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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT  
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
SPECIAL PUBLIC HEARING 

OCTOBER 18, 2023 

45 Lyon Terrace  
Bridgeport, CT 06604 
(203) 576-7217 Phone 

(203) 576-7213 Fax 

 
 
ATTENDANCE: Ira Nachem, Chair; Robin Shepard, Vice Chair; Mary Gaits, Secretary; 
   Tiheba Bain, Paul Miller 
 
OTHERS:  Paul Boucher, Zoning Official, Jackson Strong, Design Coordinator; 
   Nick S, Atty. Russ Liskov, Atty. Mark Anastasi, Atty. Michael Jankovsky,  
   Atty. Robert Berchem, Berchem Moses, LLC; Atty. Steve Studer,  

Berchem Moses, LLC.  
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Nachem called the meeting to order at 6:27 p.m. A quorum was present.  
 
He introduced the Commissioners seated and reviewed the rules for those present. He explained 
that four out of the five Commissioners present must support the application in order for it to 
pass.  

1805 (fka 1773, 1843, 1849) Madison Ave. – Petition of Avon Commons, LLC – Appealing, 
under CT General Statutes, sec. 8-6, and sec. 11.140 of the Bridgeport Zoning Regulations, 
the Zoning Official’s decision to revoke the approval of the application for a Certificate of 
Zoning Compliance for the construction of a 4-story, 177-unit apartment building in the 
former OR-G zone. 

Commissioner Nachem then explained that the Zoning Board of Appeals was present to hear the 
matter of whether the Zoning Enforcement Officer was correct in his decision to revoke the 
approval of the application for a Certificate of Zoning Compliance for the construction of a 4-
story, 177-unit apartment building in the former OR-G zone. 
 
Mr. Paul Boucher, the Zoning official, came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He 
introduced Atty. Russ Liskov, Atty. Mark Anastasi, Atty. Michael Jakovsky, Atty. Robert 
Berchem, Berchem Moses, LLC; Atty. Steve Studer, Berchem Moses, LLC, who were also 
present.  
 
Mr. Boucher then began the narration of a PowerPoint slide deck as follows:  
 
 



 
City of Bridgeport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Special Public Hearing  
October 18, 2023                                                                                                    Page 2 

 
 

 



 
City of Bridgeport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Special Public Hearing  
October 18, 2023                                                                                                    Page 3 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 
City of Bridgeport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Special Public Hearing  
October 18, 2023                                                                                                    Page 4 

Commissioner Nachem asked for clarification on the generation of the expiration date, which 
Mr. Boucher reviewed with him.  
 
Commissioner Bain asked why there was a revocation of the Zoning approval. Mr. Boucher 
explained that the temporary revocation was issued as a warning and the permanent revocation 
was issued 10 days later. The City Attorney's Office had expressed concerns about the permitting 
process.  
 
Atty. Steven Studer came forward, greeted the Commissioners and said that he was present on 
behalf of the City of Bridgeport. He noted that all of the details were included in the information 
packet that the Commissioners received. He noted that Atty. Jankovsky from the City Attorney's 
Office was present to answer detailed questions. He then reviewed the following information 
with the Commissioners. 
 

 
Atty. Studer said that the question was whether or not the application process was properly 
followed and he noted that there were three parcels of property were involved. All the properties 
were zoned OR-G.  Atty. Studer then reviewed the Substantive Basis for the Zoning Official's 
Ruling. 
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Commissioner Nachem noted that the application had been submitted a few days before the 2010 
Zoning regulations expired. Atty. Studer explained that the application was incomplete and 
remained so until March.  
 
Atty. Studer then reviewed the Prime bases for Zoning official's Decision.  
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The application stated that the three parcels, (1773,1843 and 1849) needed to be combined, but 
did not include 1851 Madison Avenue parcel. The fourth parcel was included sixteen months 
after the original application was submitted. Atty. Studer said that this consisted a material 
change to the application.  
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Atty. Studer said that the application should have been rejected at the time of filing. The 
Application also failed to substantively conform to other 2010 Zoning Regulations.  
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Commissioner Bain asked who would receive the application in the Zoning Department. Atty. 
Studer said that said that it was one thing to receive the application but the Zoning Official has 
no discretion regarding a variance.  
 
Commissioner Bain asked for clarification regarding the reason that they were hearing this issue. 
She said there had been a change in the zoning regulations and that the applicant wished to add a 
parcel to the project. Atty. Studer said that the issue was whether the Zoning Enforcement 
Officer was correct in his decision to revoke the approval of the application for a Certificate of 
Zoning Compliance for the construction of a 4-story, 177-unit apartment building in the former 
OR-G zone. 
 
