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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT 

CHARTER REVISION COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING 

MAY 31, 2025 

 

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

Thomas Gaudett, Moises Gonzalez,  Joe Larcheveque, John Marshall Lee, 

Susan Martin 

 

OTHERS: Council Member M. Pereira; Eric Amado, Personnel Director; Anthony 

Paoletto, Mayor’s Office; John Mitola, Associate City Attorney, M. 

Anastasi, Esquire; T. Toms, City Attorney 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Sweeney called the meeting to order. 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, 9, and the Municipal Office of Ethics and Ethics Commission 

proposal, and topics raised by Charter Revision Commission members. 

 

Ms. Sweeney announced that the City of Bridgeport Charter Commission Revision – Civil 

Service PowerPoint would be Exhibit #1.  

 

Chapter 17, pages 1 thru 21 would be Exhibit 2. Exhibit 3 will be pages 1-25 of the Civil Service 

section.  

 

Associate City Attorney Mitola introduced himself to the Commission and explained he had 

been working with the Civil Service Department for 26 years. He noted that Mr. Amado, the 

head of Personnel was present and would be deferring to him during the presentation for specific 

areas. He also added that former City Attorney Anastasi was also present and he has a vast 

institutional knowledge of past issues.  

 

Atty. Mitola explained that the PowerPoint would be the primary focus, but added that Exhibit 2 

was for the most part proposed revisions that the Department is recommending to the 

Commission. Exhibit 3 contains the current Charter language and it will show what is being 

edited and what is being changed.  

 

He then directed everyone’s attention to the PowerPoint hand out and gave an overview of the 

purpose of Civil Service: a stable school system, secure more efficient employees, promote 

better government, eliminate as far as possible, the element of partisanship and personal 

favoritism and to protect the employees and public from the spoil system.  

 

Bridgeport hires their employees based on a competitive exam process, which are handled by the 

Civil Service Office. The principle tests that the City administers are for the Police and Fire 

Departments. Entry level testing is done when individuals are hired and when promotional exams 

are due. 
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Atty. Mitola explained that he didn't make up these five tenants. These are what the Connecticut 

Supreme Court has said and are  the reasons why Bridgeport has a Civil Service Department.  

uh concept in the state of Connecticut and actually throughout the whole country.  

 

So, when reviewing the current Charter document and looking at where it needs to be tweaked 

and whether  or not things changed, it was important to keep all of these tenants in mind because 

they're very important.  

 

Section 205 of the Charter divides civil service into two sections. Some positions are designated 

in the classified service and others in  the unclassified service. Generally, the classified service 

are those positions which are filled by some type of a competitive process of some sort. The 

unclassified service are those tend to be those positions which are appointed generally by the 

Mayor. Elected positions, members of Commissions and Boards, they're in the unclassified 

service. There are some Board of Education positions which are in the unclassified service. And 

generally, those types of positions are not filled through a competitive process like an 

examination.  

 

Section 205.1 of the current Charter addresses the fact that within the classified service, there are  

what's called the competitive and non-competitive divisions. And again, the competitive  

division in the classified service is those types of positions where a formal written examination is 

given of some sort. And it can be written or oral. With some of those competitive positions there 

can be a physical component of it, such as an assessment center where the actual labor or in 

person actual physical performance of certain functions that are required for a position.  

 

There are positions in the non-competitive division. One good example of a position in a non-

competitive division would be the Associate City Attorney. A written test to determine who the 

City is going to hire would not work because you want to do it through an interview process.  

So, it is competitive but it's a different way to assess whether or not you want to bring that 

person in or hire that person.  

 

Mr. Amado agreed with Atty. Mitola and stated that it was essential for the City to have the 

ability to assess candidates. There are exams for some positions, such as Police and Fire, while 

others are conducted via interviews. During the interviews, the questions are asked in the same 

order to keep things fair and consistent. There’s a panel of assessors that are evaluating the 

interview on a predetermined rating scale, which makes it competitive.  

 

Atty. Mitola said that the goal of the revisions was to make the Charter language clearer and 

easier to understand while eliminating portions that no longer apply. This includes reformatting 

the paragraphs to make it easier to locate various items. At times it can be difficult to locate 

information in the current format. It was also important to delineate the distinction between 

classified and unclassified service provisions. He explained that he would be reviewing the 

specific changes with the Commission later in the presentation.  

