CITY OF BRIDGEPORT
JOINT COMMITTEE ON CONTRACTS AND
ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
AND ENVIRONMENT
APRIL 22, 2026

ATTENDANCE: Contracts
Dasha Spell, Co-chair
Richard Ortiz, Co-chair
Alfredo Castillo
Loret Dubac
Keyla Medina

Economic, Community Development & Environment
Maria Valle, Co-chair

Jorge Cruz, Sr.

Nicole Nelson

Aidee Nieves

OTHERS: Council Member(s): G. Murray, M. Pereira & R. Smith; Bill Coleman,
Deputy Director, OPED; James Maye, Associate City Attorney; Joseph
Formato, City Property Management; Joseph Katz, OPED; Kiumarz
Geula, Pillar Property Management; Alexander Geula, Pillar Property
Management; Ashley Aguilera, Director, Legislative Office

CALL TO ORDER

Co-chair Ortiz called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. A quorum was present.

51-25 Proposed Resolution Authorizing Execution of a Development Agreement with
Pillar Property Management, LLC for the Former Bassick High School Site
located at 1181 Fairfield Avenue, 226 Clinton Avenue and 1180 State Street.

Mr. Bill Coleman, the OPED Deputy Director, came forward and greeted the Committee. He
said that this was about the former Bassick High School property. He introduced the Pillar
Property Management team members present.

Mr. Coleman reviewed the RFP applications that were reviewed and said that the Geula’s
application for housing was selected. He explained that there had been concerns about the
housing being affordable. Mr. Coleman explained that 20% of the units in the development
would be deed restricted affordable. Any additional units on this property would also be
subjected to the same affordable requirements.

Mr. Coleman said that the center of the building has the classrooms with floor to ceiling
windows and one end of the building has the auditorium while the opposite end has a
gymnasium. It has been agreed that these portions would be able to be used by the community.
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This proposal would include the demolition of the 1968 building. The 1928 building will remain.
Applications have been made to the State’s brownfield office for the demolition. There has been
no notification received at this time.

The proposal is to sell the property to Pillar Property. He reviewed the details of the deal and
said that the information was included in the information packet. Pillar will pay the City, they
will pay as they draw the land down. He reviewed those numbers with the Committee members.
There is no tax deal and it is dependent on the tax value. There is a commitment that the City
will provide up to $2 million dollars in existing City capital or State funding or grants to deal
with extraordinary conditions. There is likely to be costs associated with demolishing the
building, such as remediation where the auto repair shop was.

Council Member Valle had some questions about the resolution where the Mayor or the OPED
Director was authorized to make other necessary agreements. She had some concerns that they
would not have to come back to the Council if they ended up needing $4 million dollars rather
than $2 million.

Mr. Coleman said that they could only do what was consistent with the resolution. Atty. Maye
explained that the language was included if there was a significant change in the numbers, such
as something that did not have a monetary value.

Council Member Valle asked if there would be space for Ortiz Boxing on site.

Council Member Pereira said that she did not see the most recent appraisal. Mr. Coleman said
that it was in the back of the information packet.

Council Member Pereira said that the Tax Assessor’s website appraised the site for $47,753,170
in 2025. She said that selling it for $6 million was mind boggling. This is 9 acres of prime real
estate on Fairfield Avenue and State Street. She commented that she wanted to know how they
went from $47 million down to $6 million for somebody who was probably a big donor to the
Mayor.

She said that the wording that Council Member Valle pointed out indicated that the “City shall
contribute”, not “may” but “shall”. There is no requirement to come back to the Council from
“existing capital funds”, which Council Member Pereira referred to as the “slush fund” because
they have millions of dollars that are claimed to be for one project but then can be shifted to
another project. For 8 acres for something that have been assessed at $47,753,170, the most the
City would be netting would be $4 million. The residents pay both local and State taxes. OPED
would be able to allocate an extra $2 million without coming back to the Council and there is no
definition of “extraordinary” costs.

Mr. Coleman said that the City owned properties are done as a free market appraisal for
properties that were available for sale. He said no one was buying 8 acres in Bridgeport for $47
million dollars. The re-eval does not affect the mill rate, since the City does not pay taxes on the
properties it owns. $6 million is what the eval came in at.
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Mr. Coleman explained that the $4 million dollars would be an application to the State to cover
the cost of demolishing the 1968 building. The State runs the brownfield program. They provide
funding for the municipalities twice a year, once in the spring and once in the fall. This funding
is generated through bonding. He said that Bridgeport should compete for those funds, just like
every other town and city in Connecticut.

