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1.1  |  INTRODUCTION TO THE PLAN

In January 2005, the City of Bridgeport, in partnership with the Bridgeport Regional 
Business Council, invited the Urban Land Institute (ULI) to assess its strengths and 
weaknesses and plot a course for revitalization. ULI recommended that Bridgeport 
should 1) Come together as a community to set goals for the city, and 2) Update its 
Master Plan and land use regulations. To achieve these important goals, the City initi-
ated a coordinated update of its land use policy and planning documents in order to 
develop a new Master Plan of Conservation and Development for the City of Bridgeport 
(referred to herein as the “Master Plan”). For the fi rst time in the city’s history, this 
Master Plan will incorporate the full requirements of a Plan of Conservation and Devel-
opment, as outlined by Connecticut state statutes.  

 The time is right for a renaissance in Bridgeport. The city is now at a crossroads and 
is poised to once again become a regional destination. Many signifi cant successes 
have been achieved that have created greater predictability and confi dence in the city, 
encouraging new investment. The arena and ballpark at Harbor Yard, Captain’s Cove 

INTRODUCTION AND VISION1.0

Investment is clearly coming to Bridgeport. The 
key now is to ensure that uses are compatibly 
located and that new development projects meet 
high quality design standards and complement 
the city’s existing urban fabric. 

“
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Seaport, the Ferry Terminal, the new Derecktor shipyard, 
expansion projects at Housatonic Community College and 
Bridgeport and St. Vincent’s Hospitals and the revitaliza-
tion of State Street are just a few of the many successful 
redevelopment projects that have occurred in Bridgeport 
in recent years. Together, these projects have created 
a momentum for investment that is now evident in the 
numerous private development projects currently in the 
pipeline, including new residential development down-
town and redevelopment of vacant industrial sites such as 
Steel Point and the former Remington Shaver plant.  

As a result of demographic changes and escalating 
housing prices in the greater Bridgeport region, the 
City is uniquely positioned to attract new residents and 
reverse the trend of out-migration.  Bridgeport serves as 
a regional inter-modal transit hub with highway, rail, bus, 
air and water access. This multi-modal transportation 
access, coupled with affordable land values relative to 
the region, makes Bridgeport an attractive location for 
both jobs and housing. The City is working to capitalize on 
these assets and recapture its position as a central player 
in the southern Fairfi eld County economy.  Investment is 
clearly coming to Bridgeport.  The key now is to ensure 
that uses are compatibly located and that new develop-
ment projects meet high-quality design standards and 
complement the city’s existing urban fabric.  

The planning and development policies outlined in this 
Master Plan provide the framework to achieve these goals 
and guide investment in Bridgeport over the course of 
the next ten years.  Recommendations and strategies dis-
cussed throughout the chapters of the plan are integrated 
at the end of the document in Chapter 14, Future Land 
Use Plan, and Chapter 15, Implementation.  Once the 
Master Plan is approved by the Planning and Zoning Com-
mission, the strategies and recommendations outlined 
in Chapter 15 will serve as action items for implementing 
the plan.

1.2  |  CONNECTICUT MUNICIPAL 

            PLANNING LEGISLATION

The Connecticut planning enabling legislation requires 
that each municipal government prepare a Master Plan 
of Conservation and Development to serve as a guide for 
public- and private-sector decisions to ensure the most 
appropriate and benefi cial development of the community.

Section 8-23 (Plan of Development) of the Connecticut 
General Statutes states that Planning Commissions 
of the state’s municipalities shall prepare, adopt and 
amend a plan of development for the municipality, outlin-
ing recommendations for the most desirable mix of land 
uses within the community. State requirements also 
mandate that the plan include:

A statement of goals, policies and standards for 
population densities and land uses and the ac-
tions that will be taken to direct and manage future 
growth and development.

Existing and proposed locations of residential, com-
mercial, industrial, recreational, open space and 
other uses of land.

A housing element that identifi es the existing 
public and private housing stock, and the munici-
pality’s future housing needs.

An element identifying existing and proposed 
economic development strategies, including local, 
regional and statewide concerns.

A cultural resources element that identifi es and 
maps boundaries of historic districts, scenic road-
ways and property listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places.

An open space and recreation element that identi-
fi es these existing resources.

Identifi cation of strategies for future uses, includ-
ing methods for encouraging energy-effi cient and 
transit-oriented patterns of development.

For municipalities along the shores of Long Island 
Sound including Bridgeport, reasonable con-
sideration for restoration and protection of this 
ecosystem and habitat.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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1.3  |  1996 MASTER PLAN 

Bridgeport’s last master plan was prepared by the 
Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency in 1996 
and was formally adopted in February 1997. Because the 
prior plan (1986) was strictly a policy plan without a fu-
ture land use map, the primary mission of the 1996 plan 
was to provide future land use policy recommendations 
and an accompanying land use plan map. The 1996 
Plan refi ned the goals and objectives from the City’s 
previous master plan to refl ect new developments and 
challenges. Following the development of the 1996 Plan, 
the City updated its zoning regulations for the fi rst time 
since 1949 in order to streamline the permitting process 
for new development.

1.4  |  2008 MASTER PLAN

Based upon the recommendations of ULI’s report on the 
City of Bridgeport, the City undertook a comprehensive 
effort to update its Master Plan in 2007. In December 
2006 the City hired planning consultants BFJ Planning 
and its subconsultants, Stantec, Urbanomics, the Con-
necticut Center for Economic Analysis-UCONN, Phillips 
Preiss Shapiro Associates, and the Regional Plan Asso-
ciation to coordinate this planning effort. 

The Mayor then assembled a 23-member Steering Com-
mittee of residents and business owners to work with 
City planning staff and the consultant team and guide 
the planning process.

This 2008 Master Plan is the central planning document 
for the City of Bridgeport. It is based on a solid economic 
foundation outlined in Bridgeport’s June 2007 Compre-
hensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS), which 
was developed by a 31-member Committee as part of 
the Master Plan process. It explains desired develop-
ment activity and identifi es appropriate locations for 
various types of land uses. It also addresses and builds 
on the successes of other planning efforts developed 
in 2007, including a Housing Policy Plan prepared by 
a housing advisory committee with assistance from 
consultant czbLLC, and a Downtown Plan prepared by a 
leadership committee comprised of the Downtown Spe-
cial Services District, the City of Bridgeport and a diverse 
group of stakeholders with assistance from consultants 
Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates and the Regional Plan 
Association. While the Master Plan takes a fresh look at 

the city and how best to plan for its future, the policies 
embedded in the plan recognize and expand upon the 
building blocks for revitalization that have been put in 
place through previous and continuing planning and 
development efforts.

The policies contained within this Master Plan were 
developed by the Steering Committee and City staff with 
assistance from their planning consultants and input 
from Bridgeport residents and business owners. Public 
input was gathered through an extensive outreach effort 
that included 12 public meetings held over the course of 
fi ve months to solicit comments on the issues that will 
be addressed in the chapters of the Master Plan: land 
use and zoning; historic preservation; housing; economic 
development; neighborhoods; downtown; environment 
and open space; arts and culture; municipal facilities 
and services; and transportation and infrastructure. 
In addition, an interactive website was developed for 
the project: www.bridgeportmasterplan.com. This site 
provided the public with downloadable copies of all 
presentations made at the public meetings as well as 
copies of draft plan chapters and maps developed to 
facilitate the planning process. The website allowed the 
public to email their comments on planning issues and 
draft planning documents directly to the City and consul-
tant team. All comments made at the public meetings 
and through the website were reviewed and addressed 
by the Steering Committee as part of the plan develop-
ment process. 

This 2008 Master Plan is the 
central planning document for 
the City of Bridgeport. It is based 
on a solid economic foundation, 
outlined in Bridgeport’s 2007 
Comprehensive Economic De-
velopment Strategy (CEDS), and 
builds on the successes of other 
planning  efforts including the 
City’s Housing Policy Plan and the 
Downtown Plan. 

“

”
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1.5  |  A VISION FOR THE FUTURE 

This Master Plan is centered on six major planning 
themes. These themes set the tone for the plan and 
describe an overall vision for Bridgeport’s future. They can 
be understood as a thread that runs throughout the chap-
ters of the Master Plan, weaving together the numerous 
policies described in the chapters of the document.

Over the past 50 years, Downtown Bridgeport has, like 
urban downtowns across the country, suffered from 
disinvestment, losing businesses and population to 
neighboring suburban towns. However, in recent years 
many American cities, including Bridgeport, have begun 
to see a reversal of this trend, as young adults and older 
“empty nesters” are rediscovering cities and returning 
to downtowns. An urban setting with a mix of uses that 
allows one to live, work and play in a compact, historic, 
pedestrian-friendly environment provides opportunities 
for social interaction and cultural experiences that are 
attractive to these two populations. With small living 
space needs and signifi cant disposable income, these 
groups are an ideal match for downtown living. Further, 
new residential development in downtowns can often 
accommodate this demand without displacement of 
existing residents, as these central urban areas typically 
contain little housing.

Housing prices in the greater Bridgeport region have 
risen exponentially in recent years, outpacing incomes. 
For people of modest means and those just starting 
out, there are virtually no affordable housing options 
available in Fairfi eld County. New housing in Downtown 
Bridgeport provides a relatively affordable housing alter-
native and urban amenities in close proximity to public 
transportation, which is a very attractive combination for 
those seeking an urban lifestyle. Investment in residen-
tial development in Downtown Bridgeport presents one 
of the few affordable real estate opportunities in the 
region with the prospect of signifi cant appreciation.

Policies

Encourage dense transit-oriented development 
incorporating a mix of residential, entertain-
ment and business uses

Create downtown design standards that are 
pedestrian-friendly, environmentally sensitive, 
and respectful of the city’s historic core

Support expansion of restaurant, entertain-
ment and cultural facilities

Strengthen the Lafayette Boulevard offi ce 
corridor

•

•

•

•

DOWNTOWN 
The Catalyst for Improving the City’s Image

Downtown Signage | Source: BFJ Planning
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Illustrative Downtown Plan
Source: Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates

With these trends, the time is ideal for Bridgeport to pro-
mote residential and mixed-use development downtown 
and become a premier urban destination for Fairfi eld 
County. Attractions in and around Downtown, includ-
ing the arena and ballpark at Harbor Yard, the Barnum 
Museum, Playhouse on the Green, Downtown Cabaret 
Theater, Housatonic Community College, University of 
Bridgeport and Seaside Park, provide the activity base 
diversity and cultural interest that is key to successful 
revitalization. The missing piece of the puzzle is people 
who will occupy downtown during day and evening 
hours, taking advantage of entertainment and cultural 
offerings, spending money and generating activity on 
Downtown streets. Their presence is essential to enhanc-
ing Downtown’s image, projecting a sense of security 
and safety, and attracting visitors from across Fairfi eld 
County to patronize attractions.

Enhancing Downtown’s image by making it both home 
and destination will benefi t the city of Bridgeport as a 
whole. People from outside the city will come to Down-
town for entertainment and recreation, and experience 
through restaurants, nightlife and culture what a vibrant 
and safe place it has become. Downtown Bridgeport will 
become “the place to be” in Fairfi eld County, serving as a 
catalyst for revitalization throughout the city and as a key 
asset to the region.
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JOBS
Expand Economic Opportunities — Attract 15,000 New Jobs by 2020

Bridgeport Projected Job Growth: 2016 
Source: Urbanomics

Policies

Capture key growth sectors:

Health care

Finance/insurance/real estate 

Administrative and professional offi ce

Arts, fi lm and entertainment

•

•

•

•

Bridgeport was once the industrial and fi nancial capital 
of Connecticut. A major center for armaments produc-
tion, consumer durable goods and luxury automobiles, 
the city’s heavy manufacturing industry supported a 
secure working and middle class. However, since the end 
of World War II, employment in Bridgeport has been on 
a continuous decline. As in other major industrial cities 
across the country, a substantial portion of Bridgeport’s 
industry moved abroad. At the same time, fi nance and 
corporate management fi rms were drawn to Stamford 
and other regional corporate centers. Vast areas of 
contaminated industrial land and idle downtown offi ces 
were left behind.

Since 1990, total employment in Bridgeport has declined 
from 61,750 to 44,863 jobs. During this period the 
overall greater Bridgeport region (Bridgeport-Stamford-
Norwalk) gained 13,000 new jobs. By the year 2020, the 
region is expected to gain an additional 45,000 jobs. In 
order for Bridgeport to signifi cantly increase its job base 
and become an employment center, it must capture its 
share of this projected regional job growth.

The City’s Comprehensive Economic Development Strat-
egies (CEDS) plan presents a strategic action plan for 
Bridgeport to attract new jobs. This action plan is based 
on four goals that are accompanied by strategies and 
key projects. The goals of the CEDS are:

Increase the tax base: Make Downtown the 
foundation for growth

Make better use of our assets: Value our 
waterfront, industrial heritage and location

Strengthen economic competitiveness: Attract, 
create and retain jobs for our residents and 
newcomers

Create neighborhoods of choice: Make 
Bridgeport a better place to live and work 

•

•

•

•

Achieving these goals is key to capturing projected 
job growth and revitalizing Bridgeport.  If the projects 
recommended in the CEDS are implemented, Bridgeport 
could attract 15,000 new jobs (1/3 of the region’s total 
projected job growth) by the year 2020. While industry 
will continue to play an important role in Bridgeport’s 
job base, new industrial employment will focus on light 
rather than heavy industry. New and growing job sectors 
that Bridgeport is positioned to capture include health 
care-related jobs; back offi ce support services to the re-
gion; and support services in the fi nance, insurance, real 
estate and information sectors. Additionally, redevelop-
ment of Steel Point is expected to generate new service 
and retail jobs.
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NEIGHBORHOODS 
Foster Neighborhoods of Choice

Neighborhoods Map | Source BFJ Planning

Policies

Provide programs that encourage property 
investment

Continue to aggressively reduce blight, 
disinvestment and abandonment

Emphasize safety to ensure livable 
neighborhoods

Address high property taxes

Focus growth on major transit corridors and 
reduce density within overcrowded 
neighborhoods

Track neighborhood indicators to measure 
progress

•

•

•

•

•

•

Bridgeport’s neighborhoods are the heart of the city 
and the centers of community life. The condition of a 
neighborhood’s housing stock, its community facilities, 
public services, and its parks and open spaces are 
central to the quality of life of its residents. The quality 
of a neighborhood’s housing and amenities most often 
determines whether people live in a certain area out of 
necessity or by choice.

In recent years Bridgeport has made great strides 
in improving the condition of its neighborhoods and 
transforming them into places where people choose to 
live because they want to, not because they have to. 
An aggressive blight reduction program is successfully 
removing abandoned and hazardous buildings from city 
neighborhoods. A capital investment program for new 
school construction is creating state-of-the-art educa-
tion facilities in many city neighborhoods. School playing 
fi elds and open spaces are being made available to the 
local community after school hours. Crime rates are go-
ing down, and investment in property is rising.

Together these improvements are having a signifi cant im-
pact on the daily lives of city residents and are sending 
a positive message that the tide is turning in Bridgeport. 
As discussed in a recent housing policy report that was 
prepared for the City by consultants czbLLC, Bridgeport 
is now at a tipping point. The housing market in city 
neighborhoods is getting stronger. The question now is 
how strong will the market get? The answer depends on 
numerous factors, but most importantly on the condition 
of the housing stock; the condition of streets, sidewalks 
and neighborhood commercial areas; the city’s fi scal 
strength; and the quality of its schools. Poor property up-
keep, broken sidewalks, high taxes and low-performing 
public schools in many neighborhoods have a negative 
impact on the city’s ability to attract and retain families.

/

/

/
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In order for the City to continue to improve quality of life 
for neighborhood residents and maintain residents who 
may be able to afford to move elsewhere, it is essential 
that programs to reduce blight, disinvestment and aban-
donment are continued and supported. The City must 
work to reduce density in overcrowded neighborhoods 
and strengthen neighborhood commercial areas along 
major transit corridors. New initiatives that encourage 
property investment, such as rehabilitation programs 
and grants to homeowners, must also be provided. The 
City must continue to improve safety and reduce crime, 
increase the taxable portion of the tax base (which now 
stands at 47 percent of all property), and work to lower 
the property tax rate.  By working to attract a diverse 
economic population and increase disposal income 
in the neighborhoods, the City can achieve this goal. 
A signifi cant part of this strategy will be to encourage 
young professionals and empty nesters, two populations 
without children, to live in Bridgeport as they will help 
to increase the tax base without burdening the public 
school system.

At the same time, as the condition of neighborhoods con-
tinues to improve and property values rise, Bridgeport 
must also be cognizant of the need to maintain housing 
affordability for its residents. This is a diffi cult balance to 
strike, but can be achieved through mechanisms such 
as an incentive-based inclusionary zoning policy which 
can be used to create mixed-income neighborhoods, a 
housing trust and a land bank, as recommended in the 
czb housing study.

Over the course of the next ten years, the condition of 
the city’s neighborhoods will be tracked utilizing a series 
of quality-of-life indicators that have been developed 
as part of the Master Plan process. These indicators 
include land use, population, age, race and ethnicity, 
employment, income, crime, education, housing value 
and property value. Baseline neighborhood data for each 
of Bridgeport’s neighborhoods will be discussed in the 
Master Plan and will serve as a basis for evaluating the 
success of continued efforts to enhance Bridgeport’s 
neighborhoods into the future.

The quality of a neighborhood’s housing 
and amenities most often determines 
whether people live in a certain area 
out of necessity or by choice. 

“

”
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The availability of quality education in Bridgeport is es-
sential to retaining existing families and attracting new 
residents. Without good schools, those residents who can 
afford to relocate will leave the city when their children 
reach school age, and potential new residents will choose 
to live in other municipalities that offer better school 
systems. Maintaining a strong base of families who are 
committed to living in Bridgeport is key to strengthening 
the city’s neighborhoods and encouraging investment. 

Several efforts to enhance the city’s schools are currently 
underway. The City has embarked on a major capital 
investment program, “Building Bright Futures,” to upgrade 
its school facilities. Under this program fi ve new Pre-K 
through 8 schools and two inter-district magnet middle 
and high schools will be constructed, and ten other 
schools will be renovated and/or expanded. The fi rst new 
school, Cesar Batalla Elementary School, has recently 
been completed and is now occupied. The new schools, 
which are being built on sites averaging eight acres, are 
being designed to serve as neighborhood centers, with 
the community having access to central spaces, fi elds and 
playgrounds after school hours.

Bridgeport is also working to expand school choice 
through magnet schools. The City was recently approved 
to build two new interdistrict magnet schools, which will 
serve students from Bridgeport, Easton, Monroe, Fairfi eld, 
Milford, Redding, Shelton, Stratford and Trumbull. In ad-
dition, a new magnet elementary school is planned in the 
North End in partnership with Sacred Heart University and 

the Discovery Museum. A new math and science magnet 
high school is planned in partnership with Connecticut’s 
Beardsley Zoo. An Achievement First-Bridgeport Academy 
for grades K through 8, modeled on a charter middle 
school in New Haven, was opened in September 2007.

                  

In addition, the Bridgeport public school system has a 
close working relationship with the Diocese of Bridge-
port, which operates six elementary schools, one high 
school and one special education school within the 
city.  The superintendents of these two systems have 
partnered to apply for a $100,000 grant from General 
Electric to fund joint attendances at conferences, a pilot 
science program and professional development. The Dio-
cese also provides supplemental education services to 
Bridgeport’s public schools with free after-school tutoring 
to public school students.

Enhancements to the public school system and part-
nerships with city’s parochial schools are essential 
components of an effort to bring quality and choice to 
Bridgeport’s education system and provide the choice 
parents need to make Bridgeport home. To attract 
families, these efforts must be continued and enhanced. 
Additional partnerships should be sought with private 
sector institutions, such as the University of Bridgeport, 
Housatonic Community College, St. Vincent’s Medical 
Center and Bridgeport Hospital. In addition, new op-
portunities such as charter schools and tax credits for 
education should continue to be explored.

EDUCATION 
Quality and Choice to Attract Families

Policies

Support capital improvements for the school 
system

Provide parental choice and competition 
through innovative techniques (e.g. magnet 
and charter schools and tax credits)

Partner with the business/corporate sector to 
support investment in both public and private 
schools

•

•

•

Cesar Batalla Elementary School
Source: City of Bridgeport
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INFRASTRUCTURE 
A Foundation for the Future

Policies

Upgrade existing infrastructure to a state of 
good repair

Separate combined stormwater/sewer sys-
tems to meet demands of future development

Support an effi cient multi-modal transporta-
tion network that keeps the city moving forward

Enhance Bridgeport’s connection to Wi-Fi and 
other leading technological communication systems

•

•

•

•

Bridgeport’s infrastructure – its roadways, water, storm-
water and sewer systems, gas and electric supply, and 
communication lines and hi-tech wireless and Wi-Fi 
services – is its foundation. The city cannot function 
without these systems. Upgrading and maintaining them 
is essential to sustain existing development and support 
new investment. Bridgeport’s infrastructure has suffi -
cient capacity to serve existing needs and accommodate 
new development. Its systems were built to support an 
industrial city with a population of 159,000 people. With 
a decline in industry and a current population of approxi-
mately 136,000, Bridgeport now has excess capacity that 
can be used to support new development. 

However, while excess capacity exists, Bridgeport’s sys-
tems are old and in many cases need to be upgraded to a 
state of good repair. Roadways need improvement and in 
some cases need to be raised to alleviate fl ooding prob-
lems; sidewalks and curbing in many neighborhoods are 
in disrepair; and portions of the city’s combined stormwa-
ter and sewer systems need to be separated to prevent 
wastewater from entering Long Island Sound during major 
rainstorms. In some cases, such as with parking for spe-
cial events downtown, suffi cient infrastructure is available, 
but it is not being effectively managed. When there is an 
event at the arena, major traffi c back-ups ensue as people 
try to crowd into one or two parking lots, while lots a few 
blocks away remain empty.

Aerial view of Downtown Bridgeport showing key infrastructure 
elements: I-95, Routes 8/25 and Metro-North railroad.
Source: Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates

It is essential that these issues be addressed in order 
for Bridgeport to realize its potential as a central hub of 
activity for the region. An updated and effi cient infra-
structure system tells developers that Bridgeport is a 
sophisticated city worthy of investment. Bridgeport has 
the capacity to reclaim its preeminent position in the 
region. Now is the time to strengthen its foundation for 
the future.

An updated and effi cient infrastruc-
ture system tells developers that 
Bridgeport is a sophisticated city 
worthy of investment. 

“

”
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ENVIRONMENT 
A Greener Bridgeport

Policies

Reduce carbon emissions by 10 percent by 2020

Remediate and redevelop brownfi eld sites

Promote environmentally friendly building 
design and construction

Foster the use of clean and renewable energy sources

Expand and upgrade parks and open spaces

Improve public access to the waterfront

Improve stormwater quality

Increase mass transit usage

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Historically, Bridgeport has been known as the Park 
City. Its Frederick Law Olmsted-designed Beardsley and 
Seaside Parks are regional models for public parkland 
and open space. Bridgeport’s green heritage should set 
the tone for its future. Past industrial uses have created 
numerous brownfi eld sites throughout the city, and air 
pollution is a signifi cant problem in many neighborhoods. 
As part of its resurgence, Bridgeport now has an oppor-
tunity to reinvent itself as a green city.

Utilization of land for industrial use has declined sig-
nifi cantly over the past 50 years. Newer industrial uses 
are polluting less than their predecessors with modern 
environmental regulations from state and national gov-
ernment. But Bridgeport can do more. New performance 
standards should be implemented to ensure that pollu-
tion from industrial uses is mitigated to the maximum 
extent possible in order to reduce asthma rates in city 
children and improve quality of life. Brownfi elds should 
be remediated so these sites, many of which have water-
front access, can be returned to productive use and can 
be accessed by the public. The economics of brownfi eld 
redevelopment, which require large-scale clean-up ef-
forts to eliminate contamination, may necessitate fl exible 
zoning and higher density, mixed-use development.

The use of mass transit should be encouraged through 
increased transit capacity and enhancements to the city’s 
existing mass transit system, including strengthened con-
nections between rail and bus services. Bridgeport should 
look to become a leader in sustainable land use prac-
tices by fostering the use of clean and renewable energy 
sources, reducing carbon dioxide emissions, enhancing 
stormwater quality, encouraging alternative transportation 
modes and vehicles, enhancing opportunities for walking 
and biking, and promoting environmentally-friendly build-
ing design and construction.

Perhaps most importantly, Bridgeport should return to 
its heritage as the Park City by recapturing its waterfront. 
As former industrial sites on the shoreline are cleaned, 
public access to the waterfront should be improved. The 
City should begin working to provide a continuous publicly 
accessible pathway along the waterfront, accompanied 
by passive parkland or open space in appropriate loca-
tions. The City boasts a signifi cant open space inventory of 
regional, community, and neighborhood parks as well as 
community gardens, playground areas and athletic fi elds. 
Parks and open spaces throughout the city should be up-
graded and integrated into a city-wide open space network.

Black Rock Harbor | Source: BFJ Planning
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Becoming a cleaner and greener city will benefi t exist-
ing residents and help to attract visitors and investors. A 
green approach to all aspects of the city life, from energy 
to development to recreation, will make Bridgeport a 
leader in the region and enhance its attractiveness as a 
place to live, work and play.

The chapters of the Master Plan describe existing condi-
tions and provide policy recommendations that plot a 
course for the city’s future. Each chapter addresses a 
specifi c land use or planning issue and sets goals that 
the city will reach by the year 2020 through the imple-
mentation of the Master Plan.
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HISTORY AND REGIONAL CONTEXT

2.1  |  REGIONAL CONTEXT

The city of Bridgeport is located on the northern shore of the Long Island Sound, ap-
proximately 60 miles northeast of New York City and 60 miles southwest of Hartford. 
State Routes 8 and 25, which link to Interstates 84 and 91, merge with Interstate 95 in 
downtown Bridgeport (see Figure 2-1). Bridgeport Harbor is one of the three deep-water 
ports in Connecticut. Amtrak and Metro-North Railroad provide passenger rail service to 
Bridgeport via the City’s downtown Inter-modal Transportation Center, and CSX operates 
a freight yard (primarily used by the Connecticut Department of Transportation for stor-
age of maintenance and other equipment, and as a maintenance-of-way facility) within 
a quarter-mile of the Port of Bridgeport. The Sikorsky Memorial Airport is a City-owned 
and operated general aviation facility that is located in Stratford, ten minutes from 
downtown Bridgeport. The Port Jefferson Ferry links Bridgeport to Long Island.

POLICY

          Reconnect Bridgeport to the region

GOALS

    1    Strengthen Bridgeport’s position as a regional center for living, working  
           and playing
    2    Build on Bridgeport’s strengths to add value to the region

2.0
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Bridgeport is part of the Greater Bridgeport Planning 
Region, which has six municipalities and about 300,000 
residents (see Figure 2-2). Bridgeport, Fairfi eld and 
Stratford are the most developed communities, while the 
inland communities to the north – Easton, Monroe and 
Trumbull – are more residential. The planning region, 
under the jurisdiction of the Greater Bridgeport Regional 
Planning Agency (GBRPA), covers 146 square miles and 
is the most densely populated of the 15 planning regions 
in the state. The balance of southern Fairfi eld County, 
including Norwalk and Stamford, is contained within the 
South Western Regional Planning Agency (SWRPA) region, 
which includes eight municipalities. Bridgeport is the 
largest city in both the GBRPA and SWRPA regions and in 
the state and serves as a center of health care and bank-
ing, and home to federal, state and county courthouses. 
GBRPA and SWRPA oversee Fairfi eld County’s land use, 
transportation, housing, public facilities, open space, en-
vironment, energy and economic development. They are 
state-designated regional transportation planning agen-
cies and serve as conduits for disbursement of federal 
transportation funds to their member governments. Seaside Park Shoreline | Source: BFJ Planning, 2007

Figure 2-2 |  Greater Bridgeport Planning Region

Source: CT DOT, 2005
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Notes
1Historical information sources: 1996 Bridgeport Master Plan, City of Bridgeport; Mary Proctor & Bill Matuszeski, Gritty Cities, Philadel-
phia: Temple University Press, 1978.

1875 Map of Bridgeport | Source: Library of Congress, Geography and Map Division

Beach and Seaside Park and harbors for recreational 
boating such as Black Rock in Bridgeport. The region has 
a more moderate climate than most of New England be-
cause of its proximity to Long Island Sound, but receives 
more precipitation for the same reason.

2.2  |  HISTORY OF BRIDGEPORT

Positioned at the mouth of the Pequonnock River where 
it enters Long Island Sound, the Bridgeport area was fi rst 
settled in 1639 in the vicinity of present-day Park and 
North Avenues, and established as the settlement of 
Pequonnock1.  Most of the land that comprises modern 
Bridgeport was obtained from the Pequonnock Indians. 
In fact, today’s busy commercial corridor formed by 
North and Boston Avenues follows the original path of 
an Indian trail that was later used by settlers traveling 
between Fairfi eld and Stratford. 

The Greater Bridgeport Planning Region is part of the 
I-95/Northeast corridor stretching from Boston to 
Washington D.C. Approximately 150 miles from Boston 
and 60 miles from New York City, Bridgeport is part of 
the Tri-State Metropolitan Region. The city is also part 
of the federal government-designated Bridgeport-Stam-
ford-Norwalk Metropolitan Statistical Area. Bridgeport’s 
commuter-shed stretches along the I-95 corridor and 
the New Haven rail line from New York City to New Haven 
and encompasses the offi ce centers that have developed 
around Stamford and Norwalk’s train stations. It also 
extends northward along Routes 8 and 25, capturing 
residential communities and employment centers in the 
Pequonnock Valley. The city is also linked to Long Island 
via the Port Jefferson Ferry and is served by local and 
intrastate bus systems.

Long Island Sound is the Bridgeport Region’s dominant 
natural feature, offering beaches such as Pleasure
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In the late 1700s, a new road (modern-day State Street) 
was built from the Fairfi eld town line to the Pequon-
nock Harbor, opening a shoreline route from Fairfi eld to 
Stratford. By 1798, the business core of “Newfi eld” had 
shifted to the intersection of Main and State. Two years 
later, the Connecticut General Assembly incorporated 
Newfi eld as a separate borough, granting a degree of 
independence from the larger community of Stratford. In 
1800, the name of the com-
munity changed again to the 
Borough of Bridgeport – named 
for the fi rst drawbridge erected 
over the Pequonnock River. In 
1821, Bridgeport was incorpo-
rated as a town, and in 1836, 
chartered as a city. By 1889, 
Bridgeport had annexed the 
East End and West Stratford, which, together with the an-
nexations of the West End and Black Rock from Fairfi eld 
in 1870, formed Bridgeport’s present boundaries (see 
Figure 2-2).

