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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT  
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING 
JUNE 11, 2024 

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

(203) 576-7213 Fax 

 
ATTENDANCE: Robin Shepard, Vice Chair; Mary Gaits, Secretary; Tiheba Bain,  

Reinaldo Gonzalez, Paul Miller 
 
OTHERS: Paul Boucher, Zoning Official; Atty. Michael Jankowski, City Attorney’s 

Office; Jackson Strong, Design Coordinator 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Commissioner Shepard reconvened the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting at 6:08 p.m. and 
announced the names of those Commissioners who were seated. A quorum was present.  

DEFERRED BUSINESS 

D-1 (#1)  -- 4675 Main St. – Petition of Commerce Park Associates, LLC – Seeking 
variances of section 3.50 primary street wall, primary street build-to zone; the drive-way 
width parking location; minimum number of stories and the maximum ground story height 
allowed to permit the construction of a 21,000-sq. ft. retail grocery store in the RX2 zone.  

Atty. Russo, the attorney for the applicant came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He 
explained that in the 1960’s the building had housed offices but over the years, including medical 
offices. Over time, it shifted to retail uses. In the former regulations, the area was a mixed 
use/medical zone that focused on medical uses, but that zone no longer exists. More retail uses 
have moved in to the area. It has been difficult to maintain medical use office tenants because the 
large medical conglomerates have absorbed them.  

The south side of the Park is in need of revitalization, which is the area that the parcel is located 
in. When the new regulations were adopted, OPED, P&Z and others recognized the change that 
was happening in the area. The new Zone, RX2, permits retail, which is what the application is 
for.  

The Park has several entrances and Atty. Russo indicated where these were located on a site 
plan. He noted that there were certain areas that could not be used for development because of 
other considerations. The proposal is to demolish the building, including the Bank of America 
building, and construct an Aldi’s grocery store that would be approximately 21,800 square feet. 
The footprint will be smaller than the current building. The customer sales/grocery area is 
approximately13,000 square feet.  
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Atty. Russo pointed out where parking would be available on the site plan. He indicated where 
there would need to be one change on the site plan.  

Atty. Russo explained that OPED would like to bring the building closer to Main Street. Due to 
the type of store that it is, this would be difficult due to shape of the parcel. The proposed 
building will be covering 80% coverage where the zoning allows 85%, so this is not an issue of 
the building being too large for the parcel.  

There are only two conditions that are being requested. They are not creating a new non-
conformity regarding the street wall or setback. He said that the other issue was the height 
regulations.   

Driving along Main Street, there is a blank wall and by moving the entrance they can add some 
transparency there. The wall that is blank is actually the back of the grocery store. Atty. Russo 
indicated where the storage area would be.  

Atty. Russo explained that Aldi’s only has five aisles and is limited. The German company is 
very efficient and a number of services that one would find at Stop & Shop such as the deli 
counter, the butcher, fish counter or bakery are not present. All of that type of food is 
prepackaged. Customers tend to move through the store more quickly because of the smaller size 
and the prepackaging. The product on the shelf is still in the shipping boxes, similar to Price 
Rite. The carts require a quarter to use, which the customer retrieves once they return the cart to 
the appropriate area.  

Aldi’s is very competitive regarding pricing, which attracts people from all over the area. He said 
that he had seen some of the opposition comments, one of which stated that having another 
grocery store on Main Street would not provide any additional benefits to the area. He pointed 
out that both the Fairfield Avenue Stop & Shop and the Madison Avenue store shut down. 
People in Black Rock probably go to Fairfield for their groceries. He said that he did not think 
that Bridgeport had too many grocery stores.   

Atty. Russo then distributed a Connecticut Post article and some comments from Facebook. He 
added that he had highlighted some of the comments in the handouts and read the following 
letter from Council Member AmyMarie Vizzo-Panicca which was submitted for inclusion into 
the record: 

 
 I, AmyMarie Vizzo-Paniccia, a dedicated Bridgeporter and as your City Councilwoman 
representing this 134th District where Aldi’s is before you to build in the Commerce Park 
compound on Main Street. This will also very much improve that area as that parcel is vacant 
for years.  
 
This market will be an asset to Bridgeport ( for their real estate taxes and personal property 
taxes), for our Residents and Taxpayers having another place to shop and another place 
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where non-Bridgeport Residents come to Bridgeport to shop. I am sure they also shop at 
other Bridgeport places, so, I say again, “WELCOME to Bridgeport Aldi’s!” My husband 
and I also shop at your store in another town, but having one in my hometown is an absolute 
asset.  
 
Thank you Aldi’s for also keeping us in your notes from many years ago. When you would 
like to meet, call me at 1-203-275-6412.  
 
Thank you to Zoning for this time to present my comments.  
 
Signed, 
AmyMarie Vizzo-Paniccia 
Councilwoman, 134th District 
565 Goldenrod Avenue, 06606.  
Majority Leader; Co-Chair Miscellaneous Matters Committee; Committee Member Budget 
and Appropriations; Public Safety and Transportation; Liaison Parks Board and Beardsley 
Zoo; Member CCM and NLC -multiple committees. 
 

Some comments in opposition claimed there would be too many grocery stores, but Atty. Russo 
noted that in Fairfield, Stop & Shop was right across the street from Aldi’s. This would be a third 
grocery store in this area.  
 
Atty. Russo added that Bridgeport was not the only group interested in having Aldi’s move there. 
One of the Trumbull development directors noted that he had been aware that Aldi’s wanted to 
do something in the Bridgeport area and explained that they had tried to connect with the 
Bridgeport mall operators if Commerce Park didn’t work out. The director went on to say that 
they would love to have Aldi’s in Trumbull Mall.  
 
Atty. Russo reiterated that the Fairfield Avenue and the Madison Avenue Stop & Shop stores had 
shut down and pointed out that there was a critical need in the North End as well. Trumbull Mall 
has Target, which is a different type of grocery store. Trumbull is also underserved by grocery 
stores. 
 
Atty. Russo said that he had met with the Board, the Planning and Zoning Commissioner and the 
Economic Development team. There has been a major push for grocery stores. There has been 
significant improvement on Main Street and it is building momentum.  
 
Regarding the variances, the first thing is the set-back requirement, which is 0%-15%. He 
reviewed the details of the proposed set back and the street frontage. He noted that the parcel was 
angled and there were some portions that could not be built upon. He said that this was a 
hardship but noted that there were three access points and plenty of parking. They will be 
creating a safer, more efficient parking area.  
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The zone calls for a minimum of two stories. He noted that the existing grocery stores are all one 
story. He explained that the design included an architectural design aspect to make the presence 
on Main Street to appear more than a single story. The rest of Commerce Park is mostly single 
stories, with the exception of one two story building.  
 
Regarding transparency, the building would be reducing an existing non-conformity and will 
serve as its own basis for granting the variance.  
 
It is a fully developed site and one of the issues with the Main Street commercial corridor is that 
it is not very deep. Some of the properties are only 100 feet deep. In Milford, the main drag has 
properties that are hundreds of feet deep. The Price Rite property in Bridgeport is deeper. There 
are limited locations on Main Street that have the size and are not currently developed like 
Commerce Park.  
 
The traffic light is an existing condition. The new Zoning regulations are trying to encourage 
pedestrian access. However, Commerce Park was intended and laid out for vehicles. This was 
done under previous regulations. He reviewed where the traffic lights were located in relation to 
the highway and the layout of the parking spaces.  
 
He displayed several photos of the Fairfield store and reviewed the orientation of the entrance 
and other features with the Board Members.  
 
Having Aldi’s in the North End of Bridgeport would be a great benefit. Atty. Russo concluded 
his remarks by saying he would be happy to answer any questions. There were no additional 
questions at this time.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and said they 
had met with the petitioner. Initially, the proposed design was more suited for the previous 
zoning code. The new zoning regulations were intended to promote a number of different modes 
of transportation. Currently, Bridgeport is a very vehicular dependent City and they are trying to 
reduce traffic by providing to allow pedestrians access. Moving the building closer to the street 
will make it more conforming. The new regulations are geared towards eliminating the large 
parking lot along the street scape. This is located on Main Street. The designer insisted on the 
dimensions which prevented the building from being closer to the street.  
 
Mr. Strong said they had made a number of recommendations. These recommendations are 
neither supporting nor opposing any specific application. If the application is approve, these are 
the conditions they are recommending: landscaping and crosswalks.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone present who would like to speak in favor of 
the application.  
 