 

Atty. Mitola explained that there were five members of the Civil Service Commission, one of 

which is an elected employee representative. He explained that when the current Charter was 

ratified, the Charter stated that the initial appointment of that representative was done by the 

Mayor. After that, the election of the representative moved to the employees. So, that Charter 
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requirement is no longer necessary since the initial appointment has been completed and the 

employees now select their representative. He gave the details and went on to give an overview 

of Section 206§b  which referred back to 1957 structure of the department. This is also outdated 

and no longer applies.  

 

Other sections refer back to process that the City was required to follow in 1945 and 1947 but are 

no longer applicable. He went on to give an overview of some of the changes for Section 203, §b 

in the current charter.  

 

Commissioner Hosier asked when the last time the Civil Service portion of the Charter was 

updated. Atty. Anastasi said he was not aware of any updates that had been done due to concerns 

about employees’ rights. This resulted in the outdated language being carried forward for 

decades. There was even resistance over adding the numbering to the section like the rest of the 

Charter had because of employee concerns. Today, people recognize in light of court decisions 

the need for clean and clear statements rather than ambiguity. In the past, both the unions and the 

City would agree on how the Charter had been interpreted in the past, but the courts would say 

that plain language indicated something different.  

 

Atty. Mitola said that Section 213 was an example of the need for clear language in dealing with 

probationary periods for new employees. He reviewed the details. The proposed language 

clarifies what the process is for probationary employees.  

 

The discussion then moved to the termination process. Mr. Amado gave a brief overview of 

process and the checks and balances for termination including attempts to remedy the situation 

and the hearing before the Civil Service Commission, which requires a tripartite vote.  

 

Mr. Amado went on to speak about the training provided to Police thru the Police Academy, Fire 

via the Fire Academy and Public Safety training for the 9-1-1 operators. Other employees are 

given onboarding packages with policy manuals and provided with orientation through Human 

Resources and Labor Relations about benefits and what they should be adhering to as employees 

within two weeks. Probationary reviews are conducted at regular intervals to ensure deficiencies 

are corrected. Discussion followed about the details.  

 

Atty. Mitola pointed out that no employee becomes a permanent employee until there’s an 

affirmative vote of the Civil Service Commission, the Department head and the Personnel 

Director.  

 

Atty. Anastasi spoke about some of the dismissals that had to be enacted immediately, but other 

times the dismissal was scheduled for the next upcoming Civil Service meeting.  

 

Mr. Amado gave a brief overview of the dismissal process. Atty. Mitola said that most of the 

time, the City doesn’t want to terminate an employee because the City had invested time and 

money into that person’s training. He pointed out that when a candidate is hired by the Police 

force, it takes about 13 months for all the training and supervision to be completed. Discussion 

followed about the union requirements, the State requirements and checks and balances.  

 

The discussion moved to how many employees the City and the Board of Education employs.  
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Mr. Lee asked about submitting a grievance as a City employee. Atty. Mitola explained that most 

employees are members of the unions. Their rights are included and outlined in the collective 

bargaining agreement between the unions and the City of Bridgeport. Mr. Amado then explained 

the process when a new employee joins the union and receives their union orientation.  

 

Atty. Mitola then spoke about Section 213A, which describes positions in the competitive 

division of the classified services. The section is chockful of important information, so the 

revision broke up the long paragraph, reorganized it and included subtitles to direct the reader to 

the relevant information.  

 

Atty. Anastasi asked if it was clear in Section 207 that the probationary period applied to both 

competitive and non-competitive positions. Mr. Amado said  that this was so and indicated 

where it was found in the proposed language on page 14.  

 

Atty. Anastasi said that Mr. Amado’s office had started working on these revisions a year ago. 

The draft that the Commission is reviewing shows the final version that they could consider 

presenting to the City Council. He added that these changes would be signed off by all those 

involved in the authorship so no one can say a year later that they didn’t know.  

 

Discussion followed about the details and potential future changes. Mr. Amado explained that 

the Department review had not gotten past Probation.  