Bridgeport’s harbor and port were critical to its industrial 
development. The fi rst steamboat run to New York City 

began in 1824, and by 1846, there were two trips per 
day. By 1897, more than 18,000 vessels cleared the 
port, and by 1916, more than 15,000 vessels cleared 
the port in the month of March alone. Early railroad con-
nections – to other Connecticut towns to the northwest 
via the Housatonic Railroad, to the Waterbury brass 
industry via the Naugatuck Railroad and to New York via 
the New Haven Railroad – also strengthened the city’s 

industrial position.

Bridgeport also gained 
distinction as the “Park 
City,” due to its founding 
fathers’ legacy of more 
than 1,200 acres of park 
and recreation areas, 
shoreline and the only 

zoo facility in the state. The initial portion of Seaside 
Park was given in 1865 by four donors who added to it 
over the next two decades. Beardsley Park was donated 
to the City in 1878.

The city also has a rich history of entrepreneurship. 
Bridgeport’s most famous resident and former mayor is 

Bridgeport’s most famous resident 
and former mayor is P. T. Barnum, 
promoter of ‘the greatest show on 
earth,’ the Ringling Brothers Barnum 
and Bailey Circus. 

“

”

Perry Memorial Arch, Seaside Park| Source: BFJ Planning
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P.T. Barnum, promoter of “the greatest show on earth,” 
the Ringling Brothers Barnum and Bailey Circus. Bar-
num’s many other legacies in the city include Seaside 
Park, Washington Park and the downtown Barnum Muse-
um. Bridgeport is also birthplace of the sewing machine, 
fi rst mass-produced in the City by Elias Howe. In addition, 
Igor Sikorsky emigrated from Russia to Bridgeport and 
became known as the father of the modern helicopter.

This entrepreneurial spirit attracted businessmen to 
Bridgeport who had begun elsewhere but sought to 
expand; nationally recognized products manufactured in 
the city included valves, lace, garments, brake linings, 
sewing machines, scissors and adding machines. Two 
other products in particular, guns and corsets, brought 
Bridgeport great wealth. Dr. Warner’s Health Corset was 
fi rst manufactured in McGrawville, New York, but moved 
to the city in 1876. In 1900, 22 percent of all corsets 
sold in the U.S. came from Bridgeport. By 1917, the 
production rate was 120,000 corsets a week, and em-
ployment totaled 3,000. The arms industry proved even 
more lucrative. The Remington Arms Company of Ilion, 
Illinois, established a Bridgeport branch in 1867, and 
moved its headquarters there in 1912. The company’s 
employment surged during World War I. In November 
1915, there were 3,000 employees at Remington Arms, 
and within six months there were 16,000, with another 
20,000 joining over the following year. 

Former General Electric Plant | Source: BFJ Planning

This rapid infl ux of workers into the arms and other war 
industries strained housing and government services 
in Bridgeport, as the city’s population rose 45 percent 
within 20 months after World War I broke out in 1914. 
The Bridgeport Housing Company was formed in 1916 to 
deal with the housing shortage with federal aid. It built 
1,000 new housing units in about eight sites; many of 
these projects are now listed on the National Register.

By the end of World War II, economic changes that had 
begun in the late 19th Century – mainly a shift from 
traditional industrial goods to capital goods needed in 
a modern industrial economy – had reduced the role of 
small- and mid-sized cities. The shift led to consolidation 
of fi rms and the establishment of their headquarters in 
large cities near the sources of capital. The growth of 
trucking also gave manufacturing fi rms more choice of 
locations near the big cities. Faced with these trends, 
Bridgeport lost population and jobs to its suburbs 
through most of the 20th Century.
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2.3  |  PREVIOUS PLANNING EFFORTS

BRIDGEPORT MASTER PLANS

1952 Master Plan

The 1952 Master Plan was Bridgeport’s fi rst land use 
plan and incorporated two key principles into the City’s 
planning practices to deal with development issues. 
First, the plan designated 31 residential neighborhoods, 
representing all residential areas in the city. Secondly, 
the plan divided commercial activities in Bridgeport into 
three categories: central business district, secondary 
business district and local shopping centers. The plan 
objectives were categorized based on the three tradi-
tional land uses: residential, commercial and industrial. 
The plan recommended the elimination of non-indus-
trial uses in industrial districts, to allow for expansion 
of existing manufacturing facilities. It also sought to 
consolidate commercial corridors along major thorough-
fares, along with the provision of adequate off-street 
parking and loading spaces. Finally, the plan called for 
the elimination of heavy commercial and industrial uses 
in residential neighborhoods, as well as the prohibition 
of through traffi c.

1962 Master Plan of Land Use

The reconfi guration of the regional highway network 
in the late 1950s and early 1960s changed land use 
decisions throughout Bridgeport and created new 
boundaries for various districts, such as the Downtown 
“teardrop” formed partially by the I-95 and Route 8/25 
expressways. In the midst of these changes, Bridgeport’s 
1962 master plan set goals to guide a land development 
policy that would maintain the city’s regional position as 
the primary place of residence, as well as the industrial 
and commercial focal point. Key recommendations of 
the 1962 plan include developing modern medium- and 
high-density apartments near downtown and major 
thoroughfares; providing industrial sites where resi-
dential reuse would be inappropriate; reconstructing or 
eliminating obsolete commercial uses to locate shopping 
facilities in concentrated commercial areas; and reorient-
ing downtown to capitalize on new highway access. 

1971 Master Plan

The updated 1971 master plan contained a future land 
use plan, a major thoroughfare plan and a community 
facilities plan. The land use plan incorporated four 
categories of residential uses, three of commercial and 
one of industrial. The thoroughfare plan summarized 
recommendations for infrastructure improvements, 
while the community facilities plan had suggestions for 
public buildings, including schools and recreation facili-
ties. The 1971 plan combined traditional concepts like 
promoting higher density in the urban core with what 
were then more unconventional ideas, such as multiple 
neighborhoods with their own satellite or urban villages 
strategically located to encourage pedestrian use. 

1986 Master Plan

The 1986 plan viewed land use as just one of many 
elements in municipal planning, a process that included 
community goals, objectives and policy plans as the fi rst 
planning phase. Thus, the plan did not have a future 
land use plan or map, the intent being to give the City 
fl exibility in modifying land use as needed to conform 
to the plan’s broad policy guidelines. The fi nal plan was 
essentially an administrative plan containing a series of 
policy statements, with accompanying goals and objec-
tives for economic development, housing, transportation, 
parks and recreation, coastal area management and 
land use.

1996 Master Plan of Development

The main goal set forth by the Planning and Zoning Com-
mission in developing the 1996 plan was to establish a 
future land use policy and accompanying land use plan 
map. The plan also refi ned the goals and objectives from 
the prior plan, focusing on redevelopment and infi ll as 
keys to revitalization. The 1996 plan outlined goals and 
objectives into eight broad categories: regional context, 
economic development, transportation, housing, land 
use, environmental remediation and port and waterfront 
development.
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Figure 2-3  | State of Connecticut Conservation and Development Policies Plan

Source: Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and Management
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OTHER PLANS AND REPORTS

Connecticut Plan of Conservation and Development 
State law requires the Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and 
Management (OPM) to prepare a Conservation and 
Development Policies Plan every fi ve years. The current 
plan was adopted by the General Assembly in 2005 and 
covers the period from 2005 to 2010. The signifi cance of 
the state plan for Bridgeport ultimately lies in the avail-
ability of funding. State funding of infrastructure needs 
or open space projects is more likely to be available if 
those needs are compatible with the State Plan.

The overall strategy of the state plan is “to reinforce and 
conserve existing urban areas; to promote staged, appro-
priate, sustainable development; and to preserve areas 
of signifi cant environmental value.” To that end, the plan 
apportions the state into eight broad land categories ac-
cording to each area’s characteristics and suitability for 
different forms of development or conservation action, then 
establishes priorities for these categories (See Figure 2-3).

Section 8-23 of the Connecticut General Statutes 
requires that each municipal plan of conservation and 
development “take into account the State plan of conser-
vation and development…and…note any inconsistencies 
it may have with said State plan.” The State plan also 
serves as a document of reference for some types of mu-
nicipal projects for which state funding is sought; these 
projects must be reviewed by OPM to determine the ex-
tent of their conformance to the State plan. In general, a 
municipal project that closely conforms to the State plan 
is more likely to receive funding. Thus, it is in Bridgeport’s 
best interest that, to the maximum extent possible, its 
Master Plan be consistent with the State plan.

Economic Development Plan, Bridgeport, Connecticut (1985) 
This report aimed to fi nd strategies for Bridgeport to 
make itself a more attractive location for new jobs, while 
retaining its industrial base. The report documented 
existing economic trends in the city, and recommended a 
number of economic development actions, including pro-
viding more entertainment and cultural events, reusing 
or replacing much of the old stock of industrial buildings 
and making sites available throughout the city for new 
offi ce and industrial development.

Connecticut: Strategic Economic Framework (1999) 
Known as the Gallis Report, this study addressed the 
state’s long-term economic future by defi ning the issues, 
relationships and resources needed to compete in a 
global economy. The report warned that Connecticut 
could become an “economic cul-de-sac” without major 
investments to update its overburdened and disconnect-
ed transportation system. The Gallis report argued that, 
despite a population shift to the suburbs, Connecticut’s 
cities remain important to its competitiveness. A 2006 
follow-up report, Connecticut: Economic Vitality & Com-
petitive Cities, noted that the cities continue to struggle. 
Hartford, Bridgeport, New Haven, Waterbury and New 
Britain make up 16.5 percent of the state’s population, 
but account for 44.5 percent of its residents in poverty. 
Their unemployment rates also exceed the statewide 
average. The 2006 report set two goals to make Con-
necticut’s cities economically viable: Cities must attract 
and retain the middle class, young people and newcom-
ers, who are priced out of many suburbs; and cities must 
enhance opportunities for current residents to raise their 
economic status.
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Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency Plan and 
Regional Profi le (2003)                                   

This report compiled data on the six municipalities in the 
GBRPA planning region; summarized existing transpor-
tation conditions; and recommended actions to meet 
regional transportation needs for the next 25 years. The 
Regional Profi le also discussed land use for each munici-
pality and the region, and municipalities were profi led by 
historical growth and development patterns, population, 
employment, income, housing, tax rates and traffi c.  An 
existing land use plan for the region that was provided in 
this report is shown in Figure 2-4. 

Connecticut Metropatterns: A Regional Agenda for    
Community and Prosperity in Connecticut (2003)

Commissioned by the Offi ce of Urban Affairs of the Arch-
diocese of Hartford, this report argued that Connecticut’s 
growth patterns are harmful to all of its communities, 
regardless of economic condition. The report noted that 
small cities and older suburbs face substantial and 
growing poverty with weak local tax bases, while outly-
ing areas must cope with rapidly growing populations 
and below-average tax bases, and a group of fast-grow-
ing, middle-class suburbs struggles to provide schools 
and infrastructure. Connecticut Metropatterns said the 
state’s fi scal system pits local governments against one 
another in a competition for tax base that undermines 
community character, wastes resources, discourages 
cooperation and raises fi scal disparities. The report sug-
gested regional and statewide reforms like cooperative 
land use planning; tax and state aid reforms; and greater 
roles for state government, councils of government or 
other regional organizations.

As shown in Figure 2-5, Connecticut’s four central cit-
ies of Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven and Waterbury 
(depicted in white) struggle with poverty and fi scal strain, 
but a growing number of smaller cities and suburban 
and rural communities also do. More than half of the 
state’s residents are in suburban communities facing 
the stresses of either low and stagnant tax resources or 
high and increasing social and physical needs, while a 
small share of the population lives in affl uent communi-
ties with very high tax bases and few social strains.

The report [Connecticut Metropatterns] 
suggested regional and statewide re-
forms like cooperative land use planning; 
tax and state aid reforms; and greater 
roles for state government, councils of 
government or other regional organizations. 

“

”
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Figure 2-4 | Greater Bridgeport Planning Region Generalized Land Use, 2000 

Agricultural
BHC Land
Commercial
Industrial
Institutional
Recreational
Residential - HD
Residential - LD
Residential - MD
Utility or Transportation
Vacant
Waterbody

Source: GRBPA, 2003
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Urban Land Institute Report (2005)

The Urban Land Institute (ULI) report was initiated 
through a partnership between the City of Bridgeport and 
the Bridgeport Regional Business Council. The ULI panel 
that completed this report was charged with advising 
Bridgeport on the potential of its developable land port-
folio and prioritizing proposed projects in the city. The 
panel also evaluated the City’s economic development 
efforts, permit approval process and quality-of-life is-
sues to determine potential roadblocks to development. 
Among its recommendations, the ULI panel proposed an 
update to Bridgeport’s master plan; changing develop-
ment review, permitting processes and other government 
systems; a shift away from industry and toward devel-
opment of the waterfront and downtown areas; and a 
change in focus from large, expensive redevelopment 
projects to small, easily completed ones.

Regional Study: One Coast…One Future (2006)

This report was completed by the Connecticut Economic 
Resource Center, which was retained by the Bridgeport 
Regional Business Council to defi ne the One Coast…One 
Future region and describe the linkages among the 
region’s communities and surrounding areas. The study 
gave several recommendations to promote greater 
regional vitality: 

Better describe and clarify the role of fi nance and 
insurance in the region,

Cultivate measures that support labor force growth 
to offset weak employment growth and high hous-
ing costs, 

Connect the research and analysis already com-
pleted in the region to explore potential strategies 
for economic progress, 

Explore how Bridgeport could duplicate the eco-
nomic revitalization that occurred in Stamford and 
Norwalk, and 

Work with other groups with a stake in additional 
research topics.

•

•

•

•

•

One Coast...One Future is a consortium of the Bridgeport 
Regional Business Council and the Business Council 
of Fairfi eld County that seeks to stimulate economic 
growth, job creation and individual economic opportunity 
by linking the Coastal Fairfi eld County region’s business 
centers. The organization’s long-term plan has six objec-
tives: a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 
(CEDS), establishment of a marketing campaign focused 
on development and housing opportunities, creation of 
a marketing campaign for cultural and entertainment 
opportunities, development of a growth strategy for jobs 
in health care, linking of employer needs with available 
employee skills through a JobsNet program and creation 
of a Wi-Fi network in city centers.

Restoring Prosperity: The State Role in Revitalizing America’s 
Older Industrial Cities (Brookings Institute, 2007)

This report provided a framework for understanding how 
to restore prosperity to America’s cities, particularly those 
in the Northeast and Midwest.  Targeted at state and local 
government, business and civic leaders, it described the 
challenges facing cities, the opportunity that exists to 
leverage their many assets and a policy to advance their 
renewal.  The report focused on three central messages: 
1) given their assets, the moment is ripe for the revival 
of older industrial urban economies; 2) states have an 
essential role to play in the revitalization of older industrial 
cities, but they need a new urban agenda for change; and 
3) the overall benefi ts of city revitalization -- for families, 
for suburbs, for the environment, and ultimately for states 
-- are potentially enormous.  As discussed in this report, 
Bridgeport is located within a strong region, which is a key 
starting point for successful revitalization.

Connecticut Smart Growth Initiatives

In February 2007, Governor M. Jodi Rell released a 
two-year operating budget proposal that included more 
than $7 million in operating funding and $587 million in 
capital funding for smart growth initiatives. The proposals 
included increases in annual grants to regional planning 
agencies and funding for improved global positioning 
information to allow informed land use decisions by mu-
nicipalities. Also included was $1 million each year to help 
cities and towns upgrade their local plans for conservation 
and development.



HISTORY AND REGIONAL CONTEXT2.0

     26      Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development

Governor Rell also released plans to propose $245 mil-
lion in state bonds per year in each of the two years for 
clean water projects, along with annual funding of $10 
million each for the Recreation and Natural Heritage Pro-
gram and Open Space Grant Program, two ways the state 
secures open space. Proposals also call for $5 million a 
year for the new, expedited Brownfi eld Remediation Pilot 
Program and $2.5 million a year for grants to regional 
brownfi eld redevelopment loan funds.

The plans would fund a Responsible Growth Task Force, 
which would develop standards for measuring projects 
and defi ning “signifi cant regional impact,” fi nding ways 
to bar the use of state development funds in designated 
protection areas and recommending improvements in 
laws governing the transfer of development rights.

 

An Executive Advisory Group would advise the Governor 
on prioritizing projects linking transportation, hous-
ing, job creation and repair or replacement of existing 
facilities, and on creation of a $20 million Responsible 
Growth Incentive Fund for Fiscal 2009.

 

Other statutory changes, effective in Fiscal 2009, would:

Ban the use of Urban Act or Small Town Economic 
Assistance Act (STEAP) funds for economic de-
velopment projects unless they meet responsible 
growth criteria or the state Bond Commission votes 
to waive the requirement.

Require all projects funded by the state Bond 
Commission (except school construction) to be 
consistent with the state Plan of Conservation and 
Development unless the Bond Commission votes 
to waive the requirement.

Make municipalities that have not updated local 
Plans of Conservation and Development ineligible 
for discretionary state funding without a waiver.

Give regional planning agencies an opportunity 
to comment on development projects that have a 
signifi cant regional impact. 

In addition, the State of Connecticut recently adopted 
legislation that provides new incentives for affordable 
housing.  This legislation allows municipalities to estab-
lish “smart growth districts,” areas targeted to provide a 
mix of higher density housing, including affordable hous-
ing, for families, individuals and persons with special 

•

•

•

•

needs. Once a municipality has established a district, it 
is eligible to receive grants for affordable housing from the 
State’s Offi ce of Policy and Management.

2.4  |  REGIONAL POLICY

Historically, Bridgeport’s central role in the region has 
been that of an industrial center. It was a regional 
employment center and producer of goods for sale 
throughout the country and the world. Today, the city’s 
role is changing. For the past 50 years it has been 
struggling to adapt to a decline in industry, a shift in 
employment trends toward the service sector, and de-
mographic changes. These trends have left the city with 
the problems of unemployment, a declining tax base and 
concentrated poverty as many of those who could afford 
to live elsewhere left the city for the suburbs.

However, the tide is turning in Bridgeport. As real estate 
values and housing prices throughout the region have 
skyrocketed and roadways have become more and more 
congested, people have begun looking to Bridgeport as 
a desirable alternative to suburban living. With relatively 
affordable housing and multi-modal transportation 
access, the time is right for Bridgeport to attract new 
residents and commuters as well as visitors.

Bridgeport’s place in the region is key to its potential for 
revitalization. Easily accessible by highway, rail, bus, air 
and water, the city is uniquely positioned to attract new 
residents and jobs. It is home to many of the region’s 
major institutions, including state and federal govern-
ment offi ces, Bridgeport and St. Vincent’s hospitals, 
Housatonic Community College and the University 
of Bridgeport. It also hosts major entertainment and 
cultural attractions such as the Harbor Yard arena and 
ballpark, Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo, the Barnum 
Museum, the Discovery Museum, Klein Memorial Audi-
torium, the Downtown Cabaret Theater and numerous 
local artists and theater companies.

One Coast...One Future identifi ed economic develop-
ment in Bridgeport as a high regional priority. With other 
county municipalities unable to grow their job markets 
or provide housing affordable to middle income workers, 
One Coast recognizes that Bridgeport has huge potential 
to be Fairfi eld County’s biggest growth center. 
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3.1  |  POPULATION

Population Trends

Bridgeport’s population peaked in 1950 at 158,700 residents and has since declined 
continuously to approximately 136,000 in 2005 (see Table 3-1). This loss of residents 
has occurred in the context of population growth in the coastal Bridgeport-Stamford-
Norwalk metro area and Fairfi eld County.  Along with population growth, the region 
has experienced increasing income levels over the course of the last decade, and the 
county’s median income is now among the highest in the nation (see Chart 3-1). In 
contrast, Bridgeport’s residents have become poorer in constant dollar terms. 

PEOPLE AND GOVERNMENT

POLICY

          Recognize Bridgeport’s potential for growth.

GOALS

   1      Welcome 10,000 new residents to Bridgeport by 2020.
   2      Increase Bridgeport’s capacity to implement successful development and
           enforce zoning regulations.
   3      Enhance the fi scal health of City government.

3.0
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Population Characteristics

According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2005 American Communities Survey, Bridge-
port has 132,011 residents, accounting for approximately 15 percent of total residents 
in the Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk metropolitan area. Bridgeport’s population 
includes 53 percent of the Black non-Hispanics within the metro area, 37 percent of 
the Hispanics within the region and 6 percent of White non-Hispanics within the metro 
area (see Chart 3-2). 

Chart 3-1 | Median Household Income in Bridgeport/Surrounding Areas, 1990-2005

Table 3-1 | Population Trends in Bridgeport/Surrounding Areas, 1990-2005
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 Change 1990-2005

Area 1990 2000 2005 Number Percent

Bridgeport 141,686 139,529 135,676 -6,010 -4.2%

Bridgeport - Stamford - Norwalk CT NECTA 841,941  892,283 913,411 71,470 8.5%

Fairfi eld County CT 827,645  882,567 884,050 56,405 6.8%

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Chart 3-2 | Race and Ethnicity of Households: Bridgeport and Surrounding Areas

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Immigration has been a major factor in the city’s demo-
graphics; in 2005 nearly one in every three residents 
(32%) was born outside of the United States. Of those 
residents, one in every six (16%) arrived after 2000, and 
most will not likely become U.S. citizens based upon the 
naturalization rate of all foreign-born residents of Bridgeport.

Bridgeport’s residents are younger and have larger 
families than residents of the metropolitan area as a 
whole.  The median age in Bridgeport is 34.5 years, 
compared with 39.9 years regionwide. 36.7 percent of 
the city’s population is under 25 years of age, and 27.3 
percent is under 18 (see Chart 3-3).  Persons of retire-
ment age (65 and older) account for 11.2 percent of all 
residents, compared with 13.7 percent in the metro area 
as a whole. With more youth and fewer older residents, 
Bridgeport’s working age population of 21 to 65 years 
totals roughly 76,000 persons, or 57.5 percent of all 
household residents. With nearly three dependents for 
every four working-age persons, already low household 
incomes in Bridgeport are strained even further.

While 36,900 Bridgeport residents are currently enrolled 
in school – including nearly 7,000 in college or graduate 
school – a majority of the adult population has only a 
primary or secondary education. As shown on Chart 3-4, 
the educational attainment of the city’s residents has 
remained essentially unchanged since 1990, although 
more residents have attained a high school diploma. Of 

the population 5 years and older, 51,400, or 42 percent, 
speak a language other than English at home, and 18.6 
percent of that population do not speak English very well.

The household structure of Bridgeport residents differs 
greatly from that of the metropolitan area. Regionwide, 
approximately 53 percent of households are comprised 
of married couple families and 17 percent of single family 
heads with or without children. In Bridgeport, the propor-
tion of married couple households is only 31 percent, 
while single family heads account for 33 percent of all 
households. In addition, single people living alone oc-
cupy 31 percent of Bridgeport’s housing, compared to 
26 percent of the region’s housing. The city’s weaker 
family structure is refl ected in higher geographic mobil-
ity compared to the region with a lower proportion of 
residents in the city living in the same house or apartment 
one year ago. The city also has a much higher fertility rate 
than the region, with 69 births per thousand women of 
reproductive age, compared to 53 percent in the Bridge-
port-Stamford-Norwalk area. For unmarried women of 
reproductive age, Bridgeport reports 63 births per year 
per thousand unmarried women, compared with 30 births 
per thousand in the region.

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

70000

80000

90000

0-19 20-64 65-74 75+

1990 2000 2005

Chart 3-3 | Bridgeport Age Cohorts, 1990-2005

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Labor Force Participation and Employment Status

Of the population 16 years and over, 69,150 Bridge-
port residents (70%) were in the labor force in 2005. Of 
these residents 6,875, or 10 percent, were unemployed. 
Regionwide, the labor force participation rate was lower 
at 67 percent, but the unemployment rate was also lower, 
at 6 percent. Bridgeport’s female employment participa-
tion rate was also higher than the region’s with women 
representing one in every two job holders (50.3 percent) 
in the city versus 46 percent regionwide.  The majority of 
Bridgeport’s resident labor force works outside the city in 
neighboring towns of the region. The mean travel time to 
work is 28 minutes, and 71 percent of commuters drive 
to work in a single-occupant vehicle.  Although Bridgeport 
has exceptional rail transport, only 10 percent of workers 
use public transportation. 

 

The majority of employed Bridgeport residents work in the 
service sector, with only one in four (25%) employed in 
construction and manufacturing. Health care and educa-
tion are the leading service sector employers, followed 
by retail trade. Half of the resident workforce is engaged 
in service, sales and lower skilled offi ce jobs and only 18 
percent of residents hold management or professional 
positions. The concentration of Bridgeport’s resident work-
force in lower skilled occupations has resulted in declining 
real incomes over the past fi fteen years, as shown on 
Chart 3-5. Bridgeport’s higher paid offi ce jobs are held pri-
marily by in-commuters, while residents hold lower paying 
jobs within the city or commute to neighboring municipali-
ties for lower paying employment opportunities. 
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Chart 3-5 | Bridgeport Households by Income Bracket, 1990-2005

 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Despite multiple jobholders per household, there has 
been little change in residents’ household income when 
measured in constant dollars. As shown in Table 3-2, the 
average annual wage in Bridgeport is $25,000 less than 
the average regional wage. The percentage of families 
whose incomes were below the poverty level in 2004-
2005 was 16 percent in Bridgeport, compared with 5 
percent regionwide.  

                                                             Average Bridgeport      Average Region
In 2005 $ Annual Wage           Annual Wage

Professional & Business Services $77,123 $89,370

Finance & Insurance $68,457 $215,436

Transportation & Utilities $47,353 $72,241

Information Services $44,252 $74,986

Health Care $43,079 $43,259

Education Services $36,738 $38,751

Retail Trade $30,931 $33,071

Administrative Services $28,444 $73,022

Other Services $26,968 $28,931

Arts & Entertainment $26,968 $31,122

Accommodations & Food $14,820 $19,334

All Industries $44,119 $68,746

Table 3-2
Average Annual Wage Comparison in 2005:
Bridgeport & the Bridgeport -Stamford-Norwalk CT CTA

 Source: Connecticut State Department of Labor
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Future Population Trends

According to the Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and 
Management, Bridgeport’s population will grow from 
135,676 residents in 2005 to 144,006 by 2020. The 
Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk metro area, which had 
913,411 residents in 2005, is expected to add 60,640 
new residents. For Bridgeport, this forecast represents 
a major turnaround after more than a half-century of 
population decline. 

Table 3-3 | Projected Population Growth for Bridgeport & Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk CT Metropolitan NECTA

                                                                                   Change 1990-2005 

Population 141,686 139,529 135,676 137,769 140,402  144,006

Households 52,323 50,307 49.095 50,677 52,664   55,110

Avg. Household Size 2.71  2.71 2.7 2.65 2.6        2.55

                                                                       Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk CT NECTA 

Population 841,941 892,283 913,411 932,492 951,895  974,051

Households --- --- 332,726 340,070 347,300 355,600

Avg. Household Size --- --- 2.68 2.68 2.68 2.68

 Source: Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and Management, Urbanomics

50000

70000

90000

110000

130000

150000

170000

1900     1910    1920    1930   1940    1950    1960   1970   1980    1990    2000    2005    2010   2015   2020

Chart 3-6 | Bridgeport Population Trends, 1990-2020

 Source: Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and Management, Urbanomics

 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015       2020



PEOPLE AND GOVERNMENT3.0

     32      Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development

3.2  |  CITY GOVERNMENT AND SERVICES

Administration

Bridgeport is governed by its City Charter, adopted by the 
state legislature in 1907 and revised in 1912 and 1992. 
The City has a Mayor-City Council form of government.  
The Mayor is the Chief Executive Offi cer of the City, and 
the City Council is the legislative body.  The Mayor, who 
serves a four-year term, is responsible for setting policy, 
making nominations and appointments to boards and 
commissions and presiding at City Council meetings.  
The Mayor also acts as the offi cial City representative 
and liaison with various governmental and private agen-
cies and oversees the fi scal aspects of City government.  
The City Council consists of 20 members elected to 
two-year terms.  Two council members represent each of 
the City’s ten council districts (see Figure 3-1). The City 
Council, which holds regular meetings twice per month, 
is vested with the legislative powers of the City.  Its major 
responsibilities are enacting ordinances necessary to 
govern the City and adopting Bridgeport’s annual budget.  
Together, the Mayor and City Council directly oversee 
the fi ve line divisions: City Clerk, Water Pollution Control 
Authority, Department of Libraries, Department of Educa-
tion and Registrar of Voters.

The Chief Administrative Offi cer (CAO), appointed by the 
Mayor, is responsible for coordinating all department 
management and operational policies and practices for 
the Mayor.  The CAO is the liaison between the Mayor 
and the head administrators of the City’s departments, 
which include: Offi ce of Policy and Management, Civil 
Service, Fire Department, Police Department, Offi ce of 
Planning & Economic Development, Finance Depart-
ment, Public Facilities, Health and Social Services, Labor 
Relations, City Attorney, Weights and Measures and Infor-
mation Technology. The City’s organizational structure is 
illustrated in Figure 3-2.

Elected Boards

The only elected board in the City, besides the City Coun-
cil, is the Board of Education. This board, which consists 
of nine members elected to staggered four-year terms, 
meets twice a month at the Bridgeport Regional Voca-
tional Aquaculture School. 

In addition to these two elected boards, the City has 18 
appointed boards and commissions whose members are 
volunteers that are appointed by the Mayor. Terms vary 
depending on the board or commission. There are three 
types of boards/commissions, those that:

Have autonomy as decision- and policy-making 
bodies, e.g. Water Pollution Control Authority.

Hear and decide appeals and complaints, e.g. 
Zoning Board of Appeals, Planning and Zoning 
Commission, Board of Assessment Appeals, His-
toric Commissions.

Perform advisory functions, e.g. Cable Advisory 
Board, Board of Public Purchases.

•

•

•
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N

Figure 3-1 | City Council District Map

 Source: City of Bridgeport
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Commission on Aging 

Eight members appointed by the mayor for two-year 
terms. Evaluates the senior services provided by the 
community and makes recommendations to the Mayor 
on development and integration of public and private 
services agencies.

Ethics Commission 

Seven members nominated by the Mayor and confi rmed 
by the City Council to terms of two years. No candidate 
can be an offi ce-holder or political activist, and no one 
serving three terms is eligible for reappointment. No 
more than two members of any one political party may 
be appointed, and the two alternates must be of differ-
ent parties.

Fair Housing Commission 

Five members and two alternates appointed by the 
Mayor, with approval of the City Council, to three-year 
terms. The Mayor and the President of the City Council 
are ex-offi cio members.

Fair Rent Commission 

Five members and three alternates appointed by the 
Mayor and approved by the City Council to terms of three 
years. Of the members, there must be at least two land-
lords and two tenants, and of the alternates, there must 
be at least one landlord and one tenant. No more than 
three members can be of the same political party.

Fire Commission 

Seven members appointed by the Mayor, subject to City 
Council approval, to two-year terms. The president and 
vice president of the commission are elected annually 
during the January meeting. The City Council can remove 
members with a two-thirds vote.