Mr. Thomas Errichetti, of Acton Road, came forward and said that it was nearby Commerce 
Park. He said that Commerce Park had been there all his life and he frequently shops at Aldi’s 
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stores. This is a great use of the property. It is an affordable store and compliments Price Rite. 
Commerce Park is looking pretty run down these days.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone present who would like to speak in opposition 
to the application.  
 
Atty. Wilson Carroll with Cohen and Wolf, came forward and said that he was present on behalf 
of his client, Commerce Park Professional Center Condominium Association, located at 4699 
Main Street in Commerce Park. These are the people who would be most impacted by the 
proposed application. He said that he had submitted a letter of opposition and distributed 
additional copies containing tables and photographs.  
 
Atty. Carroll said that the applicant was requesting six variances that would allow a 21,800 
square foot Aldi’s in Commerce Park RX2 zone. The hardship requirement is extremely strict 
and cannot be self-created, a financial hardship or based on the applicant’s desire to maximize 
the profitability of the property or the disappointment on the scope of uses allowed in the zone. 
He reviewed the details of the applicant’s letter explaining the hardships variance requested. He 
noted that these were self-created hardships.  
 
Atty. Carroll indicated for the record that the Zoning Regulations 11.90.6. which were included 
in his letter to the Board. He went on to speak about the height requirements to allow a single 
story building that is 28 feet 10 inches tall. There was no claim of hardship regarding the non-
conformity and claimed that the overall height would exceed the minimum height of two stories, 
meeting the intent of the regulations. Intent is not the basis for a variance.   
 
There are only four building types that are allowed in the RX2 zone, which is where Commerce 
Park is located, which is listed in Table 2-2 in the Zoning regulations: Commercial houses, row 
buildings, civic buildings and general buildings. The applicant is claiming that Aldi’s would be a 
general building, but that is incorrect. The Zoning regulations in Section 3.50a describes those 
buildings, and the proposed building bears no resemblance to those buildings. It is not consistent 
with the description of a general building in 3.50.1. He reviewed the reasons why the proposed 
building would not be classified as a general building and directed the Board to look at 
Regulation Section 3.30.2, which is more like the proposed building.  
 
Atty. Carroll then reviewed a number of details of the proposed building, which is a commercial 
center building, which is only allowed in the MX2 zones, not the RX2 zone. Every large grocery 
store in Bridgeport is located in an MX2 zone.  
 
Atty. Carroll then handed out another document and listed a number of grocery stores in MX2 
zones. Retail uses are permitted in Commerce Park, but not a commercial center building type. 
The application is asking for a use variance to allow a large, single story grocery store in an RX2 
zone, where it is not permitted. There is no hardship to justify the requested variances.  
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Atty. Carroll then reviewed a Connecticut Supreme Court case – EMF Associates vs. Zoning 
Board of Appeals of the Town of Fairfield. The court reverse the Town of Fairfield’s variance 
when there was no showing that the strict application of the zoning application would destroy the 
property’s value from any uses that it could reasonably be put. He reviewed the details of the 
decision and its similarities to the current application.  
 
Atty. Carroll said that some of his clients would be speaking, but directed the Board to Zoning 
Regulation 11.90.6 and reviewed the details of the regulations. There will be impacts to the 
neighborhood and to Commerce Park. He respectfully requested that the application be denied.  
 
Mr. Jeffrey Kaplan, of 4699 Main Street, came forward and said Atty. Russo had called a 
condominium. He said that it was more than a condominium, it’s also a health care facility. He 
said that he had been in Bridgeport for over 20 years and concerned that it would affect his 
patients’ access. No one is against a grocery store, but people need doctors. Right now there is a 
health care crisis going on in Bridgeport because everyone is leaving. His practice is 
ophthalmology including surgery which the only one in Bridgeport, the second largest city in the 
State. If his practice leaves, there will be no other ophthalmology practice with surgery in 
Bridgeport. He said that it took him years to build his practice with other ophthalmologists. 
 
The issue is the access for the patients to get in and out of the building. He indicated where the 
current access point was on an overhead view of the site and reviewed his concerns with the 
Board.  
 
Mr. Joe Torre, a tenant at 4699 Main Street, came forward and said that he and his partner offer 
care to their patients. He said that Atty. Russo’s points about the capital improvements to the 
City will be a benefit, but health care is being monopolized by large systems. Patients should 
have choices, not just shoppers. This is particularly true with independent partitioners that offers 
more individualized services. He said that safety was a major concerned and mentioned 
handicapped parking spaces. Some patients have to walk to the main entrance and they will now 
have to do that in the presences of a great deal of traffic. He believed that there would be five 
times more traffic.  
 
Mr. Torre said that there were not several entrances to the parking area, there are two. Many of 
their patients arrive by bus and he added that in the short time they have been in the building, a 
number of people have been involved in accidents in the parking lot due to the high level of 
traffic in the area. This will be detrimental to their practice and patients. They need better 
pedestrian access and the plan really does not incorporate that for the offices that are in the back 
of the building. He hoped that they could come up with a better plan. 
 
Mr. Luis Curreva, the president of the condominium office building came forward and greeted 
the Commissioners. He said that he was a doctor and one of the reasons that they had purchased 
their property was to make it more business orientated. The City is losing doctors and they are 
selling their practices. The few that are remaining on the site are going to be pushed out. He gave 
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an example of an ophthalmologist but had to move to Westport because of property taxes, which 
is not part of the case tonight. Aldi’s is a grocery and it will become a hardship. 
 
Mr. Curreva, said that he was a landlord as well and owned several hundred properties as well in 
Bridgeport. He felt there were other ways to utilize the facility other than putting a grocery store 
there and seriously impacting the patients and the owners. He said the owners were 100% against 
it and was an advocate for Bridgeport residents. He is opposed to the project.  
 
Ms. Cindy Dunlop, an office manager, who has worked there for nearly 20 years. She said that 
she had watched the park evolve and was present to speak about the grocery needs in the 
community, but said that she had worked with Dr. Kaplan for 20 years and the other two 
surgeons in the office. The patients that come to visit the office are not driving, they are being 
brought by another person. They need more parking on those days. They need all of their spaces.  
 
Ms. Dunlop said that she did not know where the third entrance was located. She only knows of 
two, the main one and one further up that is treacherous. People speed when they come down the 
hill. It’s dangerous.  
 
The main entrance where they are proposing one entrance and two exits will be treacherous 
because the bus stop is there. Many of the patients are walking to the office from the bus stop. 
It’s wrong to ask the patients to do this. There will be trucks coming in to deliver product. There 
are bushes that block the view of what is coming up the hill and pedestrians walking along the 
sidewalks. There are thousands of patients that rely on these three doctors for treatment.  
 
Ms. Dunlop said that she was opposed to this 100%. She has nothing to gain because she is a 
nurse that works for those doctors who are very dedicated to their patients. This is not right. 
 
Mr. Luis Rojas came forward and said that he and his partner just recently opened their practice. 
He was concerned about patient care and safety. The patients need easy access to the doctors and 
many of the patients have to use the bus. This project will endanger the patients.  
 
Atty. Wilson Carroll came forward and said that this was the conclusion of the Commerce Park 
Professional Center Condominium Association. He respectfully requested that the variances be 
denied.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in 
opposition to the application. When no one else came forward, she said that Atty. Russo would 
be able to present rebuttal.  
 
Atty. Russo came forwards and thanked everyone for the comments. He said that the first point 
was that this was the opposition of the Association and there was a comment made that 100% of 
the owners opposed. Atty. Russo said that this was incorrect because he represents a plurality of 
the unit owners in the separate condos that Association and they are in support of the application. 
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There was no meeting held with all the membership to oppose this application and those unit 
owners do support the application.  
 
His second point was there was no use variance requested in the application. There has been 
much discussion about the uses and if they are appropriate for the area, however, Atty. Russo is 
not requesting a use variance. Grocery stores are allowed there, they are also allowed in the MX2 
and also allowed in the RX2.  
 
Atty. Russo said that if the application was approve, he would go to Planning and Zoning for 
approval to occupy 100% of the footprint for the single building. The traffic issues will be 
discussed there. Many of the comments did not mention the variances that the applicant is 
requesting, which is the height of the building and the location of the building in the front. There 
is no traffic layout or use variance that was being requested. It’s an RX2, general building type. 
If this was a commercial center building type, Atty. Russo would be requesting a primary street 
frontage variance, a set-back variance and a transparency variance. The only variance is for the 
second story, not the ground floor. The hardship is driven by the site.  
 
