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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT 

CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING 

JUNE 16, 2025 

 

ATTENDANCE:  Faith Sweeney, Chair; John Hosier, Vice Chair; Aishah Wright Abdullah; 

Kim Eaton, Thomas Gaudett, Joe Larcheveque, John Marshall Lee, Susan 

Martin, Steve McKenzie; Moises Gonzalez, 

 

OTHERS:  Council Member(s): A. Vizzo-Paniccia; Atty. M. Anastasi (via phone); 

Anthony Paoletto, Mayor’s Office 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

 

Ms. Sweeney thanked everyone for coming and explained that the discussions would be limited 

to those at the table. She called the meeting to order at 5:46. p.m.  

 

Mr. Hosier called the roll and announced that a quorum was present.  

 

1. Discussion and possible action pertaining to revision recommendations of the City 

Charter; Chapters 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, and the Municipal Office of Ethics and Ethics 

Commission proposal, and topics raised by Charter Revision Commission members. 

 

Ms. Sweeney announced that the draft document would be Exhibit #1. The Commission needed 

to finish off any additional votes in order to prepare the document for the Council presentation.  

 

Mr. Gaudett appointed out that this was the last meeting for the Commission to vote on any 

changes before it is submitted to the Council. Once the Council returns the document with their 

changes, the Commission can continue making adjustments.  

 

Ms. Sweeney reminded everyone that they had tabled 10 and had yet to discuss Section 13. 

Discussion followed about the process and the possibility of adding an addendum to the draft 

Charter.  

 

Mr. Gaudett called the City Attorney’s Office with questions about the timeline and final edits. It 

was noted that the timeline states that it was 45 days, not 45 working days. He was told that the 

Council has 45 days in which to schedule a Public Hearing . Then the Council has 15 days to  

submit their recommendations to the Charter Revision Commission. The Commission would 

then have up to 30 days to present their final report. A Council vote could be scheduled for 

September 1st followed by a submission to the Secretary of State no later than September 19th.  

 

Discussion followed about whether the City Council would be discussing the proposed draft as a 

body during that 45 days period. There were also concerns about having the Council making 

their own section in the Charter for the Council. 
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Atty. Anastasi explained that the Commission should submit the draft report to the Council 

according to 71-191C. He suggested that they focus on merging Atty. Toms’ draft with Ms. 

Sweeney’s version and incorporating that into the main body of the Charter.  

 

Rev. Gonzalez joined the meeting at 6:00 p.m. 

 

Discussion about the details followed.  

 

Ms. Sweeney then read the following statement into the report: 

 

The Commission shall submit its final draft including the proposed Charter, Charter 

amendments or home ordinance amendments to the Clerk of the municipality, who shall 

transmit such report to the appointing authority. 

 

The appointing authority shall hold at least one public hearing no later than 45 days after 

the submission of the draft to such Clerk no later than 15 days after the last hearing. After 

its last hearing, the appointing authority shall make recommendations to the Commission 

for such changes to the draft as deemed desirable.  

 

She expressed concerns about the appointing authority makes no changes to the draft report, 

which would result in the draft document becoming the final version.  

 

Ms. Sweeney went on to say that  

 

“If the appointing authority makes recommendations to changes to the draft report to the 

Commission, the Commission shall confer with the appointing authority concerning any such 

recommendations and may amend any provisions of the Charter proposed Charter, Charter 

amendments, or Home Rule Ordinance Amendments in accordance with such 

recommendations or the Commission may reject such recommendations. In either case, the 

Commission shall make a final report to the appointed authority no later than 30 days after 

receiving such recommendations.” 

 

Discussion followed about whether the Commission was comfortable with submitting the 

Charter to the Council in the current draft form. It was pointed out that the Commission was 

obligated to follow the Connecticut General Statutes.  

 

The Commission then moved back to page 8 of 39 in Exhibit 3, Draft 11. They reviewed the 

changes that had been made in the draft and confirmed that all the corrections had been noted.  