Atty. Steven Bellis came forward and said that he had been listening for an hour, He said that his 
client purchased the property after the application was submitted. Atty. Bellis said that the Mayor 
had told the City Attorney's Office to help the residents who opposed the 177 units of housing 
being constructed.  
 
He said that his client paid $3.7 Million dollars for the property and obtained a $14 million dollar 
loan.  
 
Atty. Bellis said that there had been an approval letter issued and a building permit was issued. 
Then the building permit was pulled.  
 
Atty. Bellis said that Primrose Developers and Atty. Rizio were hired to present the application. 
both the attorney and the developer have filed many applications with the City. He then reviewed 
a packet of information that was in the file.  
 
Atty. Bellis said that his client had gotten a thirty page letter revoking the permit without a 
hearing. He said that he believes that the ZBA has the power to approve the application.  
 
Commissioner Nachem asked about the two open applications for certificates of compliance. 
Atty. Bellis had Mr. Guedes of  Primrose Companies, Inc. come forward to answer of the 
question. 
 
Mr. John Guedes, came forward and said that he was president of the Primrose Companies 
located in Bridgeport. Mr. Guedes said that as far as he knows in all his years with development, 
the Zoning official is the only one that can issue a certificate of compliance. He said during the 
development of this project, he was intimately involved and believed that everything was in 
compliance. He pointed out that there were no parking requirements for the 177 units. He said 
that the parking was not part of the original plans.  
 
Commissioner Nachem asked Mr. Guedes how many project he had developed in Bridgeport. 
Mr. Geddes said that he had developed hundreds of project in the City. Mr. Geddes said that he 
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had introduced  Mr. Amit Lakhotia who is the manager for the projects. Mr. Guedes said that he 
had not seen any issues with the process. 
 
Commissioner Bain asked whether the project would be harmed if the fourth parcel was not 
included. Mr. Geddes said that parking was not a requirement and there was parking included in 
the original plans. The old regulations were designed to be more residential and the new ones 
focused on being more commercial.  
 

RECESS 
 
Commissioner Nachem called for a recess at 8:02 p.m.  He reconvened the meeting at 8:09 p.m. 
 
 
Mr. Amit Lakhotia came forward and said that his office was in Westport, CT. Mr. Lakotia hired 
Atty. Sandman to represent him. He said that he had purchased the land on March 29, 2022 and 
gave the details. They were also granted demolition permits. 
 
Commissioner Nachem said that there were two open permits for Zoning Compliance. Mr. 
Boucher said that one of the permits were for the entire project and the second one was for the 
foundation.  
 
Mr. Lakhotia said that he was not involved in the previous permitting process at all. 
 
Atty. Bellis said that when the City issues a building permit, that is referred to as an invested 
right. When this happens, the applicant gets construction loans based on the permit. The 
developer is now faced with a substantial loss. He said that there was no real reason to revoke the 
permits. If the ZBA approves the permits, then the developers can move forward. If they deny 
the permits, then they will go to court.  
 
Atty. Studer then came forward for rebuttal. He said that the ZBA's role was to determine if the 
application process was properly followed. He said that estoppel was not something that should 
properly be before the ZBA. It is a court matter.  
 
Atty. Studer said that there needed to be fairness to the residents and the City. For Mr. Boucher 
to approve the project without a variance would be improper. 
 
Atty. Bellis came forward and said that he wanted to make sure the comments were germane to 
the estoppel and not about noise or parking. 
 
Commissioner Nachem said that he would like to open the floor to comments but reminded 
everyone that he would limit the speaking time to four minutes. 
 
Council Member Aikeem Boyd of Garfield Avenue, came forward and greeted the Board. He 
said that it was 8:30 and there were still residents waiting to speak because they care about the 
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issue. He said that the proposed project did not meet the regulations and reminded everyone that 
the application had been filed right before the new regulations went into effect. He added that the 
project as proposed was too large for the parcel. He urged the ZBA to uphold Mr. Boucher's 
decision because it would be acceptable to the people living in the area. 
 
Mr. Chris Caruso came forward and apologize for his earlier outburst during the recess. He then 
introduced himself and said that he lived at 208 Beechmont Avenue. The attorneys who 
presented their applications had all the time they wanted. The resident that were present had 
come because this decision will affect them financially, emotionally and will impact the traffic 
by their homes.  It is not right to limit the public, who will be living with the project, and 
repeatedly tell the public not to repeat the same points. The Planning and Zoning Commission 
Chair, Mr. Riley was rebuked by a Superior Court judge for repeatedly telling the speakers not to 
repeat the same points. It is the Board’s responsibility to listen. It may be a long hearing but it is 
not fair to the residents who have been shut out of the process for month after month. The people 
who had already spoken were taxpayers and live in the neighborhood. The residents that are 
present also have to go to work in the morning to support their families. He said that he would be 
back again to address the Board Members.  
 