Atty. Russo pointed out that there was a sidewalk that goes all the way back. They are not 
disrupting that sidewalk. People will be able to walk along the route. He indicated where this was 
on the site plan. They have proposed sidewalk and adding a crosswalk. He reviewed Mr. 
Strong’s suggestion to provide pedestrian access.  
 
He reiterated that the variance that was being requested involved the height of the building. He 
indicated where all of Commerce Park was and where the third driveway was located, above a 
building. He indicated where they would be happy to install crosswalks. The professional offices 
can continue to operate and the grocery store is actually permitted in that zone. He said that this 
would be a benefit to the site. Areas that have been vacant will now have something vibrant.  
 
He said that he did not understand how this proposal would create a negative impact and noted 
that the deliveries were generally made during off hours as well. He reiterated that he was 
present for specific variances but did not hear any comments about the height. The location of 
the traffic light is pre-existing and pinches the site down. It is a small area for a commercial 
building. Regarding the transparency, there is no transparency on Main Street right now.  
 
Atty. Russo concluded his remarks by respectfully requesting that the ZBA approve the 
application.  
 
Commissioner Shepard closed the hearing on 4675 Main St. – Petition of Commerce Park 
Associates, LLC. 

RECESS 
 
Commissioner Shepard announced that there would be a five minute recess.  
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D-2 (#2)        129 Black Rock Ave. – Petition of 129 Black Rock, LLC – Seeking a use 
variance of section 3.60 to allow for an additional dwelling unit in the existing 11-unit 
apartment building for a total of 12 units in the NX2 zone. 
 
Atty. Rizio came forward and said that this building was located behind the former Park City 
Hospital which is now a senior center. The property was built in 1968 in an industrial zone. He 
handed out some photos. He checked the tax records and the Assessor’s records to see if they 
could have 12 units. The building has 12 parking spaces but somewhere along the line between 
1968 and 2000, the previous owner reconfigured the parking and the density has been changed. 
A studio was apparently converted into space for an office manager. 
 
The current owner looked at the tax records which indicated that there were 12 units. The 
hardship is that it was transferred three or four times and the owner has been paying taxes on 12 
units. He noted that there was a high demand in the City for affordable units and it is in a good 
location. It has adequate parking and this would address a non-conformity. They are not 
increasing the density.  
 
He respectfully requested that the Commission approve the application with the condition that 
the applicant obtain permits with all the appropriate departments.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and greeted the 
Commissioners. The only recommendation they have is that property owners are required to 
keep their sidewalks in a certain condition, safe and passable for pedestrian. He cited Chapter 7 
which apply to landscaping and sidewalk requirements. Mr. Strong asked that the Board consider 
those conditions for frontage be applied if the Board is inclined to approve the application.  
 
Atty. Rizio said that his client had no objection to that condition.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in favor 
of the application. When no one came forward, Commissioner Shepard asked if there was 
anyone else present who would like to speak in opposition to the application. 
 
Council Member Jorge Cruz came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He said he lives on 
Black Rock Avenue and has constituents and neighbors that live on Black Rock Avenue, also, 
who are opposed. He said that it was not a hardship and that as a Council Member, he did not 
receive a letter. He was informed by a neighbor about this. He felt that any developer that wanted 
to do a project in Bridgeport should contact the City Council Member because they are 
responsible to answer to their constituents. He was disturbed by this. 
 
Council Member Cruz said the picture was very nice, but what isn’t in the photo are the kids 
walking to school. That is a problematic area that also has drug dealing and there were videos of 
drug overdoses in front of the building and near the Eleanor and Franklin apartments before the 
police stage a raid.  
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He said that he has been living on Black Rock Avenue since 2014 and the traffic has been busy. 
He wished the owners had reached out to him and his co-Council Member so they could meet 
with them about the plan. Right now, it is a public safety hazard. Neighbors have children and 
there are children coming from Iranistan Avenue, Norman Street, and others to go to the 
Roosevelt School or the New Beginnings Academy. The drug dealers are out there all night and 
early into the morning. The owners failed to reach out to the Council Members. They don’t know 
who would be renting the unit, but they need to respect the community.  
 
Council Member Cruz said he had recently been able to get speed bumps along that street 
because of all the speeding. It’s all about speeding, safety and the quality of life issues. He asked 
to Board to deny this until the owner meets with them. Listen to the families with children.  
 
Ms. Petronia Ryan said that she lives at 128 Black Rock Avenue, across the street from the 
building and so she sees everything happens there. This building’s owner does not supervise and 
there is no accountability. There are two schools right there. There have been gun shots fire over 
there and fights. There are many people who overdose and the ambulances have to come to 
gather people up from the parking lot. She said that she has a video of an overdose in front of the 
building. This building has been a problem for the community. 
 
As a homeowner, this building prevents them from renting their own property. The building 
brings out the entire neighborhood and community. It is constant, day and night. It’s a drug stop. 
Many of the neighbors fear retaliation. They have gone to the police but nothing has been done. 
If the owner wants to expand, he needs to clean up this building. It’s doing too much damage, 
not just to the neighbors and the kids, but it’s a drug spot.  
 
Mr. Natalie Fondor, of 140 Black Rock Avenue, came forward and greeted the Commissioners. 
He said that he has a daughter that is 3 ½ years old that frequently plays in the backyard and 
when it is safe from drug dealers, also out in the front yard. This house has been a problem ever 
since Mr. Fondor moved in 9 years ago. His daughter will have to go to school and even now, he 
worries when he has to just put her in the car. This is a safety concern for everyone on the street. 
There was an overdose on Saturday morning in broad daylight. The owners of the building are 
never around. The owners don’t seem to care. There are syringes all over the place in front of the 
house. He repeated that this was a safety concern every day because there is a pre-school literally 
four houses further down the street. The owner should not be allowed to expand.  
 
Ms. Brenda Williams came forward and said that she was representing 137 Black Rock Avenue. 
Everything that has been said about the drug dealing is true.  
 
Atty. Rizio came forward and asked if he could explain and offer a way to cut this hearing short. 
He said that if the Commission would like, they could continue this application in order to let the 
applicant set up a meeting with the Council Members and the neighbors to discuss the various 
concerns.  
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He reiterated that they were not increasing the size of the building. They would like to continue 
the hearing to give them time to resolve the issues. If they can’t figure out a solution, Atty. Rizio 
said that he would withdraw the application.  
 
It was stated that it was a quality of life issue. Commissioner Shepard closed the Public Hearing 
on D-2 (#2)  129 Black Rock Ave. 
  

NEW BUSINESS 
 

#1      2380 (aka 2350-2394) Main St. – Petition of GV Brasil Meat Market, LLC – Seeking 
a variance of the 750-ft. rule of sec. 10.10.2 providing a separation between protected uses 
and the sale of liquor to allow for a grocery beer permit at the existing market in the MX1 
zone. 
  
Mr. Agim Ismali came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He turned in the green mailing 
receipts and said that he has a grocery store. He said that he was asking for approval for a liquor 
permit.  
 
Mr. Boucher said that the applicant should go to Planning and Zoning first, but the map shows 
that there are three churches in the area by this grocery store/meat market/bodega. This would be 
for grocery beer permit.  
 
Ms. Gaits asked how many daycares and schools were within the prescribed area. Mr. Boucher 
indicated where the daycares and schools were on the map.  
 
Mr. Ismali was asked if he was open on Sundays. He confirmed that he was.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and greeted the 
Commissioners. The only recommendation he has is that the code requirements demand a certain 
level of transparency in the windows where one can see inside of the store. Currently, the store 
has advertising posters and images that cover the entire store front. He said that he had spoken to 
the applicant before the meeting and the applicant was amendable to reducing the amount of 
coverage of the windows to enhance the transparency. He recommended that the removal of the 
window obstructions be a condition of approval. 
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in favor 
of the application. When no one came forward, Commissioner Shepard asked if there was 
anyone present who would like to speak in opposition to the application. Hearing none, she 
closed the Public Hearing on 2380 (aka 2350-2394) Main St. 
 
#2      332 Wood Ave. – Petition of Peralta Bros Auto Clinic, LLC – Seeking to allow used 
cars sales at the existing motor vehicle licensed, general repair facility in the MX2 zone. 
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Ms. Daniella Peralta came forward and greeted the Commissioners. She turned in the green 
mailing receipts and said that they were looking for approval for used car sales. They have been 
on the site for the last two years. Some of their customers have asked if they have any vehicles 
for sale because they work with dealerships.  
 