 

Atty. Mitola then spoke about the Section 205 and noted that the classified and unclassified 

positions had been separated into their own categories. The unclassified positions that were listed 

were compiled 67 years ago. He explained that every position that was created after this list was 

compiled was placed in the classified service category. The current charter does not have any 

language that allows for the creation of an unclassified position. This created issues when an 

employee needed to be terminated.  

 

Atty. Mitola then went on to give some examples where a termination became problematic and 

other examples regarding positions that did not exist 67 years ago. It is important to designate in 

an updated Charter those positions which fulfil the tenants of having a good civil service system. 

This includes promoting better government. Discussion followed about various positions that 

need to be updated. Atty. Anastasi gave an example regarding mayoral appointments that are 

required to be approved by Civil Service. This means that a mayoral appointee would retain their 

position until that individual decides to retire or resign regardless of who the mayor is. Mr. 

Gaudett agreed and pointed out that the Civil Service system exists for the rank and file 

employees of the City to be evaluated on merit and qualifications regardless of who is the mayor. 

Additional discussion followed.  

 

Atty. Anastasi cautioned everyone about allowing unclassified employees to bump classified 

employees. He said that this could cause havoc in the long run. He reminded everyone that the 

Health Director and the City Attorney are both unclassified positions but have a four year terms 

that are set by State statute.  

 

The discussion moved to the various positions in the Board of Education and which ones were 

designated as “serves at the pleasure of the Mayor”. Atty. Mitola reviewed the details. He also 
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gave a brief overview of what changes might be made when a new superintendent comes in to 

the Bridgeport School System. The positions of Chief of Staff, Director of Human Resources, 

BOE Communications Officer and other high level positions should be in the unclassified 

category.  

 

Mr. Amado pointed out that any BOE position that has a certification for either teaching or an 

administrator’s license issued by the State of Connecticut is designated as unclassified service. 

Discussion followed.  

 

Atty. Mitola explained that there were some contradictions in the Charter such as when a 

Commission establishes a two year or four year term for a position, the employee occupying that 

position when the designated term expires would not be terminated because the position is 

designated as classified. As long as the employee continues to fulfil the job requirements, they 

are covered. He also spoke about the current position of Parks and Recreation Director, which is 

vacant along with the position of Director of Health and Social Services. Both positions are 

mayoral appointments but the terms are governed by State statute.  

 

Atty. Mitola then gave an overview of how the system might work in the future regarding the 

creation of adding new classified positions. It is also important to have a way to create a position 

in the unclassified service. Atty. Anastasi said that the current Charter language is absolute, but 

the proposed changes would allow for some flexibility. Discussion followed.  

 

Mr. Gaudett said that it would be important to create a list of positions that would be moved into 

the unclassified category and address the fact that the Associate City Attorneys serve at the 

pleasure of the City Attorney, not at the pleasure of the Mayor. There are also changes that need 

to be made regarding deputies.  

 

 Atty. Anastasi reminded everyone that the Police Chief and Fire Chief are unique that in their 

sections, it designates them as classified positions, which under normal conditions, prevents 

them from being removed except for just cause. However, they are also appointed for a five year 

term and includes a 10 year term limit for the Chief of Police. He also explained that when the 

Personnel Director submits the names of three potential candidates for Police Chief, they are not 

ranked in any given order. The Mayor has absolute discretion to choose whichever candidate he 

would prefer from that list. Often the Mayor will interview various community members and 

City employees for their opinions.  

 

Mr. Gaudett asked what kind of appointment process would work with the City Clerk and Town 

Clerk. Atty. Anastasi said that if the Mayor resigns in the fourth year of his term, the Council 

President assumes the function of the Mayor. If it is before that final term year, an election is 

held.  

 

Mr. Gaudett raised the question of if Town Clerk passed away while in office, the Council would 

appoint a new Town Clerk for the remainder of the term. Discussion followed about combining 

the Town Clerk’s position and the City Clerk’s position.  

 

Atty. Mitola then directed everyone’s attention back to the PowerPoint presentation and noted 

that the next few slides outlined the major changes for the Charter. The topics included 
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rescinding of a resignation and laid off employees. Atty. Mitola outlined what would be an 

improved process for those individuals. Mr. Amado expressed concerns about the potential of 

having an employee resign and then change their mind after a few weeks, returning to the job 

and then changing their mind again. The discussion moved to having a 60 window to rescind the 

resignation and additional details regarding a possible time limit on the length of time an 

employee who was laid off would be on the reemployment list.  