APPOINTED BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Board of Assessment Appeals 

Up to 15 members appointed by the Mayor and approved 
by the City Council to three-year staggered terms. Not a 
permanent board, it meets in March for real estate taxes 
and in October for motor vehicle taxes.

Board of Public Purchases 

Consists of the director of fi nance and four members 
appointed by the Mayor to staggered two-year terms. 
Advises the City on the affairs of the offi ce of public 
purchases, approves the City’s annual purchasing policy 
statement, approves all procedural rules and regulations 
and hears appeals from the decisions of the purchasing 
agent as authorized by law.

Bridgeport Redevelopment Agency 

Consists of fi ve members appointed by the Mayor and 
approved by the City Council to terms of two years. Ap-
proves development plans for redevelopment projects. 
This agency has the power to acquire property for the 
purpose of implementing approved development plans.

Cable Advisory Board 

Four members appointed by the Mayor, one member 
appointed by the Library Board and one member repre-
senting the Board of Education.

Civil Service Commission 

Four members appointed by the Mayor to staggered 
fi ve-year terms. An additional member is elected by City 
employees; this member must be an employee of the 
City and is permitted to hold a paid public offi ce or posi-
tion. No more than two Mayor-appointed members may 
be of the same political party.
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Harbor Management Commission 

Seven members, including Planning and Zoning Commis-
sion representative, plus two alternates, appointed by the 
Mayor with City Council approval to four-year terms. No 
more than fi ve members may be of the same political party.

Historic Commission No. 1 

Five members and three alternates, all appointed by the 
Mayor to fi ve-year terms, subject to City Council approval. 
The City Historian is an ex-offi cio member. The commis-
sion geographically comprises all historic districts in the 
city except for the Stratfi eld Historic District (see Chapter 5).

Housing Authority 

Five members appointed by the Mayor to staggered fi ve-
year terms.

 

Housing Site Development Agency 

Five members appointed by the Mayor and approved by 
the City Council to terms of two years. Approves devel-
opment plans for housing development projects. This 
agency has the power to acquire property for purposes of 
implementing approved development plans.

Parks Commission 

Eight members appointed by the Mayor, subject to City 
Council approval to staggered four-year terms. No more 
than fi ve members may be of any one political party.

Planning and Zoning Commission 

Nine members appointed by the Mayor and approved by 
the City Council, plus three alternates directly appointed by 
the Mayor. Members serve three-year terms and also act on 
inland wetlands and watercourses issues (see Chapter 4).

Police Commission 

Seven members appointed by the Mayor, subject to City 
Council approval, to staggered two-year terms. The City 
Council can remove members with a two-thirds vote.

Port Authority Commission 

Five voting members: three commissioners appointed by 
the Mayor, with City Council approval, for terms of three 
years; and two City offi cials – the Director of Economic 
Development and the Harbor Master. The board also has 
three ex-offi cio members: the Mayor, the City Council 
president and the Harbor Commission chairman. 

Stratfi eld Historic District Commission 

Five members and three alternates, all appointed by the 
Mayor to fi ve-year terms, subject to City Council approval. 
The commission oversees the Stratfi eld Historic District; 
Historic Commission #1 oversees all other historic dis-
tricts in the city (see Chapter 5).

Water Pollution Control Authority Commission 

Five members appointed by the Mayor to fi ve-year terms, 
subject to City Council approval. Four members are 
automatically appointed to the commission: the City En-
gineer, the City Attorney, the Director of Finance and the 
Director of Public Facilities (see Chapter 13).

Zoning Board of Appeals Five members appointed by the 
Mayor to staggered fi ve-year terms, plus three alternates 
appointed to four-year terms.

The City also appoints members to serve on the boards 
of regional planning agencies including the Greater 
Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency and the Greater 
Bridgeport Transit Authority.

APPOINTED BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS (Continued)
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3.3  |  POPULATION AND GOVERNMENT POLICIES

Population

Bridgeport’s population peaked in 1950 at 159,000 
residents, declining to approximately 136,000 people by 
the year 2005. This loss of residents has occurred in the 
context of strong regional population growth in Fairfi eld 
County, which has driven the county’s median household 
income to among the highest levels nationwide and has 
signifi cantly increased the cost of housing. At the same 
time, median income in Bridgeport has fallen, and its 
overall housing prices remain the lowest in the region. 
For people of modest means and those just starting out, 
Bridgeport is one of the few affordably priced places to live 
in the region.

According to the Connecticut Offi ce of Policy and Manage-
ment, Bridgeport will experience signifi cant population 
growth over the next ten years. By the year 2020 the city 
will increase its population by nearly 10,000 residents, 
capturing one-sixth of the metropolitan area’s total ex-
pected growth. This growth potential presents a signifi cant 
opportunity for Bridgeport to increase employment and 
decrease its tax rate. In order to support this new growth 
and ensure that its benefi ts to the city are maximized, 
Bridgeport will need to make investments in economic 
development, housing, education and job training, and 
infrastructure. Increased opportunities for recreation, en-
tertainment and culture will also be essential to attracting 
and retaining new residents and encouraging visitors and 
investors to spend time and money in Bridgeport.

By the year 2020, Bridgeport will increase 
its population by nearly 10,000 residents, 
capturing one-sixth of the metropolitan 
area’s total expected growth. 

“  

”

Along with population growth, Bridgeport is expecting 
tremendous increases in private investment. The City 
has already seen a signifi cant increase in development 
applications for residential and mixed-use (residen-
tial/commercial) projects and this trend is expected to 
continue. In order for the City to effectively manage this 
growth and ensure that new development meets high 
quality urban design standards and complements the 
city’s existing urban fabric, it is essential that the capaci-
ty of its economic development, and planning and zoning 
functions be increased. Bridgeport has already begun to 
address this issue, budgeting fi ve new positions for the 
Offi ce of Planning and Economic Development (OPED). In 
addition, OPED has begun enhancing the staff level sup-
port to its Planning and Zoning Commission and Zoning 
Board of Appeals. OPED now provides these boards with 
professional site plan application reviews, which focus 
on site layout, landscaping and design quality.

Government

While each of Bridgeport’s boards and commissions 
serves a necessary function, the City should consider 
streamlining some of these groups through consolida-
tion. Bridgeport continually struggles to fi nd interested, 
qualifi ed residents to serve on its boards and commis-
sions and several of them have one or more vacancies. 
Completing the appointment and approval process of the 
candidates is time consuming both for the Mayor’s staff 
and for the City Council.  The City should consider chang-
ing certain criteria for appointment, where appropriate.  
The City should also work to ensure that its land use 
boards are composed of a variety of skills and experienc-
es that can add value to the review of the increasingly 
complex range of development applications.
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For example, having one historic commission to oversee 
just one district and another to oversee all the others ap-
pears to be an ineffi cient use of resources. Consolidating 
these two commissions, while ensuring there is ad-
equate representation from each of the historic districts, 
could serve to clarify and strengthen historic preserva-
tion in Bridgeport.

In addition, the City should evaluate the necessity of 
requiring equal representation from political parties on 
all commissions. While balanced political representa-
tion may be appropriate and necessary in some cases 
– the Civil Service and Ethics commissions, for example 
– in other cases political affi liation may not have a 
substantial impact on a commission’s ability to achieve 
its mission and may impede the Mayor’s ability to fi nd 
suitable candidates. The City should evaluate which 
boards and commissions reasonably require equal politi-
cal participation and eliminate this criterion where it is 
not appropriate and where nonpartisan participation is 
suffi cient, in accordance with State law.

Along with working to enhance the capacity of its govern-
mental functions, the City should also work to improve 
its fi scal capacity and address its relatively high mil rate 
compared with surrounding municipalities.  Increasing 
revenues to the City and decreasing the mil rate will help 
ease the tax burden currently faced by city residents 
and encourage investment in Bridgeport.  The policies 
of this Master Plan support increases in property values 
in the Downtown, on former industrial properties, and 
in new economic growth sectors as a means of achiev-
ing this goal.  However, similar to other large cities in 
Connecticut, an existing constraint on Bridgeport’s tax 
base is the amount of non-taxable property located 
within the city.  The City should address this issue by: 
seeking to increase tax-paying property, where appropri-
ate; working with the state and major tax-exempt entities 
to increase payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs), where 
feasible; and encouraging consolidation of municipal, 
state and federal offi ces. Chapter 13 of this Master Plan 
discusses the City’s policy on consolidation of its munici-
pal facilities.  In addition, the City should work with those 
tax-exempt institutions that are not subject to PILOTs to 
obtain alternate voluntary payments commensurate with 
their demands on City services.  

Bridgeport is seeing a signifi cant in-
crease in development applications for 
residential and mixed-use projects and 
this trend is expected to continue.

“

”
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LAND USE AND ZONING

4.1  |  LAND USE

The built environment – the type, location and intensity of existing land uses – defi nes 
the character of a city. Understanding how much land is presently devoted to residential, 
commercial, open space and other uses as well as the locations of vacant and under-de-
veloped properties is an important step in developing a vision for the future.  The City’s 
zoning and land use regulations are its central tools for controlling its array of land uses, 
and these controls infl uence future development patterns. The following discussion 
provides an overview of Bridgeport’s existing land uses, zoning, historic districts and 
expected development patterns, with policy recommendations.

POLICY

          Rebalance land use and zoning.

GOALS

   1     Reduce industrial zoned land from 20% to 10% by 2020.
   2     Promote Downtown as a mixed-use district with strong design require- 
          ments and a pedestrian and transit orientation.
   3     Refi ne zoning standards to be consistent with the goals of economic
          development and neighborhood preservation.

4.0
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Existing Land Use

The city of Bridgeport is Connecticut’s largest city, containing 16 square miles of land area and 22 miles of water-
front. It is the most densely populated municipality in the state, with approximately 8,250 people per square mile 
(12.89 people per acre). In comparison, Danbury has a population density of approximately 1,777 people per square 
mile, Hartford has 7,026 people per square mile, New Haven has 6,558 people per square mile, and Stamford has 
3,102 people per square mile.

The City of Bridgeport is Connecticut’s 
largest city, with 16 square miles of 
land area and 22 miles of waterfront.

“
”

                                                                
Land Use Percent of Total Land Area         

Residential  

           Low Density                                             29.2%

           Medium Density 13.9%

           High Density 6.9%

           Total 50.0%

Commercial 8.0%

Mixed Use 1.2%

Industrial

           Light Industrial 3.7%

           Heavy Industrial 5.7%

           Total 9.4%

Parks/Open Space/Recreation 12.1%

Institutional/Public 7.0%

Utilities/Infrastructure 1.3%

Vacant 11.0%

Table 4-1 | Existing Land Uses (2008)

 Source: City of Bridgeport GIS data, BFJ Planning &
               Urbanomics, 2007 base data, updated 2008

As shown in Table 4-1, residential uses account for 
50 percent of Bridgeport’s total land area, followed 
by parks/open space and vacant land , at 12.1 and 
11 percent, respectively. The city’s large percentage 
of vacant land represents a signifi cant opportunity for 
revitalization. The majority of Bridgeport’s residential 
uses are categorized as low- or medium-density. Low-
density housing is generally found in the city’s North 
End and North Bridgeport neighborhoods, as well as in 
Black Rock and the western part of the Brooklawn/St. 
Vincent’s neighborhood. High- and medium-density hous-
ing is concentrated in the central and southern portions 
of the city, in the Brooklawn/St. Vincent, Hollow, West 
End/West Side, Boston Avenue/Mill Hill, East Side, East 
End and South End neighborhoods and the northern 
portion of Black Rock. Other high-density pockets are in 
the North End between Park Avenue and Main Street, 
and in the Reservoir/Whiskey Hill area around Trumbull 
Avenue. Commercial uses make up 8 percent of the total 
land area, while industrial uses total 9.4 percent. Mixed-
use development, which consists of parcels that contain 
both residential and commercial uses, accounts for 
1.2 percent of Bridgeport’s total land, as of 2007. This 
percentage is likely to increase in the future as redevel-
opment of underutilized sites occurs. A total of 7 percent 
of the city’s land is devoted to institutional/public use, 
and 1.3 percent to utilities and infrastructure.
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Historical Land Use

The historical development pattern of Bridgeport has 
been along its waterways. Route 1 has traditionally been 
the major east-west local travel corridor, and serves as a 
density delineator: south of Route 1 are the oldest and 
most dense neighborhoods, while north of Route 1 are 
the younger and less dense areas. As a result, indus-
trial and residential uses are in close proximity south of 
Route 1, but rarely north of the highway.

As shown in Table 4-2, residential uses in Bridgeport 
have consistently represented the largest land use. Total 
residential land area increased from 1950 to 1996 and 
declined somewhat between 1996 and 2000. Commer-
cial land use peaked in 1990, but has remained fairly 
constant over the past 50 years. Industrial land use has 
fl uctuated, falling sharply in the early 1990s before re-
bounding in 2000. Recreational land use increased from 
1962 to 1996, but declined slightly by 2000. Utility/
transportation land use was fairly constant from 1962 to 
1990, but more than doubled between 1990 and 2000. 
Vacant land has varied over time, but fell sharply from 
1996 to 2000.

Table 4-2 | Land Use Patterns over Time

                                                                                                                      Year 

Land Use (in acres) 1950 1962 1974 1986 1990 1996 2000

Residential 3,714 4,329 4,413 4,426 4,483 5,455 5,393

Commercial 905 926 966 1,056 1,094 930    982

Industrial 1,032 999 1,152 1,242 1,254 744 1,214

Institutional 460 487 687 829 892 865     903 

Recreational 667 657 755 774 797 890     850

Utility/Transportation N/A 239 252 227 227 429     460

Vacant 1,484 776 488 413 230 960     423

 Source: Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency Regional Profi le, 2003
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Major Development Patterns

Bridgeport’s existing Land Use Map is shown in Figure 
4-1. The map was based on 2005 data from the City Tax 
Assessor’s offi ce, supplemented with the City’s existing 
1997 Land Use Map and fi eld observations by BFJ Plan-
ning staff. One change to the 1997 map is the addition 
of a mixed-use land use category, which refl ects single 
tax parcels that contain both residential and commercial 
uses. This category was added based on information ob-
tained from the Assessor’s offi ce. It is expected that this 
land use category will grow as Downtown offi ce buildings 
are converted to a mix of residential and commercial uses 
and industrial buildings are adapted for redevelopment.

Figure 4.1 shows Bridgeport’s residential uses: low-, 
medium- and high-density, as light yellow, dark yellow 
and orange. Commercial uses are depicted in red, while 
mixed-use areas are indicated in pink. Industrial uses are 
shown in differing shades of purple based on intensity 
of use, and utilities are shown in gray. Parks and open 
spaces are indicated in green, institutional uses in blue 
and vacant parcels in white.

As indicated on the Land Use Map, Bridgeport’s commercial 
uses are mainly concentrated along its major thorough-
fares: Main Street, State Street, Fairfi eld Avenue, East 
Main Street, Stratford Avenue, Boston Avenue and Bar-
num Avenue. Signifi cant commercial areas are also found 
in the Downtown area and the Enterprise Zone neighborhood.

Bridgeport’s Downtown area contains a mix of commercial 
and institutional uses – City Hall, Housatonic Community 
College, the court system, the Post Offi ce, etc. – and small 
pockets of open space/parks. The Downtown has few resi-
dential uses, though that may change as major adaptive 
reuse projects in the pipeline are completed.

The South End of Bridgeport contains a concentration of 
institutional uses, such as the University of Bridgeport, 
and a major park/open space: Seaside Park. Other large 
park and open space areas in the city are Beardsley Park, 
Veterans Memorial Park and Elton Rogers Woodland Park. 
Other major institutional uses include St. Vincent’s Hos-
pital, Bridgeport Hospital, Housatonic Community College 
and other schools and religious institutions. The hospitals 
are both expanding, and the associated doctors’ offi ces 
and medical facilities have a major presence throughout 
the city, especially near the hospitals.

Industrial uses in Bridgeport are concentrated primar-
ily along the waterfront and along Railroad Avenue and 
in North Bridgeport. The waterfront consists mainly of 
heavy industrial uses, with light industry generally found 
along Railroad Avenue. 

Existing and Future Land Use Patterns

Land use patterns in Bridgeport are changing.  The city 
is moving away from its historic manufacturing base 
towards a more diverse economy. Bridgeport is begin-
ning to take advantage of its prime location within the 
region and capture new housing and job opportunities.  
This shift in focus will have a signifi cant impact on the 
desired mix of land uses within the city in the future and 
where those uses should be located.  Several key land 
use issues are outlined below.

Waterfront Uses

While the city has a strong industrial past focused on heavy 
manufacturing along the waterfront, current market trends 
indicate a clear interest in allowing alternate waterfront 
uses, including residential and mixed-use development. 
As in many other waterfront communities throughout the 
country, there is also strong interest in providing public 
access to Bridgeport’s waterfront.  This could include uses 
such as a waterfront esplanade, open space/parkland, 
boating access and restaurants. In creating opportunities 
for such adaptive reuse of former industrial sites along the 
waterfront, the City will need to address both brownfi elds 
and Coastal Area Management issues.

Industrial Uses

Reclaiming the waterfront and other sites for uses other 
than industry will have an impact on industrial land use 
throughout the city. Bridgeport will need to determine 
what locations in the city are appropriate for continued, 
environmentally sensitive industrial operations. It will 
also need to consider what types of industrial uses it will 
continue to encourage and how to buffer these areas 
from incompatible uses such as residential, commercial 
and offi ce.
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Parks/Open Space

Bridgeport is known as “The Park City.” Therefore, an 
important part of the strategy for enhancing the city’s 
image and improving quality of life for residents will be 
to enhance its parks and open spaces and increase 
public access to the waterfront. Currently less than two 
miles of the city’s 22-mile coastline has been recaptured 
and only three to fi ve miles of the waterfront is publicly 
accessible. Enhancing parks and open spaces and 
increasing waterfront accessibility will require evaluation 
of the adequacy of existing parklands and determination 
of areas in need of additional parks and open spaces. 
The City has a Parks Board and there is a master plan 
for both Veterans Memorial Park (formerly Ninety Acres) 
and Seaside Park. These are positive steps, but the City 
has not yet prepared a citywide analysis of its parks and 
waterfront access opportunities, which is necessary in 
order to determine where improvements to existing parks 
and additional parks and open spaces are needed and 
where opportunities for the public to access the water-
front can be provided. Of critical importance is the City’s 
ability to adequately maintain its parks and open space 
resources. This reality of maintenance costs will need 
to be balanced with the desire to improve and expand 
parks and open space.

Mixed-Use Development

The Downtown Plan by Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associ-
ates recommends a mix of residential, retail, offi ce and 
other commercial uses in the Downtown.  Other areas 
such as the waterfront and local retail districts may 
also benefi t from mixed-use development. A mix of uses 
along the waterfront that includes residential, recreation 
and supportive retail uses has the potential to create 
a signifi cant positive impact on Bridgeport’s revitaliza-
tion.  Similarly, a mix of uses along neighborhood “main 
street” retail districts could strengthen the viability of lo-
cal commercial uses. This could include residential units 
located above retail, restaurants and offi ces.  Introducing 
mixed-use districts within neighborhoods and along the 
waterfront will require careful consideration of the types 
of uses that are appropriate for such areas.

Residential Density and Neighborhood Parking

Some of the city’s neighborhoods are experiencing 
increases in density, as two-family homes are converted 
to three-families, and three-families are converted to 
four, etc.  The legalization of these conversions can 
benefi t property tax revenues to the city, but has resulted 
in serious parking problems in some areas. Addressing 
density in conjunction with neighborhood parking issues 
will be an important element of neighborhood stabiliza-
tion.  In addition, Bridgeport must protect the character 
of its low-density, single-family neighborhoods into the 
future and should not allow high-density residential 
development in low-density neighborhoods.  The city’s 
single-family residential areas are key to creating a 
“housing ladder” in the city where residents are able 
to move from one type of housing to another as their 
incomes rise, as discussed in Chapter 10.  

Entertainment/Cultural Uses

A mix of entertainment uses and cultural activities within 
Bridgeport is important to the city’s vitality. Such uses 
can enhance the city’s image and play a major role in 
supporting local retail and restaurants. These uses 
should be located in areas that maximize these positive 
impacts and limit negative effects on traffi c, parking and 
neighborhood character. A local arts council should be 
created to coordinate these cultural and entertainment 
organizations and encourage them to work together to 
market their assets, attract visitors and promote tourism.
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4.2 |  ZONING

Bridgeport currently has 19 zoning classifi cations: fi ve 
residential districts, four offi ce/retail districts, three 
mixed use districts, three downtown districts, two in-
dustrial districts, a planned development district and a 
zoological park district (see Figure 4-2 and Table 4-3). 

Residential Zones

The Residential AA and Residential A zones are the city’s 
low-density residential districts; single-family homes 
are the only permitted uses in these zones. In addition, 
all city parks are zoned Residential A. The R-AA zone 
requires a minimum lot of 11,250 square feet, while 
minimum lot size in the R-A zone is 9,000 square feet, 
assuming road frontage of less than 75 feet. Lots in the 
R-A zone with more than 75 feet of frontage may be up 
to 7,500 square feet. Maximum building coverage in 
both these zones is 3,000 square feet. The R-AA zone is 
mapped only in Black Rock, while the R-A zone is found 
mainly north of Route 1, in the North End, Lake Forest, 
Reservoir/Whiskey Hill and North Bridgeport. It is also 
found in smaller pockets in western Bridgeport in the 
Brooklawn neighborhood and in Black Rock. The City 
recently revised the defi nition of “family” in its Zon-
ing Code in order to conform to current state laws and 
control the number of unrelated individuals residing in a 

                                                                
Zoning District Minimum Lot Size      

Residential AA (R-AA)    11,250 sf 

Residential A (R-A)   9,000 sf for 60 ft frontage, 7,500 sf for 75+ ft

Residential B (R-B)   9,000 sf for 60 ft frontage, 7,500 sf for 75+ ft

Residential BB (R-BB)   9,000 sf for 60 ft frontage, 7,500 sf for 75+ ft

Residential C (R-C)    9,000 sf

Mixed Use Educational/Medical (MU-EM)    5,000 sf

Mixed Use Perimeter (MU-P)    6,000 sf

Mixed Use Waterfront (MU-W)    N/A (restricted to 10+ acre parcels)

Offi  ce/Retail Neighborhood (OR-N)    5,000 sf

Offi  ce/Retail Storefront (OR-S)    5,000 sf

Offi  ce/Retail General (OR-G)    10,000 sf

Offi  ce/Retail Regional (OR-R)    10,000 sf

Downtown Central Business (D-CB)    5,000 sf

Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU)    6,000 sf

Downtown-Regional Sports/Entertainment (D-RSE)   20,000 sf

Industrial Heavy (I-HI)    No minimum

Industrial Heavy (I-LI)    No minimum

Planned Development District (PDD)    N/A (restricted to 25+ acre parcels)

Zoological Park (ZP)    40 acres

Table 4-3 | Zoning Districts

 Source: Bridgeport Zoning Regulations, 2005

single household. This change is intended to protect the 
character of Bridgeport’s single-family neighborhoods.

The Residential B and BB zones are medium-density 
districts allowing two- to six-family homes on 9,000 
square foot lots (again assuming less than 75-foot front-
age; lots of more than 75 feet of frontage may be up to 
7,500 square feet). Maximum building coverage in these 
districts is 45 and 55 percent, respectively. These zones 
are mapped throughout the southern portion of the city. 

The Residential C district is the city’s high-density resi-
dential zone. It allows multifamily housing – including 
multifamily houses, apartment buildings, condominium 
complexes and public housing facilities – and has a 
minimum lot size of 9,000 square feet and maximum 
building coverage of 60 percent. However, the R-C zone 
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only allows structures of up to 45 feet in height, which 
could be an issue for future development of mid- to 
high-rise development. This zone is primarily found south 
of Route 1, although it is also mapped in small pockets 
north of Route 1.

Offi ce/Retail Zones

The city’s four offi ce/retail zones, which are primarily 
mapped along its major thoroughfares, are differentiated 
by allowed uses and intensity of permitted development. 
The OR-Neighborhood (OR-N) zone promotes small-scale, 
pedestrian-oriented retail uses for local residents. The 
OR-Storefront (OR-S) zone allows a range of retail, ser-
vice and business uses and limited business service and 
offi ce facilities.  This zone seeks to preserve older com-
mercial areas with traditional main street storefronts, 
and it requires new development to be compatible with 
the existing character of these areas. The OR-General 
(OR-G) zone allows for more intense commercial de-
velopment near major roadways.  This zone primarily 
accommodates auto-oriented commercial uses. The 
OR-Regional (OR-R) zone allows regional scale uses that 
attract people from outside the City and generate signifi -
cant traffi c. Uses allowed in this zone are offi ce parks, 
major shopping centers, sports facilities and theater and 
entertainment complexes, and limited industrial uses.

Industrial Zones

Bridgeport’s two industrial zones provide appropriate 
areas for industrial uses and provide separation between 
such uses and housing and other incompatible uses. 
The Heavy Industrial (I-HI) zone is reserved for those 
industries that produce nuisances such as truck traffi c, 
smoke, dust and other hazards. The Light Industrial (I-LI) 
zone allows industrial uses that have minimal off-site 
impacts. This zone includes more stringent development 
and performance standards than the I-HI zone. For ex-
ample, the I-LI zone does not allow high-impact resource 
production/extraction or industrial uses related to 
chemicals or petroleum refi ning and related industries. 
I-HI zones are concentrated primarily along Bridgeport’s 
waterfront, while I-LI zones are found both on the water-
front and in the Lake Success area. The heavy industrial 
zone is the only district that allows adult entertainment 
facilities. This use is allowed by special permit and is 
subject to conditional use development standards.

Although only 9.4 percent of existing land use in Bridge-
port is categorized as industrial, a considerably larger 
portion of the city’s land area is zoned for industrial 
uses, particularly along the waterfront. Much of the 
industrially zoned land is either vacant or underutilized, 
and has now come into confl ict with other adjoining 
uses, especially residential. This is particularly an issue 
with the heavy industrial zones. Many of these industrial 
zones also contain brownfi elds, which currently prevent 
their reuse. Remediating these areas for non-industrial 
uses will have an impact on industrial uses through-
out the city. Bridgeport will need to determine which 
industries are desirable and where to locate them. 
Key in these considerations is striking a good balance 
of supporting existing industrial uses and promoting 
reasonable adaptive reuse. Adaptive reuse should be 
encouraged in those areas where industry is no longer 
active and is incompatible with surrounding properties, 
but it should be discouraged where productive industry 
remains. Landscape buffers should be required where 
industrial and residential uses meet.  Performance stan-
dards should be implemented to ensure that industrial 
uses are good neighbors and prevent excessive noise, 
noxious fumes and dust and adverse impacts on on-
street parking. The overall goal should be to reduce the 
total amount of industrially zoned property in the city but 
increase productivity of the remaining industrial zones.

Downtown Districts

The city has three downtown zoning districts that are 
differentiated by density and use. The Downtown Central 
Business (D-CB) zone, which is the main district govern-
ing the Downtown area, allows high-density commercial 
development. The Downtown Mixed-Use (D-MU) zone, 
mapped in two locations, allows lower-density commer-
cial and residential development. These two districts 
include design standards for site layout and facades, 
which are applicable to all proposed development in 
these areas. They also provide incentive bonuses that 
allow for an increase in fl oor area ratio (FAR) in exchange 
for the provision of certain improvements or facilities by 
developers. However, these incentive packages appear 
to be unclear, and few, if any, developers, have applied 
for them to date. The Downtown Regional Sports/En-
tertainment (D-RSE) zone is a special downtown district 
intended to promote regional spectator sports and enter-
tainment uses as well as professional offi ces. This zone 
includes the Arena at Harbor Yard. While its boundaries 
could be expanded, this zone will never be located in any 
other site not contiguous with the current zone.
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As the Downtown area becomes a more vibrant, 24-hour 
mixed-use community (as discussed in Chapters 1 and 8 
of this Master Plan) its zoning districts – particularly the 
D-CB zone – will need to be modifi ed. Building massing 
and parking will need to be addressed and the current 
250-foot height limit for the D-CB zone may need to be 
changed. As part of an effort to support a more ac-
tive Downtown, the Planning and Zoning Commission 
recently modifi ed the City’s Zoning Code to allow outdoor 
dining in the Downtown area, as well as in Black Rock 
and other parts in the city.

Other Zones

The city has a number of specialized zones that address 
particular needs:

Mixed-Use Educational/Medical (MU-EM) zone: 
Allows controlled expansion of major educational 
and medical institutions while discouraging dis-
placement of residents. The largest MU-EM zone 
encompasses the University of Bridgeport, with 
smaller zones located on Main Street (including 
Central High School and St. Vincent’s Medical 
Center) in the North End and along Mill Hill Avenue 
(including Bridgeport Hospital) in the Boston Av-
enue/Mill Hill neighborhood.

Mixed-Use Perimeter (MU-P) zone: Encourages 
mixed-use development to buffer residential neigh-
borhoods from major industrial/commercial areas. 
This zone is found in small pockets throughout the 
city, with a large MU-P zone located in the center 
of the city.

Mixed-Use Waterfront (MU-W) zone: Allows owners 
of large (10 acres or more) contiguous undevel-
oped or underdeveloped properties that border 
Long Island Sound, Bridgeport Harbor or other 
waterfront areas to develop them with a mixture of 
residential, commercial and entertainment uses. 
Uses in the MU-W zone are subject to Develop-
ment Plan Review by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. The zone functions as a fl oating 
district, and is mapped only upon successful ap-
plication to the Planning and Zoning Commission, 
initiated by a developer.

Planned Development District (PDD): Permits 
owners of large (25 acres or more) contiguous 
undeveloped/underdeveloped properties to 
prepare a comprehensive plan for development. 
This zone allows a specifi c mix of residential, com-
mercial, industrial and entertainment uses.  Like 

•

•

•

•

the MU-W zone, uses in the PDD zone are subject 
to Development Plan Review by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission, and the zone is a fl oating district, 
mapped after Planning and Zoning Commission approval.

Zoological Park (ZP) zone: Governs Connecticut’s 
Beardsley Zoo and zoo-related uses, covering the 
entire zoo site. Because this zone was created 
for a specifi c purpose that has been fulfi lled, it is 
unlikely that the City will see another application 
fi led for such a zone.

Scattered-Site Zoning

Bridgeport’s Zoning Code contains an overabundance of 
zoning districts.  While some districts are widely mapped 
on large areas of the city, others address very specifi c 
uses and are mapped on single parcels. This approach 
is somewhat uncommon among zoning codes, as zon-
ing districts generally delineate compatible uses within 
a zone and are not targeted toward one specifi c use. 
The overall affect of such scattered site zoning is that 
it reduces predictability, consistency and compatibility 
among land uses within neighborhoods.

