
Ethics Committee Minutes 
Town of Killingworth, CT 
Date: December 1, 2025 

Location: Hybrid (Remote Access/Town Hall, Killingworth, CT) 
 
 

Members in Attendance: Robert Rimmer (Chairperson). Ellen Oppenheimer, Michele 
Amendola, and Karen Perry. Member Derek Phelps arrived at 8:19 p.m. 
 
Guests: None 
 
Approval of Previous Minutes:  
 
• A motion to approve the minutes of the meeting held on November 3, 2025 was made by 
E. Oppenheimer and seconded by M. Amendola. The minutes were approved with all in 
favor.  
 
• A motion to approve the minutes of the meeting held on November 17, 2025 was made by 
M. Amendola and seconded by E. Oppenheimer. The minutes were approved with all in 
favor. 
 
Continuing Business:  
 
• Drafting a Code of Ethics  
 
R. Rimmer explained that the Town recording system was not working but that he was 
recording the meeting with the use of screen sharing on his laptop. The plan was to fine 
tune the provisions of the code and member M. Amendola pulled up the proposed code on 
her screen to discuss individual provisions. 
 
Beginning the Commission’s review, E. Oppenheimer proposed removing the phrase 
“except that” in Section 5.E of the proposed code and that two shorter sentences be 
created in the section, instead of one longer sentence. E. Oppenheimer said the lengthy 
sentence was unwieldly. The two separate sentences were created and M. Amendola 
proposed adding “however” to the beginning of the newly created second sentence.  
 
Chairman Rimmer wanted to review timelines in Section B and suggested changing Section 
D to a fourteen day timeframe as well. M. Amendola redisplayed the language in Section B 
and explained that she thought there could be two different timeframes as there were two 
separate issues in the two sections. M. Amendola believed that the timeframe in Section D 
should be within three days. The Commission then discussed how notice of the decision 
should be given and modified the language to remove “verified” and “with tracking.” 



The Commission also clarified the last sentence of Section 5.E to reference the 
Connecticut General Statutes. 
 
Section 5.F. entitled “Hearings,” was then modified to reference “attorney” instead of 
“attorney at law.” Chairman Rimmer clarified the difference between a subpoena and a 
subpoena duces tecum for the commission members. The apostrophe after tecum was 
removed, and the “which” in the last sentence was changed to a “that.” 
 
Chairman Rimmer proposed changing the first line to “all such hearings.”  The reference to 
the state statute was clarified to remove some repeated words. Chairman Rimmer 
suggested adding a reference to the Connecticut Constitution Article First Section 8.  The 
other commission members agreed to the changes.  
 
The Commission then tried culling out the rights preserved by a respondent in an ethics 
hearing in a separate list form. In addition, the Chaiman added a first sentence to Section F 
to designate a commencement date for the public hearing. All of the Commission 
members agreed with these changes. 
 
In a discussion of Section 5.G, entitled “Findings/Sanctions,” M. Amendola proposed 
moving the clause “within 30 days after the conclusion of the hearing.” Member K. Perry 
proposed removing “with tracking.” A second paragraph was created in Section G at the 
suggestion of member E. Oppenheimer to provide for circumstances where the respondent 
is/are member(s) of the Board of Selectmen.  
 
In a discussion of Section 5.H, the statutory reference to the Connecticut General Statutes 
was clarified and a comma was added to the second sentence at the suggestion of 
member M. Amendola. All the Commission members agreed to these changes. 
 
The Commission made no changes to Section 6.  
 
The Commission then reviewed Section 7 and the list of possible consequences of a 
finding of a violation. The Commission decided to remove the final clause, “subject to 
appeal,” at the suggestion of member K. Perry. 
 
In discussion Section 8, Chairman Rimmer indicated what the state law is in terms of 
political party constituency requirements for a board consisting of 5 members. Based on 
the Chairman’s information, the Commission agreed to change the language in Section 8 to 
indicate that no more than four members of the Commission could be of the same political 
party.  
 
Derek Phelps arrived at 8:19 p.m. 
 
The Commission discussed and agreed to remove the sentence in Section 8 stating that 
“No more than two members of the Commission shall have held political office within the 



prior two years.” Member K. Perry proposed that “at least three members of the 
Commission shall not be Town Officers in any other capacity.” The members agreed to use 
this language in place of the existing language requiring that at least two members are not 
also Town officers in any other capacity. The Commission modified the second to last 
sentence regarding the election of Commission officers. 
 
In a discussion of Section 9, the Commission members discussed revising the distribution 
process and the corresponding language and then agreed on a more succinct version of 
the paragraph. 
 
In a discussion of Section 10, member M. Amendola made a small revision to clarify the 
existing sentence.  
 
A new Section 10 was added based upon the research of M. Amendola who researched the 
record keeping requirement and contacted Cherie at the State Library to learn that the 
requirement was essentially two years. Language was added to reflect this information and 
to incorporate a reference to the applicable existing regulation. The former Section 10 
became Section 11. 
 
The Commission members discussed whether they were ready to take a vote on the 
proposed Ethics Code or whether they wanted to review it further.  The process moving 
forward and the type of vote required was discussed. Member K. Perry made a Motion to 
refer the proposed ethics code as drafted to the Board of Selectmen for their review. 
Member M. Amendola seconded the motion. The vote carried 5-0.  
 
Chairman Rimmer notified the Commission members that he would take the proposed 
Ethics Code to the Board of Selectmen and that he welcomed other members to attend the 
Selectmen meeting at which it would be discussed. Chairman Rimmer reminded the 
Commission members that the next regular Ethics Commission Meeting was Monday, 
January 5, 2026 at 7:00 p.m. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:36 p.m. 
 
 
 