All the repairs are done inside and the vehicles will be stored inside.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and greeted the 
Commissioners. He noted that this was not a variance, but a certificate of location approval. This 
means they don’t have to prove a hardship. He noted that there were two vehicles parked in 
front. By placing two planters in front of the building, it will prevent vehicles from parking in 
front of the building, which would not be in accordance with the Zoning Regulations. It will also 
improve the appearance of the business.  
 
Ms. Peralta said that they would be agreeable to placing the planters in front of the building.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in favor 
of the application. When no one came forward, Commissioner Shepard asked if there was 
anyone present who would like to speak in opposition to the application. Hearing none, she 
closed the Public Hearing on 332 Wood Avenue.  
 
#3      205 Bostwick Ave. – Petition of City of Bridgeport Water Pollution Control 
Authority (WPCA) – Seeking a variance of sec. 7.140 to allow for wall and fence heights up 
to 16-ft. and a variance of sec. 3.140 for multiple principal buildings, story height and 
overall height and minimum transparency in a P4 zone, to allow for modifications, 
upgrades and two new buildings to the existing wastewater treatment plant. 
 
Mr. Shawn Callahan came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He stated that he was 
representing the Bridgeport Water Pollution Control Authority and the wastewater treatment 
plant on Bostwick Avenue. He stated that Mr. Dan Murphy of C.D. M. Smith, the project 
manager, was also present. He said that he would explain the hardships that are associated with 
the project.  
 
Mr. Murphy came forward and said that the WPCA was under orders from the Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) to upgrade the wastewater 
treatment plant. It will be a six phase project and he will be speaking about Phase 1 at this 
meeting and provide an overview of Phase 2. Phase 1 should go out to bid later this year. Phase 2 
is scheduled to start in 2025.  
 
He indicated where the buildings were located by the P.T. Barnum complex. He said that they 
wished to build a barrier between the facility and the neighborhood to protect the neighbors from 
the upcoming construction.  
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Mr. Callahan came forward and indicated that they were focused on Zoning Code 7.140. They 
are requesting permission to erect a barrier wall similar to the large, wooden barrier walls that 
are seen on the highway, which will exceed the current height allowance.  
 
The nature of the business is the operation of the wastewater treatment plant, which require 
multiple buildings. Phase 1 will be the site clearing and area preparation. Phase 2 will be the 
construction of the new building.  
 
The fence will help to shield the neighbors from hearing and viewing the wastewater operations 
that take place daily. The larger fence will be aesthetic and be greener and softer than the normal 
standard fencing that would be installed. It will improve the conditions. There is currently an old, 
metal picket fence, which is easily seen through.  
 
The variance will not negatively impact the neighborhood or impair the appropriate use or 
development of any adjacent property and maintain the public welfare. It will be consistent with 
the general intent of the Zoning Code and Bridgeport’s Master Plan of Conservation and 
Development.  
 
Mr. Murphy explained that they were currently at the 60% level of design and are fine tuning the 
height of the buildings and its designs. There are other variances listed on the agenda, but the 
WPCA is not interested in pursuing the request for the building height or transparency. They 
expect to be back before the Commission regarding the building details for Phase 2.  
 
Mr. Murphy displayed some renderings of what they expected the building to look like and 
emphasized that it was very green. They are trying to be conscious of the neighborhood.  
 
Commissioner Bain said that she works closely with the residents in the P.T. Barnum complex 
and Mr. Callahan was saying that the fence was to protect the residents. Right now, the area was 
just a clearing and not very aesthetically pleasing. She wished to clarify if the fence was to block 
the view of the site now. Mr. Callahan confirmed this and noted that there were 150 trees 
proposed to be planted on the P. T. side of the fence, along with 200 shrubs to enhance the view.  
 
Discussion about the details followed.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and noted that 
the presentation mentioned variances on  Zoning Code 7.140 but pointed out that there were also 
mentions of variances needed for Chapter 3. He was told that Chapter 3 applied to the building 
height and that they were focused on the installation of the fencing. He said that the goal was to 
keep the Commission informed as to what stage the project was in now, and what they were 
planning for the future. They are only focused on Chapter 7 regarding the fence height because 
they are still working on the design for the building and the details such as height and 
transparency could change.  
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Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in favor 
of the application. When no one came forward, Commissioner Shepard asked if there was 
anyone present who would like to speak in opposition to the application. 
 
Ms. Mercedes Vazquez came forward and stated that she represented P.T. Partners, which is a 
group of residents at P.T. She asked about the maintenance since the trees will be located on the 
P.T. side of the fencing.  
 
Ms. Lauren Mappa, of the W.P.C.A came forward and explained that the landscaping would be 
done on W.P.C.A. property and the fence would be located behind the landscaping. Therefore 
the maintenance will be done by the W.P.C.A staff.  
 
Commissioner Shepard closed the Public Hearing on Agenda Item #3      205 Bostwick Ave. – 
Petition of City of Bridgeport Water Pollution Control Authority (WPCA). 
  
#4      520 Success Ave. – Petition of ComLink, Inc – Seeking variances of Sec. 3.20 to allow 
for a 24-ft. width driveway, side lot parking with less than 3-ft. setback, and height of 4-
stories with a pitched roof to allow for an 8-unit apartment building in the MX2 zone. 
 
Atty. Stephen Bellis came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He stated that he was 
representing the applicant, ComLink and submitted the green mailing receipts.  
 
He stated that it was an existing building that was going to be remolded at 520 Success Avenue. 
He said he had just provided the Commissioner with a copy of a Building Permit issued by the 
City of Bridgeport to allow six apartments in a three story building. Since the property straddles 
the Bridgeport/Stratford town line, there is also a document from Stratford. The Bridgeport 
portion has MX2 zone designation. The Stratford portion of the property is located in a CA Zone.  
 
The Town of Stratford granted approval for a 40 unit affordable housing development. 32 units 
will be located in Stratford and 8 units will be located in Bridgeport. He submitted plans with 
elevations and floor plans.  
 
The new regulations in Bridgeport have a height maximum of 3 stories. He said the developer 
would still be able to construct 6 units in Bridgeport and 32 units in Stratford without the ZBA’s 
approval. However, the building will look funny, since there will be a fourth floor on the 
Stratford side and only three stories on the Bridgeport.  
 
This request is to have the front of the existing building have a fourth floor to connect with the 
rest of the building in Stratford. That fourth floor will contain 2 more single bedroom units. The 
hardship is that they have the not only the town line transversing it, but there are two different 
zones involved. Stratford had given approval for the fourth floor.  
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He said that there were some other minor variances, including an easement for parking and 
Bridgeport has a flat roof policy but the existing building already has a peaked roof. It will be 
built one way or the other, but Atty. Bellis said that it made more sense to do it correctly.  
 
Mr. Chris DeAngelis the Civil Engineer, came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He then 
reviewed the details of applications drawings. Most of the building falls within the Town of 
Stratford. The Town Line goes right through the building. He indicated where the driveways 
were.  
 
Atty. Bellis said that he had nothing else to add. Granting the variances would make for a better 
project. There were no questions from the Commissioners.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Review Coordinator for the City, came forward and greeted the 
Commissioners. He said that he would like to suggest a potential condition and reiterated these 
suggestions were not conveying any support to any petition. If the variance is granted, they 
would like to see the various aspect of the Design suggestions brought in to accordance with the 
Plan. In this particular case, the Chapter 7 provisions would apply and would include 
improvements to the sidewalk, the entry way and the landscaping elements which are required.  
 
There is also a request for clarification since one of the variances for the fourth floor. He said 
that it was not evident in the images for that extra story on the plans and requested that the 
applicant clarify the issue.  
 
Mr. DeAngelis came forward and indicated where it was located on the site plans.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who would like to speak in favor 
of the application. When no one came forward, Commissioner Shepard asked if there was 
anyone present who would like to speak in opposition to the application. 
 
Council Member Maria Pereira came forward and wished to know why they were being limited 
since no one else was limited. She said that there was no limit at P&Z and ZBA meetings. 
Council Member Pereira said that they can’t limit the speakers since they didn’t limit other 
speakers. She was told that they could limit the speaking time and then people could come back 
in order to give other people a chance to speak. Council Member Pereira said that they don’t do 
that for anyone else.  
 
Council Member Pereira said that she was the only elected representative from the 138th District 
that was speaking at the meeting. She indicated that those who accompanied her were 
predominately her constituents.  
 
She said that there was a new law recently passed that requires every ZBA Commissioner and 
P&Z Commissioner who is on a Board as of January 2023 to attend four hours of comprehensive 
training and submit a letter to the City Council by March 1, 2024 confirming that they had 
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completed their training. The Council has not received that letter, which is a violation of State 
Law.  
 