There is no Capital slush fund. There are existing Capital funds that the Council has previously
approved and those funds have restrictions on how capital can be used. In this instance, there are
accounts designated for city owned properties and he gave the name of that fund. There are
account that deal with brownfields because they are endemic to the City.

Council Member Castillo asked what would happen if they did not get the State grant funding.
Mr. Coleman said that the City could try again. He mentioned that the State issues a report that
outlines where deficiencies may be such as financing or permits. He outlined an alternative plan,
also.

Council Member Pereira said that they would reserve 20% of the units would be reserved for
households earning no more than the area median income of $100,194.00 for Fairfield County.
The area median income in Bridgeport is $58,685.00. There will be 10% reserved for those
household that earn 80% of the Fairfield County area income, which would be $81,600.00. These
would be the affordable units. The monthly rent on these units would be $2,000 per month. The
Bridgeport area median income rent on these same units would be $1,174.00 per month.

Council Member Pereira said that she had written a memorandum about this and indicated that
the developer should be focused on Bridgeport’s median income, not Fairfield County’s. She
said that there were three bedroom units at Steel Point going for $10,000 a month. If the Council
actually cares about the people that they serve, why are they allowing a development based on
Fairfield County median income rather than the Bridgeport median income. In her proposal, she
said that one of the requirements for a work force unit would be that the resident has to work in
Bridgeport. It should be for teachers, fire fighters, police teachers. The resident would have to be
a City of Bridgeport employee to get a workforce housing unit. She asked why a resident should
work in Fairfield, Trumbull and Stratford? This is appalling on every level and she will not be
supporting it. It is good for the developer. The City is only getting $250,000 up front. She asked
why they bend over backwards for people who don’t live here but not for the people who
actually live in Bridgeport. She said that her focus was on those people who live in Bridgeport.

Mr. Coleman said that the reason that the reference was to the area median income was that the
financing agencies such as CHAFA, or Build for CT uses that definition for affordable housing.
People like to talk about the outlier in Steel Point, but 40% of those units are deed restricted
affordable, but it will be an economically integrated community.

Mr. Coleman noted that there were no tax agreements in this proposal. The Council has been
aggressive in requiring affordable housing in developments that are requesting tax breaks.
However, this developer is not requesting a tax break and is using his own money. He said that
they were setting it at 80% of the MetroCog area, not the entire Fairfield County area. This is the
Greater Bridgeport area and would include Stratford, Easton, Trumbull, Monroe, Fairfield and
the City. The area’s median tends to be twice of what the City’s median is. The Build for CT
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websites sets 80% of the median income lists the income adjusted for family size. One person
would be $70,000; two would be $76,000, three would be $81,000; and four is $110,000.

Council Member Castillo asked if there would be an effort to allow Bridgeport residents who are
not City employees to have access to some of the units. Mr. Geula explained that in order to get
financing they have to have a certain financial income target. The challenge is how they are able
to set up the financing to support the project. If the income does not justify the investment, it will
not work. The Council is looking to integrate the project, but it has to work financially to make
the project work. The $250,000 is just a down payment on the property. Discussion followed
about making HOME funds part of the equation.

Council Member Spell said that prior to the meeting, she and her Council partner, Council
Member Smith, were able to sit down and learn more about the project. She asked if there was
flexibility. She asked why they were watering down their District. She asked why they were not
bringing in more jobs. She asked Mr. Geula to explain.

Mr. Geula said that they would like to help the community to grown by providing sustainable
business. They are able to create spaces that are residential spaces, educational spaces and
employment opportunities. For it to be sustainable, it has to blend together. He gave an overview
of how the housing would be created, and the community spaces would be used, including
stakeholders to utilize the spaces.

Discussion followed about the RFP that was issued. Mr. Coleman reviewed the details of the
proposals. He noted that one other applicant wished to develop two charter schools on the site
and a third one that wanted to put in one charter school in one of the buildings. The RFP
committee made a recommendation that this proposal was the one that was closest to what the
Council had indicated.

Council Member Murray said that this site was a central location in the City and noted that the
input and goal siting was not part of the plan. He said that they had increased the density of the
plan and this would also increase the parking issues.