 

4.3  |  PLANNING ADMINISTRATION

Bridgeport’s zoning regulations are administered by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission, the Zoning Board of 
Appeals and zoning enforcement offi cers, as well as by 
the Department of Land Use Construction Review, the 
Historic Commissions, the Harbor Management Commis-
sion and the Port Authority. 

Planning and Zoning Commission

The commission is composed of nine members (plus 
three alternates), who serve three-year staggered terms. 
The Planning and Zoning Commission has the authority 
to adopt and amend the zoning regulations, includ-
ing the boundaries established by the zoning map; to 
provide for the manner in which the regulations will be 
enforced; to grant or deny special permits or site plan 
approvals consistent with the zoning regulations; and to 
grant or deny liquor licenses. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission also serves as Bridgeport’s Inland Wetlands 
and Watercourses Agency, which is authorized by State 
law to enact regulations necessary to protect wetlands 
and watercourses, and to defi ne the boundaries of 
inland wetland areas.

•
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Zoning Board of Appeals

The board consists of fi ve members and three alter-
nates, who have the authority to hear and decide 
appeals alleging errors in orders or decisions made by a 
zoning enforcement offi cer; determine and vary the ap-
plication of the zoning regulations in conformance with 
their intent; and revoke approvals or variances they have 
granted. The board also issues certifi cates of approval of 
locations for the sale of gasoline or other fuels.

Zoning Enforcement 

The Zoning Enforcement Offi cers are authorized to cause 
any building, structure or place to be inspected at any 
time; to issue notices of zoning regulations violations; to 
order the discontinuance or remedying of such viola-
tions; and to issue or deny requests for certifi cations of 
zoning compliance. The City recently launched a “one-
stop permitting process” initiative to help better facilitate 
the land use processes for the public and will soon be 
implementing a permit management software program. 
The effort involved co-locating the essential departments 
that permit applicants need; as a result, the second fl oor 
of City Hall now houses the Building Department, the De-
partment of Land Use Construction Review (LUCR), the 
Zoning Department, the Fire Marshal, the City Engineer 
and sidewalk and driveway permits.

Department of Land Use Construction Review (LUCR)

The Department of Land Use Construction Review 
(LUCR) is one of eight divisions under the Offi ce of Plan-
ning and Economic Development (OPED). The role of 
LUCR is to provide preliminary review and coordination of 
development proposals prior to formal submission to the 
City’s land use boards and commissions. LUCR provides 
guidance and assistance to prospective developers seek-
ing land use regulatory approval of development projects 
through design review committee meetings. LUCR also 
oversees the Building Department and Zoning Offi ce and 
the City’s permit management process.

Historic Commissions

As described in Chapters 3 and 5, Bridgeport has two 
historic commissions: Stratfi eld Historic Commission and 
Historic Commission #1. The Stratfi eld Commission has 
jurisdiction over the Stratfi eld Historic District, while His-
toric Commission #1 oversees the other historic districts. 
Each commission has fi ve members and three alternates, 
all of whom serve fi ve-year terms and are appointed by 
the mayor. No member may hold a salaried municipal 
offi ce in the City. Membership includes the city historian, 
who serves as an ex-offi cio member of the board. 

 

Harbor Management Commission

The Harbor Commission consists of seven members, 
including a Planning and Zoning Commission representa-
tive, plus two alternates, appointed by the Mayor with City 
Council approval to four-year terms. No more than fi ve 
members may be of the same political party. The commis-
sion’s purpose is to prepare a harbor management plan in 
accordance with State statutes. Other responsibilities in-
clude recommending ordinances to implement the harbor 
management plan and reviewing proposed land and water 
use activities contiguous to the waterfront.

Port Authority

Under State statues, the Port Authority’s purpose is to fos-
ter and stimulate the shipment of freight and commerce 
through the ports of Bridgeport; develop and promote port 
facilities in order to create jobs, increase the City’s tax 
base and provide special revenues to the City; work with 
the City government to maximize the effi ciency of avail-
able public funding; and cooperate with state and federal 
agencies in the maintenance, development, improvement 
and use of district harbors, waterways and industrially 
zoned properties. The Port Authority is governed by a 
commission of fi ve voting members: three commissioners 
appointed by the Mayor, with City Council approval, for 
three-year terms; and the director of economic devel-
opment and harbor master. Also, the board has three 
ex-offi cio members: the Mayor, the City Council president 
and the Harbor Commission chairman. 
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4.4  |  BUILD-OUT ANALYSIS

BFJ and Urbanomics conducted a build-out analysis of Bridgeport under the existing zoning regulations, using Geo-
graphic Information Systems (GIS) technology. The parcels within the city identifi ed as currently vacant were selected 
and their area was compared with the applicable minimum lot area allowable under the Zoning Code. Vacant parcels 
analyzed included all vacant, unimproved land as well as large industrial sites that contain vacant industrial build-
ings. Vacant parcels not meeting minimum lot area requirements were classifi ed as undevelopable and parcels 
determined to be large enough for development under the code were fl agged. Figure 4-3 shows the developable 
parcels utilized in this build-out analysis.  

Potential residential development for fl agged parcels 
was calculated based on the maximum number of units 
allowed under existing zoning. Potential non-residential 
development (industrial, commercial and mixed-use) 
was calculated based on the maximum square footage 
allowed by current zoning along with factors such as lot 
area, maximum coverage, maximum number of stories 
and building height.

Based on this methodology, the total number of potential 
residential, lots, units and developable acreage was de-
termined for residential properties and the total number 
of parcels, developable square footage and acreage was 
determined for non-residential properties.  As shown 
in Table 4-4, under current zoning, 441 new residential 
units could be constructed on 200 residential lots com-
prising 578 acres. A total of 152 million square feet of 
industrial space could also be built on 325 parcels com-
prising 540 acres. An additional 16 million square feet of 
commercial development, including mixed-use develop-
ment, could be constructed under current zoning on 

                                                             
                 Lots              Units                             Acres 

Residential                                200         441 578

Table 4-4 | Build-Out Analysis 
                   (Based on 2005 zoning regulations)

 1 Excluding Downtown
Source: Urbanomics, 2007

                                                             
 Non-Residential            Parcels              Square Footage  Acres 

Commercial                               113           16,000,000 sf 49

    Mixed-Use Citywide1           43  3,100,000 sf 23

    Mixed-Use Downtown          9                            1,608,725 sf 4

Industrial                                      325 152,000,000 sf 540

Total Non-Residential       438 168,000,000 sf 589

113 parcels comprising 49 acres. This 16 million square 
feet of potential commercial development includes 3.1 
million square feet of mixed-use development citywide 
(excluding Downtown) and 1.6 million square feet of 
mixed-use development in the Downtown.

It is important to note that the vast majority (more than 
80 percent) of existing vacant lots in Bridgeport were 
found to be non-developable, as they do not meet the 
minimum lot size required by zoning, and many of these 
lots do not have street frontage. These parcels are 
indicated in dark purple on Figure 4-3. Because many 
of these small vacant lots are located within residential 
neighborhoods, their inability to be developed without a 
variance is of particular concern. Vacant lots in neighbor-
hoods detract from community character, reduce street 
activity and can lead to blight. In addition, when such 
lots do not meet minimum zoning requirements they can 
be hard to develop because construction fi nancing may 
be diffi cult to acquire. 
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Figure 4-3 | Build-out Analysis Based on Current Zoning

 Source: Urbanomics
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4.5  |  LAND USE AND ZONING POLICIES

Bridgeport’s industrial heritage defi nes its character. It is 
what made Bridgeport once the leading city in the region. 
While industry continues to play an important role in the 
city, it is no longer Bridgeport’s leading economic sector. 
Goods production and related employment have steadily 
declined over the past decade, and this trend is expected 
to continue over the next ten years. Future economic de-
velopment will depend on the city’s ability to capture jobs 
in the health care, fi nance/insurance/real estate, profes-
sional offi ce and arts and entertainment sectors, rather 
than its ability to expand its industrial base.

Given this trend, Bridgeport needs to evaluate its industri-
al zoned areas and determine those areas where industry 
continues to thrive and those where industry no longer 
exists and land should be rezoned. The objective is to re-
duce the total amount of industrial zoned property in the 
city, while increasing 
the productivity of uti-
lized industrial land. 
Based on an analysis 
of existing industrial 
activity in the city that 
was conducted as 
part of Bridgeport’s 
2007 Comprehensive 
Economic Development Strategy (CEDS), the City should 
reduce its industrial-zoned land from 20 percent to 10 
percent by 2020. Rebalancing industrial zoning to refl ect 
current economic conditions will allow the city to sup-
port its remaining industries, while preparing to capture 
employment in projected growth sectors.  This includes 
increasing land area zoned for mixed-use and high-density 
residential development in appropriate locations as well 
as health care/medical-related uses, particularly in the 
vicinity of Bridgeport’s two existing major medical centers: 
Bridgeport Hospital and St. Vincent’s Medical Center. 

As Bridgeport moves toward a more diverse economy, 
it should work to promote compatibility among different 
land uses. Adaptive reuse should be employed in ways 
that are supportive of existing productive industrial and 
commercial uses and should make use of appropriate 
architectural, programmatic, design and landscaping 
elements to ensure compatibility with such uses. Perfor-
mance standards should be implemented to ensure that 
industrial uses are good neighbors and prevent exces-
sive noise and the release of noxious fumes and dust. 

A central issue that must be addressed in developing 
regulations for adaptive reuse is the inherent confl icts 
that arise between new residents and existing indus-
tries. These confl icts should be addressed with buffers 
between such uses. Buffering tools should include land-
scaping, architectural treatments and noise barriers, as 
well as regulatory requirements, such as the prohibition 
of through trucks or noise during certain hours of the 
day. Buffering requirements should encourage creativity 
and fl exibility, while providing suffi cient regulatory “teeth” 
to accomplish the overall goal of protecting a range of 
viable uses.

Another signifi cant land use change expected in Bridge-
port over the next decade is a shift toward mixed-use 
development in the Downtown and along commercial 
corridors. Currently, land uses in these areas are pre-

dominantly commercial, 
but as redevelopment 
occurs, the City should 
encourage a mix of resi-
dential, commercial and 
entertainment uses. A mix 
of uses, along with design 
requirements, will promote 
pedestrian activity and 

activate city streets. It will encourage an urban lifestyle 
typical of thriving urban areas where residences and 
related commercial and entertainment uses support 
one another.  The City is currently working to adopt new 
zoning regulations for the Downtown that will encour-
age mixed-use development.  These regulations include 
provisions that encourage transit-oriented development 
(TOD) and allow for transfer of development rights in 
order to encourage preservation of historic buildings.  
In addition, the proposed new zoning for Downtown 
includes design guidelines to ensure a consistent and 
high-quality urban character within the city’s historic 
core.  Other zoning regulations for mixed-use areas that 
should be considered include expansion of the mixed-
use waterfront zone to the north and the addition of 
public access requirements for properties located along 
the waterfront.

In reviewing its zoning regulations to refl ect the policies 
of this Master Plan, the City should address the issue of 
under-sized undevelopable parcels in its neighborhoods. 
The presence of numerous vacant, undersized lots has a 

As redevelopment occurs, the City 
should encourage a mix of residential, 
commercial and entertainment uses in the 
Downtown and along commercial corridors.

“

”
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negative impact on the character of the city’s neighbor-
hoods and contributes to blight. Addressing this issue 
will require development of a strategy that allows for 
potentially decreasing the minimum lot size required in 
some residential zones, consolidating existing lots, and 
developing community gardens or other uses that will 
benefi t the neighborhoods on undevelopable parcels. 
Where appropriate, such lots could be utilized as public 
parking areas to address parking shortages that exist in 
many of the city’s core neighborhoods.  

As part of its efforts to address undevelopable proper-
ties, the City should consider reducing the minimum 
lot size required in its low and medium density (e.g. 
single-family and two to four unit multifamily) residential 
zones.  For example, minimum lot area for a single-fam-
ily home in the city’s R-A zone is currently 9,000 square 
feet.  This could be reduced to 5,000 square feet, which 
is a historic lot size for urban areas in the region and 
is consistent with urban zoning practices.  Reducing 
minimum lot size in appropriate areas would reduce the 
number of vacant, undevelopable properties in the city’s 
neighborhoods.  The City should also consider increas-
ing the amount of time allotted for an owner to rebuild 
a damaged structure on an undersized lot.  This could 
help prevent existing, non-conforming lots with damaged 
structures from becoming undevelopable.

While there is no rule of thumb for the correct number of 
zoning districts for a city, it appears that Bridgeport has 
too many with 19.  The City should evaluate the utility of 
its existing zoning districts and consolidate and/or cre-
ate new districts as appropriate.  It should also address 
issues of scattered-site zoning, high density residential 
development along the waterfront, mixed-use develop-
ment along neighborhood commercial corridors, and 
changes to the city’s industrial zones as discussed in 
Chapter 15.

Finally, the City should also work to modify its review 
procedures for applications that involve site plan review 
and zoning variances.  Currently, applications for vari-
ances are heard by the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
before associated site plans are reviewed by the Plan-
ning and Zoning Commission (P&Z).  This has proven to 
be a problematic process because once the ZBA grants 
a variance, the P&Z often has little opportunity to require 
enhancements to site plans to address issues such as 
parking, landscaping, and site layout.  Bridgeport’s appli-
cation review procedures should be modifi ed to provide 
P&Z with an opportunity to comment on a proposed site 
plan before a variance is granted by ZBA. In addition, 
the City should consider the creation of special permits 
for certain uses in order to improve development control 
and reduce the number of variance applications that 
come before the ZBA.
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HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

5.1  |  HISTORIC DISTRICTS

Bridgeport has a total of 24 historic districts, comprising both local districts and those 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places (see Figure 5-1). 

While both National Register historic districts and local historic districts are listed on 
the State Register of Historic Places, they differ in structure and the reviews required. A 
National Register historic district is established through the State Historic Preservation 
Offi ce and National Park Service as formal recognition of an area with historical, architec-
tural or cultural signifi cance. Alterations to a property listed in a National Register historic 
district only require review if there is state or federal involvement. A local historic district 
offers greater protection and involvement from the community. The Connecticut General 
Assembly grants municipalities authority to establish locally designated historic districts 
and individual historic properties for which viewable exterior architectural changes are 
reviewed by a local preservation commission. This ensures that alterations are consistent 
and appropriate with the existing character of the district or property.

POLICIES

   1     Renew the city’s connection to its history.

   2     Strengthen the cultural sector.

GOALS

   1     Preserve the city’s historic fabric.
   2     Encourage Bridgeport’s arts, entertainment and cultural organizations to
          work together to enhance their leadership, funding and marketing capacity
          and create sustainable jobs in the creative economy.

5.0
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KEY
*1 BLACK ROCK HISTORIC DISTRICT
2 SEASIDE PARK
*3 MARINA PARK HISTORIC DISTRICT
*4 BARNUM/PALLISER HISTORIC DISTRICT
5 COTTAGE DEVELOPMENT HISTORIC DISTRICT
6 EAST MAIN STREET HISSTORIC DISTRICT
7 EAST BRIDGEPORT HISTORIC DISTRICT
8 GOLDEN HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
9 BRIDGEPORT DOWNTOWN NORTH HISTORIC DISTRICT

10 BRIDGEPORT DOWNTOWN SOUTH HISTORIC DISTRICT
11 DIVISION STREET HISTORIC DISTRICT
12 RAILROAD AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT
13 BASSICKVILLE HISTORRIC DISTRICT
*14 STRATFIELD HISTORIC DISTRICT
*15 PEMBROKE CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT
16 STERLING HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT
17 DEACON’S POINT HISTORIC DDISTRICT
18 BLACK ROCK GARDENS HISTORIC DISTRICT
19 GATEWAY VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT
20 LAKEVIEW VILLAGGE HISTORIC DISTRICT
21 REMINGTON CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT
22 REMINGTON VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT
23 SEASIIDE VILLAGE HISTORIC DISTRICT
24 WILMOT APARTMENTS HISTORIC DISTRICT

* Local District
National Register District
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Figure 5-1 | Historic Districts Map

 Source: City of Bridgeport
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Under Connecticut statutes, any interested group of 
residents may ask that the municipal government appoint 
a local historic district study committee to study the pos-
sibility for a district and prepare a report of the historically 
and architecturally signifi cant properties in the proposed 
district and the district as a whole. The report is submit-
ted to the municipal planning and zoning board and the 
State Historic Preservation Offi ce for review and comment, 
and a public hearing is scheduled. A local historic district 
cannot be established without a referendum among its 
property owners. Two-thirds of the property owners within 
the proposed district must support the designation or it is 
not permitted. If the referendum is passed, it must go on 
to the municipal government for approval.

Bridgeport’s local historic districts are governed by two 
historic district commissions: Stratfi eld Historic District 
Commission and Historic Commission #1. The Stratfi eld 
Commission has jurisdiction over the Stratfi eld Historic 
District, while Historic Commission #1 oversees the other 
historic districts. Each commission has eight members 
and three alternates, who serve fi ve-year terms and are 
appointed by the mayor. No member may hold a salaried 
municipal offi ce in the City. Membership includes the city 
historian, who serves as an ex offi cio member of the board. 
The commissions meet separately each month and are 
overseen by the Department of Land Use Construction Review.

 

The local historic districts are also governed by the City’s 
zoning regulations through the Historical Overlay (O-H) 
zone. This zone applies to properties within the historic 
districts, as well as properties adjacent to those districts, 
in a buffer area. The purpose of the zone is to ensure that 
the historic district commissions can review and comment 
on applications before the P&Z and ZBA that may affect 
historic resources. It requires that any application for new 
construction, demolition or alteration of structures or a 
change of use to allow industrial, commercial, business, 
or home industry uses within historic districts be contin-
gent upon receipt of a certifi cate of appropriateness from 
the appropriate historic district commission.

LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICTS

The following are Bridgeport’s fi ve locally designated his-
toric districts, as shown in Figure 5.1. With the exception 
of Pembroke City Historic District, all local districts are 
also listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

Black Rock Historic District                                         
Roughly bounded by Black Rock Harbor, Grovers Avenue, 
Beacon and Prescott Streets. Contains 302 acres and 
109 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1979.

Marina Park Historic District                                           
Marina Park in the area of Park and Waldemere Av-
enues. Contains 110 acres and 14 buildings. Listed on 
National Register in 1982.

Barnum/Palliser Historic District                                   
Roughly bounded by Myrtle and Park Avenues, Atlantic 
and Austin Streets (both sides). Contains 59 acres and 
33 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1982.

Stratfi eld Historic District                                                
Centered around CT 59 and U.S. 1. Contains 1,100 acres 
and 242 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1980.

Pembroke City Historic District                                     
Bounded by Crescent Avenue, East Main Street and 
Pulaski Street. The historic district connects the East 
Bridgeport Historic District and the East Main Street 
Historic District.

Seaside Park                                                                    
 Contains Seaside Park on Long Island Sound. Listed on 
National Register in 1982.

Cottage Development Historic District                              
Includes Cottage Place and Atlantic, Broad, Main and 
Whiting Streets. Contains 31 acres and 47 buildings. 
Listed on National Register in 1982.

East Main Street Historic District                                   
Bounded by Walters and Nichols Streets from 371-377, 741-747, 
388-394 and to 744 East Main Street. Contains 160 acres 
and 33 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1985.

NATIONAL REGISTER DISTRICTS

The following 19 districts are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places, but are not locally designated 
historic districts:
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East Bridgeport Historic District                                
Roughly bounded by railroad tracks and Beach, Arctic 
and Knowlton Streets. Contains 938 acres and 250 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1979.

Golden Hill Historic District                                           
Roughly bounded by Congress Street, Lyon Terrace and 
Elm and Harrison Streets. Contains 100 acres and 13 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1987.

Bridgeport Downtown North Historic District              
Roughly bounded by Congress and Water Streets and 
Fairfi eld Avenue, and including Elm, Golden Hill and 
Chapel Streets. Contains 200 acres and 38 buildings. 
Listed on National Register in 1987.

Bridgeport Downtown South Historic District          
Roughly bounded by Elm, Cannon, Main, Gilbert and 
Broad Streets. Contains 270 acres and 50 buildings. 
Listed on National Register in 1987.

Division Street Historic District                                    
Roughly bounded by State Street and Iranistan, Black 
Rock and West Avenues. Contains 390 acres and 186 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1982.

Railroad Avenue Industrial District                            
Roughly bounded by State and Cherry Streets and Fair-
fi eld and Wordin Avenues. Contains 500 acres and 22 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1985.

Bassickville Historic District                                           
Consists of 20-122 Bassick, 667-777 Howard and 
1521-1523 Fairview Avenues and 50-1380 State 
Street. Contains 34 acres and 38 buildings. Listed on 
National Register in 1987.

 

Sterling Hill Historic District                                       
Roughly bounded by Pequonnock Street, Harral Avenue, 
James Street and Washington Avenue. Contains 80 acres 
and 41 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1992.

Deacon’s Point Historic District                                
Roughly bounded by Seaview Avenue and Williston, Bun-
nell and Deacon Streets. Contains 165 acres and 77 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1992.

Black Rock Gardens Historic District                          
Bounded by Fairfi eld Street, Brewster Street and Nash 
Lane, including Rowsley and Haddon Streets. Contains 
89 acres and 12 buildings. Listed on National Register 
in 1990.

Gateway Village Historic District                                   
Roughly bounded by Waterman Street, Connecticut 
Avenue and Alanson Avenue. Contains 89 acres and 87 
buildings. Listed on National Register in 1990.

Lakeview Village Historic District                              
Roughly bounded by Essex Street, Boston Avenue, 
Colony Street, Plymouth Street and Asylum Street. 
Contains 89 acres and 90 buildings. Listed on National 
Register in 1990.

Remington City Historic District                                  
Roughly bounded by Dover and Remington Streets and 
Palisade Avenue, between Stewart and Tudor Streets. 
Contains 180 acres and 164 buildings. Listed on Na-
tional Register in 1990.

Remington Village Historic District                               
Roughly bounded by Willow and East Avenues, between 
Boston and Barnum Avenues. Contains 140 acres and 
69 buildings. Listed on National Register in 1990.

Seaside Village Historic District                                    
East side of Iranistan Avenue between South Street and 
Burnham Street. Contains 165 acres and 58 buildings. 
Listed on National Register in 1990.

Wilmot Apartments Historic District                                    
Junction of Connecticut and Wilmot Avenues. Contains 
50 acres and four buildings. Listed on National Register 
in 1990.

NATIONAL REGISTER DISTRICTS (Continued)
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As discussed in Chapter 4.0, despite the signifi cant 
number of local and national historic districts found in 
Bridgeport, in practice they provide the City with only 
limited ability to control rehabilitation and new develop-
ment. Only development within local historic districts 
requires a Certifi cate of Appropriateness; National Regis-
ter-listed districts do not require such certifi cation, nor is 
a certifi cate required for those properties that are within 
the Historic Overlay (O-H) zone but are not included in 
the local historic district. 

5.2  |  CULTURAL RESOURCES

The City of Bridgeport is rich in arts, entertainment and 
cultural resources, which serve both the city and the 
region. While much of these resources are centered 
around Downtown, cultural institutions can be found 
throughout Bridgeport, providing opportunities to attract 
visitors from elsewhere in Fairfi eld County and beyond.

Theaters

The Bijou Square complex has an early 20th-Century historic 
cinema being renovated into an independent fi lm theater 
with three screens, as part of a larger mixed-use project.

The Downtown Cabaret Theatre, located in the former 
YWCA on Golden Hill Street in downtown Bridgeport, seats 
approximately 275 people. The theater presents Broad-
way-style musicals as well as original works, and is also 
home to a children’s theater company. The facility under-
went a $1.3 million renovation in 1995, funded by a state 
grant and a capital campaign.

Klein Memorial Auditorium, in the West End/West Side 
area of Bridgeport, opened in 1940 and seats about 1,400 
people. The Art Deco style theater has been the home of 
the Greater Bridgeport Symphony for the past 60 years, 
and presents operas, theater shows and dance recitals, as 
well as educational programs during the school year.

Playhouse on the Green, formerly the Polka Dot Play-
house, is a 228-seat theater located on McLevy Green 
in downtown Bridgeport. It offers music, comedy, staged 
readings, lectures and more, with a focus on educational 
programming. The theater’s marquee and historic façade 
are local landmarks, and the building once housed 
People’s Bank. The facility also includes an art gallery.

University of Bridgeport’s Arnold Bernhard Arts and Hu-
manities Center, on Iranistan Avenue on the university’s 
campus, includes the 950-seat Mertens Theatre, the 200-
seat Littlefi eld Recital Hall and the smaller, experimental 
Mather Theatre, as well as an art gallery, classrooms, 
studios and reception space.

Klein Memorial Auditorium | Source: BFJ Planning

The newly renovated Bijou Square
Source: City of Bridgeport
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Barnum Museum | Source: The Barnum Museum

Discovery Museum | Source: The Discovery Museum Housatonic Museum of Art | Source: Housatonic 
Community College

Arena at Harbor Yard | Source: City of Bridgeport Ballpark at Harbor Yard | Source: BFJ Planning

Black Rock Art Center | Source: BFJ Planning
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Museums and Gallery Spaces

Barnum Museum, located in a landmark building in 
Downtown Bridgeport, opened in 1893 and showcases 
the city’s most famous native, including a scale model of 
a fi ve-ring circus, a mounted baby elephant and exhibits 
on Tom Thumb and Jenny Lind. It also includes exhibits on 
Bridgeport’s industrial and social history.

Black Rock Art Center, housed in the former Black Rock 
Bank & Trust Building at the intersection of Fairfi eld Ave-
nue and Brewster Street, has performance spaces, dance 
studios, an art gallery, educational suite and adminis-
trative offi ces for culturally diverse organizations, and 
partners with local schools for educational programming.

City Lights Gallery, just off McLevy Green in Downtown 
Bridgeport, seeks to promote emerging and established 
artists from the City and region. The gallery presents new 
shows featuring painting, drawing, sculpture, photography 
and mixed media every four to six weeks, and offers draw-
ing lessons and other events.

Discovery Museum and Planetarium, a private museum 
in the North End, attracts visitors from throughout the Tri-
State area. It has hands-on science exhibits, planetarium 
programs and a space learning center.

Housatonic Museum of Art at Housatonic Community 
College features works by such artists as Rodin, Picasso, 
Matisse, Miro and Chagall. The museum offers lectures, 
programs and changing exhibitions in its Burt Chernow 
Galleries and has the largest art collection of any two-year 
college in the country.

NEST Arts Factory is a gallery and studio space in the West 
End/West Side area of Bridgeport. The City’s foreclosure 
on the building has created some uncertainty in where 
its occupants will relocate, but at the arts and culture 
seminar, the affected artists were optimistic that the orga-
nization would continue regardless of its physical location.

Rainy Faye’s Bookstore and Gallery is located on Broad 
Street in Downtown and features live jazz, poetry readings, 
storytelling, lectures and other events.

The University of Bridgeport Art Gallery is housed in the 
Bernhard theater complex. In addition, the university’s col-
lection of modern art is displayed across its campus.

Other Major Attractions

The Arena at Harbor Yard, a 10,000 seat facility, is 
home to the AHL Sound Tigers hockey team and Fairfi eld 
University’s men’s and women’s basketball teams, and 
hosts more than 140 entertainment events a year.

The Ballpark at Harbor Yard, adjacent to the arena, is 
home to the Bridgeport Bluefi sh minor league baseball 
team. The $19 million Ballpark was built in 1997-1998 
and funded through a combination of public and team con-
tributions. It has a seating capacity of 5,300, with optional 
standing room admittance of 200 for sold-out games.

Captain’s Cove Seaport maritime and amusement center 
on Black Rock Harbor features a 400-seat restaurant, 
specialty shops, scenic harbor cruises, live entertainment 
and the Nantucket lightship. The seaport has a marina 
with space for more than 400 boats, and slips for transient 
vessels. Dundon House, a Victorian structure relocated 
to Captain’s Cove in 1991, contains a sea museum with 
photo exhibits, ship models and artifacts found by divers.

Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo, the state’s only accredited 
zoo, is open year-round and exhibits almost 300 animals, 
including several endangered species such as tigers and 
bears. The facility, located in North Bridgeport, includes 
an indoor rain forest exhibit plus a New England farmyard, 
greenhouse, picnic grove, café, gift shop and the former 
Pleasure Beach carousel.

Captain’s Cove Seaport | Source: City of Bridgeport
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Outdoor Performance Spaces

Baldwin Plaza, located at the intersection of Fairfi eld 
Avenue and Broad Street in front of the state courthouse, 
hosts concerts and other outdoor entertainment events.

McLevy Green is a landscaped plaza abutting Main Street 
that serves as the setting for Sweetport, a Friday night live 
music series during the summer, as well as the Interna-
tional Sounds of Summer Music Festival and Bridgeport’s 
holiday tree lighting. 

Peacock Pavilion at Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo is an 
outdoor stage nestled in the zoo’s picnic grove. The 500-
capacity venue hosts much of the zoo’s programming 
and is available for rental for private events. It has been 
the site of Bridgeport Free Shakespeare, a professional 
educational theater project that offers annual summer 
productions of Shakespeare works. In 2006, the group 
changed its name to Connecticut Free Shakespeare to 
refl ect planned expansion to additional venues.

Seaside Park can accommodate a large number of people 
for concerts, music festivals and other special events 
on its open lawn, with views of Long Island Sound and a 
bandshell, directly opposite the University of Bridgeport 
theater complex. The Washington Park Gazebo and Went 
Field Pavilion also provide summer concert and event 
space in Bridgeport.

The Barnum Festival was created in 1948 to celebrate 
the life and times of P. T. Barnum and to commemorate 
the history of Bridgeport. The summer-long annual festival 
includes concerts, parades, art shows, parties and a fi re-
works show at Seaside Park. La Danza, inspired by Puerto 
Rico’s national dance, is a charter event of the festival 
that promotes Latin America’s cultural diversity with an 
annual salute to a different country. 

The Columbus Day Parade is held every October in Bridgeport.

Gathering of the Vibes, an annual multi-day music and 
camping festival launched in 1996, has brought a number 
of bands to the Northeast, becoming one of the region’s 
premier summer music festivals. The event was held 
in Bridgeport’s Seaside Park in 1999 and 2000, and 
returned there in the summer of 2007. 

The Summer Sounds of the World concert series, the 
largest world music series in the State of Connecticut, is 
presented throughout July and August in various parks 
and locations throughout the city.

The Greater Bridgeport St. Patrick’s Day Parade draws 
more than 10,000 spectators over its 1.5-mile route 
through downtown Bridgeport. 

Nutmeg State Games is a multi-sport festival of Olym-
pic-style competition offering 24 different sports for 
Connecticut’s amateur athletes. The games were held in 
Hartford until 2005, when they began a three-year stint 
in Bridgeport. While the event will take place in Danbury 
in 2008 and 2009, organizers have not ruled out the pos-
sibility of the games returning to Bridgeport.