She also expressed her concerns about having an elected City wide official also serving on this 
Commission. Council Member Pereira said that she had never heard of a Mayor saying that an 
elected official can serve on a Board or Commission. She said that she would be researching the 
legality of that.  
 
Council Member Pereira said she wished to address tthe law that controls the Zoning Board’s 
ability to grant variances due to hardship, which is the State statute that is in front of the 
Commissioners and the Zoning Regulations. This is about complying with the Zoning 
Regulations, not anyone’s personal feelings.  
 
The hardship is not a financial hardship or a structural hardship. The issue is the lot. There is no 
river running through it, a cliff or anything like that which would make it hard to build. There is 
no hardship. This developer converted the building last year by adding a second and third floor. 
Adding a fourth floor to collect more rent money is not a hardship. There were many references 
to what Stratford, but this is the Bridgeport Zoning Board of Appeals. It has nothing to do with 
Stratford or what their zoning regulations are. They have no decision making in this request for a 
hardship.  
 
They requested in February 2019 to take the first floor and put two residential units there under 
the old regulations. The application states that the applicant has 12 months to get their permit 
from the time that the application is approved. In May 2020, the applicant went back to apply for 
adding more units in the RC zone. The zoning regulations were limited to 3 dwelling. Additional 
dwellings required Planning & Zoning special permit. Council Member Pereira said that she 
monitors P&Z agendas and minutes but found no reference to that.  
 
Someone added a handwritten note that they wished to add a third floor on the application in 
mid-2020. The permit in front of the Commissioners was taken out almost 3 years later. That’s 
illegal, along with everything else there.  
 
Under the new regulations, these are homes that are converted into commercial use. It does not 
look anything like a former home that was converted to a dentist’s or lawyer’s office. This does 
not conforms. On page 10 of the new regulations, it’s an MX2 zone, it refers to a non-primary 
street set back, the side street, there needs to be a 8 foot minimum setback with a rear set back of 
20 feet. There is no rear setback. 
 
On page 11, there are requirements for parking and driveway access. If it’s a non-primary street, 
the maximum is 12 feet wide. There also needs to be a side and rear setback of 3 feet. The 
maximum that is allowed is a 1.25 minimum and 2.5 story max. She asked how they had been 
allowed 3 ½ stories and they wanted to add another story.  
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On page 13, there is a 12% transparency minimum requirement. The windows have been shifted 
to the left to conform to the regulation but the windows do not align one another. Even the side 
windows don’t match. This is not normal. There cannot be more than a 10 foot wide section on 
any story without transparency.  
 
The regulations require a stoop that are 12” or 30” above grade level. There are no stoops there. 
 
In an MX2 zone, they can have as much use as they want, but within the height of 2.5. That was 
done illegally since the application had expired in 2021.  
 
They submitted their application and letter which mentions that the building was previously 
approved for three floors in 2020. She asked how they were granted a permit three years later in 
2023. The approval expired in 12 months.  
 
She displayed a photo of what the building currently looked like and noted it was in the 
Commissioners’ packets. There are no stoops. The photo shows the windows where the windows 
are significantly smaller on the left side than the right. She indicated something else on the photo 
and asked where it was located. Every level requires a partition in the Zoning regulations. This is 
not how a normal house would look. This is not in conformity with the Zoning regulations.  
 
This parcel is surrounded by Success Village, 97 apartment buildings with 80 + of them being 
located in Bridgeport. There have been some major issues at Success Village recently, but out of 
the 97 buildings, there are no buildings higher than 2 stories. The Village is millions of dollars in 
the hole, but they have not come to the ZBA asking to add a third floor to these buildings. That is 
not a basis for a hardship. It’s not financial. It’s not because they want a sunporch and it doesn’t 
fit. The hardship is strictly limited to the parcel. How did the developer get three floors already? 
 
This is ridiculous. It makes no sense. Council Member Pereira referred to page 21. The point of 
the MX2 is converting lovely homes into professional offices, but this is the total reverse. She 
indicated where the commercial building was located on the Bridgeport side and noted that there 
was a requirement for a rear set back.  
 
Council Member Pereira said that she assumed that the Board Members go out to view the 
various locations. Success Village has a specific character. It is the largest and most dense 
property in the State of Connecticut. There are 97 buildings containing a total of 924 units on 
both sides, but over 800 are located in Bridgeport.  
 
Council Member Pereira said that she lives right in the neighborhood on Fairfield Avenue, which 
has three apartment buildings and not one of those apartment buildings exceeds 3 floors. There 
are no houses on Success Avenue that have three and a half floors, but now they are requesting 
four and a half.  
 



 
City of Bridgeport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Regular Meeting 
June 11, 2024                                                                                    Page 18                                                                                                    

Looking at the statute in its simplest form, there had to be a hardship. She asked how someone 
could claim a hardship because they could not get that fourth floor. That will not meet the 
requirements of the law. 
 
Council Member Pereira said that she knows who the applicant is and will be meeting with the 
FBI on June 13th regarding everything that has been going on here because of the applicant. If 
the Board is going to follow the law and the regulations, which they are require to, they must 
realize there is no hardship and no basis for a variance.  
 
Mr. Willie Medina, a Success Village resident, came forward and said that he had been 
respectfully waiting to speak to the Board Members. He added that he was also on the Bridgeport 
Board of Education. He said that he concurred with everything that Ms. Pereira said. When it 
comes to doing their duties, the Board should follow the law, follow the guidelines and realize 
that there is no hardship. The residents are discovering facts that they were not aware of before. 
It was sold out from under them by the Board, which is being run by a tyrant. He said that they 
need to protect their rights as a Board, the citizens and the City.  
 
Mr. Medina said that he had not understood why they kept mentioning Stratford all the time. 
Stratford has nothing to do with anything in Bridgeport. What Stratford decides to do is up to 
them. He said that the community to stay the way it was supposed to be. The Board needs to 
respect the rules that have been set by the community and follow the law. Nothing has been done 
according to the regulations. The proof is right in front of them so they can do their own 
research, which they are supposed to do. In 2018, an approval was given, but then someone 
decided to add something else. These documents show the proof. Ms. Pereira is excellent at 
doing the research and the residents want their neighborhood to stay the way it is and they want 
to protect their neighborhood. They live there. The Board is present to follow the law and hold 
everyone accountable to the same standards for everyone else. The Board needs to make the right 
decision and the residents do not support this.  
 
Regardless of what Stratford supports, this does not meet Bridgeport’s needs and standards for 
the community. The resident live here and pay taxes for. It doesn’t match the neighborhood or 
anything nearby. This is an eye sore right now. He asked the Board to drive by to see how it 
doesn’t fit into the neighborhood. He reiterated that there was no hardship. The paperwork will 
show that and the Board will be held accountable for following the rules and regulations. This is 
why everyone is present.  
 
The standards are there to make sure that no one takes over. This is only about greed, with all 
due respect to them. It doesn’t meet the standards and it has already been done illegally. They 
know this. They are just trying to work with those people that are letting anything happen 
because nobody’s watching. Well, guess what? We’re watching. The 138th is defending itself.  
Thank you for your time and do the right thing. Do what is right by us and for us.  
 
Ms. Jahada Ortiz came forward and greeted the Commissioners. She said that she was on the 
Board of Directors at Success Village. She said she wanted to comment on the fact that the 
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neighborhood was residential. She has lived in Success Village for over 20 years and this does 
not comply with the current overall look of the homes. She said that Success Avenue is beautiful 
and this building really stands out over the rest of the community. All of the residential homes 
are only two units. This is a major concern. There is also a parking problem. With more units, 
more people will need parking.  
 
They want to preserve the character of the neighborhood.  A few years ago, a number of big red 
oak trees were taken down on Success Avenue. Now the area looks more suburban rather than 
industrial. She reiterated that they want to preserve their community. People think that the 
Bridgeport residents don’t care about their community or come out to show their support. The 
residents are here to show their concerns about Success Village.  
 
Ms. Maria Pires, a Bridgeport resident and builder came forward to speak. She said that what 
was that builders always have to stick to the code. She said that she had come to show support 
for her colleagues and friends, but was shocked with the information that was presented. 
Everyone has to be treated equality and if one builder has to adhere to the specs, then all of them 
do. But they haven’t and this needs to be considered.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if anyone else wished to speak. She then called Atty. Bellis 
forward to present his rebuttal.  
 
Atty. Bellis said that when someone has a building permit, it means they were approve by 
Zoning. This zoning was approved as a matter of right. There is an existing building permit 
which the Commissioners have copies of, and the construction is approved for six bedroom with 
three stories. A second approval has been issued by the Town of Stratford and those units can be 
constructed. It has been recorded on the Land Records for a four story building. They are asking 
to make the building appear uniform.  
 