 

**  MR. HOSIER MADE A MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE PREVIOUS VOTE 

TAKEN ON SATURDAY, JUNE 14TH REGARDING THE ETHICS COMMISSION  

WHERE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF ETHICS HAS THE 

AUTHORITY TO PURSUE ACTION WHEN FINES ARE UNPAID.  

** MR. LEE SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The Commission discussed the language for Items 4 & 5. 
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** MR. LARCHEVEQUE MOVED TO APPROVE THE LANGUAGE REGARDING 

COLLECTIONS AS DISCUSSED. 

** MS. MARTIN SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

They then considered Item 6 on page 8. Mr. McKenzie said that Atty. Anastasi had check with 

Atty. Steve Mednick, who is recognized by the State as an expert in this area and Atty. Mednick 

informed Atty. Anastasi that the Charter must be submitted to the City Clerk by the end of the 

evening.  

 

**  MR. HOSIER MADE A MOTION TO STRIKE ITEM 1 AND 2 IN SECTION 6 ON 

PAGE 8. 

** MR. MCKENZIE SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The discussion moved to Section 8 and why certain language was removed. Mr. Lee pointed out 

that the removed language gave a role in the process to the Mayor, which was not acceptable and 

there was also some redundancy. 

 

**  MR. LEE MADE A MOTION TO PUT BACK RED 8. 

** THERE WAS A SECOND. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The Commission then briefly reviewed page 9 and discussed the new language regarding staffing 

on page 10 that Mr. Gaudett had submitted on page 11 of 85, which read;  

 

“Pursuant to available funding the Ethics Commission shall appoint a Director of the 

Office of Ethics, who shall be [inaudible] staffing pursuant to available funding. The  

Ethics Commission shall appoint a Director of Office to the Office of Municipal Ethics 

who shall be in the unclassified Civil Service. The Director of Legislative Services shall 

be responsible for the day-to-day management functions of the Office of Municipal 

Ethics. The director may subject to available funding appoint subordinate staff team 

necessary to carry out the duties and responsibilities of the office. Such subordinate shall 

be appointed subject to provisions of Chapter 17 of this charter and shall be in the non-

competitive classified division.” 

 

He explained that the Director would be appointed by and beholden to the Ethics Commission 

and any other additional staff would be appointed by the Director. This would cover 10, 13 and 

14. The Commission reviewed the changes this would make to the draft.  

 

** MR. MCKENZIE MADE A MOTION ACCEPTING THE LANGUAGE REGARDING 

THE STAFFING ON PAGE 11 OF 85 OF THE DRAFT REPORT  

** MR. HOSIER SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The Commission returned to page 9, Section 13 in Draft 8. Ms. Sweeney noted that they had 

moved Sections A and B. She noted that the remaining sections should be handled by the Ethics 
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Commission and the Director of Ethics. She explained that the Code of Ethics was covered in the 

Bridgeport Code of Ordinances, under Title 2 – Administration and Personnel, Chapter 2.38. 

Discussion followed.  

 

** THERE WAS A MOTION TO DELETE SECTIONS C, D, E, F, G, H AND I.  

** THERE WAS A SECOND.  

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The next section the Commission reviewed was Section 14. A  discussion followed as to whether 

these sections could be moved to Chapter 1 along with other language. Mr. Gaudett pointed out 

that portions of this section were governed by State Statute and the Freedom of Information Act.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO DELETE SECTION 14, SUBSECTION A & B.  

** MR. LEE SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

Chapter 2, Membership was the next section the Commission reviewed. This was found on page 

6 of 38 in Draft 8. Mr. Hosier explained that The Commission had removed the language 

involving  restricting membership of those who were “town committee member or national 

committee member”. He felt that should be restored because it has to do with strictly with 

politics. Discussion followed. Mr. Gaudett pointed out that he felt it would be unconstitutional 

for the Commission to include that language.  