The Olympiad Greek Festival, held every May, attracts 
thousands for Greek food, music, dancing, a fl ea market 
and amusement rides. The festival is sponsored by Holy 
Trinity Greek Orthodox Church, on Park Avenue in the 
North End.

The Puerto Rican Parade of Fairfi eld County is held an-
nually in Bridgeport in July. The parade begins at Central 
High School and ends in Seaside Park, and includes 
pageants, music and a banquet.

5.3  | HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES POLICIES

Bridgeport’s historic buildings and cultural institutions 
distinguish it from the suburban municipalities that 
have grown up around it. They are a source of pride for 
city residents and should play a key role in revitalization 
efforts. Historic buildings and facades should be incor-
porated into development and adaptive reuse projects, 
particularly Downtown. These buildings are integral to the 
city’s urban fabric and are a unique asset that should be 
capitalized upon. In the neighborhoods, historic districts 
and buildings create a unique atmosphere that cannot be 
replicated in newer developments. Preservation and res-
toration of important structures in these areas can have a 
positive impact on surrounding properties.



HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 5.0

 Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development           65

McLevy Green | Source: BFJ Planning

Seaside Park Bandshell | Source: City of Bridgeport

Baldwin Plaza | Source: City of Bridgeport

Puerto Rican Parade of Fairfi eld County
Source: Puerto Rican Parade of Fairfi eld County Committee
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The key to historic preservation is to encourage rehabilita-
tion of important historic buildings while recognizing that 
not every old structure in the city merits preservation. To 
this end, specifi c criteria should be developed for evalu-
ating the integrity of older structures. This will prevent 
demolition of important buildings, while allowing for the 
removal of any non-historic, deteriorating structure that 
has become an eyesore in a neighborhood. New construc-
tion in historic areas should complement the character 
of existing structures. Along with historic tax credits and 
grants and loans for the rehabilitation of historic prop-
erties, these strategies will encourage restoration and 
compatible new construction.

Similar to its historic properties, Bridgeport’s cultural 
institutions and entertainment venues play an impor-
tant role in defi ning the character of the city. Together, 
theaters, arts organizations, museums, and its ballpark 
and arena provide the array of attractions that is typical 
of successful urban areas throughout the country. One 
of the primary issues for these institutions in Bridgeport 
is a crucial lack of coordination among the various arts, 
entertainment and cultural organizations that are working 
hard to attract visitors to the city, promote tourism and 
gain patrons. This lack of cohesion has a negative impact 
on the individual organizations throughout Bridgeport as 
well as the city as a whole. Groups suffer from a lack of 
marketing and funding and are unable to capture poten-
tial spill-over effects of one another’s efforts. 

In order to address this crucial issue, a local Arts Council 
should be created to coordinate local efforts and tap into 
regional approaches to coordination being developed as 
part of the One Coast...One Future project for Fairfi eld 
County. This Arts Council should be a non-governmental 
organization composed of representatives from local arts, 
cultural and entertainment organizations. A government li-
aison should be designated to provide for communication 
between this group and City government. Other initiatives 
that should be undertaken include the creation of an arts 
incubator through a public-private partnership to provide 
work space and technical support for artists; designa-
tion of Downtown and appropriate commercial corridors 
as arts/cultural districts; provision of incentives to 
encourage arts, culture and entertainment uses in these 
areas; allowing live/work artists’ spaces in appropriate 
areas; and encouragement of fi lm and sound production 

activities within the city. The Housatonic Art Museum, the 
Fairfi eld Arts Council and the new Coastal Fairfi eld County 
Cultural Alliance completed a draft Bridgeport Cultural 
Plan in November 2007 that seeks to strengthen the city’s 
cultural sector. Upon completion of a fi nal Cultural Plan, 
the City may wish to consider implementing key recom-
mendations from the plan.

In addition, the City should centralize physical plant 
management functions for City-owned buildings that 
house cultural institutions to more effectively manage the  
maintenance of these buildings. Currently, upkeep and 
repair of these properties is carried out on an as-needed 
basis, without an overall capital program. In the long term, 
some of the buildings and their maintenance responsibili-
ties could potentially be transferred to the Arts Council if 
it develops the capacity to effectively manage them and is 
able to create a capital improvement program to support 
such work.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

6 .1  |  INTRODUCTION

Landform, rivers, wetlands, the Long Island Sound and urban forest are natural fea-
tures within the City of Bridgeport that have been reshaped, diminished, dumped upon 
and polluted by excessive and uncontrolled human activity for nearly three centuries.  
Attitudes, regulations and priorities have changed. The City of Bridgeport and its resi-
dents recognize the aesthetic, environmental and economically strategic value of the 
city’s location as a coastal community in Fairfi eld County.

Bridgeport’s environmental setting is highlighted by its prominence on Long Island 
Sound.  The coastline extends over 22 miles and is composed, in part, of barrier 
islands, beaches and parkland. Transportation, residential, energy facilities, commer-
cial, and industrial activities comprise the balance of the waterfront. Multiple deep 
navigable channels support water related activities.  Over three square miles of coastal 
area or 20 percent of the City falls within the Coastal Area Management (CAM) bound-
ary and is protected under city and state coastal area management policies. Portions 
of these areas have been recognized by the Connecticut Department of Environmental 

POLICY

         Reclaim the city’s natural resources.   

 

GOALS

   1    Protect and enhance Bridgeport’s natural resources, including its coastal area.
   2    Plant 3,000 new trees by 2020.
   3    Reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 10% by 2020.

6.0
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Protection (CTDEP) as habitat for endangered plant and 
animal species.  For example, a portion of Pleasure 
Beach is a seasonal nesting ground for piping plover.  
Tidal wetlands and barrier beaches along the coast of 
Bridgeport provide places to forage, nest and take refuge 
for migratory and resident bird species.

The landform that encompasses Bridgeport is typical for 
the region.  Topographic change ranges from sea level 
along the southern coastline to 310 feet near the north-
west corner of the city.  The last glacial period shaped 
the land which presently includes fi ve main watersheds 
(Bruce Brook, Yellow Mill, Pequonnock River, Coastal 
area and Rooster River).  The Pequonnock River contains 
the largest watershed and carries runoff from neighbor-
ing towns to the north. Though quality of all the local 
waterways is classifi ed as impaired by CTDEP, conditions 
are improving.  

Bridgeport’s land is classifi ed as over 86 percent devel-
oped. Most of the city’s wetlands have been impacted 
or destroyed.  The only mapped freshwater wetlands 
within the city are located in the North End at Veter-
ans Memorial Park and Elton Rogers Park, in the West 
Side/West End along Mountain Grove Cemetery and in 
North Bridgeport in portions of Remington Woods/Lake 
Success. These wetlands act as fi lters and temporary 
storage areas for stormwater runoff as well as habitat for 
plants and wildlife.  Flooding problems in certain neigh-
borhoods throughout the City have been exacerbated by 
overdevelopment, reduction and fragmenting of these 
naturalized areas.

Heavy industry has contributed to the contamination 
of over 400 parcels in the City of Bridgeport.  However, 
many of these parcels have recently been or are cur-
rently being cleaned up or capped to allow for safe 
redevelopment and/or reuse. 

6.2  |  COASTAL AREA MANAGEMENT

Managing its coastal area is an essential component of 
Bridgeport’s efforts to protect its natural resources and 
achieve sustainable economic growth (see Figure 6-1). 
Bridgeport is part of the coastal area of the State of Con-
necticut as defi ned by the Connecticut Legislature in the 
Connecticut Coastal Management Act (CCMA, Vol. 8, Title 
22a, Chapter 444, Sections 90-113c of the Connecticut 
General Statutes).  Much of the city’s historical growth 
and development as well as its quality of life is tied to its 
coastal area setting on Bridgeport Harbor, one of Connect-
icut’s three deep-water ports, and Long Island Sound — an 
estuary of national signifi cance as designated by the U.S. 
Congress.  The coastal area has provided Bridgeport and 
its citizens with vital economic, environmental and cultural 
opportunities and benefi ts from the city’s initial settlement 
to the present day.  

The CCMA has established the state’s coastal manage-
ment policies for both conservation of coastal resources 
and benefi cial use of those resources. In addition, the 
CCMA established the mandatory process of coastal site 
plan review whereby Bridgeport and all other coastal mu-
nicipalities in Connecticut must review projects proposed 
within their designated coastal boundaries to determine 
the consistency of those projects with the state’s policies. 
The CCMA also provides for the voluntary development of 
municipal coastal programs (MCPs) which are implement-
ed through local plans of conservation and development 
and zoning regulations.  The purpose of Bridgeport’s MCP 
-- the Bridgeport Coastal Plan -- which was adopted in 
1982, is to set and advance the City’s coastal manage-
ment goals and objectives to guide the conservation and 
benefi cial use of the city’s coastal resources.  Although 
the goals and objectives expressed in the Bridgeport 
Coastal Plan are consistent with the state policies estab-
lished in the CCMA, the City should update its coastal plan 
to refl ect the coastal policies expressed in this Master Plan.

To further strengthen the City’s ability to manage its 
coastal resources, Bridgeport has also prepared and ad-
opted a Harbor Management Plan for the most desirable 
use of Bridgeport Harbor and the other tidal and navigable 
waters within the City’s harbor management jurisdiction.  
The Master Plan of Conservation and Development and 
Harbor Management Plan are separate but complemen-
tary documents that together serve as the city’s principal 
guides for land and water use in the coastal area.
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Figure 6-1 | Coastal Area Management

 Source: Stantec
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Bridgeport’s coastal area supports a diversity of uses, in-
cluding residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, 
utility and open space uses.  Signifi cant sections of the 
coastal area are also vacant or underutilized and have 
been targeted for redevelopment.  Prominent coastal 
features include Ash Creek (whose jurisdiction is shared 
between Bridgeport and the Town of Fairfi eld); Black 
Rock Harbor at the mouth of Cedar Creek; Fayerweather 
Island at the entrance to Black Rock Harbor; Bridge-
port Harbor, including the inner and outer harbors; the 
Pequonnock River which fl ows through the center of the 
city into the inner harbor; the Yellow Mill Creek Channel; 
Johnson’s Creek; and the Pleasure Beach barrier island 
on the city’s eastern boundary with the Town of Stratford.  

 

Much of the city’s waterfront, especially along the inner 
harbor, is highly engineered and developed, refl ecting its 
long history of industrial use as well as current port uses.

Coastal Resources

A variety of coastal land and water resources are found 
within Bridgeport’s coastal area, including but not 
limited to tidal waters and embayments, intertidal fl ats, 
tidal wetlands, beaches, fl oodplains and living marine 
resources such as fi nfi sh and shellfi sh. Upland resources 
include developed shorelands and urban waterfront 
areas. The natural coastal resources are important 
determinants of Bridgeport’s quality of life.  They provide 
signifi cant natural values and ecological functions 
related to fi sh and wildlife habitat, water quality, and 
scenic quality. They are valuable for many different uses 
including boating and other recreational activities, water-
dependent commercial and industrial uses of the Port 
of Bridgeport, commercial fi shing and water-enhanced 
residential and commercial development.  The location 
and extent of the city’s coastal resources were identi-
fi ed by the city in the course of developing Bridgeport’s 
municipal coastal program (MCP). The MCP recognizes 
that the water and other natural coastal resources in the 
Bridgeport coastal area are part of the larger estuarine 
and watershed system of Long Island Sound and the 
Pequonnock River and that actions within that ecological 
system can have signifi cant impacts on other parts of 
the system, or on the system as a whole.

The MCP also recognizes that fl ooding and shoreline 
erosion are natural, ongoing processes that will continue 
to affect water and waterfront use and development in 
Bridgeport and that coastal area land-use must be care-
fully planned to reduce or avoid the potential impacts of 
fl ooding and erosion.  Parts of the city’s shoreline have 
historically been subject to severe tidal fl ooding (most 
notably during hurricanes in the 1930s, ‘40s and ‘50s).  
Shoreline fl ooding and erosion are also caused by more 
frequent spring and winter storms. As a result, large por-
tions of the coastal area fall within coastal fl ood hazard 
areas identifi ed on the city’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps.

Water quality in Bridgeport’s coastal area is classifi ed by 
the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) in accordance with state water quality criteria. The 
classifi cations establish designated uses for surface wa-
ters and identify the criteria necessary to support those 
uses. The classifi cation currently applied throughout the 
city’s entire coastal area is Class “SC/SB.” This is a rela-
tively poor classifi cation that indicates that certain State 
water quality criteria are not being met due to pollution 
levels.  The City should work to reduce sources of pollu-
tion as necessary to achieve Class “SB” classifi cation for 
its coastal area.

The quality of surface water in the coastal area has a 
profound impact on the overall quality of life as well as 
waterfront land use and water use. Despite the current 
classifi cation of Bridgeport’s waters, there have been a 
number of accomplishments in recent years with regard 
to understanding and improving water quality conditions 
in the Bridgeport coastal area and Long Island Sound, 
including improvements of municipal wastewater collec-
tion and treatment systems along the Sound (such as the 
improvements to Bridgeport’s East Side and West Side 
wastewater treatment plants) and establishment of water 
quality monitoring and educational efforts. Nevertheless, 
pollution and the risk of pollution still exist.  Bacteria 
and other pollutants can affect the enjoyment of boating 
activities, the vitality of fi sh and wildlife, and the health 
of those who come into contact with the water. Simply 
stated, water pollution in the coastal area diminishes 
quality-of-life and is a signifi cant concern. As a result, the 
implementation of all feasible measures to maintain and 
improve surface water quality is a basic goal of the city’s 
MCP, including measures to address nonpoint source 
(NPS) pollution, which includes stormwater runoff from 
roads, parking lots, and other surfaces in the watersheds 
that drain into Bridgeport’s coastal waters.
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Signifi cant shellfi sh resources are found in the Bridgeport 
coastal area. These include private beds worked by com-
mercial shellfi shing companies as well as shellfi sh beds 
within the jurisdiction of the Connecticut Department 
of Agriculture’s Bureau of Aquaculture (DA/BA).  Due to 
existing water quality conditions, Bridgeport’s coastal 
waters and intertidal areas have been classifi ed as “pro-
hibited” by the DA/BA, which means that the harvesting of 
shellfi sh for uses other than depuration in other waters or 
aquaculture purposes is currently prohibited. 

The intertidal resources in Bridgeport’s coastal area, in-
cluding wetlands and intertidal fl ats subject to alternating 
periods of tidal inundation and exposure, are of particu-
lar ecological signifi cance. Although much of the tidal 
wetland areas formerly around Bridgeport and Black Rock 
Harbors have been lost to development over the last two 
centuries, protection of the 
remaining wetlands is an 
important goal of the MCP 
because of the wealth of 
ecologically important func-
tions provided by wetlands. 
As areas of high nutrient 
value and biological productivity, wetlands provide detrital 
products which become the food of organisms living in 
Long Island Sound, including crabs, worms, snails, fi nfi sh 
and shellfi sh. Wetlands also provide habitat, nesting, 
feeding, and refuge areas for shorebirds and serve as the 
nursery ground for larval and juvenile forms of many of 
the Sound’s marine organisms.

Intertidal fl ats are gently sloping or fl at areas usually de-
void of vegetation and composed of muddy, silty and fi ne 
sandy sediments. They are found along the Bridgeport 
shoreline in a number of locations and provide natural 
values similar to the values provided by wetlands. Inter-
tidal fl ats serve as sources and reservoirs of nutrients 
for a variety of marine organisms. Microfl ora and algae, 
along with decaying marsh plants, can contribute to a 
vast reservoir of fragmented organic matter or detritus in 
the intertidal area. Shellfi sh are among the conspicuous 
benefactors of the productive intertidal fl ats in the coastal 
area. In addition, intertidal fl ats enhance shellfi sh habitat 
by acting as a sink for toxic material and other pollutants. 

The MCP encourages and supports the proper manage-
ment and protection of the city’s intertidal resources and 
the protection of their ecological functions, including 

functions related to fi sh and wildlife habitat, nutrient 
productivity, water quality, and fl oodwater storage and 
buffer.  In addition, the MCP encourages and supports 
the enhancement and/or restoration of degraded natu-
ral resources to the extent feasible.

Water and Waterfront Uses and Activities

Bridgeport’s coastal area is used for a variety of 
industrial, commercial, utility, residential and recre-
ational purposes. Waterfront land uses include those 
genuinely dependent on their waterfront locations, 
those enhanced by such locations and some with no 
functional relationship to the water.  Water-dependent 
uses include the port facilities, utility facilities and 
facilities supporting recreational boating and other 
water-based recreational pursuits.  Water-dependent 
uses are defi ned in the CCMA, and both the State of 

Connecticut (through 
the CCMA) and City of 
Bridgeport (through its 
MCP) have established 
policies to promote and 
protect those uses and 

to maintain the city’s navigation infrastructure, including 
the Bridgeport Harbor Federal Navigation Project (FNP).

The Port of Bridgeport includes Bridgeport Harbor and 
Black Rock Harbor and, along with New Haven and New 
London, is one of Connecticut’s three deep-water ports.  
The port receives shipments of petroleum products 
and bulk cargo; supports ship-building, boat repair 
and commercial fi shing industries; and its passenger 
and vehicle ferry service is a major transportation link 
between Connecticut and Long Island. The Bridgeport 
Harbor FNP consists of a system of channels, anchor-
age basins and breakwaters authorized by the U.S. 
Congress to support waterborne commerce. The MCP 
encourages and supports maintenance dredging of the 
channels and anchorage basins by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers as needed to maintain and enhance the 
viability of the port and ensure that viable water-depen-
dent and water-related uses continue to play a role in 
Bridgeport’s future.  Maintaining a working port does 
not preclude mixed-use, residential and recreational 
waterfront uses. A “good neighbor” approach to choos-
ing what kinds of development are allowed in the future 
should be undertaken, ensuring that businesses in the 
port area are clean and green and make the most of the 
natural assets at hand. By emphasizing such environ-

Businesses in the port area should be 
clean and green and make the most of 
the natural assets at hand.

“
”
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mentally friendly uses, Bridgeport can also capitalize 
on “green” industries that are likely to represent major 
future economic growth sectors, while also furthering 
its goals of reducing pollution and protecting the city’s 
natural resources.

Bridgeport is also an important center of recreational 
boating in western Long Island Sound with a number 
of facilities serving the boating public located on the 
waterfront.  These facilities include docks, boat slips, 
moorings, and launching ramps as well as boat repair, 
service, and storage facilities.  Boating facilities include 
launching ramps owned and operated by the city and 
private entities. In addition, private boating clubs provide 
recreational boating services, facilities and activities for 
members and guests.

In addition to recreational boating-related activities, 
other recreational uses are also based on access to the 
coastal area.  These include land-based fi shing and more 
passive recreational activities such as walking along the 
shoreline, picnicking and enjoying views of Long Island 
Sound from Seaside Park — the city’s principal water-
front park with well over a mile of beachfront on Long 
Island Sound -- St. Mary’s By the Sea and other points 
of public access to the water. The MCP encourages and 
supports the provision of facilities and opportunities for 
public access, consistent with the capacity of the city’s 
coastal resources to support that access.  Further, the 
MCP recognizes the need to balance public rights to use 
navigable waters in accordance with the Public Trust 
Doctrine with the littoral rights of waterfront property 
owners for reasonable access to navigable waters.

Planning and Development Initiatives

In 2007, Bridgeport’s coastal area remains subject to 
the forces of change as a result of various planning and 
development initiatives expected to have major effects 
on waterfront character and use. The city’s most promi-
nent waterfront redevelopment sites include Steel Point, 
the former Remington site in the South End, the Seaside 
Park landfi ll and properties along the Pequonnock River.  
Along with the redevelopment of these properties, one of 
the City’s priorities as expressed in this Master Plan, is to 
increase public access to the waterfront and create wa-
terfront greenways.  As discussed in Chapter 14, the City 
has designated four, new major greenways: the Pequon-
nock Riverfront, East End, Seaside Park and Seaview 

Avenue greenways. The Pequonnock Riverfront Greenway 
will extend from the Port Jefferson ferry landing north-
ward along the western side of the Pequonnock River to 
Lindley Street, and from River Street southward along 
the eastern side of the river, around Steel Point and 
northward up Yellow Mill Channel to Crescent Avenue. 
The East End Greenway will extend from I-95 at the west-
ern side of Johnson’s Creek, southward along the creek, 
and then across Bridgeport Harbor to a newly connected 
Pleasure Beach. This greenway will also extend westward 
along the harbor coastline, corresponding with the area 
designated mixed use/light industrial on the Future 
Land Use Plan. The Seaside Park Greenway will create a 
continuous open space pathway along Black Rock Har-
bor, from the western end of Seaside Park to Iranistan 
Avenue , and will also extend eastward from Seaside 
Park, past Main Street. The Seaview Avenue Greenway 
will utilize a portion of the right-of-way of the planned 
Seaview Avenue Transitway and extend from I-95 
northward along Yellow Mill Channel to Route 1 (Boston 
Avenue). In addition to these major greenways, smaller 
greenways are proposed along the frontage of Captain’s 
Cove on Black Rock Harbor, and along Island Brook in 
the Reservoir/Whiskey Hill neighborhood, extending from 
an existing pathway in Svihra Park northward to Sum-
mit Street. The common theme among the City’s vision 
for its waterfront is to reconnect Bridgeport with Long 
Island Sound, connect Downtown to Bridgeport Harbor, 
and protect the city’s most valuable natural assets for 
the benefi t of future generations. To that end, the key 
goal of the proposed greenways is to extend them, where 
possible and practical, as close to the waterfront as pos-
sible, to provide public waterfront access.

The basic goal of the MCP is to achieve sustainable and 
substantial economic growth and community develop-
ment in the coastal area, facilitated by benefi cial and 
coordinated uses and development of waterfront sites in 
balance with conservation and enhancement of environ-
mental quality and the city’s natural coastal resources. 
Implementation of the MCP will continue to be pur-
sued through the effective application of city land- and 
water-use policies and zoning regulations to guide the 
benefi cial use and conservation of the coastal area in 
the public interest. Further, implementation will involve 
coordination among all involved City, State and Federal 
agencies with authorities and programs affecting the 
coastal area, as well as coordination and consistency 
among City plans and programs affecting the area.
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6.3  |  COASTAL AREA MANAGEMENT POLICIES

 

Goal 1 Conserve and enhance the environmental 
quality, natural resources and ecological functions and 
values associated with Bridgeport’s coastal area and 
the larger estuarine and watershed systems of which the 
coastal area is part.

Goal 2 Achieve and maintain the highest reasonably 
attainable quality of coastal waters through substantial 
reduction of nonpoint source pollution and enhanced 
municipal wastewater treatment.

Goal 3 Achieve coastal area opportunities for sustain-
able economic growth and community development, 
in balance with conservation of coastal resources and 
environmental quality.

Goal 4 Maintain a diversity of water-dependent facili-
ties and uses that individually and collectively enhance 
the local and regional economy and the quality of life in 
Bridgeport; give highest priority and preference to water-
dependent uses and facilities in shorefront areas.

Goal 5 Maintain and enhance the Port of Bridgeport, 
including  dredging of the harbor as needed, to provide 
vital economic, transportation and environmental ben-
efi ts of local, state-wide, and national signifi cance.

Goal 6 Provide long-term opportunities for safe and 
enjoyable public access to Bridgeport Harbor and Long 
Island Sound for active and passive recreational uses; 
promote a safe, attractive and interconnected system of 
public waterfront areas and facilities linked with com-
mercial centers of the city.

Goal 7 Preserve and promote Bridgeport’s coastal 
character and maritime heritage associated with Bridge-
port Harbor and Long Island Sound.

Goal 8 Plan for and regulate coastal area land-use in 
a manner consistent with city goals for economic growth 
and development and the capacity of the natural and 
man-made environment to support development in the 
Bridgeport coastal area in a safe and environmentally 
sound manner.

Policy

Guide the benefi cial use and conservation of Bridgeport’s coastal land and water resources in a manner consistent 
with the Bridgeport Coastal Plan, Bridgeport Harbor Management Plan, and Connecticut Coastal Management Act.

Consistent with State of Connecticut Coastal Area Management regulations, Bridgeport’s policy and goals for man-
agement of its coastal area is as follows:

As required by the State of Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, all development activities proposed 
for Bridgeport’s coastal area must be consistent with these policies. All development applications for projects within 
the coastal area are subject to the City of Bridgeport’s Coastal Site Plan review process.  In order to be consistent 
with state requirements, the City’s development application forms should be updated to reference CT DEP’s current 
Connecticut Coastal Management Manual, dated September 2000.
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6.4  |  CITYWIDE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

In addition to its coastline, Bridgeport’s natural re-
sources include its parks and open spaces, viewsheds, 
hillsides and urban forests.  These features are critical 
components of the city’s ecosystem.  As discussed in 
Chapter 7, Parks and Open Spaces, Bridgeport’s open 
spaces play an important role in wildlife preservation, 
passive recreation and stormwater management.  The 
City should consider classifying specifi c sites within the 
current parkland and open space inventory as preserva-
tion areas that are protected by land use regulations.  
This designation would distinguish preservation areas 
from other parks and recreation areas within the city 
in order to protect critical natural features.  Public 
viewsheds to the city’s waterfront are also important en-
vironmental features that should be protected.  The City 
should adopt regulations or design guidelines for water-
front properties to encourage provision and maintenance 
of views to the Long Island Sound and its major tributar-
ies from public thoroughfares such as trails, roads and 
parkland.  These regulations should be simple provi-
sions that address height of fencing and landscaping 
in designated view corridors.  In addition to viewsheds, 
Bridgeport’s hillsides and steep slopes are also impor-
tant natural features that should be protected; grading 
and clearing of these features results in increased 
erosion and runoff. The City should limit excavation and 
leveling of steep slopes as part of its site plan review 
and/or special permit procedures.

Trees 

Perhaps the most prominent natural feature in the city’s 
landscape is its trees. The presence or absence of street 
trees has a signifi cant impact on the character of city 
neighborhoods. Trees beautify neighborhoods, provide 
shade and clean the air, enhancing quality-of-life for 
city residents. They also absorb rainfall, reduce fl ood-
ing and reduce heat island effects, whereas unshaded 
asphalt soaks in thermal energy and radiates it back 
into the atmosphere. Planting new trees and maintaining 
urban forests is an important component of Bridgeport’s 
efforts to improve air quality, micro-climate, image and 
property values.  Locations should be carefully selected 
to provide the best growing environment possible and 
tree types, sidewalk condition, pedestrian activity and 
overhead wires should be taken into consideration.  
Regulations should strictly prohibit removal of street 
trees by private land owners. The City must also maintain 
communication with local utilities to avoid unnecessary 
removal or excessive pruning or root damage related to 
utility maintenance and upgrades. 

A new street tree planting program should be funded by 
the City with the goal of planting 3,000 new trees by the 
year 2020. As urban trees often suffer from stresses re-
lated to poor air quality and lack of regular maintenance, 
new trees that are planted should be hardy varieties 
that are low maintenance and tolerant of toxins found 
in urban air.  The city’s tree planting program should en-
courage planting of appropriate tree species on private 
property.  Free delivery, materials or installation services 
are mechanisms that could foster public interest in 
the program. Species should be selected by qualifi ed 
arborists or other offi cially designated personnel.  A tree 
planting program of this type would require:

Identifi cation of a funding source 

Dedication of a street tree planting crew or out-
sourcing of services to perform installation work 
during each growing season (April 15 to June 15 
of each year; select fall installations may also be 
considered)

Provision of maintenance and watering until trees 
are fully established

Increased roadway/catch basin maintenance

Creation of a GIS-based inventory, maintenance 
program and schedule

•

•

•

•

•

Street trees enhance neighborhood character | Source: Stantec
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Figure 6-2 | Existing Open Space

 Source: Stantec
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In addition, the City’s site plan regulations should be 
amended to include provisions that require installation 
of new street trees along private property frontage on 
public roadways.  Such provisions could require one tree 
for every 30 feet of frontage on a public roadway and 
should specify setbacks from adjacent properties and 
exemptions where confl icts with utilities and traffi c sight 
lines may occur.

The City should also work to preserve existing urban 
forest areas wherever possible. Any development pro-
posed for areas that contain existing urban forest land 
should be required to preserve at least 25 percent of 
the forested area in its natural state. Existing trees on 
such sites should be preserved to the maximum extent 
practicable and a minimum replacement of 50 percent 
of trees removed from such sites should be required. On 
smaller sites including single family lots, clear cutting 
of trees and vegetation should be discouraged through 
site development controls. Currently, site clearance often 
occurs prior to obtaining Planning & Zoning approval 
for development.  This practice should be discontinued. 
In addition, the City should work to green its roadways 
and encourage the State of Connecticut Department of 
Transportation to plant trees along large and open areas 
of continuous highway right-of-way.

The City’s tree planting program also needs to include 
ongoing management of existing street trees. For ex-
ample, street trees along sidewalks should be inspected 
on an ongoing basis to verify the health of the tree, pre-
vent injury from falling branches and periodically prune 
and trim the tree to ensure adequate vertical height for 
pedestrians. Managing the urban forest may also involve 
selective cutting to eliminate saplings and excessive 
underbrush that may be susceptible to fi res and disease. 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Emissions

Air quality in Bridgeport is adversely affected by airborne 
particulate from industrial uses, commercial buildings, 
automobiles, and power plants located both within the 
city and in the region. The City should continue to work 
with other municipalities and states in the region to 
reduce pollutants through implementation of stronger 
environmental regulations. At the local level the City 
should work with both the public and private sectors to 
reduce CO2 levels in Bridgeport by 10 percent by the 
year 2020.  This pollution reduction goal is consistent 
with the national goal set by the U.S. Mayors Climate 
Protection Agreement, which sets the goal of reducing 
CO2 emissions by 7 percent between 1990 and 2012. 
The Mayor of Bridgeport has recently signed onto this 
agreement in which participating cities commit to:

Strive to meet or beat the Kyoto Protocol targets in 
their own communities, through actions ranging 
from anti-sprawl land-use policies to urban forest 
restoration projects to public information cam-
paigns; 

Urge their state governments, and the federal gov-
ernment, to enact policies and programs to meet 
or beat the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
target suggested for the United States in the Kyoto 
Protocol -- 7% reduction from 1990 levels by 2012; 
and 

Urge the U.S. Congress to pass the bipartisan 
Climate Stewardship Act, which would establish a 
national emission trading system 

•

•

•
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A task force should be established to coordinate these 
efforts and measure outcomes. The task force should 
include city staff, private sector industry leaders, and 
local environmental leaders, as well as regional repre-
sentatives. Progress toward the 10 percent emissions 
reduction goal should be evaluated based on the city’s 
current volume of municipal emissions compared to 
future volumes. 