He said that he was surprised that there was a claim that there was no legal hardship. He said that 
in his forty years as an attorney, the hardship was apparent to him with a property line bisecting 
the building and two different zones and two different towns. That’s a legal hardship. The owner 
did not create that line, it’s been there. The Zoning Board would be well within their rights to 
issue a variance. The building will be constructed either way. That’s why they met with Mr. 
Strong about the design. 
 
Commissioner Shepard closed the hearing on Agenda Item #4 -- 520 Success Avenue. 
 

DECISION SESSION 
 
D-1 (#1)  -- 4675 Main St. – Petition of Commerce Park Associates, LLC – Seeking 
variances of section 3.50 primary street wall, primary street build-to zone; the drive-way 
width parking location; minimum number of stories and the maximum ground story height 
allowed to permit the construction of a 21,000-sq. ft. retail grocery store in the RX2 zone. 
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** COMMISSIONER SHEPARD MOVED TO GRANT AGENDA ITEM D-1 (#1)  -- 4675 
MAIN ST. – PETITION OF COMMERCE PARK ASSOCIATES, LLC – SEEKING 
VARIANCES OF SECTION 3.50 PRIMARY STREET WALL, PRIMARY STREET 
BUILD-TO ZONE; THE DRIVE-WAY WIDTH PARKING LOCATION; MINIMUM 
NUMBER OF STORIES AND THE MAXIMUM GROUND STORY HEIGHT 
ALLOWED TO PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF A 21,000-SQ. FT. RETAIL 
GROCERY STORE IN THE RX2 ZONE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 
 
 THE APPLICANT WILL INSTALL CROSSWALKS AS DISCUSSED. 
 THE APPLICANT WILL INSTALL LANDSCAPING AS DISCUSSED. 
 THERE WILL BE SIGNAGE FOR THE MEDICAL BUILDING AS DISCUSSED. 
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED WITH FOUR (4) IN FAVOR (SHEPARD, GAITS, 
GONZALEZ AND MILLER) AND ONE (1) OPPOSED (BAIN). 
 
D-2 (#2)   129 Black Rock Ave. – Petition of 129 Black Rock, LLC – Seeking a use variance 
of section 3.60 to allow for an additional dwelling unit in the existing 11-unit apartment 
building for a total of 12 units in the NX2 zone. 
 
** COMMISSIONER SHEPARD MOVED TO CONTINUE AGENDA ITEM D-2 (#2) -- 
129 BLACK ROCK AVE. – PETITION OF 129 BLACK ROCK, LLC – SEEKING A USE 
VARIANCE OF SECTION 3.60 TO ALLOW FOR AN ADDITIONAL DWELLING UNIT 
IN THE EXISTING 11-UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING FOR A TOTAL OF 12 UNITS 
IN THE NX2 ZONE. 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED.  
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
#1      2380 (aka 2350-2394) Main St. – Petition of GV Brasil Meat Market, LLC – Seeking 
a variance of the 750-ft. rule of sec. 10.10.2 providing a separation between protected uses 
and the sale of liquor to allow for a grocery beer permit at the existing market in the MX1 
zone. 
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS MOVED TO GRANTAGENDA ITEM #1      2380 (AKA 
2350-2394) MAIN ST. – PETITION OF GV BRASIL MEAT MARKET, LLC – SEEKING 
A VARIANCE OF THE 750-FT. RULE OF SEC. 10.10.2 PROVIDING A SEPARATION 
BETWEEN PROTECTED USES AND THE SALE OF LIQUOR TO ALLOW FOR A 
GROCERY BEER PERMIT AT THE EXISTING MARKET IN THE MX1 ZONE WITH 
THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 
 APPLICANT WILL REDUCE THE SIGNAGE IN THE WINDOWS AS 
DISCUSSED. 
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FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON: 
 
 THE GROCERY STORE IS PRE-EXISTING.  
 
** COMMISSIONER GONZALEZ SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
#2      332 Wood Ave. – Petition of Peralta Bros Auto Clinic, LLC – Seeking to allow used 
cars sales at the existing motor vehicle licensed, general repair facility in the MX2 zone. 
 
** COMMISSIONER BAIN MOVED TO GRANT AGENDA ITEM #2      332 WOOD 
AVE. – PETITION OF PERALTA BROS AUTO CLINIC, LLC – SEEKING TO ALLOW 
USED CARS SALES AT THE EXISTING MOTOR VEHICLE LICENSED, GENERAL 
REPAIR FACILITY IN THE MX2 ZONE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 
 1. LANDSCAPING PLANTERS WILL BE PLACED OUTSIDE AS DISCUSSED. 
 2. THERE WILL BE NO PARKING IN FRONT OF THE BUILDING 
 3. ALL VEHICLES WILL BE STORED INSIDE THE BUILDING.  
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
#3      205 Bostwick Ave. – Petition of City of Bridgeport Water Pollution Control 
Authority (WPCA) – Seeking a variance of sec. 7.140 to allow for wall and fence heights up 
to 16-ft. and a variance of sec. 3.140 for multiple principal buildings, story height and 
overall height and minimum transparency in a P4 zone, to allow for modifications, 
upgrades and two new buildings to the existing wastewater treatment plant. 
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER MOVED TO GRANT A PORTION OF AGENDA ITEM 
#3 –  205 BOSTWICK AVE. – PETITION OF CITY OF BRIDGEPORT WATER 
POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITY (WPCA) – SEEKING A VARIANCE OF SEC. 
7.140 TO ALLOW FOR WALL AND FENCE HEIGHTS UP TO 16-FT. AND A 
VARIANCE OF SEC. 3.140 FOR MULTIPLE PRINCIPAL BUILDINGS, STORY 
HEIGHT AND OVERALL HEIGHT AND MINIMUM TRANSPARENCY IN A P4 
ZONE, TO ALLOW FOR MODIFICATIONS, UPGRADES AND TWO NEW 
BUILDINGS TO THE EXISTING WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT WITH THE 
FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 
 THE VARIANCE IS JUST FOR THE FENCE IN RELATION TO CHAPTER 7 
  OF THE ZONING CODE AS DISCUSSED.  
 
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASON: 
 
 IT PROVIDES PROTECTION FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND USE 



 
City of Bridgeport 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Regular Meeting 
June 11, 2024                                                                                    Page 22                                                                                                    

 IT PROVIDES ADDITIONAL PROTECTION AND BARRIERS FROM 
RECREATIONAL USERS.  
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
#4      520 Success Ave. – Petition of ComLink, Inc – Seeking variances of Sec. 3.20 to allow 
for a 24-ft. width driveway, side lot parking with less than 3-ft. setback, and height of 4-
stories with a pitched roof to allow for an 8-unit apartment building in the MX2 zone. 
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER MOVED TO  DENY AGENDA ITEM #4      520 
SUCCESS AVE. – PETITION OF COMLINK, INC – SEEKING VARIANCES OF SEC. 
3.20 TO ALLOW FOR A 24-FT. WIDTH DRIVEWAY, SIDE LOT PARKING WITH 
LESS THAN 3-FT. SETBACK, AND HEIGHT OF 4-STORIES WITH A PITCHED 
ROOF TO ALLOW FOR AN 8-UNIT APARTMENT BUILDING IN THE MX2 ZONE. 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION TO DENY PASSED WITH FOUR (4) IN FAVOR (GAITS, 
GONZALEZ, MILLER AND SHEPARD) AND ONE (1) OPPOSED (BAIN). 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

• Approval of ZBA Minutes for March 12, 2024 – Present:  Chairman:  Ira Nachem; 
Vice Chairwoman:  Robin Shepard; Secretary:  Mary Gaits; Commissioners: Tiheba 
Bain, and Charles “Greg” Breland. ZBA Clerk:  Paul Boucher. 

** THERE WAS A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 12, 2024 
MEETING. 
** THERE WAS A SECOND.  
** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 12, 2024 MEETING 
AS SUBMITTED PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 

• Approval of ZBA Minutes for May 14, 2024 – Present:  Vice Chairwoman:  Robin 
Shepard; Secretary:  Mary Gaits; Commissioners: Charles “Greg” Breland; Alternate 
Commissioners:  Paul Miller and Reinaldo Rodriguez. ZBA Clerk:  Paul Boucher.  