 

Ms. Sweeney indicated a passage that should read “No members shall be an employee, officer of 

the City or principal or their immediate family of those doing business and/or organization 

currently seeking to do business with the City of Bridgeport.”  A discussion followed regarding 

the wording of this passage.  

 

** MR. HOSIER MOVED TO CHANGE THE LANGUAGE OF THAT PASSAGE TO 

READ AS FOLLOWS:” NO MEMBER OF THIS COMMISSION SHALL BE AN 

OFFICER OR EMPLOYEE OF THE CITY, NOR SHALL THEY BE A PRINCIPAL OR 

IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER OF A PRINCIPAL OF ANY BUSINESS 

CURRENTLY DOING BUSINESS OR ORGANIZATION SEEKING TO DO BUSINESS 

WITH THE CITY.  

** THERE WAS A SECOND.  

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The discussion moved to whether the Commission should be a self-appointing Commission after 

the initial Commission appointments by the Mayor. Mr. Hosier said that the Commission would 

need to have someone that is well versed in ethics law to help guide the group. Mr. McKenzie 

gave an example about an ethics issue where Commission needed instruction from an attorney 

about the issue. Ms. Martin pointed out that if the Commission really needs a legal opinion, it 

should not come from someone who is on the Commission and who lives in Bridgeport. Not only 

would the Commission be hard pressed to find such an individual, but could be a conflict of 

interest. She suggested a consultant.  
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Mr. McKenzie pointed out that it would be important to have someone available who was 

unbiased. Ms. Abdullah felt that a City Attorney should not be there at all.  

 

Mr. Larcheveque stated that it was the Mayor’s responsibility to nominate qualified people, the 

Council’s responsibility to approve them by a 2/3rds vote. He did not feel it would be right to 

reserve one of the Commission seats for a lawyer, since not all lawyers specialize on the same 

area of the law.  

 

Mr. Gaudett agreed with Mr. Larcheveque and explained some of the legal details. The 

discussion moved to the role of a City attorney when working with the various Commissions and 

Boards. He reminded the Commissioners that the City Attorney’s Office was responsible for 

hiring outside counsel for the Boards and Commissions.  

 

Ms. Sweeney pointed out that the Connecticut General Statutes 181 mandates that that the State 

Office Of Ethics establish a legal division provided um to provide independent legal advice to 

the Ethics Commission and represent those matters where the Ethics Commission is the party. 

Notably, this representation occurs without the assistance of the Attorney General unless 

specifically required by the Commission. This underscores the necessity for independent legal 

counsel to maintain impartiality and avoid conflicts of interest.  She added that CGS 7.101 also 

addresses the protection of municipal officers, employees.  

 

Ms. Sweeney went on to speak about the qualifications members are required to engage in 

training sessions and updates if needed offered by the office of municipal ethics in collaboration 

with the Connecticut office of state ethics or a successor agency.  

 

Mr. Hosier said that it would be important to send a message that the Ethics Commission was a 

completely autonomous ethics commission. It's not behold into any executive branch whatsoever  

by perception or by anything. The Commission would have the authority to retain a director. 

Discussion followed.  

 

It was suggested that they include language stating the Ethics Commission has the authority to 

retain outside counsel at its discretion for whatever come before the Commission that need 

representation based on their own determination.  

 

** MS. SWEENEY MOVED TO INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE 

REGARDING THE ETHICS COMMISSION: 

 

THE ETHICS COMMISSION HAS THE AUTHORITY TO RETAIN OUTSIDE 

COUNSEL AT ITS DISCRETION BY MAJORITY VOTE HIRE INDEPENDENT 

LEGAL COUNSEL WHICH MAY FROM TIME TO TIME BE NECESSARY 

EXECUTION FOR WHATEVER COME BEFORE THE COMMISSION THAT 

NEED REPRESENTATION BASED ON THEIR OWN DETERMINATION.” 

