIALS AND BOARDS AND COMMISSION MEMBERS APPOINTED 

UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS CHARTER EXCEPT THOSE WHO SERVE ON 

BOARD OR COMMISSION BY VIRTUE OF THEIR OFFICE OR POSITION SHALL 

BE BONAFIDE RESIDENTS AND REGISTERED VOTERS OF THE CITY OF 

BRIDGEPORT.” 

** MR. LARCHEVEQUE SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The Commission moved to Section 3.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO APPROVE THE ADDITION OF THE FOLLOWING 

LANGUAGE TO CHAPTER 3, SECTION 6: 

“THE CITY CLERK SHALL SUBMIT TO THE MAYOR, CITY COUNCIL 

PRESIDENT AND CHAIR OF THE ETHICS COMMISSION AS WELL AS THE 

COMMISSION MEMBER OR BOARD MEMBER AND SHALL MAKE THIS 

AVAILABLE ON THE CITY WEBSITE IN THE ANNUAL REPORT NO LATER 

THAN SEPTEMBER 30TH LISTING ALL COMMISSION COMMISSIONERS 

WITH EXPIRING TERMS AT THE END OF THE YEAR. 

 

** MS. SWEENEY SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The Commission then reviewed page 18, regarding Section 3 where it addressed the absences or 

disability of the Mayor, vacancies in the Office of the Mayor and special elections. Ms. Sweeney 

explained that this was new language suggested by the Council that they drafted based on the 

City of Stamford. City Attorney Toms confirmed this was so.  

 

Mr. Gaudett said that he thought this was too restrictive and would create more problems than it 

solved. He said that in his ten years in Bridgeport administration, this situation had never arisen. 

Discussion followed.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO REJECT THE COUNCIL’S PROPSED LANGUAGE AND 

REINSTATE THE ORIGINAL STRICKEN LANGUAGE IN SECTION A AND TO 

LEAVE THE PROVISIONS AS THEY ARE IN SUBSECTION B AND C.  

 

Mr. Gaudett pointed out that this was a change of a change and asked how they would indicate 

this on the document.  

 

** THERE WAS A SECOND. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The discussion moved to page 19, Section 6, section C regarding appointed officials vacancies. 

Mr. Hosier said that they had discussed changing this from two months to three months in order 

to allow more time.  
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Mr. Gaudett pointed out that this was intended to cover the members of Boards and 

Commissions. The discussion moved to the length of time needed for recruiting people for the 

positions and the time it takes to move the individual through the process. 

  

Mr. Lee reminded everyone that the City had two Commissions, Fair Rent and the Housing 

Commission that had been inactive for 20 years. The Fair Rent Commission had recently been 

re-activated and populated, but the Housing Commission had not. Mr. Gaudett pointed out that 

the Board of Education has 30 days to replace one of their members. If they fail to do so, then the 

Mayor can step in. Discussion about the process followed. 

 

Mr. Gaudett said that he would draft up some proposed language and send it out. 

 

The Commission then moved to Section 8 about the Sheriffs. Mr. Hosier said that they were 

requiring the Sheriffs to post bonds, but wished to know who would be checking to see that the 

Sheriffs had posted their bonds. City Attorney Toms said that this had come up before with other 

groups. Ms. Sweeny said that they would table this to develop the language.   

 

** THERE WAS A MOTION TO TABLE SECTION 8. 

** THERE WAS A SECOND.  

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

Ms. Sweeney directed everyone’s attention to Section 10 on page 19 and page 20 Section B 

where there were some grammatical errors. City Attorney Toms made a note of the errors.  

 

Mr. Hosier said that he would like to change the section where it states that “a transcript of any 

hearing shall be prepared and filed with the City Clerk’s Office” and have it include the 

Municipal Office of Ethics.  

 

Ms. Sweeney pointed out another grammatical error in Section D where there was a problem 

with subject/verb agreement. City Attorney Toms made a note of it.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO ADD THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE TO SUBSECTION 

B WHERE IT STATES “A TRANSCRIPT OF ANY HEARING SHALL BE PREPARED 

AND FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE” AND INCLUDE “AND THE 

MUNICIPAL OFFICE OF ETHICS”.  

** THERE WAS A SECOND.  

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

A brief discussion followed about inviting the Mayor and the Council President to the upcoming 

Wednesday meeting.  
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ADJOURNMENT 

 

** MR. LARCHEVEQUE MOVED TO ADJOURN. 

** MR. HOSIER SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:07 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

S. L. Soltes 

Soltes Secretarial Services 

 

 

 

 

 

 