In working to achieve the goal to reduce CO2 by 10 
percent by 2020, the City should focus on achievable 
actions with measurable goals. Initiatives that Bridgeport 
should pursue include:

Converting municipally-owned vehicles to hybrids 
and biodiesel vehicles,

Working with the Greater Bridgeport Transit Au-
thority to promote the conversion of GBTA buses to 
alternative fuel technology,

Encouraging private use of hybrid fuel technology 
vehicles by providing priority parking spaces for 
such vehicles in the Downtown and at the inter-
modal transit center,

Reducing school bus emissions and installing par-
ticulate fi lters on both school and city buses,

Working with energy companies to make their 
facilities cleaner and more effi cient,

Requiring the use of green construction practices 
and materials for all new public facilities and 
schools, and

Creating tax incentives to encourage homeown-
ers and businesses to utilize clean and renewable 
sources of energy production.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Power generation in the South End | Source: Stantec
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Environmentally Sustainable Land Use Practices

The City of Bridgeport should seek to become a leader in 
environmentally sustainable land use practices. As dis-
cussed throughout this Master Plan document, achieving 
environmental sustainability in Bridgeport is a theme 
that goes beyond parks and open space. It touches upon 
a variety of land use issues and areas including, but 
not limited to, brownfi eld development, building con-
struction, energy production, port activities, stormwater 
quality, mass transit and transit-oriented development.  
The way in which all of these issues are addressed will 
have an impact on the degree to which Bridgeport is 
able to achieve its environmental goals. The key will be 
for the City to consider environmental sustainability as 
a signifi cant factor in decision-making on these multiple 
issues into the future.

As part of this effort, the City should seek to capitalize 
on ongoing efforts in the region that aim to increase en-
vironmental awareness, protect natural resources, and 
improve air quality. These initiatives include:

Energy Conservation

The City should support public access television and 
other media tools to educate Bridgeport residents about 
everyday activities that conserve energy. A program 
should be established to provide tax incentives to 
encourage property owners to utilize alternative energy 
production sources such as solar panels to reduce the 
demand for non-renewable and pollution causing fuel 
sources. The value of such improvements should be 
excluded from property assessments. The City could 
further promote such improvements by considering the 
installation of solar panels or other energy-saving sys-
tems on municipal buildings. The City of Bridgeport could 
also encourage “green” building practices throughout 
expedited site plan permitting for such development.

In conjunction with State authorities, the City should also 
consider means and opportunities to generate revenue 
via permits sold to city-based pollution producing power 
generating companies. The revenue collected from such 
permits could then be reinvested into energy effi ciency 
programs and facilities that generate clean energy. The 
City should encourage zero net energy use for new devel-
opment and support regional and state-level initiatives 
requiring utility providers to procure 20 percent of their 
electricity from clean energy sources such as wind and 

solar power by the year 2020. In addition, the City should 
support investments in effi ciency and demand reduction 
technologies rather than new supply facilities.

Reduction in Pesticide/Herbicide Use

The City shall support State level legislation regulating 
the use of herbicide and pesticides in the maintenance of 
municipal grounds and facilities.

Expand Municipal Recycling Programs

Bridgeport maintains a curbside recycling collection pro-
gram. Cardboard, newsprint, white paper, cans and bottles 
and other recyclable plastic products are typical collection 
items. The City may also consider providing additional 
collection sites (permanent or temporary) for residents to 
dispose of household-generated hazardous wastes.

Reduce Heat Island Effect

The City should encourage reduction of pavement and 
impervious surfaces and limit impervious site coverage 
on all site plan applications and building modifi cations 
requiring permits and certifi cates of occupancy.  Currently, 
Bridgeport’s zoning regulations are interpreted to require 
asphalt or concrete paving of all parking areas.  The zon-
ing regulations should be revised to allow for the use of 
acceptable pervious paving materials. The City should also 
encourage the adaptive re-use of brownfi elds, vacant and 
underutilized properties in lieu of development on unde-
veloped land , by using best practices to incentivize such 
redevelopment.  

Roof-mounted solar panels | Source: Stantec
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PARKS & OPEN SPACE

7.1  |  INTRODUCTION

Bridgeport, traditionally known as the Park City, has a new opportunity to reclaim its 
green heritage. When they were built, Frederick Law Olmsted’s Beardsley and Seaside 
Parks set high regional standards for recreation and leisure activities. The city boasts 
a signifi cant open space inventory of regional, community and neighborhood parks, as 
well as community gardens, playground areas and athletic fi elds. While Bridgeport’s 
open space system has suffered from disinvestment over time, the city has an exten-
sive network of parks, recreation and conservation areas. Upgrading and integrating 
this network of open spaces into the fabric of a modern Bridgeport is an important 
component of the city’s future. This network must provide for:

POLICY

         Renew the Park City’s green spaces.   

 

GOALS

   1    Enhance existing resources.
   2    Expand the city’s open space inventory.
   3    Ensure that all residents live within a 15-minute walk from a park or
         open space by 2020.

7.0
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Public open space in 
the Downtown area.
Source: Stantec

Recreation opportunities for all age groups and 
underserved communities and neighborhoods;

Parks and land preserves for passive recreation, 
protection of threatened natural habitats, and 
stormwater management;

Neighborhood community centers and playgrounds;

School playgrounds available for public use;

Optimization of existing parks and open spaces;

Enhancement of and improved access to the  
city’s waterfront;

Interconnections among the City’s major parks 
and open space areas; and

Recreation and environmentally based enhance-
ments to Pleasure Beach, including restored 
public access.

From an environmental, recreational and economic 
perspective, the waterfront is clearly one of Bridgeport’s 
greatest assets. The City has maintained a portion of its 
waterfront for public access and recreation – in particu-
lar Seaside Park – but a major challenge in expanding 
access is the legacy of heavy industrial activity along 
the city’s waterways. While many industrial sites on the 
waterfront continue to thrive with active industrial uses, 
the waterfront also has signifi cant brownfi eld sites and 
abandoned industrial infrastructure. Recapturing these 
spaces and structures is costly.

Today, Bridgeport’s residents are visiting parks at a 
rate and intensity unmatched in years past, and parks 
and open space maintenance and capital improvement 
budgets are struggling to keep up. The city is poised for 
population growth, and this will further burden its park 
and open space system. These trends of greater public 
demand for recreation and open space are testimony to 
the public’s desire to achieve healthier and more active 
lifestyles, to observe and appreciate natural resources 
and to gather with neighbors and friends or simply fi nd 
a place for quiet enjoyment. The challenges and costs 
facing the city’s parks and open space network are sig-
nifi cant, but the benefi ts to Bridgeport’s residents will far 
exceed needed investments.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

7.2  |  WHAT IS OPEN SPACE?

Open space comes in many shapes and sizes and serves 
a variety of user groups. Major land holdings, generally 
of 25 acres and up, tend to provide recreational facilities 
with citywide or regional attractions and may serve as 
undeveloped landscaped buffers between non-compatible 
and sensitive land uses such as transportation corridors 
and fragile wetland environments. Smaller open spaces, 
generally 10 to 20 acres, serve as community-based 
parks with passive and active recreation opportunities 
ranging from trails to athletic fi elds for team sports. 
Neighborhood parks are typically 5 to 10 acres and tend 
to be located within a 10- to 15-minute walk from a sig-
nifi cant population of city residents. Open space can also 
be thought of in its smallest scale as civic squares, school 
sites and community gardens, all popular elements of a 
livable and vibrant community. To promote public pe-
destrian access to all the City’s parks and open spaces 
as well as its 22-mile waterfront, linear links should be 
established among these different classes of parkland via 
trails and walkways and within transportation corridors.

A signifi cant challenge to achieving this vision is the 
development of adequate capital and operating funding 
streams for programming and maintenance of existing 
open spaces and for site acquisition and construction of 
new parkland. New public-private partnerships have ap-
peared in the revitalization of Bridgeport’s downtown and 
waterfront and in burgeoning housing conversions, as well 
as in the arts and entertainment sectors. The same coop-
eration and enthusiasm must be encouraged for the open 
space and recreation sector. Achieving a state-of-the-art 
open space and recreation network in Bridgeport will 
require a cooperative effort among the City, advocates, 
volunteer and friends groups, as well as not-for-profi t 
organizations, working together to program and design 
existing and new parks to meet the needs of the city’s 
residents as well as to protect and enhance Bridgeport’s 
natural resources.
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7.3 | INVENTORY OF PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

Regional Parks and Recreation Facilities  These facilities 
may vary in size but are typically larger than 25 acres. 
They attract residents from nearby towns and perhaps 
throughout the state. Beardsley Park, which includes 
Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo, may be categorized as such 
since it is a unique public recreational, educational and 
cultural destination appealing to and attracting visitors 
from throughout the state. For its public beach amenities, 
Seaside Park may also be considered a regional park.

Community Parks  These facilities are generally greater 
than 10 acres in area and contain recreation amenities for 
citywide residents including trails, ball fi elds, picnic areas 
and often a unique amenity such as a fi shing pond, mead-
ow or concert pavilion. They contain infrastructure such as 
parking facilities, lighting, lighted ball fi elds and restrooms. 
They may also provide smaller-scale active and passive rec-
reation amenities commonly found in small neighborhood 
parks and hence serving local and city residents.

Neighborhood Parks  Neighborhood parks vary in size but 
are typically 5 to 10 acres in size. They are the central rec-
reation amenity serving a neighborhood and may contain 
play courts, a limited number of ball fi elds, seating areas, 
playground and open gathering areas. They experience 
frequent visitation from nearby residents often walking to 
the park.  Parking and restroom facilities may have limited 
or seasonal availability.

Mini Parks  Community gardens and playground areas 
may be classifi ed as mini-parks. These facilities are 
typically less than one acre in size and lack restrooms 
and dedicated parking. They may provide limited but 
highly desirable facilities that serve residents with young 
families, senior citizens and many others who desire 
to socialize with their neighbors or may otherwise lack 
private open space. These facilities are often a great 
source of pride for residents of urban areas, and they 
encourage healthy lifestyle alternatives for those with 
limited means of transportation.

Special Use Special use areas may include golf courses, 
tennis courts, athletic stadiums, public/private recre-
ation facilities such as skating arenas, and protected 
open space and preserves.

In order to analyze the city’s parks and open spaces, a classifi cation of park and open space categories has been 
developed. This classifi cation categorizes parks generally by size, accessibility, current use and range of facilities 
available as follows:

Figure 7-1 illustrates the neighborhood distribution of the City’s park and open space facilities and community gardens, 
as well as locations for potential open space improvements.
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7.4  |  CURRENT PARK CONDITIONS, 

           OPERATIONS AND MANAGEMENT

Many of Bridgeport’s parks have been recently reno-
vated and enhanced. Likewise, the City has successfully 
obtained local, state and federal funding from Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Grants, State Open Space and 
legislative Special Act monies and municipal bond funds. 
However, these capital improvements are presently 
endangered by the insuffi ciency of operation and mainte-
nance funds which have cut back not only maintenance 
staff but park and recreation programming. As park use 
has increased, these capital improvements have become 
overused and, in some cases, begun to deteriorate. The 
most recent inventory of recreation and park facilities is 
refl ective of the popularity of sporting activities. The City 
of Bridgeport provides:

21 softball fi elds

7 baseball fi elds

12 basketball courts

23 tennis courts

4 multi-purpose fi elds

36-hole golf course

•

•

•

•

•

•

7.5  |  RECREATIONAL TRENDS 

            AND PREFERENCES

Changing demographics have altered lifestyle, recreation-
al, entertainment and leisure time preferences throughout 
the City. This is typical in urban areas where recreational 
venues, for example, are accessible by foot or transit. 
Bridgeport is a diverse community with signifi cant popula-
tions of baby boomers, empty nesters, young families and 
seniors with unique recreational priorities. Community 
centers, health-care wellness programs, extracurricular 
school-based activities and universal accessibility will all 
factor into the quality and ability of the City to serve its 
diverse population.

Based on recent recreational surveys throughout the re-
gion and interviews with City representatives, the following 
amenities are needed to better serve Bridgeport residents:

Soccer fi elds of various sizes;

Basketball courts;

Trails, bikeways and greenways; and

Softball fi elds.

Several neighborhoods within Bridgeport are underserved 
by the current inventory and distribution of parks and 
open spaces. Vacant public and private properties as well 
as reclaimed or to be reclaimed brownfi eld sites offer 
opportunities for new open space and parks. Of the city’s 
13 neighborhoods, if examined independently, more than 
half are underserved, falling below the desirable land 
area (10%) allocated to parks and open spaces. Though 
these percentages simply represent guidelines and do not 
factor in large regional parks available to all Bridgeport 
residents, they are important to note based on the limited 
transportation and mobility options available to some 
residents throughout the city. Specifi c neighborhoods that 
may currently be underserved by the existing inventory of 
parks and open space include:

Black Rock

Boston Avenue/Mill Hill

Brooklawn/St. Vincent

Downtown

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

2 ice skating rinks

2 all-purpose stadiums

3 outdoor tracks

3 saltwater beaches

12 horseshoe courts

3 bocce courts

•

•

•

•

•

•

East Side

Hollow

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill

West End/West Side

•

•

•

•

Achieving a state-of-the-art open 
space and recreation network in 
Bridgeport will require a cooperative 
effort among the City, advocates, vol-
unteer and friends groups, as well as 
not-for-profi t organizations.

“

”
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7.6  |  PARKS AND OPEN SPACE POLICIES 

Existing parks and open spaces as well as public ac-
cess to these resources should be improved so that all 
Bridgeport residents live within a 15-minute walk from 
a park or open space by the year 2020. Pedestrian ac-
cess to Pleasure Beach should be reestablished, and it 
should be restored for public use, balancing conserva-
tion, beach use and development. Open spaces should 
be enhanced for wildlife preservation, passive recreation 
and stormwater management. As part of this effort, no 
less than 25 percent of the Remington Woods/Lake 
Success property should be preserved as meaningful 
open space. Natural buffers should be maintained on 
this property between any proposed uses on-site and 
adjacent residential uses. In addition to the preservation 
of at least 25 percent of this property as open space, 
the Remington Woods site will be subject to stormwater 
and inland wetlands regulations and site plan review, 
which will provide greater regulation of tree removal and 
wetland areas. Thus, in actuality, signifi cantly more of 
the property will likely remain undeveloped.

In addition, incentive bonuses allowing for greater build-
ing height Downtown in exchange for the provision of 
publicly accessible open space and possible funding for 
waterfront recapture should be explored. The City should 
continue to work with the Board of Education to expand 
public access to school play and open space areas during 
non-school hours. Access to parks, open space and the 
waterfront should be expanded with an enhanced pedes-
trian, vehicular and transit network. Safe and attractive 
connections to existing and new parks and beaches via 
sidewalks, bus, trolley and ferry should be created. Side-
walks should be required on all mixed-use corridors and 
within a quarter-mile from schools. 

Taking into account the City’s existing park and open 
space facilities, public demand and existing constraints 
on operation and maintenance funds, the Master Plan 
recommends the following parks and open space policies:

View toward Pleasure Beach from East End | Source: Stantec
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Enhance access to parks, open space and the 
waterfront by improving pedestrian, vehicular and 
public transportation access (e.g. Seaside Park, 
Pleasure Beach). Pedestrian access to Pleasure 
Beach should be restored.

Improve existing parks to optimize utilization.

Continue to engage community representatives on 
school reconstruction and development projects 
and provide public access to play and open space 
areas during non-school hours.

Establish gateways or a central commons area 
within each Bridgeport neighborhood. These spac-
es may be a corner of a school site, a streetscape 
enhancement or signature treatment at an existing 
neighborhood park.

Establish more neighborhood and mini-parks 
throughout underserved neighborhoods. Consider 
reclamation of vacant lots for temporary or perma-
nent designation as park land. Outdoor recreation 
space, improved physical image and space for 
community interaction are needed. For example, 
improve Nanny Goat Park in the Hollow neighbor-
hood and provide recreation facilities appropriate 
for a range of age groups, i.e. toddlers, young chil-
dren, pre-teens, teens, adults and senior citizens.

Establish provisions to allow greater building 
height within designated downtown areas in 
exchange for publicly accessible plazas and open 
space at street level and waterfront recapture.

•

•

•

•

•

•

Enhance and expand open space for wildlife habitat 
preservation, passive recreation use (trails, bird 
watching, etc.) and stormwater management.

Natural areas should be classifi ed as preservation 
areas and not as open space. The City may consider 
more stringent regulations pertaining to permitted 
uses within preservation areas. The intent of these 
provisions will be to permanently protect and rein-
force the City’s commitment to preservation of its 
natural heritage.

Provide access to open space (trails) on the planned 
Discovery Museum Magnet School site.

•

•

•

Wooded trails | Source: Stantec Natural areas | Source: Stantec

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE POLICIES
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Encourage use of clean and renewable energy 
sources to support new park facilities (structures, 
lighting, etc.) including the rebirth of Pleasure Beach 
as a self-sustaining facility with both solar and wind 
power generation facilities. Revenue generated 
from the sale of this power back to the local service 
provider should be directed specifi cally to the Parks 
Commission’s operating and capital programs.

Incorporate sustainable design practices in the devel-
opment of new park facilities that utilize alternative 
and clean sources of energy, manage stormwater 
quality and quantity and encourage recycling.

Ensure that every resident has access to a park or 
accessible open space within ¼-mile of their place 
of residence. Provide safe and attractive connec-
tions to these open spaces through a sidewalk 
installation and replacement plan and street tree 
planting program. Mini-parks serve in this capacity. 

Provide sidewalks in mixed-use neighborhoods where 
sidewalk networks are currently intermittent. Provide 
sidewalks extending out ¼-mile from public schools.

Ensure that major parks are accessible by public 
transportation.

Acquire strategically located and undeveloped brown-
fi eld sites for open space and consider alternatives 
for passive and/or active recreation use or ability to 
provide stormwater/fl ood control measures.

•

•

•

•

•

•

Ensure that open space, forest, and natural habitat are 
preserved on a portion of the privately owned Rem-
ington Woods Site and that the balance of the site is 
developed in an environmentally sensitive manner.

Implement measures to ensure that future use of the 
former landfi ll site near Seaside Park incorporates 
open space and the use of alternative energy sources 
to offset demand for non-renewable energy sources.

Explore opportunities to expand Seaside Park as a 
mixed-use open space area with active and passive 
recreational uses.

Establish a clear procedure for identifying and ac-
quiring open space.

Maintain and enforce wetland, wetland buffer, water 
resource and protection measures through the City’s 
Planning and Zoning Commission. Enforce tree 
protection measures and regulate tree removals 
in wetlands, wetland buffers and along roadways 
through this commission. 

Provide alternative recreational resources including 
dedicated space for activities that are incompatible 
with existing public park use. For example, dedicate a 
park specifi cally for dogs and their owners that will pro-
vide an alternative for those who currently allow pets to 
run free (though illegal by State law) in existing parks.

•

•

•

•

•

•

Former landfi ll site: view from Seaside Park | Source: BFJ Planning Urban forest | Source: Stantec
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7.7  |  ACTION ITEMS

Consistent with the above policies, a signifi cant number 
of planning and design projects are underway, many of 
which are a collaborative effort by multiple City agencies. 
Some have advanced to the request for proposal and de-
veloper/contractor selection process. Signifi cant action 
items are highlighted below:

 

Waterfront Access Guidelines

Provide waterfront access guidelines to prospective 
developers that may encompass boardwalks, at-grade 
pathways, parking standards, small boat slip or dock 
design guidelines.

Pequonnock Valley Greenway/Bikeway Walkway Trail 

The Valley Greenway Trail will link Unity Park in Trumbull 
with Beardsley State Park (formerly Fairchild Memorial 
Park), Beardsley Park and Glenwood Park in Bridgeport. 
From Glenwood, a future trail right-of-way will connect to 
the existing Berkshire Spur Rail-Trail to the Bridgeport 
Rail Station. From there, future links will connect to the 
Arena and its parking, the Water Street Dock and Port 
Jefferson ferry as well as various harborfront develop-
ment sites with public, lighted promenades (e.g. Steel 
Point, Captain’s Cove and Remington Shaver).

Seaview Avenue Linear Park 

The linear park will utilize major waterfront parcels 
anticipated to be remediated on Yellow Mill Channel, 
including the General Electric (GE) site further upstream 
that eventually will provide public pedestrian access 
from Remington Woods clear 
southward to the redeveloped 
Derecktor Shipyard parcel fronting 
on Bridgeport Harbor. The extent 
of needed transportation-related 
improvements to the Seaview Av-
enue corridor may depend on the 
extent of any future development 
proposals for the privately owned 
GE and Remington Woods parcels.

Proposed transportation enhancements within the 
Seaview Avenue corridor should be re-evaluated. Prelimi-
nary engineering plans recommend a typical suburban 
highway solution, whereas a tree-lined urban boulevard 
with sidewalks, bike and parking lanes is likely to be a 
more appropriate approach for this roadway.  An urban 
boulevard would provide necessary improvements in traf-
fi c capacity, while also respecting the needs of adjacent 
neighborhoods with regard to traffi c calming and com-
munity character.

Pleasure Beach

There is heightened awareness of the need to resolve 
the present access problems to Pleasure Beach, whether 
that entails the reconstruction of the swing bridge, provi-
sion of seasonal water taxis, nearby boat/kayak launch 
with adjacent parking or restricting access to a new 
pedestrian bridge. Once the access issue has been re-
solved, renovation of the vandalized bath houses, picnic 
facilities and their infrastructure will be a priority.

A seasonal water taxi may provide a network of service 
within Bridgeport’s Harbor with scheduled stops at the 
railroad station, Steel Point, Seaside Park and Pleasure 
Beach. This water taxi service could augment a bus jitney 
linking downtown and its parking structures, the railroad 
station, the arena and ballpark with Seaside Park and its 
beach. Operating these transit links on a seasonal and 
special event basis appears feasible and in demand. 

Pleasure Beach and Bridgeport’s East End 
Source: Stantec
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Future use of Pleasure Beach should balance recre-
ational use and protected shoreline for wildlife habitat 
with an appropriate amount of consistency with regula-
tory requirements and public interest. Any future use of 
Pleasure Beach should ensure public access; access 
should be limited to pedestrian traffi c, maintenance and 
service vehicles and ferry service. Future development 
may include wind or solar-generated power facilities to 
emphasize the City’s commitment to green and sustain-
able design. Energy produced may be used to support 
facilities on Pleasure Beach or sold back to local power 
producers and distributors for credit toward citywide 
power costs. Pleasure Beach may provide opportunities 
to implement green energy technology including tidal, 
geothermal, wind and solar without compromising the 
existing environmental and recreation resources. Imple-
menting these measures in such a high-profi le location  
will further Bridgeport’s goal of becoming  a national 
leader in green technologies.

Vehicular and pedestrian access to Pleasure Beach 
ceased in 1996 due to damage to existing bridge cross-
ings. In the past this area was a regional destination, but 
access concerns and potential impacts on the East End 
community warrant careful consideration of future pro-
posed uses. Parking, traffi c and safety issues inherent in 
accessing a regional destination via neighborhood streets 
create unique challenges for the future of Pleasure Beach.

Pavilion at Pleasure Beach | Source: Stantec

Former parking area at Pleasure Beach | Source: Stantec
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Environmental regulations may pose signifi cant con-
straints on economic development of Pleasure Beach. 
For example, water-dependent use, tidal zone encroach-
ment, fl oodplain and habitat impact may all affect the 
scale and location of any future development plans. 
Access to support future private development may be 
further constrained by bridge construction costs and 
navigable waterway requirements.

Bird-watching along the coast of Connecticut is a popu-
lar recreational activity for residents of the state and 
throughout the region. Bridgeport’s waterfront and Plea-
sure Beach offer extensive area for public access and 
opportunities to enjoy a variety of shorefront landscapes. 
Bird-watching is noted to be a signifi cant economic re-
source due to the large volume of participants and their 
spending capacity. Essex, Connecticut, is a popular des-
tination for eagle watching, generating many seasonal 
events, and local merchants look forward to these activi-
ties each year. Currently, pedestrian access to Pleasure 
Beach is limited to specifi c locations in Stratford. The 
recent settlement related to cottage use on Long Beach 
in Stratford now provides a signifi cant opportunity for 
continuous open space or other suitable land use along 
the recaptured shoreline. The City of Bridgeport and the 
Town of Stratford should work together to create a com-
prehensive and coordinated land use and preservation 
plan for Pleasure Beach and Long Beach.

Fairchild Wheeler Golf Course/Wonderland of Ice

Site-specifi c master planning efforts have identifi ed 
enhanced user fees and revenue generation opportuni-
ties and management and operation improvements for 
both Fairchild Wheeler Golf Course and Wonderland of 
Ice. The high-demand rink facilities at Wonderland have 
recently been expanded.  Upgrading of the golf course 
and its driving range is underway and expected to dra-
matically increase the present 55,000 rounds per year, 
which, together with the current renovations of the park 
restaurant, is expected to increase park revenues.

The City of Bridgeport is considering adapting other pas-
sive recreation uses such as trails to Fairchild Wheeler 
Golf Course. The golf course contains additional land 
that may allow safe accommodation of both golf and 
passive uses.

Sikorsky Airport

The perimeter of Sikorsky Airport, located in Stratford, 
contains tidal wetland areas that may be protected 
and permanently dedicated to open space, expanding 
on present portions of the tidal wetlands now part of 
the Stewart B. McKinney Federal Wildlife Refuge.  The 
area provides an excellent opportunity for water-borne 
activities, particularly kayaking. Proximity to Long Beach 
and Pleasure Beach provides an extensive network of 
undeveloped and continuous shoreline, wildlife habitat 
and opportunities for recreation enhancements.

Veterans Memorial Park 

Master planning efforts for Veterans Memorial Park, lo-
cated in the northwest corner of Bridgeport’s North End 
neighborhood, have identifi ed the need for additional 
sports fi elds which now have been designed and are 
slated for construction. Equal emphasis must be given 
to preserving and enhancing wetlands and woodlands in 
Veterans Memorial Park.

Beardsley State Park (formerly Fairchild Memorial Park)

Beardsley State Park (formerly Fairchild Memorial Park) 
is the site of a potential Science High School (regional 
magnet). A “green” building design has been mandated 
for the school.

 

Newfi eld Park

Improve Newfi eld Park and establish a pedestrian con-
nection or “greenway” to the waterfront. Establish more 
publicly accessible open space along the East End water-
front with direct connections to Newfi eld Park, a future 
Yellow Mill Channel Greenway and Pleasure Beach.

Waterfront Access for Non-Motorized Boating

Long Island Sound, its tributaries and marshes along 
Bridgeport Harbor and neighboring town coastlines 
provide opportunities for kayakers that equal or ex-
ceed those available anywhere along the Connecticut 
coastline. Public boat-launching facilities containing 
small ramps, safe parking and restrooms are the simple 
amenities needed to sustain this activity. The City should 
provide three to four facilities distributed along the coast-
line. It may be possible to require such public facilities 
for new waterfront development projects.
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Veterans Memorial Park | Source: Stantec

Newfi eld Avenue public boat launch| Source: Stantec
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Community Gardens 

Community gardens are an important resource in the 
social and recreational makeup of a neighborhood. 
Bridgeport should support efforts to sustain community 
gardens on appropriate parcels in the city.

Bicycle Amenities and Waterfront Communities

Encouraging bicycle use within Bridgeport for commu-
tation, recreation and exercise must be a top priority. 
Incentives should be offered for businesses that provide 
bicycle lockers and shower facilities for employees who 
bicycle to work. Safe bicycle connections between major 
destinations (parks, civic centers, cultural attractions) 
should also be clearly designated and promoted. 

Community gardens offer opportunities for recreation 
and social interaction | Source: Stantec
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DOWNTOWN

8.1  |  INTRODUCTION

Like urban downtowns across the country, over the past 50 years Downtown Bridgeport 
has suffered from disinvestment, losing businesses and population to neighboring 
suburban towns.  However, over the past ten years many American cities, including 
Bridgeport, have begun to see a reversal of this trend as young adults and older “emp-
ty nesters” are rediscovering cities and returning to downtowns.  An urban setting with 
a mix of uses that allows one to live, work and play in a compact, pedestrian-friendly 
environment provides opportunities for social interaction and cultural experiences that 
are attractive to these two populations. With small living space needs and signifi cant 
disposable income, these groups are an ideal match for downtown living.  Further, new 
residential development in downtowns to accommodate this demand most often does 
not result in displacement of existing residents as these central urban areas typically 
contain little housing.  

POLICY

         Downtown resurgence. 

 

GOALS

  1     Encourage new mixed-income housing Downtown.
  2     Promote mixed-use development and entertainment and cultural uses
         Downtown.
  3    Create Downtown design standards within a strong pedestrian-friendly
        environment.
  4    Encourage Class A offi ce space on Lafayette Boulevard.
  5    Create a transit-oriented development (TOD) zone.

8.0
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Housing prices in the Bridgeport region have risen sharply 
in recent years, outpacing incomes. For people of modest 
means and those just starting out, there are virtually no 
affordable housing options available in Fairfi eld County. 
New housing in Downtown Bridgeport provides a relatively 
affordable housing alternative and urban amenities in 
close proximity to public transportation, an attractive 
combination for those seeking an urban lifestyle. Invest-
ment in housing in Downtown Bridgeport presents one of 
the few affordable real estate opportunities in the region 
with the prospect of signifi cant appreciation.

The time is right for Bridgeport to promote residential and 
mixed-use development downtown and become a premier 
urban destination for Fairfi eld County. Many attractions in 
and around Downtown, including the arena and ballpark 
at Harbor Yard, the Barnum Museum, Playhouse on the 
Green, Downtown Cabaret Theater, Housatonic Commu-
nity College, University of Bridgeport and Seaside Park, 
provide the activity base, diversity and cultural interest 
key to successful revitalization. The missing piece of the 
puzzle is people who will occupy Downtown during day 
and evening hours, taking advantage of entertainment 
and cultural offerings, spending money and generating 
activity on Downtown streets. Their presence is essential 
to enhancing Downtown’s image, projecting a sense of 
security and safety and attracting visitors from across the 
county to patronize attractions.  

Enhancing Downtown’s image by making it both home 
and destination will benefi t the city of Bridgeport as a 
whole. As people from outside Bridgeport come to Down-
town for entertainment and recreation and experience 
through restaurants, nightlife and culture the vibrant and 
safe place it has become, the city’s image in the region 
will change. Downtown Bridgeport will become “the place 
to be” in Fairfi eld County, acting as a catalyst for revital-
ization throughout the city and a key asset to the region.

This chapter focuses on a new vision for Downtown 
Bridgeport, which has already begun to take shape with 
the multiple development projects underway Downtown. 
It is based on Re-Imagining Downtown Bridgeport (the 
“Downtown Plan”), a consensus plan that is based on a 
collaborative planning process guided by a Leadership 
Committee comprised of the Downtown Special Services 
District, the City of Bridgeport and a diverse group of 
Downtown stakeholders. The planning process began in 
early 2006 with a series of community gatherings and 

committee meetings and culminated a little over a year 
later with a fully drafted plan. This chapter gives an over-
view of existing conditions in the Downtown and presents 
a vision and policies to guide future development, as well 
as strategies for implementation of the Downtown vision 
from the Downtown Plan.