Council President Nieves then pointed out that the City does not have a  succession plan in place 

in the event of a Department head retiring. When a Department head does retire, a job study is 

done and that is not cost effective. She gave the example of the Director of EOCC’s retirement. 

She felt the length of time needed to fill a Department Director’s position was too long.  

 

Mr. Lee asked how many of the 4,000 City employees were in the gray area of having a position 

protected by the ADA or the State. Atty. Mitola said that he did not know offhand. Atty. 

Anastasi commented that there were employees out while others were working a modified 

schedule because they are undergoing treatment. Mr. Lee thanked Atty. Anastasi for his 

clarification. 

 

Atty. Mitola explained that according to the Charter, a position exam must be held within 120 

days of the hiring list expiring. He said that there needed to be more time between the expiration 

of the list and the examination being held. However, it is also important to insure that the City is 

complying with all the EEOC requirements and regulations, discriminatory regulations and 

regulations along with the State and Federal laws. That process takes time and the City rarely is 

ever able to satisfy the 120 day time period. It is not because they don’t want to, but to fulfill all 

the requirements takes longer than 120 days.  

 

Mr. Amado spoke about situations where the appointing authority does not want to fill the 

position, or when the City budget or the City Council eliminates the funding for the position. It 

would be better to allow the Department to focus on the positions that are truly needed and 

should be filled. Atty. Anastasi concurred and said that the last thing the City should be doing is 

holding a $50,000 exam and have the hiring list expire before the Council’s ever appropriated 

funding to fill the position. Changing this requirement will give the City greater flexibility in the 

budgeting area. He then went on to speak about the 1978 uniform employee selection guidelines 

for equal employment opportunity standards.  

 

Atty. Mitola gave an overview of the appeal process following the publication of the 

examination results. Candidates can contest errors on the examination within 40 days of the 

release of the results. No promotions can be done during the review period. Both Mr. Amado and 

Atty. Mitola gave examples of some of the objections to the test.  

Mr. Amado also reviewed the Federal law requirements about adverse impacts to any protected 

group after the list is published.  

 

Atty. Mitola then gave an overview of Sections 213 and 214 regarding filling a vacant position 

where a hiring list is not available, such as in the Fire Department.  If the Fire Chief does not fill 

the position within 30, the Charter requires the Civil Service Commission to abolish the position 

at their next regular meeting. Mr. Amado listed the reasons why this restrictive requirement can 

be detrimental to the City. They were proposing a 60 day window.  
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Atty. Anastasi commented that the City does not normally follow this requirement unless 

someone brings a mandamus action to compel the union to act. Atty. Mitola said that the last 

thing anyone wants is to have to abolish a position because the Chief was not able to appoint 

someone to fill the position within 30 days.  

 

He went on to explained that the Charter says that provisional appointments are basically 

temporary appointments to positions in the classified service if there is no pending employment 

list or reemployment list. He gave the other requirements for this action. The provisional 

appointment can only last for four months. He indicated some additional changes in the section 

where the time period was increased. Discussion followed.  

 

Mr. Lee asked for clarification on the use of the words “temporary”, “provisional” and “acting” 

which Mr. Amado reviewed with him. Temporary refers to an employee who is filling a position 

that is vacant but there is someone in the position who is out on some type of leave. There is 

language in the Charter that addresses an acting position and it is also included in the collective 

bargaining agreements. He explained that he was reluctant to limit an individual employee’s 

right who may find themselves in a difficult position or the City’s ability to govern effectively. 

Discussion followed.  

 

Council Member Cruz felt that the phrase in Section 205 regarding someone serving “at the 

pleasure of the Mayor” should be removed. Council Member Cruz said that he serves at the 

pleasure of the constituents, not the Mayor. The Mayor is elected every four years and he felt 

that the CEO, all the Deputies, the Chief of Staff and others should not have any protection. 

When the new Mayor comes into office, he or she should have the ability and power to make 

necessary changes. It should be the Mayor’s decision as to whether the employee remains in his 

or her position.  