Council Member Nelson said she was a visual person and would like to see some designs. Mr.
Coleman said that this was just the business contract. Once that happens, then there would be
community input. Zoning law requires that any site over 3 acres has to have a Master Plan and
presented to the Zoning Commission.

Mr. Coleman said that the work would start with the existing building and noted that the initial
phase would be 70 units. They don’t have renderings of what the additional units would look like
but he indicated that they could run along Clinton and State, which is where they could have
retail and some located along Fairfield. This is very preliminary.

Council Member Nelson asked about the construction hiring. She asked if they had any intent to
hire companies that live in the Greater Bridgeport area. Mr. Geula said that they like to hire local
contractors.

City of Bridgeport
Joint Committee on Contracts &

ECD and Environment
April 22,2026 Page 4



Council Member Pereira asked for confirmation that there would be 190 units. She was told that
there would be 70 in the existing building and 120 units are proposed for the future.

She said that Mr. Coleman had said that there had been two RFPs for charter schools, but OPED
had focused on a developer. This is a violation of the ordinance. She asked how they could
negotiate with one developer. Everyone should have the chance to do that.

Mr. Coleman explained that if this was a bid, that would be correct. The purchasing order
requires specs to be done and the submission of a bid. Everyone bids, and the committee reviews
the bids. However, this is not a bid, it was a request for proposals. The committee must then
come to the Council for approval. He reminded everyone that the developers were currently
renovating the AT&T building and they have a track record. They are also working on the old
Connecticut Post office building and the Connecticut Post printing building for projects along
with a property in the North End.

Mr. Katz added that when the RFP was issued, the City had indicated some priorities for the site
and one of them is the preservation of the 1928 building, along with the potential demolition of
the 1968 building. He gave a very brief overview of the other applications.

Council Member Pereira noted that there were three parcels involved and this bid was only for
one but she pointed out that the three street addresses were included in the information packet:
1181 Fairfield Avenue, 226 Clinton Avenue and 1180 State Street. She also asked that the Tax
Assessor had submitted a value of $47 million, but they were proposing $6 million. This does not
make sense.

She reiterated that the MetroCog median average would be $71,000 for one person; two would
$76,000 for two and $81,000 for three, but the average median income for Bridgeport is $58,685.
She then said that a Bridgeport teacher, fire fighter or police officer on Step One would not be
able to afford the work force housing. This is for other people, not for Bridgeporters.

Council Member Cruz pointed out that this was a proposal. It is not something that is set in
stone. Mr. Coleman said that certain pieces were set in stone. This was a real deal and that if they
did not develop the initial 70 units, the property would revert.

Council Member Cruz asked if they had met with the other groups who were interested. Mr.
Coleman said that they had. Council Member Cruz said that the school was vacant and they need
to do something with the building. He said that he trusts the developers. However, the Council
needs to set up some kind of requirement so that Bridgeport residents could afford the
apartments. He said that he works for the State but would not be able to afford one of these
apartments. It is important to look out for the residents. He said that he would support this
project.

Council Member Valle said that she did not think that the meeting was legal until she had arrived
since she was the Co-chair of the Economic, Community Development & Environment
Committee. The meeting moved forward without her. Atty. Maye said that there was a quorum
present when the meeting was called to order. He did not believe that the Co-chairs had to be
present to constitute a quorum for the meeting.
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** COUNCIL MEMBER CRUZ MOVED AGENDA ITEM 51-25 PROPOSED
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
WITH PILLAR PROPERTY MANAGEMENT, LLC FOR THE FORMER BASSICK
HIGH SCHOOL SITE LOCATED AT 1181 FAIRFIELD AVENUE, 226 CLINTON
AVENUE AND 1180 STATE STREET.

** COUNCIL MEMBER SPELL SECONDED.

A roll call vote was requested.

** THE MOTION PASSED WITH EIGHT (8) IN FAVOR (CASTILLO, CRUZ, DUBAC,
MEDINA, NELSON, NIEVES, ORTIZ AND SPELL) AND ONE (1) OPPOSED (VALLE)

ADJOURNMENT

** COUNCIL MEMBER CRUZ MOVED TO ADJOURN.
** COUNCIL MEMBER SPELL SECONDED.
** THE MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY.

The meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

S. L. Soltes
Soltes Secretarial Services
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