Commissioner Nachem said the Board Members are volunteers and they also have to go to work 
in the morning, also. Each speaker will have four minutes and then they can come back.  
 
Council Member Jeannette Herron thanked the Board Members for their service. She said that 
everyone here was a resident of Bridgeport and most were from the North End. When the 
original application was presented, the public had no voice. Council Member Herron said that 
they had met with Mr. Guedes and knew about the garage. It is time to start respecting the 
neighborhood and the residents and not issues variances. She said that she had asked about this 
and had been told that there was nothing that they could do. The residents care about what will 
happen. 
 
Council Member Michelle Lyons of the 134th District came forward and greeted the 
Commissioners. Council Member Michelle Lyons said that ten years ago, this issue of zoning 
changes had come up and she objected back then. The job of the ZBA was to determine what is 
appropriate. It is a residential area. The ZBA should be the ones to determine the legitimacy of 
the project and they should consider it now and make a determination. The fourth parcel can't be 
used for parking because it is a residential area. She suggested that the developer could adjust the 
project to help the neighbors.  
 
Ms. Cheryl Allen came forward and said that she had lived in Bridgeport for 18 years. She said 
that the neighbors did not have a chance to have a hearing on the project at all. The parking will 
affect the community and have an impact. This is not right. She appreciates that the developer is 
present, but wrong is still wrong.  
 
Mr. Matthew Hallock came forward and said that he lives in Fairfield. Mr. Hallock thanked the 
Commissioners for their volunteer work. He said that the ZBA has more power than they think 
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they do. It is important to do what is right for the City of Bridgeport. He then spoke about a 
ruling about Environmental Justice that was released earlier in the year. He said that the ZBA 
and the developer have to meet those standards.  
 
A neighbor from directly across the street came forward and said that this was a clearly spot 
zoning. The developer should engage the community and listen to the residents.  
 
Mr. Myron Glahala came forward and said he had lived in the neighborhood for a long time. He 
has seems good things and bad things. There have been times when the police have been called 
about issues and the officers have to park in his driveway because there is not enough parking.  
 
Ms. Gillian Azada Manada came forward and said that the developer was parking in front of her 
house. She and her husband came to Bridgeport two years ago and this is not the right location 
for a 177 unit development. She said she was a social worker and that this was not a proper 
decision. She said that she was present to represent the neighborhood and those who could not be 
present at the meeting. They see many other areas that the development could be built.  
 
Commissioner Nachem said that the issue was whether the Zoning Officer made his decision that 
is in compliance with the zoning regulations.  
 
Mr. Caruso shouted out that the residents had been sitting there for hours.  
 
Mr. Jim Shoker of Stratfield Place came forward and said that there had been no information 
given to the residents until it appeared in the Connecticut Post. He said that the question 
appeared to be if the issue was a about one person's decision.  
 
Ms. Dorcas White, a neighbor came forward and presented the Commissioners with a binder. 
She said that in 1991 she moved to the area. She said that the sump pump was working until 
2002. Later in 2005, the sump pump caught on fire in the water. She gave the details of how she 
had to bail out the sump pump well all night long. She wrote to Mayor Fabrizi in 2005 about the 
water issues. Mayor Fabrizi replied that the street would remain as a one way street and Testo's 
catering would stay there.  
 
Ms. Susanne Trevoid came forward and said that she was from the North End. She felt that Ms. 
White should have had her full four minutes. She said that what was submitted was submitted 
incorrectly. Because it was submitted incorrectly, it's wrong and they should not be allowed to 
resume the work. Now, the community has spoken and they are against it. People have gains and 
losses. She said that Ms. White had problems when Testo's was there and that means that the 
neighbors will have problems with a larger building. Everyone pays taxes for their homes and 
everyone wants to see the area to continue to flourish. It's important to be mindful of what is 
happening and have consideration for the neighbors. It is important to care for one another.  
 
Commissioner Gaits said that she had given Ms. White the full four minutes.  
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Commissioner Nachem asked if there was anyone present who had not spoken yet who wished to 
do so. He said that they would now start the second round of comments.  
 
Mr. Chris Caruso of Beechmont Avenue came forward to address the Board a second time.  
 
Mr. Caruso said that a legal opinion was not law. The Mayor had called on the City Attorney to 
investigate this project and review all the documents. It was not political because the Mayor 
asked for that investigation. Mr. Caruso said that he could honestly say that once the 
investigation started, there was no communication from the Mayor to the City Attorney’s Office. 
Remarks that this was political are downright wrong.  
 