Page 1, under Attendance, please change the following from: 
 “Robin Shepard, Co-chair” to “Robin Shepard, Vice Chair” 
 

** THERE WAS A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MAY 14, 2024 
MEETING. 
** THERE WAS A SECOND.  
** THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MAY 14, 2024 MEETING AS 
CORRECTED PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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RECESS 

 
Commissioner Shepard recessed the meeting at 9:30 p.m. to be reconvened on June 12, at 6:00 
p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
S. L. Soltes 
Telesco Secretarial Services.  
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CITY OF BRIDGEPORT  
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

REGULAR MEETING 
JUNE 12, 2024 

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

(203) 576-7213 Fax 

ATTENDANCE:  Robin Shepard, Vice Chair; Mary Gaits, Greg Breland, 
   Reynaldo Gonzales, Paul Miller 
   
STAFF:  Paul Boucher, Zoning Official; Atty. Russ Liskov; Jackson Strong, Design  
   Coordinator 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 

Commissioner Shepard reconvened the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting at 6:10 p.m. and 
announced the names of those Commissioners who were seated.  A quorum was present.  
 
Atty. Raymond Rizio came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He requested that Agenda 
Item #8 –  40, 60, 88 Hollister Ave. – Petition of Global Montello Group Corp. be deferred to 
next month in order to meet with a concerned neighbor.  
 
Atty. Rizio also requested that Agenda Item #9 – 4890 Main St. & 25 Sequoia Rd. – Petition of 
A.J.V., LLC – also be deferred to July pending on some comments from the City. 
 
#5      56 Clifford St. – Petition of Habitat of Humanity of Coastal Fairfield County – 
Seeking variances of Sec. 3.90 for an 18-ft. wide driveway entrance and the facing of the 
proposed 2-family house in the prevailing direction of the homes on Clifford St. in the NX2 
zone. 
 
Mr. Kevin Moore, the Habitat for Humanity Chief Operating Officer, came forward and greeted 
the Commissioners. He turned in the green mailing receipts.  
 
Habitat for Humanity is an affordable housing developer and build houses for low income 
homeowners who make between 40-70% of the area median income with a 30 year interest free 
mortgage. He gave the details. They have built over 285 homes, most of which are in Bridgeport 
in the last 39 years.  
 
Habitat has constructed four homes on Clifford Street in the last few years. They acquired this 
lot, which is at the dead end. They are proposing a two family house, similar to the one at 100-
106 Clifford Street. It is an unusable lot because the road dead ends at the front corner of the lot. 
A suggestion was made by Zoning to enlarge the driveway entrance to allow for less pavement in 
the front but allow the homeowners to park next to their units.  
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Mr. Moore said that he would be happy to answer any questions. He was asked if he had a site 
plan available. He replied that he did.  
Mr. Moore was then asked why they did not want the house facing the street. He explained that 
the Zoning Department had suggested that they face the building in the prevailing direction of 
Clifford Street, the same as all the other homes on that side of Clifford Street. The lot is also 
much deeper than others. He indicated where the driveway would be on the site map.  
 
Discussion followed about the details.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Coordinator, came forward and explained that the application 
was requesting a variance in regards to the alignment of the house. The lot is shaped in such a 
manner as to have the residence aligning in the other direction. He indicated where the front and 
rear setbacks were on the drawings. While they always attempt to encourage applicants to 
comply with the code, in this case, given the shape of the lot, it would be appropriate for the 
ZBA consider the variance. Discussion followed.  
 
Mr. Moore was asked if there were other two family homes on that street. He confirmed that 
there were a number of two family homes, one of which Habitat constructed. They also own 
another vacant lot on this particular street along with a lot on the corner of Newfield and 
Clifford. There are a number of Habitat owners in this neighborhood.  
 
There were no other questions from the Commissioners.  
 
Commissioner Shepard if there was anyone present who wished to speak in favor of the 
application. No one came forward. Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone present 
who wished to speak against the application. Hearing none, Commissioner Shepard closed the 
hearing on Agenda Item #5 –  56 Clifford St. – Petition of Habitat of Humanity of Coastal 
Fairfield County. 
  
#6      222 & 260 Greenfield Dr. – Petition of Batra Homes, LLC – Seeking variances of sec. 
3.100 to allow for a building width roofed front porch; a 2nd driveway, and the setback 
minimum for the parking spaces for the construction of two 2-family dwellings in the N2 
zone. 
 
Atty. Raymond Rizio came forward and greeted the Commissioners. He submitted the green 
mailing receipts.  
 
Atty. Rizio said that the lot were at the top of the map from 1916 and were originally four 25’ x 
100’ lots. The lots have been combined into two 50’x 100’ foot lots.  
 
He reviewed the requests for variances with the Commissioners. Each side will have their own 
entrance and there will be an increase in coverage to 65%.  The request for two driveways will 
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need a variance because of the side setback. This will give the tenants separate driveways and 
separate responsibilities. It will also keep the parking off the street.  
 
Atty. Rizio requested that the Commissioners consider this because it will contribute to the 
quality of the neighborhood. He said that he would be happy to answer questions. 
 
Commissioner Miller then asked for clarification on the location on the site. Atty. Rizio indicated 
where it was and where the parking would be located. He reminded everyone that it was a 
narrow street and the residences across the street on had on street parking.  
 
A discussion followed about the parking situation in Black Rock. Atty. Rizio said that the 
Commission had traditionally looked for parking between the buildings rather than street parking 
in this area.  
 
There were no other questions from the Commissioners.  
 
Commissioner Shepard if there was anyone present who wished to speak in favor of the 
application. No one came forward. Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone present 
who wished to speak against the application. 
 
Mr. Richard Hall, who owns a neighboring house at 442 Greenfield Drive came forward. He had 
some questions and concerns. He said his wife was an architect and he is a developer. He asked 
how this would affect him directly. He tried to purchase the parcel when he purchased his own 
home, but was told it was too small for building, so he was surprised to hear they were putting 2 
two family houses there. 
 
Mr. Hall said that his son has severe anxiety disorder and Mr. Hall was concerned how it would 
affect his son with all the noise and the dust from construction. He is not necessarily against the 
project, but wished to know how it would be controlled. Mr. Hall said that he had briefly meet 
the owner while mowing the lawn. He was also concerned that the construction might crack his 
foundation.  
 
While Mr. Hall’s house is a single family residence, there are many other multiple family 
residences in the neighborhood.  Atty. Rizio said that he could explain to the contractor. Atty. 
Liskov said that they should close the hearing and Atty. Rizio could speak with the neighbor 
afterward. Commissioner Gaits said that she was a former Special Education teacher and would 
also speak with Mr. Hall after the meeting. Discussion followed.  
 
Mr. Jackson Strong, the Design Coordinator, came forward and said that there was one aspect of 
the site plan that he would recommend be required as a condition. He said that in Chapter 7, 
there is a sidewalk requirement. There are no other sidewalks attached to it, so in the past, they 
have had an easement on the site plan for the sidewalk. The owner is required to construct it at 
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the time when an adjoining property constructs a sidewalk. There are no other objections for a 
condition of approval.  
 
Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone else present who wished to speak against the 
application. No one else came forward. 
 
Atty. Rizio said that the size of the house is consistent with what is permitted in the zone. The 
variance that is being requested will allow for an open porch in front of both units. It could be 
enclosed to create a year round porch. Atty. Rizio pointed out that there were no parking 
requirements in the City of Bridgeport. Getting the cars parked off the street will help with the 
parking in the area. Parking the cars in the driveways will avoid a four car parking lot in the rear. 
He added that the developer could actually build right now with no front porch and not provide 
any parking as of right.  
 
Commissioner Shepard closed the hearing on Agenda Item #6 – 222 & 260 Greenfield Dr. – 
Petition of Batra Homes, LLC. 
  
#7      679 Lindley St. – Petition of NMB BPT., LLC – Seeking a variance of sec. 3.50 to 
allow for a billiard parlor use to occupy more than 25% of the footprint of the 1st floor of 
the existing building in the CX zone. 
 
Atty. Christopher Russo of Russo and Rizio in Fairfield, CT, came forward and said he was 
present on behalf of the applicant. He said this was an unique variance request that he had not 
handled before. He then indicated where the property was located and review the details of the 
site plan. The building has been vacant for some time. This is an opportunity to turn the property 
around. While the use is allowed in the zone, the regulations have a restriction which limits the 
size of use to only 25% of the footprint. Atty. Russo said that he did not know why this 
restriction was in place. Something like a car use could occupy the entire first floor, but not a 
billiards parlor.  
 