 

** MS. MARTIN SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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The discussion moved to page 26. Ms. Sweeney said they had not talked about Section 4 yet. She 

said that she would like to remove the Board of Education from this section. Discussion followed 

about the fact that if the Board is sued, the City Attorney’s Office is responsible for the Board’s 

defense. The City’s attorneys often work closely with Bercham and Moses and other law 

partnerships when lawsuits are underway. However, it was pointed out that when the cases are 

moved over to the outside attorneys, the cost of the litigation increases. A recent newspaper 

article indicated that the Board wanted to lean more on the City attorneys and less on outside 

counsel.  

 

Ms. Sweeney said that she wanted to change one word where it stated that “the City Attorney 

may engage in any necessary outside counsel” to “the City Attorney shall engage in any 

necessary outside counsel”. 

 

 Mr. Gaudett said that he did not want to be misquoted and reminded everyone that there would 

be some people who would hand the Board of Education declare itself independent from the City 

Attorney’s Office. He added that the Board of Education had not asked for this type of change.  

 

A discussion followed about how Norwalk has it worded: The Law Department shall be the legal 

representation of the municipal corporation and shall perform the following duties. A represent 

and advise the Mayor, County Council, and all city officers, agencies, boards, and  

commissions in all matters of law pertaining to their respective offices and or duties.” 

 

** MS. MARTIN MOVED TO AMEND SECTION 4, THE THIRD SENTENCE ON 

PAGE 26 OF 85, FROM “THE CITY ATTORNEY MAY ENGAGE ANY NECESSARY 

OUTSIDE COUNSEL” TO “THE CITY ATTORNEY SHALL ENGAGE ANY 

NECESSARY OUTSIDE COUNSEL.” 

** MR. MCKENZIE SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

Mr. Gaudett explained that he had made changes consistent with those submitted by Council 

Member Burns and reviewed those changes on page 19 of the draft with the Commissioners. He 

added that one of the changes was to change the Mayor from conducting the Council meetings to 

the Council President, along with restating that the City Clerk and Deputy City Clerk are the 

clerks to the Council, along with other changes.  

 

The Commission then reviewed page 24 regarding the veto issues. Mr. Gaudett said that in 

subsection 10, the Mayor has the right to veto anything. However, Mr. Gaudett pointed out that 

any substantive action of the body he can but not any organizational item of the body. The 

previous language was unclear on this. Most resolutions are substantive they give authority to  

engage in contracts or to engage in grants or all kinds of things.  

 

He went on to review the details of this change regarding every affirmative vote, vote resolution, 

order ordinance which passes the City Council except organizational matters of the Council 

including elections of officers the adoption of Council Rules Of Order, committee assignments 

,censure resolutions and non-binding senses of the body along with matters which have been 

designated by law as within the sole discretion of the legislative body. This limits his authority.  
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The discussion moved to requiring the Council to have regular Charter revisions along with the 

amount of time that the Commission is given to complete the revisions. Mr. Gaudett pointed out 

that it was governed by State statutes.  

 

Mr. Gaudett then indicated where there were changes made due to Council Member Burns’ 

suggestions regarding the budget on pages 32, 34 and 35.  

 

Mr. Lee had a number of questions about the review of the Capital Budget. Mr. Hosier 

encouraged every member of the Commission to be present at the upcoming budget hearings and 

public hearings to support the proposed Commission changes.  

 

** MR HOSIER MOVED TO REFER THE DRAFT CHARTER REPORT TO THE 

CITY CLERK’S OFFICE FOR SUBMISSION THE CITY COUNCIL. 

** MR. GAUDETT SECONDED THE MOTION. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

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

meetings and topics. 

 

Mr. Lee spoke about the number of Commissioners who participated consistently in the Revision 

meetings and encourage them to hold meetings in their various district to educate the constituents 

on the civic issues involved. He felt that this would be a way to get more people involved and 

build a stronger voting base.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

** MS. MARTIN MOVED TO ADJOURN. 

** MR. HOSIER SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

S. L. Soltes 

Soltes Secretarial Services 