The City Attorney’s legal opinion states very clearly that there were missing items within the 
application.  He said that he was not suggesting that this was fraud, but there was an 
accumulation of misrepresentations based on the 2010 Zoning Regulations  
 
Mr. Caruso asked for the record why a zoning official meet with a developers about this project  
without the public being aware of it. There was no review and nothing took place to alert the 
public that this had happened. He said that without the legal opinion, the public would not have 
known about the development. Mr. Caruso said that he would like to see an over the counter 
approval of the same magnitude approved that way. The owner claimed that he had fully 
approved project. The reason that this happened was because the original owner was a major 
member of the Democratic Party. 
 
Council Member Lyons came back to speak to the Board and said that the City of Bridgeport and 
the City Attorney has come before ZBA to explain projects.  
 
Council Member Herron came back to speak to the Board and said that Mr. Boucher did the right 
thing and corrected the wrongs that were done in the past. The City cannot continue to do these 
types of things.  
 
Commissioner Nachem asked if there was anyone present who wished to speak. 
 
Mr. Chris Caruso came back to speak to the Board and said that the attorney for the petitioner 
had said this was all politics.   He reminded everyone that Mr. Testo, the former owner of the 
property was the Chairman of the Democratic Town Committee and suggested that when Mr. 
Testo submitted the project, they didn't want a hearing because they knew it would be a problem. 
He said that he had been in politics for a long time. It was not political. A project of this 
magnitude was just approved. There was no public scrutiny or hearing. The people have a right 
to be heard, four minutes, half hour or an hour. This doesn't happened in Shelton because they 
put a moratorium on apartment buildings.  
 
Ms. White said that in 2005 she had given the documents to the Mayor, In 2006, five of the 
neighbors had water coming into their basements. There was a proposed traffic study for the 
Avon Commons requested before they had sold the property. She said that she did not 
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understand the issue and was sorry that the Commissioners could not answer the questions. 
Russo Terrace has residents who have lived there for many, many years and from many different  
 
Ms. Lori McFadden of 90 Russo Terrace came forward and said that when Testo's added on to 
their building, the water problems started. People say they have to invest, but they should invest 
in the community. The residents lived there and pay taxes there.  
 
Mr. John Morton thanked the Board for listening. He said that these were all just working class 
people.  
 
Mr. Chris Caruso came forward and said that State Representative Marcus Brown had been at the 
meeting but had to leave. State Representative Brown texted him and read the following into the 
record:   
 

Good evening Chairman and Members of the ZBA. My name is Marcus Brown and I am 
a State Representative of the 132nd District. My address is 1705 Capitol Avenue in 
Bridgeport. I come before you today to oppose this petition. I do this with the full 
understanding that we need more housing – affordable housing for our residents. I also do 
this with the full understanding of the potential revenue this complex would bring to the 
Grand List. I’m opposed to this projects for the similar reasons that I stood in this very 
spot opposing an unnecessary storage facility in a residential North End. The residents of 
the North End are sick and tired of having to constantly fight off wealthy developers who 
seek to build in their backyards. Many of the faces you see here tonight are voices that 
begging to be heard. The voices [inaudible] based on the City [inaudible] of the 
developer [inaudible]. Tonight is your only opportunity to be heard. I encourage you to 
listen. In addition, not all of the acquired properties [inaudible] Testo’s at 1773 Madison 
Avenue [inaudible] 1843 and 1849 Madison Avenue included in the original sales to the 
developer and now to be [inaudible] combined into one parcel. And a fourth location, 
1861 Madison Avenue that was sold to the developer for the same project was never 
made [inaudible] necessary [inaudible]. I urge you use your common sense and oppose 
this and support the revocation.  

 
Mr. Caruso said that petitioner's attorney said that this was unfair to the applicant. He asked 
whether it was unfair to the neighbors. He said that Mr. Guedes was tired, but so were others. He 
said that he did not think that they could do this in Easton or other surrounding towns. He said 
that if an application was submitted to a bank and the bank decided that there was a mis-
representation, it would be denied.  
 
Commissioner Nachem then read two letters of opposition  into the record.  
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Ms. White came forward and said that she appreciated the Commissioners position. She said that 
there would be a number of cement tanks placed in the ground as catch basins. These will shift 
the water towards the houses. She asked them not to approve the request.  
 
Commissioner Nachem said that he was closing public comments and tomorrow the Committee 
will allow the Commissioners to discuss the Attorney’s presentations and the public’s comments 
before making a decision.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
** COMMISSIONER BAIN MOVED TO ADJOURN. 
** COMMISSIONER SHEPARD SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:42 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Telesco Secretarial Services 