The layout of the internal area was then reviewed. Atty. Russo noted that there was a parking lot 
across the street. There is no parking available on site. He added that it was a challenging area 
but they were excited to start things moving forward with this use and the benefit to the 
neighborhood. Several of those in the community have expressed interest in having something 
like this at that site. Hopefully, this will generate interest in the front of the building and also 
getting tenants on the second floor. The variance is not for the use, but simply for how much area 
the use can have inside the building.  
 
Discussion followed about the details of the application, including having a live DJ or music.  
 
The hardship is that this is an existing building and an existing space with a restriction on how 
much of the first floor can be used for retail, but many heavier uses are permitted. It is almost 
borderline industrial.  
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Commissioner Shepard if there was anyone present who wished to speak in favor of the 
application. No one came forward. Commissioner Shepard asked if there was anyone present 
who wished to speak against the application. Hearing none, Commissioner Shepard closed the 
hearing on 679 Lindley Street.  
  

DECISION SESSION 
 
#5      56 Clifford St. – Petition of Habitat of Humanity of Coastal Fairfield County – 
Seeking variances of Sec. 3.90 for an 18-ft. wide driveway entrance and the facing of the 
proposed 2-family house in the prevailing direction of the homes on Clifford St. in the NX2 
zone. 
 
Commissioner Miller said that he had some concerns about the orientation of the lot and the 
reason for the two family house. Discussion followed. 
 
Atty. Liskov suggested that the Commission should consider a Text Amendment regarding the 
parking situation.  
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER MOVED TO APPROVE AGENDA ITEM #5  -- 56 
CLIFFORD ST. – PETITION OF HABITAT OF HUMANITY OF COASTAL 
FAIRFIELD COUNTY – SEEKING VARIANCES OF SEC. 3.90 FOR AN 18-FT. WIDE 
DRIVEWAY ENTRANCE AND THE FACING OF THE PROPOSED 2-FAMILY 
HOUSE IN THE PREVAILING DIRECTION OF THE HOMES ON CLIFFORD ST. IN 
THE NX2 ZONE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 
 1. THE UNIQUE CONFIGURATION OF THE LOT 
 2. THIS 2 FAMILY HOUSE WILL PROVIDE NEEDED HOUSING.  
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
#6      222 & 260 Greenfield Dr. – Petition of Batra Homes, LLC – Seeking variances of sec. 
3.100 to allow for a building width roofed front porch; a 2nd driveway, and the setback 
minimum for the parking spaces for the construction of two 2-family dwellings in the N2 
zone. 
 
There was a question regarding the sidewalk installation.  
 
** COMMISSIONER SHEPARD MOVED TO APPROVE AGENDA ITEM #6 – 222 & 
260 GREENFIELD DR. – PETITION OF BATRA HOMES, LLC – SEEKING 
VARIANCES OF SEC. 3.100 TO ALLOW FOR A BUILDING WIDTH ROOFED 
FRONT PORCH; A 2ND DRIVEWAY, AND THE SETBACK MINIMUM FOR THE 
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PARKING SPACES FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO 2-FAMILY DWELLINGS 
IN THE N2 ZONE WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 
 1. IF THE ABUTTER INSTALLS A SIDEWALK, THEN THE OWNERS WILL  

HAVE TO INSTALL A SIDEWALK ON THEIR PORTION OF THE 
STREET. 

 
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
 
 1. THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION HAS APPROVED THIS 
APPLICATION. 
 2. IT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 3. IT MAINTAINS THE BACKYARD AND PROVIDES OFF-STREET PARKING 
 4. THE PARKING WILL BE TENANT CONTROLLED AND AVOID 
CONFLICT. 
 5. THERE WILL BE NO NEGATIVE IMPACT TO THE ADJOINING 
PROPERTIES.   
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
 
#7      679 Lindley St. – Petition of NMB BPT., LLC – Seeking a variance of sec. 3.50 to 
allow for a billiard parlor use to occupy more than 25% of the footprint of the 1st floor of 
the existing building in the CX zone. 
 
There were concerns expressed that the variance would allow more than 50% of the first floor 
footprint and how the CX zone applied in this case.  
 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS MOVED TO APPROVE AGENDA #7 679 LINDLEY ST. – 
PETITION OF NMB BPT., LLC – SEEKING A VARIANCE OF SEC. 3.50 TO ALLOW 
FOR A BILLIARD PARLOR USE TO OCCUPY MORE THAN 25% OF THE 
FOOTPRINT OF THE 1ST FLOOR OF THE EXISTING BUILDING IN THE CX ZONE 
FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 
 
 1. THE BILLARD PARLOR WILL OCCUPY APPROXIMATELY 1,800  

SQUARE FEET OF THE FIRST FLOOR. 
 2. IT WILL STRENGTHEN BRIDGEPORT’S ECONOMY. 
 3. IT IS A GOOD USE OF A VACANT BUILDING.  
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION FAILED TO PASSED WITH TWO (2) IN FAVOR AND TWO (2) 
OPPOSED. 
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#8      40, 60, 88 Hollister Ave. – Petition of Global Montello Group Corp. – Seeking 
variances of sec. 3.20 to allow for 3 curb cuts on Logan Street; 3 curb cuts on Hollister Ave, 
the maximum curb cut width to 50-ft. on 2 new curb cuts and 60-ft. on one new curb cut; 
the setback and height requirement on the proposed fuel pump canopy for the expansion 
and site improvements to existing fuel sales and convenience store location in the proposed 
MX2 zone. 
 
** COMMISSIONER MILLER MOVED TO DEFER AGENDA ITEM #8      40, 60, 88 
HOLLISTER AVE. – PETITION OF GLOBAL MONTELLO GROUP CORP. – 
SEEKING VARIANCES OF SEC. 3.20 TO ALLOW FOR 3 CURB CUTS ON LOGAN 
STREET; 3 CURB CUTS ON HOLLISTER AVE, THE MAXIMUM CURB CUT WIDTH 
TO 50-FT. ON 2 NEW CURB CUTS AND 60-FT. ON ONE NEW CURB CUT; THE 
SETBACK AND HEIGHT REQUIREMENT ON THE PROPOSED FUEL PUMP 
CANOPY FOR THE EXPANSION AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING FUEL 
SALES AND CONVENIENCE STORE LOCATION IN THE PROPOSED MX2 ZONE 
AS REQUESTED BY THE PETITIONER. 
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
  
#9      4890 Main St. & 25 Sequoia Rd. – Petition of A.J.V., LLC – Seeking variances of 3.20 
to waive the primary street wall requirement; to increase the primary and non-primary 
street build-to zone; to permit a driveway access on a primary street; parking between the 
building and the street; the building height reduced to a single story of 10-ft. high and a 
parapet height of 9-ft.; the transparency requirement on the non-primary façade and the 
maximum number of parking spaces allowed to construct a 5,310-sq. ft. commercial 
building to accommodate two (2) fast food restaurants and a drive-thru lane in the 
proposed MX2 zone. 
 
* COMMISSIONER MILLER MOVED TO DEFER AGENDA ITEM 4890 MAIN ST. & 
25 SEQUOIA RD. – PETITION OF A.J.V., LLC – SEEKING VARIANCES OF 3.20 TO 
WAIVE THE PRIMARY STREET WALL REQUIREMENT; TO INCREASE THE 
PRIMARY AND NON-PRIMARY STREET BUILD-TO ZONE; TO PERMIT A 
DRIVEWAY ACCESS ON A PRIMARY STREET; PARKING BETWEEN THE 
BUILDING AND THE STREET; THE BUILDING HEIGHT REDUCED TO A SINGLE 
STORY OF 10-FT. HIGH AND A PARAPET HEIGHT OF 9-FT.; THE 
TRANSPARENCY REQUIREMENT ON THE NON-PRIMARY FAÇADE AND THE 
MAXIMUM NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES ALLOWED TO CONSTRUCT A 5,310-
SQ. FT. COMMERCIAL BUILDING TO ACCOMMODATE TWO (2) FAST FOOD 
RESTAURANTS AND A DRIVE-THRU LANE IN THE PROPOSED MX2 ZONE AS 
REQUESTED BY THE PETITIONER.  
** COMMISSIONER GAITS SECONDED. 
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** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
  

OTHER BUSINESS 
  
There was no additional business to consider at this time.  
 

 
OTHER MATTERS THAT MAY PROPERLY COME BEFORE THE BOARD  

 
There was no additional business to consider at this time.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
** THERE WAS A MOTION TO ADJOURN. 
** THERE WAS A SECOND. 
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
S. L. Soltes 
Telesco Secretarial Services 
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