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f ask for your support for Proposed H.B. No. 5886 AN ACT PROHIBITING MUNICIPAL
EMPLOYEES FROM SERVING ON CERTAIN MUNICIPAL LEGISLATIVE BODIES.

The purpose of this legislation is to close a loophole in state statute 7-421. {e})

Statute 7-421. (e) clearly states a municipal employee cannot serve on a municipal board of
finance. It states any municipal employee can serve on any governmental body of the town
except any body which has responsibility for direct supervision of such employee. But since we
are a 'Home Rule’ state, there is also provision in the statute for the town to decide for
themselves if they want to adhere to this restriction in their municipal charter. The state lets
the town decide. But if the town does decide to restrict it, it can and, in most cases does
because of the inherent conflict of interest. Contrary to what the opposition is saying, this is
the current law and has been the law of the land for many decades. The debate whether this
restriction infringes on municipal employees right to serve happened in the past and it was
deemed necessary a long time ago. The opposition ignores the fact this ban is already in place.

Nobody’s vilifying anyone.

H.B. 5886 simply extends an already existing prohibition regarding boards of finance and,
logically enough, extends the ban to municipal legislative bodies that serve the same function
as a board of finance. This is not an action or statement against any city employees as
opponents spin it. It is a logical effort to enforce and protect the separation between the
executive and legislative bodies of a municipality. This same separation exists in our state
constitution prohibiting members of the legislature from being a state emptoyee. Likewise, our
US constitution prohibits members of congress from working for the federal government. This
bill simply closes a loophole in state statute for municipalities that do not have a board of
finance and has a provision in their city charter prohibiting city employee’s form serving on the
city council that acts as a board of finance.

if this bill were to become law it would directly affect 24 municipalities in the state. Of these 24
municipalities Bridgeport is the only one that is in violation of their city charter. The rest of the
municipalities, although they could due to the loophole in state statute, do not allow city
employees to serve on their city council. So if this bill were to become law, its effects would
only be felt in Bridgeport. Currently there are five city employees serving on the city councilin




direct violation of our city charter. The apposition to this bill says this will prevent many people
from running for government. That is a lie and a complete distortion that unfortunately is
being accepted at face value. This bill has got nothing to do with municipalities that have a
board of finance. | would iike to point out this bill would have no effect on the town of Sprague
because they have a board of finance. And the 24 municipalities that do not have a board of
finance and have a restriction in their city charter prohibiting city employees form serving on
their legislative body, the only one it would affect is ‘Bridgeport. Bridgeport is the oniy one of
the 24 that violates its own city charter. Rather than the thousands the opposition claims this
bill will unfairly disenfranchise, presently, this bill will only affect five people in Bridgeport that
are city employees and city council members, serving in direct violation of our voted by the
people of Bridgeport by referendum city charter.

The opposition says the purpose of this bill is to vilify city employees. That is ridiculous. The
purpose of this bill is to allow the voice of the people of Bridgeport to be heard and have our
city charter empowered and have a city council that does not have a real or perceived conflict

of interest.

Thank you. | would be happy to answer any questions.