8.2  |  EXISTING CONDITIONS
Development Projects

Currently, a total of about 1,000 new residential units 
are underway or 
nearing construction 
Downtown in addi-
tion to the 4,000+ 
units planned for the 
Pequonnock, Reming-
ton and Steel Point 
sites. The Downtown 
North Historic Reha-
bilitation project will 
include more than 
500 residential units 
in three-rehabilitated 
historic buildings and 

a new 14-story tower, as well as 100,000 square feet of 
retail and commercial space. The Arcade Hotel on Main 
Street is the third-oldest retail arcade in the nation and 
will be redeveloped as 23 apartments and 34,000 square 
feet of retail space. Bijou Square historic redevelopment 
is a major mixed-use development project in four renovat-
ed buildings along Fairfi eld Avenue and Elm Street. The 
Steel Point proposal includes 2,000 to 3,000 residential 
units and a one million square foot retail “lifestyle center.”

In addition to planned 
residential units Down-
town, there is a growing 
commercial and en-
tertainment presence 
in this area. Major 
white-collar employers 
include the headquar-
ters for People’s Bank 
and offi ces for Pitney 
Bowes and Royal Bank 
of Scotland, as well 
as county and federal 
courts. The Harbor Yard 

Part of the Downtown North Historic 
Rehabilitation project | Source: Phillips 
Preiss Shapiro Associates

Downtown offi ce space | Source: BFJ Planning
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Study Area. The Study Area primarily comprised
the “teardrop”-shaped Downtown core bounded
by the elevated rail tracks to the south, Route 8 to
the northwest, and Pequonnock River to the
northeast; and secondarily extended to adjoining
areas, Steel Point and the South End. The plan is
focused on strengthening the primary downtown
core, with the goal of expanding the downtown
district to incorporate a larger area that connects
the primary study area to Bridgeport’s waterfront.

Figure 8-1 | Downtown Plan Study Area

 Source: Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates, 2007
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Arena and Ballpark offer sports and entertainment near 
the train station and highways, and have a combined 
visitation of nearly one million visitors a year. New enter-
tainment uses and mixed-use development are planned 
for the Pequonnock site, and loft development is moving 
ahead in the heart of Downtown and adjoining South End. 

Market Conditions

Residential

Downtown Bridgeport has fewer than 1,000 residents, 
most of whom are low-income. As its residential market 
expands with development projects that are planned and 
underway, the number of market-rate units will increase, 
resulting in a more economically diverse Downtown.

Downtown housing is expected to attract empty nesters, 
young professionals and middle-income populations 
seeking affordable housing options relative to Fairfi eld 
County and urban amenities such as arts and culture, 
entertainment, restaurants and retail. Market-rate hous-
ing in Downtown Bridgeport is expected to be affordable 

to middle-income populations relative to the county, 
defi ned as households earning $56,000 to $85,000 a 
year. These households can be expected to afford rents 
of $750 to $1,200 a month.

Offi ce

As an employment center, Downtown Bridgeport has 
approximately 10,000 employees.  The city currently 
has 2.6 million square feet of existing Class B+, B and C 
offi ce space, which typically attracts small professional 
offi ces, such as law and architecture fi rms. Bridgeport 
benefi ts from prime visibility and access to, I-95 and 
Routes 8 and 25 and has an opportunity to expand its 
offi ce market to include Class A offi ce space with visibil-
ity from these corridors. 

The “Fairfi eld East” submarket, which includes Bridge-
port, is gaining strength. The submarket’s total offi ce 
inventory is just over 8 million square feet with a 14 
percent vacancy rate (on par with the countywide 
vacancy rate of 13 percent). For the fi rst three quarters 
of 2006, new commitments in the area increased to 
530,000 square feet, and net absorption was posi-
tive at 230,000 square feet. New offi ce construction is 
expected to be sporadic in the near term countywide 
as well as in Bridgeport. Large transactions (more than 
20,000 square feet) and Class A offi ce space continue 
to dominate the county’s leasing landscape. Signifi cant 
offi ce development in Downtown Bridgeport is mainly 
contingent on site location decisions by larger tenants 
seeking newly built Class A space on signature sites.

Circulation

Bridgeport is the most densely populated of the County’s 
municipalities. It is at the County’s geographic center 
and is conveniently located with respect to highway, rail, 
water and air access. It is at the crossroads of Routes 
8/25 and I-95, which have an average daily traffi c count 
of 90,000 and 145,000 vehicles, respectively. These sig-
nifi cant numbers of vehicles passing by Bridgeport daily 
represent a substantial opportunity to capture employ-
ment. The City’s new inter-modal transportation center, 
located in Downtown Bridgeport, connects a new bus 
terminal, ferry terminal, commuter/Amtrak station and 
expanded commuter garage. This center will be linked 
to the heart of Downtown via a new Main Street portal 
which will consist of a promenade and retail arcade. 
It will both bring employees to Downtown and provide 

New Downtown residential development | Source: BFJ Planning
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Bridgeport residents with easy access to employment 
centers throughout the region, including major corporate 
centers in Greenwich, Norwalk, Shelton and Stamford.

Community Resources

Housatonic Community College (HCC) located Downtown 
and the University of Bridgeport (UB) located in the 
South End in close proximity to the Downtown have a 
combined enrollment of nearly 9,000 students. HCC has 
approximately 5,000 students and is embarking on a 
$63 million expansion of its Downtown campus. The col-
lege houses a fi rst-rate art collection and art school. UB 
has an enrollment of approximately 4,000 students and 
a well-regarded performance center and design school.

Entertainment and cultural attractions in the Downtown 
include the arena and ballpark at Harbor Yard, the 
Barnum Museum, Playhouse on the Green (formerly the 
Polka Dot Playhouse), Bijou Square and the Downtown 
Cabaret.  Seaside Park, a 325-acre park with beachfront 
and an amphitheater, is within walking distance of the 
Downtown. A Downtown business improvement district, 
the Downtown Special Services District (DSSD), has 
been established to fund streetscape maintenance and 
improvement projects.

Playhouse Theater | Source: BFJ Planning

University of Bridgeport | Source: BFJ Planning
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8.3  |  A VISION FOR DOWNTOWN

One of the central themes of the Master Plan is “Downtown: The Catalyst for Improving the City’s Image.” This vision 
recognizes that enhancing Downtown’s image by making it a home and a destination will have a positive impact on 
the city as a whole.  As people from outside Bridgeport come to Downtown for entertainment and recreation and 
experience what a vibrant and safe place it has become while enjoying restaurants, nightlife and culture, Bridgeport’s 
image in the region will change. Downtown Bridgeport will become “the place to be” in Fairfi eld County, serving as a 
catalyst for revitalization throughout the city and a key asset to the region.

As outlined in the Downtown Plan, there are several goals that must be achieved in order for the city to realize this 
vision for the future:

Attract new residential development and create a mixed-use Downtown

Promote green building principles 

Promote Downtown as a multi-modal, transit-friendly city center and support transit-oriented development (TOD)

Create a unifi ed parking management strategy

Link, highlight and market Downtown’s assets

•

•

•

•

•

Figure 8-2 | Downtown Plan Concept Map
 Source: Phillips Preiss Shapiro Associates, BFJ Planning

Warnaco

60 Main
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1) Attract new residential development and create a 
mixed-use Downtown

Bridgeport is uniquely situated to capture the youth 
housing niche because it offers an affordable hous-
ing option for young people who are currently leaving 
Fairfi eld County due to a lack of affordable housing. This 
is a largely untapped market with the majority of young 
adults (ages 25 to 34) currently leaving Fairfi eld County.  
According to a recent study by the Carsey Institute, Fair-
fi eld County’s young adult population declined by nearly 
one-third between 1990 and 2004. An urban setting 
with a mix of uses that allows one to live, work and play 
in a compact, pedestrian-friendly environment provides 
opportunities for social interaction and cultural experi-
ences that are attractive to this population. This market 
opportunity has already captured the eyes of develop-
ers, including Urban Green Builders and others, who are 
explicitly targeting the young professional population. In 
addition to the youth housing market, the Downtown also 
presents opportunities to attract empty nesters that are 
looking for smaller housing units and an active urban 
environment and middle income populations in search of 
an affordable housing alternative in Fairfi eld County. In 
combination with relatively affordable real estate, Bridge-
port offers a variety of unique residential opportunities 
including lofts in the Downtown and adjacent South End; 
opportunities for infi ll housing; luxury housing at the Pe-
quonnock, Remington and Steel Point development sites; 
and homeownership opportunities in the South End.

To date, new development in the Downtown has been 
dominated by historic preservation and adaptive reuse of 
existing structures. This type of development is consistent 
with the aesthetic tastes and space needs of the youth 
and empty nester housing markets. New adaptive reuse 
projects including Sterling Market Lofts and the rehabilita-
tion of the City Trust Block into 118 residential units are 
capitalizing on these assets and having a transformative 
impact on Downtown’s image and activity. 

As a companion to residential development Downtown, 
Bridgeport is positioned to tap into the latent market for 
unconventional retail including entertainment/retail de-
velopment, lifestyle centers and restaurant rows. A critical 
component of the retail strategy is to establish Main Street 
as the thriving retail spine of Downtown. The tenancy strat-
egy for Main Street should be focused on independent and 
entrepreneurial specialty and boutique retailers and restau-
rants with nightlife offerings that complement (rather than 
compete with) the big-box and chain retail planned for Steel 
Point. While there are a number of retailing liabilities which 
currently preclude retail from thriving in Downtown, market 
demand is anticipated to change dramatically as new 
residents with more disposable income and distinct retail 
preferences relocate to the area. Redevelopment of historic 
buildings such as the Arcade building on Main Street, with 
its unique retail format, will usher in a new wave of small 

scale retailers. 
Allowing outdoor 
dining, opening 
temporary markets 
on nights when 
there are events 
at the arena and 
ballpark at Harbor 
Yard and enlivening 
plazas will also help 
activate Downtown’s 
street life.

While Bridgeport’s 
market for commer-
cial offi ce space is 
currently weak, in 
the long term Down-
town is well situated 

Ballpark at Harbor Yard  | Source: BFJ Planning
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to develop a Class A offi ce corridor along Lafayette Boule-
vard, similar to Tresser Boulevard in Stamford. With visibility 
and access from both Route 8 and I-95, the City has the 
potential to develop high-profi le offi ce space and capture 
projected job growth in the region in the fi nance, insurance, 
real estate and health-care sectors. Downtown offi ces will 
benefi t from a growing Downtown residential population, 
with added retail and restaurants to serve their employees 
and a local talent pool of young, college-educated individu-
als. Within Fairfi eld County’s robust offi ce sector, employers 
are likely to increasingly gravitate to where their workers 
are located. A 2006 report from the Connecticut Economic 
Resource Center (CERC) noted a strong statistical correla-
tion between the relative size of the 25-34 age cohort and 
overall job growth, suggesting that a “housing fi rst” strategy 
will support offi ce in the long run. In the short term, existing 
offi ce space can be used by small entrepreneurial, start-up 
and professional service fi rms. 

Capitalizing on the energy of the arena and ballpark at 
Harbor Yard and the development of the Pequonnock site, 
the Downtown Plan suggests the creation of an “Arena 
District,” a national trend in which arenas and ballparks 
are built in the context of larger entertainment and mixed-
use districts. By providing a mix of uses including retail, 
entertainment and housing in the Harbor Yards Com-
plex area and on the Pequonnock site, the area can be 
programmed to be a “24/7” district. The Downtown Plan 
envisions the district as the midpoint between Downtown 
and the South End that will forge a strong link between 
these neighborhoods in the long term. 

2) Promote green building principles 

By reinforcing the green building practices already be-
ing implemented by developers including Urban Green 
Builders, Bridgeport can become a model for modern, 
sustainable redevelopment. Green building practices such 
as green roofs, energy effi cient buildings and low-impact 
development in combination with transit-oriented de-
velopment practices will have a profound impact on the 
environment, but will also redefi ne Bridgeport’s image 
as a vibrant, cutting edge city. The City should strongly 
encourage the use of green design elements in all 
City-owned properties and should encourage private de-
velopers to incorporate green building practices into their 
development proposals through zoning incentives.

3) Promote Downtown as a multi-modal, transit-friendly city 
center and support transit-oriented development (TOD)

A signifi cant component of the strategy for a thriving 
mixed-use Downtown is to encourage and support a 
transit-oriented, pedestrian friendly environment. The 
planned inter-modal transportation center with Amtrak 
and Metro-North service, the Port Jefferson and planned 
lower Fairfi eld County and Manhattan ferries, and Greater 
Bridgeport Transit Authority (GBTA) buses, together with 
transit-oriented development policies for new develop-
ment, will help to position Downtown Bridgeport as a 
signifi cant transit hub along the northeast corridor. These 
regional services should be supplemented with a local 
transit connector to increase accessibility to Downtown 
and the South End.  This connector would link Downtown 
to Steel Point, the South End, Seaside Park and the 
University of Bridgeport, creating transit-friendly neighbor-
hoods with a unifi ed streetscape and design vocabulary.  

 

4) Create a unifi ed parking management strategy

An important component of successful revitalization 
Downtown is the creation of a parking district and the 
designation of a Parking Authority with a district-wide 
parking manager. Currently, the city’s parking stock is not 
used to its fullest potential.  While both on-street and off-
street parking capacity is substantial it is not optimized.  
A parking manager would be responsible for coordinating 
a parking strategy for arena and ballpark events, recali-
brating meter lengths and fees according to location and 
employing parking meter funds and fi nes as a revenue 
source. The goal of the parking manager strategy is to 
better utilize existing parking facilities and create new 
parking opportunities. A parking district and plan would 
manage parking demand, promote alternative travel 
modes and create pedestrian-friendly and transit-oriented 
development patterns.  Shared parking should also be a 
component of the City’s parking strategy.  Shared parking 
would allow a reduction in overall parking requirements 
for multiple uses with different peak parking demand 
periods.  For example, individual parking requirements 
for a residential and offi ce use that shared a parking lot 
or garage could be reduced as peak parking demand for 
these two uses occurs at different times of the day.  

In addition to parking management, roadway circulation should 
also be improved to accommodate increased development in the 
Downtown area.  This can be achieved by reopening Congress 
Street Bridge and realigning Lafayette Boulevard to eliminate the 
circle and create a direct connection to Routes 8 and 25.
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The competitive edge for a Downtown is the ability to 
create a pedestrian environment where people walk 
instead of drive from one place to another. Accommodat-
ing parking for new development in Downtown should 
be conceived in terms of transit-oriented development. 
Strategies such as reducing parking requirements for 
new development can be implemented through zoning. 

5) Link, highlight and market Downtown’s assets

One of Bridgeport’s greatest assets is the 325-acre, Olm-
sted-designed Seaside Park, with its tree-lined parkland 
and beach. The park is an ideal place for biking, roller-
blading, running or walking as well as boating, canoeing, 
kayaking and fi shing. Seaside Park is a central compo-
nent in the marketing and re-envisioning of Downtown 
Bridgeport as a 21st century “Park City.” In the long 
term, the City should explore connecting Seaside Park 
and Downtown into the network of regional recreational 
resources, creating a “green necklace” of parks and pub-
lic spaces in Bridgeport. The creation of bikeways along 
the Broad Street corridor will reinforce South End as an 
“urban village” and the park as a distinguishing attribute 
that can give Downtown Bridgeport an edge in attracting 
the next generation of Connecticut residents. 

Two other valuable assets that should be capitalized 
upon are the learning institutions that anchor Downtown 
Bridgeport: Housatonic Community College (HCC) and 
University of Bridgeport (UB). The Master Plan supports 
efforts by the University of Bridgeport to revitalize the 
area, recommends strengthening and upzoning the 
Broad Street corridor and promotes upgrading the hous-
ing stock in the South End.  A revitalized South End is 
vital to Downtown because it links Downtown to some of 
the city’s most desirable assets: Long Island Sound, Sea-
side Park and the University of Bridgeport. Purposefully 
considering the South End and its housing strategy as an 
extension of the Downtown Plan is imperative.  Support 
for the improvements that are planned or underway at 
both HCC and UB boosts Downtown and showcases the 
educational, artistic and cultural amenities of the area. 
Highlighting the latent assets of these institutions is cen-
tral to defi ning Downtown as an arts and cultural center.

The future of Downtown is staked on reinventing its 
image for the current market. The city has experienced 
a period of decline with a loss of manufacturing and sub-
urbanization, but now the industrial vestiges and urban 
virtues have rebounded in Bridgeport’s favor with market 
trends supporting renewed interest in downtowns, loft 
districts and urban waterfronts.  The imaging strategy for 
Downtown Bridgeport is primarily focused on creating a 
pleasant and attractive street image for Downtown while 
promoting economic development.  
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8.4  |  IMPLEMENTING THE DOWNTOWN VISION 

Implementation of the overall vision for the Downtown will require zoning changes to regulate building masses, promote a 
variety of land use options in appropriate locations and identify sites where higher-density development is most appropriate. 
As a complement to zoning, design guidelines are also needed to increase the visual appeal of the city’s built environment. 
Specifi c objectives and strategies for achieving the goals outlined in the previous section are outlined below.

1) ATTRACT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND CREATE A  MIXED-USE DOWNTOWN

A. Capitalize on the transit-oriented nature of Downtown in order to create development opportunities.

Develop design and phasing guidelines for signifi cant TOD at the inter-modal transportation center.

Replace the parking structure/former bus station with a mixed-use development adjacent to the train station 
with its entrance through the Mechanics and Farmers Bank.

B. Adopt zoning and design guidelines that direct building form and scale

Adopt a village district for Downtown.

Regulate building masses to follow a model of a shorter base oriented to the sidewalk, with towers above ori-
ented to primary corridors and corners.

Adopt form-based zoning for the entire downtown.

Establish design guidelines for key sites.

C. Promote a variety of housing options in Downtown

Promote housing on the Pequonnock site.

Support existing and potential residential development in Downtown, Steel Point and the South End.

Target the youth population being lost by Fairfi eld County due to high housing costs.

D. Make Downtown a “24/7” destination for retail, entertainment and restaurants

Promote destination entertainment and recreational uses at the Pequonnock site.

Place the fi rst priority on Main Street; reinforce Main Street as the retail spine of Downtown.

Create zoning mandate for ground-fl oor retail along the Main Street corridor.

Support and promote tenancy of newly developed retail space.

Promote small food stores, a green market and public markets to serve new residents.

Encourage venues, retailers and restaurants catering to young adults.

Foster independent, entrepreneurial retailers in Downtown.

E. Differentiate between long-term and short-term offi ce needs

In the short-term, attract small-scale offi ce tenants, e.g. architects, lawyers, technology fi rms and young investors.

In the long-term, Class A offi ce space is most appropriately located along Lafayette Boulevard

Create incentives to stimulate new Class A offi ce construction.

Seek opportunities for offi ce and mixed-use development that may arise through strategic joint ventures.

Take advantage of mixed-use opportunities: State Police Barracks, City Hall Annex, etc.
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F. Explore incentives to foster the right retail mix

Pursue lease guarantees for “Mom and Pop” businesses.

Explore development of City and State fi nancing programs to cover start-up expenses or provide loan guaran-
tees to help entrepreneurs secure favorable fi nancing.

G. Create a civic campus at Congress Plaza

Consolidate City offi ces at Congress Plaza and sell vacated sites.

Pursue joint development with private partners using a master builder.

Retain civic uses at the historic theatres.

Consider relocating the library to a state-of-the-art facility in an adaptive reuse of the vacant Majestic and Poli 
theatres at Congress Plaza.

Consider locating a four-year college at Congress Plaza.

2) PROMOTE GREEN BUILDING PRINCIPLES

 A. Utilize green technology as a way to redefi ne Bridgeport as a Green City.

Explore green infrastructure opportunities as a part of any future infrastructure upgrades.

Set up Wi-Fi hotspots throughout Downtown extending to Seaside Park.

Study capacity of infrastructure to handle future growth.

B. Promote the use of green building technology as part of development and redevelopment projects

Require the use of green construction practices and materials for all new public facilities and schools.

Create a scorecard for private development with points for green design and public park and plaza improvements.

Create incentives to encourage integration of green roofs and energy-effi cient buildings into development projects.

3) PROMOTE DOWNTOWN AS A MULTI-MODAL, TRANSIT-FRIENDLY CITY CENTER AND SUPPORT TRANSIT-ORIENTED 
DEVELOPMENT (TOD)

A. Create linkages and connectivity between Seaside Park and Downtown through the Harbor Yards Sports Complex 
and the South End. 

Adopt a Transit Connector route that extends from Seaside Park and beach in the South End through Down-
town’s core to Steel Point.

 >   Route should connect Main and Broad Streets.  

 >   Start with a rubber tire vehicle, plan for possible upgrade to light rail, if feasible.

 >   Focus on frequency and signalization to expedite service.

 >   For funding, consider the following:

  —   State bonding

  —   Eligibility for “Small Starts” federal funding

  —   Steel Point developer

  —   Public transit agency involvement
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Create a green identity for the transit connector

Improve Broad Street connections.

Improve wayfi nding and signage

Allocate funds for roadway improvements in the South End.

Unify design features between Downtown and South End.

Create paths in Seaside Park along Long Island Sound and Broad Street in order to connect the usable water-
front to Downtown.

Identify appropriate locations for bike lanes and bikeways, mindful of linkages to a larger greenway system.

Close Main Street to vehicular traffi c from South Frontage Street north to John Street on game and event nights.

4) CREATE A UNIFIED PARKING MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

A. Create a parking management strategy.

Designate a parking district and district-wide parking manager.

Coordinate parking strategy with arena and ballpark events.

Recalibrate meter lengths and fees according to location.

Vary parking rates by time of day and day of week via smart parking meters and set up hierarchical zones to 
help create priority spots.

 >   Short-term (15-minute) for quick turn-around parkers.

 >   Moderate-term (2-hr) for restaurant, government, library and other retail uses.

 >   All-day parking should be in more remote facilities.

Employ parking meter funds and fi nes as a revenue source.

B. Create new parking opportunities

Use seed money from State and Payments in Lieu of Parking (PILOPs) to generate revenue for new centralized 
parking structures.

Locate an additional garage at City Hall Annex site when redeveloped.

Identify areas where additional on-street parking can be provided through re-striping.

C. Promote better usage of existing parking facilities while encouraging alternative transportation strategies that 
reduce parking demand 

Enhance signage directing people to parking areas.

Resolve traffi c fl ow issue at the commuter garage.

Support shared parking.

Introduce car-sharing and bike sharing programs for Downtown residents and visitors.

Reduce surface parking: use surface lots for infi ll development.

Reduce parking requirements for residential development that offer car-sharing, shared parking, ride-sharing, 
and transit passes, as well as payments in lieu of parking (PILOPs).

Allow parking in designated public parking spaces for residents.

Coordinate with garage owners within Downtown to secure off-street parking for public.
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D. Improve roadway circulation

Reopen the Congress Street Bridge to accommodate increased development in Downtown and Steel Point and 
provide emergency north/south routing on the east side.

Realign Lafayette Boulevard to eliminate the circle and create a direct connection to the Route 8 ramps.

Enhance arterial access and highway entrances/exits to optimize traffi c fl ow.

Continue to rely on Water Street as a service and connector road.

Synchronize traffi c signals and walk signs.

5) LINK, HIGHLIGHT AND MARKET DOWNTOWN’S ASSETS

A. Create a unifying design vocabulary and uniform signage throughout Downtown

Create common design features for:

 >   Main Street

 >   I-95 underpass

 >   Pequonnock development

 >   Improvements along Broad Street

 >   Rail line underpass

 >   Banners and signs

 >   Commercial signage

Redefi ne the I-95 underpass at Main Street with bright lights, excitement and commerce.

Increase the Harbor Yard Sports Complex’s role in Downtown revitalization through the creation of an Arena District.

 >   Incorporate festive lighting within the Arena district.

Night-light the smokestack, bridges and existing landmarks.

B. Encourage beautifi cation of Downtown

Revamp Downtown Bridgeport banners.

Employ best practices in managing newspaper vending machines.

Work with property owners on improving sidewalks, facades and storefronts.

 >   Provide incentives for improvements with both “carrot” and “stick” approaches.

Cooperate with GBTA to improve existing bus shelters.

Work with DSSD property owners to enhance street level views of buildings to enhance safety and connectivity.

C. Support and retain the historic character of Downtown

Update the survey of structures eligible for listing on the National Register every fi ve years.

Amend zoning to further protect all structures deemed eligible for National Register listing.

Promote and support infi ll development.
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D. Activate sidewalks, streets and public spaces and make them more pedestrian-friendly

Promote al fresco dining and make permissible under zoning and the City’s Code of Ordinances.

Improve pedestrian connections to, from and among the train station, bus terminal and ferry terminal.

Continue emphasis on pedestrian activity and safety.

Use Main Street as a temporary market or festival space on “game nights” and special occasions with sidewalk 
dining and event-oriented programming.

Maximize the use of a trolley/bus in connection with special events and remote/shared parking.

Create an additional pedestrian connection between the Ferry Terminal and Harbor Yard Sports Complex.

Work with Fairfi eld County Courthouse to make its front plaza design more pedestrian friendly.

Work with HCC to open its interior courtyard to the public.

Highlight gateways and pathways on HCC campus.

Activate uses in and around Downtown plazas.

E. Promote the “greening” of downtown

Work with People’s Bank to improve its plaza and create additional plantings, movable seating, gallery, café, etc.

Incorporate streetscape improvements

 >   Introduce benches, street trees, pedestrian-scaled lighting, paving, etc.

Provide opportunities for active and passive recreation and unconventional and innovative landscape design. 

F. Expand arts, educational and cultural opportunities throughout Downtown

Explore potential for a four-year college Downtown.

Work to attract large-scale, multi-venue music events.

Work with HCC to bolster the Housatonic Museum of Art as an attraction.

Foster relationships between HCC and UB so that HCC becomes a feeder school to UB.

Partner with HCC and UB on a signifi cant public art initiative and visuals for the Transit Connector.

Encourage UB to develop a “model” school in the South End.

Make the space under the I-95 overpass safer and more pedestrian-friendly with lighting and the display of local 
artists’ and art students’ work.

G. Expand recreational opportunities throughout Downtown

Support the overall concepts of the Pequonnock River Renaissance Plan, but revisit its recommendations with 
respect to Downtown’s recent evolution.

Target the City-owned Stratford Avenue waterfront site in Downtown for recreation and maritime uses.

Secure a 25-foot public easement along or (as necessary) proximate to the riverfront for walking, bicycling and rollerblading.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

9.1  |  INTRODUCTION

Economic development is the centerpiece of this Master Plan and is the key to the 
realization of Bridgeport’s vision for its future.  The six overarching themes of the 
Master Plan, discussed in Chapter 1, all play a role in the city’s economic future, 
including Downtown, jobs, neighborhoods, education, infrastructure and the environ-
ment.  The fi rst step in the preparation of the Master Plan was the development of a 
2007 Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) for the city. The CEDS, 
which was developed by a 31-member committee as part of the Master Plan develop-
ment process, explains desired development activity within Bridgeport and identifi es 
appropriate locations for different types of land uses. All of the policies of the Master 
Plan are consistent with Bridgeport’s CEDS and support the city’s economic develop-
ment goals.  The 2007 CEDS is included in this Master Plan as Appendix B.

POLICY

          Recharge the city’s economic batteries.

 

GOALS

  1      Capture 15,000 new jobs by 2020.
  2      Maximize the benefi ts of Bridgeport’s assets, including its waterfront and
          regional location.
  3      Support the growth of local institutions: colleges, universities, hospitals 
          and health care facilities.

9.0
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The primary economic development goal of the Master 
Plan is job creation. If Bridgeport is able to capture one-
third of the expected job growth in the region over the 
next decade, the city will have 15,000 new jobs by the 
year 2020. While Bridgeport’s traditional industrial base 
will continue to play a role in the city’s economy, in the 
future Bridgeport’s key job growth sectors will be health 
care, which is expected to provide the greatest number of 
new jobs, followed by fi nance/insurance and real estate, 
professional offi ce and arts and entertainment. Bridge-
port is well positioned in the region to capture back-offi ce 
support services for regional fi nancial, information and 
technology fi rms. Capturing these jobs will benefi t the 
city’s productivity and will increase the tax base.

In addition to job growth, the city should encourage 
economic development by maximizing its existing assets, 
including its waterfront and regional location. The city 
should continue to support industry at its deepwater port 
and should seek new opportunities to enhance port activi-
ties. The city’s 770 acres of brownfi elds, many of which 
are along the waterfront, present a signifi cant redevelop-
ment opportunity. While some of these sites have been 
remediated to allow for new development, many others 
will require extensive clean-up work to return them to pro-
ductive use. The City should continue to pursue state and 
federal funding to assist in brownfi eld remediation. The 
waterfront presents an opportunity for both new residen-
tial and mixed-use development, as well as public access 
via a waterfront esplanade and parkland.

Another important element of the city’s economic 
development policy is support for the growth of local insti-
tutions. Bridgeport’s colleges, universities and hospitals 
are a tremendous resource whose full potential as eco-
nomic generators for the city has yet to be realized. Both 
Bridgeport Hospital and St. Vincent’s Medical Center have 
indicated that they are committed to expanding within the 
city. These institutions present substantial opportunities 
to capture projected job growth in the health-care sector, 
and their growing presence in the city will encourage the 
location of additional health and health-related services 
in Bridgeport.

The presence of colleges and universities, including Hou-
satonic Community College, University of Bridgeport and 
Sacred Heart University, in and around Bridgeport pres-
ents an opportunity to expand education and job training 

in the city. Many public-private partnerships between 
these institutions and the public school systems currently 
exist, and should be expanded and extended to private 
companies, to ready Bridgeport’s work force for new job 
opportunities in the city. Additional partnerships between 
college- and university-level education programs and 
the city’s public schools should be explored to provide 
student teaching experience to teachers in training and 
additional free classroom support to Bridgeport’s public 
school students and teachers.

9.2  |  ECONOMIC OVERVIEW

At one time, Bridgeport was the industrial and fi nancial 
capital of Connecticut. A major center of armaments 
production, consumer durables and even luxury auto-
mobiles, the heavy manufacturing industry created a 
secure working and middle class. But over much of the 
post-WWII period, employment has steadily declined, as 
has the city’s population. Industry moved abroad, fi nance 
and corporate management were drawn to Stamford or 
elsewhere in the region and residents who could afford to 
suburbanize relocated. Vast areas of contaminated indus-
trial land and idle Downtown offi ces were left behind.

Since 1990, total employment has declined in Bridgeport 
from 61,750 to 44,863 jobs, with all losses concentrated 
in private industries. In contrast, the Bridgeport-Stamford-
Norwalk region grew from 401,300 to 414,200 jobs, with 
the other principal cities either expanding or experiencing 
fewer losses. Most of Bridgeport’s residents now work 
outside the city, while the relatively few higher paying 
jobs in Bridgeport are held by in-commuters. A look at the 
composition of regional job trends, and the city’s partici-
pation, over the recent past and likely future, depicts the 
challenges facing Bridgeport.