 

Atty. Anastasi said that he agreed that an incoming Mayor should have the right to make the 

necessary changes for his or her administration. However, the phrase “at the pleasure of the 

Mayor” is actually a legal term that applies to positions where a person serves subject to the 

discretion of the appointing authority. That employee can be removed without just cause by the 

appointing authority for unclassified positions. This phrase is consistent nationwide, but often 

generates some odd concepts in the general public. Discussion followed.  

 

Mayor Ganim joined the meeting. 

 

Mayor Ganim requested permission to address the Commission. He thanked the Commission  for 

their hard work and said that he does try to keep current on the various actions. He said that they 

don’t do enough to keep their founding document updated. The proposed Charter revisions are 

good and he hoped that these revisions would be approved. He said that he was familiar with the 

points that those who were opposed to changing the Charter presented. Even though some of 

these changes appear subtle to the public, he felt these changes could be dramatic and improve 

the impact of the Charter.  
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He said that there were two or three layers of changes for the Charter and noted that the City 

Council was also proposing some changes to their own structure such as four year terms and 

stipends. He reminded everyone that the Commission, the Council and the administration does 

not have the final decision on this, it is decided by the voters. He is very fortunate to have good 

people in office to help run the City. It is important to have the Civil Service able to move 

forward in a consistent way in order to keep the City on track and fiscally stable.  

 

Mr. Hosier said that one of the foundational concerns of the Commission is the Ethics 

Commission. Mayor Ganim agreed and noted that the current Commission does not have any 

teeth. Ms. Sweeney said that the Commission supports creation of a Municipal Office of Ethics 

to support the current Ethics Commission. Mayor Ganim thought that would be great. Discussion 

followed.  

 

Atty. Mitola said that he would now review Exhibit 2. Mr. Gaudett said that the Commission 

should give this to the Council for their input.  

 

City Attorney Toms distributed a document to the Commission and said that she would like to go 

back and discuss the organizational chart. She noted that there were two that are listed below the 

Director: Labor Relations and the City Attorneys. She said that the rule of law at the Federal 

level would allow the Mayor to come in and almost wipe out the City Attorney’s Office. This is 

also true in Labor Relations. Discussion followed about the details of the positions in the City 

Attorney’s Office and which ones were classified and unclassified.  

 

Atty. Anastasi reviewed the State statute regarding the City Attorney’s Office and collective 

bargaining requirements. He also stated that this had started during Len Paoletto’s administration 

and had continued through the administration of Tom Bucci’s administration. The discussion 

moved to the Deputies positions that should be classified or unclassified. There were also 

concerns expressed about having Labor Relations staff members joining the collective 

bargaining units.  

 

Atty. Mitola said that there had been a recent death in his family but he would be available for 

the Commission if they felt it was absolutely necessary.  

 

Mr. Gaudett said that the Commission would be looking at individual chapters. He explained that 

they were waiting on Atty. Mednick to give some guidance on the Chapter about General 

Provisions in order to be consistent with other cities around the State. The discussion moved to 

whether the Commission was proposing the changes to the City Council or waiting to hear from 

the Council on their suggestions.  

 

Ms. Sweeney stated that she would like to enter the document distributed by Atty. Toms as 

Exhibit 4.  

 

City Atty. Toms then gave an overview of her suggested changes, including the addition of 

Sections 11 through 14.  

 

The Commission then noted that it was Atty. Anastasi’s birthday, sang to him and presented him 

with a cake.  
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RECESS 

 

A brief recess was taken. The meeting reconvened after 10 minutes.  

 

Ms. Sweeney asked the various Commissioners when they could schedule the next meeting. She 

said that they needed to make final decisions on some of the sections they have already 

discussed. Discussion followed about upcoming dates and times for discussion.  

 

Ms. Sweeney announced the agreed upon dates for the meetings and noted that the Public 

Hearing would be at Black Rock Library.  

ADJOURNMENT 

 

** MR. LEE MOVED TO ADJOURN 

** MR. HOSIER SECONDED. 

** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 

The meeting adjourned at 12:36 p.m.. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

S. L. Soltes 

Telesco Secretarial Services 

 

 

 