The primary economic development 
goal of the Master Plan is job creation.

“ ”
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As total employment in Bridgeport slipped from 15.4 to 
10.9 percent of the regional employment, the losses in 
manufacturing made up 40 percent of the total decline, 
amounting to some 6,600 jobs. By 2006, manufactur-
ing represented only one in every eight Bridgeport jobs, 
down from one in every fi ve in 1990. Total goods produc-
tion, including mining and construction, contracted by 48 
percent over the period, with similar losses posted in fi -
nancial activities and trade, both down 47 percent. Other 
services, which fell only 14 percent, grew to represent a 
growing share of citywide employment, up from 41 per-
cent in 1990 to nearly half of total employment by 2006. 
Government jobs, including state and federal as well as 
City jobs, alone did not experience a decline, eventually 
accounting for one in every fi ve jobs in Bridgeport.  As 
the largest city in the state, Bridgeport is the government 
center of Fairfi eld County and houses courts, prisons and 
other government services utilized by the region.

In the Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk CTA, goods produc-
tion contracted by some 22,300 jobs between 1990 
and 2000, followed by losses of 8,100 between 2000 
and 2006. Bridgeport’s losses accounted for nearly a 
quarter of the regional decline over the entire period. As 
a banking center, Bridgeport was hit particularly hard 
by the national recession that resulted in consolidation 
of banks during this period. While all private service 
providers reduced employment by nearly 8,100 jobs in 
Bridgeport during the 1990s, they expanded jobs by 
45,000 in the region at large.  

Chart 9-1 | Bridgeport Total Employment, 1990-2006                    
Between 2000 and 2006, service jobs failed to rebound 
after the recession, and both the city and region suffered 
losses. Bridgeport contributed nearly 30 percent of the 
service job losses since 2000, or 1,500 jobs of the 5,100 
lost regionwide. As Chart 9-3 shows, four service sectors 
grew in recent years, adding employment in Information 
Services, Education, Arts & Entertainment and Accommo-
dations & Food. However, more than half of Bridgeport’s 
net loss was concentrated in Finance & Insurance, and 
over one quarter in Business & Professional Services, 
critical sectors for Downtown offi ce growth.

 

Total employment in the Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk 
region is expected to grow by 7.5 percent between 2006 
and 2016, creating some 31,100 new jobs. This growth 
will be concentrated in service providing and government 
activities, as goods producers continue to lose employ-
ment regionwide. A net decline of 20,000 jobs is forecast 
for Mining, Construction and Manufacturing, down from 
57,200 to 37,200 by period-end. Private services are 
expected to gain easily as many jobs as were attracted 
in the 1990s, adding 45,800 to the base of 310,200 in 
2006. Government payrolls, which have not seen any 
job losses in the past two periods, will likely expand by 
some 5,200 workers. By 2016, private service sectors are 
expected to make up 80 percent of all job opportunities in 
the region, while government will account for 12 percent, 
leaving only 8 percent of all employment for goods pro-
ducing industries.

       Source: Urbanomics, 2007

Chart 9-2 | Major Sector Employment in Bridgeport, 
                    1990-2016
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                                                             Average Bridgeport      Average Region
In 2005 $ Annual Wage           Annual Wage

Professional & Business Services $77,123 $89,370

Finance & Insurance $68,457 $215,436

Transportation & Utilities $47,353 $72,241

Information Services $44,252 $74,986

Health Care $43,079 $43,259

Education Services $36,738 $38,751

Retail Trade $30,931 $33,071

Administrative Services $28,444 $73,022

Other Services $26,968 $28,931

Arts & Entertainment $26,968 $31,122

Accommodations & Food $14,820 $19,334

All Industries $44,119 $68,746

Table 9-1
Average Annual Wage Comparison in 2005:
Bridgeport & the Bridgeport -Stamford-Norwalk CT CTA

 Source: Connecticut State Department of Labor
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Chart 9-3| Bridgeport Service Sector Job Performance, 
                    1990-2016
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Chart 9-4| Bridgeport Service Sector Job Performance, 
                    1990-2016

Source: Urbanomics, 2007
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If present trends continue, Bridgeport will participate very 
little in the region’s employment recovery. In the service 
growth sector, continued losses in Finance & Insurance, 
as well as Health Care and Other Services, will outweigh 
marginal gains in Information Services, Arts & Entertain-
ment and other service sectors of the city. Coupled with 
further erosion in Manufacturing, the net loss in Bridge-
port’s employment will likely reduce total jobs to a new 
low of 41,500 in 2016, down from 45,000 jobs in 2006.

However, should Bridgeport grow at the regional rate of 
sector-specifi c job growth, the city could attract some 
3,000 new jobs, with virtually all of the net growth con-
centrated in Health Care. By retaining its existing share of 
regional employment, modest gains can also be ex-
pected in Finance & Insurance (450 jobs), Administrative 
Services (300), Arts & Entertainment (270), Business & 
Professional Services (250) and a host of other services 
with some 200 new jobs each (Retail Trade, Transporta-
tion, Information and Education).

Neither outlook would do much to revitalize Bridgeport, 
especially in the Downtown area. Nor would job attraction 
alone be cause for a viable economic recovery. As Table 9-
1 shows, the quality of job opportunities in the city needs to 
be elevated above the low skills implied by the major wage 
differences between Bridgeport and the region.
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Chart 9-5| Bridgeport Health Services Employment,
                   2000-2006

Source: Urbanomics, 2007

9.3 |  BRIDGEPORT’S ECONOMIC SECTORS
This section takes a closer look at Bridgeport’s economy 
by focusing on its major job sectors. These sectors, 
which are described using the North American Industrial 
Classifi cation (NAICS) system for classifying industries, 
represent industries that contributed most signifi cantly to 
the city’s job base as of 2005. An analysis of these sec-
tors is useful because they are the most likely sources for 
the 15,000 additional jobs targeted by 2020.

Health and Social Services

Health and Social Services fi rms provide health care and 
social assistance for individuals. Examples of the sector 
facilities include ambulance services, health practitioners, 
hospitals, nursing care facilities, continuing care retire-
ment communities and substance abuse facilities, as well 
as other social assistance. In 2005, Health and Social 
Services ranked as Bridgeport’s largest employment sec-
tor, with 303 facilities employing 10,134 workers.

Health and Social Service providers represent an area of 
notable success in the Bridgeport economy. The city is 
home to two major hospitals, both of which are currently 
engaged in major expansion projects. Relative to state-
wide measures, the medical community’s share of total 
employment is extraordinarily high in Bridgeport. Although 
the number of workers employed in the sector underwent 
a series of declines in recent years – reducing health 
service employment by 5.5 percent from 2001 to 2005 
– a reversal of this trend appears to be underway. The 
One Coast…One Future Health Care Assessment noted 
that health care is the region’s strongest growth niche. 
Regardless of the direction of the trend, health care will 
remain a major driver of Bridgeport’s economy into the 
foreseeable future.  This sector is central to Bridgeport’s 
economic future in terms of job creation; however, the 
city’s hospitals are tax-exempt institutions and do not 
contribute to the tax base.  Similarly, the state’s many 
health and social services institutions located in Bridge-
port are also exempt from taxes.  The City should discuss 
payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs) with the state, where 
appropriate, or voluntary contributions to the City to cover 
the costs of municipal services.
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Manufacturing

Manufacturing establishments are engaged in the produc-
tion of durable and nondurable goods. The durable goods 
sector, which historically has predominated in Bridgeport, 
is primarily concerned with the mechanical, physical or 
chemical transformation of materials, substances or 
components into products. The assembling of parts is 
also considered as manufacturing, except where activity is 
strictly classifi ed as construction. Typically, establishments 
in the manufacturing sector are often described as plants, 
factories or mills. Characteristically, they use power-driven 
machines and materials-handling equipment.

However, establishments that transform materials into 
new products by hand, or in the worker’s home, and 
those engaged in selling to the general public, like baker-
ies, candy stores and tailors, may also be included in 
manufacturing, typically in the nondurable goods sector. 
Subsectors of Manufacturing generally refl ect distinct 
production processes related to material input, production 
and equipment and employee skill.

Manufacturing is the second-largest private sector in 
Bridgeport, consisting of 225 establishments that employ 
over 5,000 workers. Once the largest center of goods 
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production in Connecticut – specializing in armaments, 
household appliances and other national brands – Bridge-
port has lost most of its industrial base, leaving behind 
empty antiquated factories, mill buildings, and contami-
nated land.  These properties add little to the tax base and 
are costly to demolish and remediate in order to return to 
productive use. 

Similar to other older manufacturing cities in the region 
and across the country, Bridgeport saw a steady and sig-
nifi cant decline in manufacturing employment from 2000 
to 2006, amounting to 29 percent and reaching a period 
low of 5,273 workers. This trend is down from 7,424 
workers in 2000 in the manufacturing sector. In 2006, 
manufacturing made up approximately 12 percent of total 
employment in the city, falling from over 15 percent of 
citywide jobs in 2000. This recent decline, however, is on 
par with that observed for both the U.S. and Connecticut 
as whole. The relative wage of Manufacturing has seen a 
10 percent drop over the period, reaching its current low 
of just 8 percent over the city average. After rebounding 
in 2003 to a period high, the relative wage in Manufactur-
ing has seen a persistent decline along with its declining 
share and aggregate employment.
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Retail

The Retail sector consists of establishments primar-
ily engaged in retail merchandise that offer services 
paired with the merchandise. The retail process is the 
fi nal step in the distribution of merchandise, with retail-
ers organized to sell merchandise in small quantities to 
the general public. The industry has two main types of 
retailers: store and non-store retailers. Unlike the retail 
store industry, the non-store industry focuses primarily 
on direct-to-consumer advertising such as magazines. In 
Bridgeport, the Retail sector is the third-largest employer, 
with some 300 establishments, averaging 12 employees 
per store. The City is currently undertaking large-scale 
redeployment in several retail areas, led by the Downtown 
and including mixed-use development, to foster more 
commercial development. It is anticipated that this trans-
formation will help re-brand the city’s image and attract 
new consumer dynamics.

Retail employment is relatively under-represented in 
Bridgeport’s economy. With nearly 3,550 jobs in 2006, 
the Retail share consistently stood around 8 percent of 
citywide employment between 2000 and 2006, or fell 
roughly 4 percentage points below the average statewide 
share. It is this under-performance or market opportunity 
that redevelopments, such as Steel Point, hope to ad-
dress. Such expansions in consumer services look to play 
a role in fi lling the void left behind by national contrac-
tions in manufacturing, a trend acutely felt in Bridgeport.

From 2000 and 2002, the Retail sector created 85 new 
jobs in Bridgeport, peaking employment at 3,755. The 

period 2002 to 2003 showed the greatest single-year 
loss, contracting by 148 jobs citywide. A consecutive fall 
in 2004 caused Retail employment to trough at 3,494. 
This drop could be attributable to the recession follow-
ing 2001 and the overall employment decline in the 
market. The lagging nature of employment, coupled with 
the increased sensitivity of Retail Trade, resulted in a 
further decline between 2002 and 2004, mirroring the 
recession. Thereafter, the sector began to recover with 
a steady rise in employment from 2004 to 2006, when 
jobs reached 3,544 on an annual basis.

With an average annual wage of $30,931 in 2005, 
Retail employees are among Bridgeport’s lowest-paid 
workers. As employment in the sector increased from 
2000 to 2002, the relative wage experienced a modest 
rise of 5.4 percentage points, peaking at 74 percent of 
the citywide average. After the recession, the relative 
wage experienced a downward trend, despite a marginal 
increase in 2004.

Some examples of new and proposed retail development 
in Bridgeport include 881 Lafayette Boulevard (across 
from Housatonic Community College), the retail compo-
nent of the Inter-modal Transportation Center, the Arcade 
Hotel, retail space at City Trust Apartments, Downtown 
North historic rehabilitation, Steel Point, the Pequonnock 
development site, 1163-1197 State Street (in the West 
End/West Side neighborhood) and a new Super Stop & 
Shop at 2145 Fairfi eld Avenue.
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Finance and Insurance

Finance and Insurance establishments are primarily en-
gaged in facilitating fi nancial transactions, or in creating, 
liquidating or changing ownership of fi nancial assets. 
Three principal types of activities are undertaken: raising 
funds by issuing securities, pooling of risk by underwrit-
ing insurance and annuities, and providing specialized 
services facilitating or supporting fi nancial intermedia-
tion, insurance, and employee benefi t programs. The 
unique production processes of Finance and Insurance 
establishments that rely on the use of specialized hu-
man capital and specialized physical capital, sets them 
aside from other industries. In Bridgeport, 92 Finance 
and Insurance establishments employ some 2,250 work-
ers. Although the sector pays considerably more than 
the average citywide wage, Bridgeport’s fi nancial service 
workers are primarily of mid-level skill. Compared with 
the average annual fi nancial earnings in the Bridgeport-
Stamford-Norwalk Metro Area, which stood at $215,436 
in 2005, Bridgeport’s Finance and Insurance establish-
ments paid $68,457 per worker.

Connecticut has the largest concentration of insurance 
and fi nancial-service fi rms in the United States, account-
ing for 21 percent of the gross state product. More than 
8 percent of the state’s work force is employed in the 
sector, with a high concentration of fi nancial analysts, 
underwriters, risk managers and actuaries. 

Bridgeport, once the fourth-largest banking city in New 
England, functions today primarily as an extension of the 
county’s Finance and Insurance specialization. The city’s 
fi nancial district is highly concentrated in the Downtown, 
which plays host to the headquarters of People’s Bank 

and the credit card division of RBS National Bank. Down-
town also contains operations of larger banks, such as 
investment services and management companies. The 
second-largest concentration of fi nancial services is 
located in neighborhoods bordering Fairfi eld, specifi cally 
the North End and the Brooklawn/St. Vincent neighbor-
hood. These two neighborhoods, while still containing 
bank branches, tend to house small banks such as the 
Fairfi eld County Federal Credit Union.

Employment in the Finance and Insurance sector 
declined steadily in Bridgeport throughout the period. 
Starting with 3,215 workers in 2000, employment fell to 
2,257 by 2005. This trend is in sharp contrast to a rising 
employment level in the Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk 
CTA, where fi nancial-services jobs advanced by 4,500 
jobs from 2000 to 2006. As a share of citywide employ-
ment, the sector has fallen from 6.6 to 5.0 percent, 
whereas regionwide it has grown from 8 to 9.3 percent 
of total employment. The importance of fi nancial activi-
ties in southwestern Connecticut, many of which have 
relocated from New York City, attests to missed opportu-
nities in Bridgeport, and the city’s potential for eventually 
attracting growth and rebuilding this sector.

Over the recent period, the average annual earnings of 
fi nance and insurance workers rose, and then declined, 
to 55 percent above all citywide wages. Compared with a 
Metro Area relative wage for Finance and Insurance jobs 
that represented threefold the regionwide average of all 
industry wages, the earnings potential of development in 
this sector holds promise for enhancing the earnings of 
Bridgeport workers.
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Professional and Technical Services

Professional and Technical establishments specialize in 
performing professional, scientifi c, or technical services 
for others, which require a high degree of expertise and 
training. Activities performed include: legal advice and 
representation, accounting, bookkeeping and payroll 
services, architecture, engineering, computer services, 
consulting, research, and advertising services. In Bridge-
port, this sector ranks ninth among private industries in 
level of employment, with nearly 1,100 jobs in some 200 
establishments. Average annual earnings are second only 
to Utilities.

Total employment in Professional and Technical Services 
declined steadily from 2000 to 2006, losing 471 jobs 
from 1,555 in 2000. The loss amounted to a 30 percent 
decline for a sector that is growing strongly in the Metro 
Area. Bridgeport’s Professional and Technical Services 
sector share is roughly half that of Connecticut and the 
national average. Similar to total employment, the share 
of people working in the sector has fallen since 2000, 
dropping from 3.2 to 2.5 percent in 2006.

The healthy relative wage of Professional and Technical 
Services workers is a result of the advanced skills needed 
for participation in this sector. At $77,123 per worker in 
2005, wages are superior to those in nearly all other sec-
tors in the city, ranging from 65 to 79 percent above the 
citywide average wage.

Information

Establishments in the Information sector are primarily 
engaged in producing and distributing information and 
cultural products, providing the means to transmit or 
distribute these products as data or communication, and 
in processing data. The main components of this sector 
are the publishing industries, including software and tra-
ditional publishing, but the sector also consists of motion 
picture production, telecommunications, broadcasting, 
and sound recording. In Bridgeport, the Information sec-
tor ranks 11th among 18 private sectors and its major 
employers, among 34 total establishments, are drawn 
from newspaper publishing and radio broadcasting.

After a major increase in Information employment in 
2002, Bridgeport’s information and technology sector 
has shown strong resilience, climbing from 799 in 2000 
to 1,135 by 2006. While many other sectors experienced 
employment losses, Information held onto its job gains 
and, even more impressive, exhibited this strength while 
maintaining its relative wage. This contrasts with other 
sectors that maintained employment levels only at the 
cost of reducing relative wages. In Bridgeport, the rising 
employment shares compare with a declining trend at 
state and national levels.

With average annual earnings of $44,252 in 2005, 
Bridgeport’s Information sector offered the average 
citywide wage. Although the relative wage fell to 94.7 
percent of the citywide average in 2006, the relative 
wage has never fallen more than 7 points below the 
norm since 2000.
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Establishments in the Arts & Entertainment sector oper-
ate facilities or provide services to meet varied cultural, 
entertainment, and recreational interests of their 
patrons. This sector is comprised of establishments that 
are involved in producing, promoting, or participating in 
live performances, or exhibits open for public viewing; 
preservation of objects and sites of historical, cultural, or 
education interest; and recreation that allow patrons to 
participate for amusement, a hobby, or leisure-time inter-
ests. With 36 such establishments, Bridgeport has more 
Arts and Entertainment facilities than any other Connect-
icut city. Employing more than 800 workers, the sector 
places 12th among all private industries in the city.

Between 2000 and 2003, the number of workers 
employed in the Arts and Entertainment sector rose 
from 680 to 835. Thereafter, employment stayed fairly 
constant, between 830 and 824 by 2006. These trends 
resulted in an upward share of Arts and Entertainment 
employment in the city, in comparison to a steady or 
downward share of total employees at the state and 
national levels. There appears to be a growing concentra-
tion of visual and performing artists, writers and other 
creative professionals living and working in Bridgeport. 
The sector includes workers who export their products 
and services, bringing income from outside the city. An 
accurate count of the work force is diffi cult, as many art-
ists hold multiple jobs. Other creative businesses include 
a growing fi lm industry, radio and television professionals 
as well as designers, architects, publishers and advertis-
ing companies.

Relative wages of the jobs in this sector rank consistently 
among the lowest in the economy. This is to be expected, 
as these jobs are primarily part-time positions employing 
young workers. The apparent rise seen in the fi rst few 
periods is likely the result of minimum wages becoming 
more competitive due to downward pressures on wages 
under adverse economic conditions.

Education

Education establishments, such as schools, colleges, 
universities, and training centers, primarily provide 
instruction and training in a wide variety of subjects. 
In 2005, 27 private educational facilities in Bridgeport 
employed some 800 workers at an average annual wage 
of $36,738.

Total employment in the Education sector of Bridgeport 
climbed slowly between 2000 and 2002, from 685 to 
732 workers. Between 2002 and 2003, employment in-
creased 13 percent, a 94 person expansion. Since then, 
employment in Education has declined slightly from 826 
in 2003 to 809 in 2006. As a share of the city’s total 
employment, the Education share has trended upward 
over the entire period, moving in tandem with both the 
U.S. and Connecticut educational employment shares. 
Starting at less than 1.5 percent, the share climbed an-
nually to a high of 1.8 percent in 2006.

While both the share and level of employment increased, 
the average wage fell from a high position in 2001, to a 
low relative wage position in 2006, at 21 percent below 
the citywide average. Nominal wages increased over the 
period, from $33,475 to $36,738 per worker between 
2003 and 2005, barely ahead of infl ation.
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Transportation and Warehousing

The Transportation and Warehousing sector is primar-
ily engaged in providing transportation of passengers 
and cargo, warehousing and storage services, scenic 
and sightseeing transportation and supporting activities 
related to modes of transportation. With 776 jobs in 38 
establishments, the Transportation and Warehousing 
sector was Bridgeport’s 14th largest private sector, with 
average annual wages of $29,837 in 2005.

Whether by land, sea, or air, Bridgeport is a crossroads 
for Fairfi eld County. The city’s transportation hub, 
situated within minutes of Interstate-95, connects south-
western Connecticut with the rest of the state. Heavily 
frequented by New York and Stamford commuters, the 
Bridgeport railroad station is the fourth-busiest sta-
tion on the Metro-North line, as well as the fi fth-busiest 
Amtrak station in Connecticut. The bus system averages 
14,500 train transfers per month and annually runs 5 
million trips on its 16-route service. Additionally, the Port 
Jefferson Ferry also moves about a million passengers 
along with half a million vehicles annually across Long 
Island Sound. An ambitious Inter-modal Transportation 
Center, currently under development, aims to connect 
the rail, ferry and bus systems at one location in the 
heart of Bridgeport’s commercial district.

Total employment in the Transportation sector has been 
relatively unchanged over the past six years and the 
share of employment citywide has climbed from 1.6 to 
1.8 percent by 2006. This compares to a precipitous loss 

in Utilities employment and a perceptible decline in the 
relative importance of Transportation jobs nationally, 
though not statewide. In 2000, wages in the Trans-
portation sector were 31 percent below the citywide 
average; by 2006, a decline in relative wages reached 
61 percent, or 39 points below the citywide average. 
Given the stability in the sector as a function of the city’s 
economy, especially in light of job losses in other sectors, 
the erosion in earnings for average workers suggests 
more focus be placed on developing higher productivity 
Transportation jobs.

Utilities

Establishments in the Utilities sector are engaged in 
the provision of electric power, natural gas, steam 
supply, water supply and sewage removal. Utility provid-
ers are among the largest employers and taxpayers in 
Bridgeport. The Aquarion Water Company, SBC/AT&T 
telecommunications, and the Southern Connecticut 
Natural Gas Company each offer more than 100 jobs. 
The Bridgeport Power Station, owned by PSEG Power 
Connecticut, is the fourth-largest power plant in the 
state. The Wheelabrator waste to energy plant provides 
energy to 70,000 homes.  Ranking 16th among 18 pri-
vate sector employers in Bridgeport, the Utilities sector 
has eight establishments, providing an average annual 
wage of $79,738 in 2005, or the highest average payroll 
per employee.

Total employment declined sharply in the Utilities sector 
over the 2000-2006 period, falling 43 percent to 360 
employees. This loss represents a decline in share of to-
tal employment, from 1.3 to 0.8 percent of all Bridgeport 
jobs, and compares to a relatively stable performance 
in the sector statewide or as a share of all employment 
in the U.S. economy. With an annual wage 82 percent 
above the citywide average, the loss of employment in 
the Utilities sector is particularly troubling for Bridgeport.
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9.4  |  BRIDGEPORT’S ECONOMY: A LOOK AHEAD

Future economic growth in Bridgeport will depend upon 
private investment initiative, guided by an informed 
public sector. The Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk region 
is expected to attract some 45,800 private service jobs 
over the 2006-2016 period. Given national and global 
market trends, Bridgeport cannot count on goods produc-
ers to resuscitate its economy, for even under the best 
conditions the trend is downward. Assuming recent past 
performance, the city’s private service providers will also 
not add suffi cient jobs to outweigh this drag, but given 
a share in regional growth rates the gain in service jobs 
would signal a modest recovery.

However, a robust recovery will require bold initiatives in pri-
vate housing investment and commercial development. Not 
unlike Providence and Baltimore, Bridgeport can be turned 
around by building on its historic inner city character and 
by transforming idle industrial areas into vibrant mixed-use 
clusters. The strategy developed in the 2007-2012 Compre-
hensive Economic Development Strategy, and embedded 
in this Master Plan, will seek to capture some 15,000 new 
jobs in new developments on rezoned industrial land and 
Downtown sites, thereby restoring the Bridgeport economy 
to the level of employment enjoyed in 1990.

By their very nature, new jobs will be drawn from ex-
port sectors in which the city has demonstrated some 
strengths and the region has anticipated new growth. 
Based upon the market analysis, the sectors are: 

Health Care

Finance and Insurance

Professional and Technical Services

Information Services

Arts and Entertainment

To attract export jobs, Bridgeport must fi rst offer a 
diverse white collar labor force, a strategy which can be 
accomplished over the long term by improvements to 
education and training, but in the short term by new inner 
city housing developments that draw young profession-
als and seasoned executives. By building upon the City’s 
labor force and export base, population-serving jobs will 
subsequently be generated that add not only to overall 
employment levels, but also to the City’s quality of life.

•

•

•

•

•

In keeping with this approach, targeted to the above 
service sectors, the following private developments are 
illustrative of investment initiatives that are critical to 
Bridgeport’s economic recovery:

Steel Point Mixed Use

Pequonnock Mixed-Use High Rise

Downtown North Adaptive Mixed Reuse

60 Main Street High-Rise Housing

Collectively, all proposed developments for private ser-
vices and new housing would accommodate 11,400 jobs, 
of which 5,900 would be located on rezoned industrial 
land and 5,500 on primarily Downtown sites.

By rezoning a portion of the City’s industrial land for mixed 
use development, viable concentrations of industry will 
not be disrupted. Rather, efforts are proposed to buttress 
important clusters of goods production and transporta-
tion, such as the West End Industrial Corridor, Derecktor 
Shipyards, the Inter-modal Transportation Hub and the 
Seaview Avenue Industrial Park.

Combined, these and related actions are anticipated 
to expand more traditional industrial activities by some 
3,600 new jobs.

Thus, the combination of targeting regional growth sectors 
and supporting viable traditional industries uses, Bridge-
port could see the creation of about 15,000 new jobs by 
the year 2020.

•

•

•

•

Future economic development in 
Bridgeport will depend upon private 
investment initiative guided by an 
informed public sector.

“
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9.5  |  BRIDGEPORT STRATEGIC ACTION PLAN

Bridgeport is unique among the cities and towns of 
Fairfi eld County: an urban city in a land of suburban 
municipalities. The city’s assets are many: excellent 
transportation and transit access and proximity to New 
York City and Stamford; a natural deepwater port and 
beautiful beaches; and an industrial past that has laid 
the foundation for a smart industrial base and also left 
Bridgeport with striking 19th Century brick and stone 
industrial buildings with signifi cant redevelopment pos-
sibilities. However, as numerous as the city’s strengths 
are, it also faces many challenges: heavy industry has 
left behind large numbers of brownfi elds and long-vacant 
buildings; the mil rate is the highest in Fairfi eld County 
due to low property values and an excessive amount 
of tax exempt properties due to the concentration of 
regional services in Bridgeport; and the resident labor 
force is not as prepared for the challenges of the modern 
job environment as it should be.

Bridgeport is at a critical point in its history. Planning 
and policy decisions made now will either propel the city 
into the future or will leave it to stagnation and decline. 
As such, the 2007-2012 Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS) for the city of Bridgeport, 
upon which this chapter is based, outlines a series of 
goals and strategies as part of a strategic action plan 
for economic development in Bridgeport. The goals and 
strategies are symbiotic, taking into account not only 
the greater workforce preparedness that is needed to 
increase employment and attract new business, but 
also a more diverse housing stock and better schools. 
These quality-of-life factors are necessary to attract new 
residents to Bridgeport, bolster the tax base and improve 
the city’s image. The CEDS goals and strategies repre-
sent a comprehensive look at economic development 
in Bridgeport, and are intended to serve as a long-term 
guide to the city’s economic future.

Goal 1: Increase the tax base – Make Downtown the foun-
dation for growth

The mil rate in Bridgeport is the highest of any municipal-
ity in Fairfi eld County, due in part to the large number of 
publicly owned and tax-exempt properties. Increasing the 
tax base throughout the city is a necessity.

However, in order to have a real impact, growth needs to 
be focused in a single area so results are visible, progress 
is evident to residents and visitors alike and improve-
ments and developments are in close enough proximity 
that each one spurs the next. The obvious focal point is 
the Downtown Central Business District, the psychological 
center of Bridgeport and the location of the inter-modal 
transit hub. The fi rst impression of the city is that from 
the area immediately surrounding the train station and 
the exits from I-95. Growth needs to begin in this critical 
area, and thus the strategies that follow, while appli-
cable throughout Bridgeport, are based on the assets 
and needs of the Downtown and are consistent with the 
Downtown Plan published by Phillips Preiss Shapiro Asso-
ciates (PPSA) under the auspices of the Downtown Special 
Services District (DSSD) (see Chapter 8).

Strategy 1: Encourage infi ll and high-rise development in 
the CBD

For Downtown to meet the potential laid out in the Down-
town Plan, the resident population needs to be increased 
by some 5,000 residents. The comprehensive housing 
study conducted by czbLLC (see Chapter 10) recom-
mended increasing the share of high-density market-rate 
housing in areas of Bridgeport that currently have fairly 
little housing (Downtown and the waterfront), in order to 
attract new residents and increase the tax base while 
creating relatively little drain on municipal services.

The Downtown Plan points to a market of young profes-
sionals who are unable to afford homes in the surrounding 
towns and are unwilling to settle in the suburbs, for whom 
nightlife and proximity to transit are important. The other 
target market is empty nesters, those who no longer 
want the trouble of upkeep on their family homes, and for 
whom access to cultural facilities and convenience retail 
are important.

Both of these markets are prime candidates for lofts in 
renovated industrial structures, as well as new high-rise 
market-rate buildings with water views. The relatively high 

Quality of life factors are necessary to 
attract new residents to Bridgeport, 
bolster the tax base and improve the 
city’s image.
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value of this new construction will go far to increase the 
tax rolls of the city, not only enhancing the city’s capacity to 
provide services, but with time, lowering the mil rate as well.

Strategy 2: Preserve historic structures by adaptive reuse

Downtown has a number of beautiful historic structures 
that have outlasted their original purposes. These build-
ings are assets to be renovated, retrofi tted and converted 
to new uses. Not only does this strategy increase the value 
of the properties – many of which have been vacant for 
years – but it also preserves the proud history of the city. 
Residential conversions are an especially good use of 
these properties, as they convey an urban “edginess” to a 
domicile that is particularly attractive to the youth market.

Strategy 3: Build on existing CBD business clusters (civic, 
sports/recreation, nightlife, education, transportation, 
judicial) and reduce tax-exempt properties

There are several business clusters already in existence in 
the Downtown. The most recent clusters to take hold are 
the entertainment areas of sports/recreation and nightlife 
that began with the construction of the Arena and Ballpark 
at Harbor Yard just south of the Downtown, the Downtown 
Cabaret Theatre and Playhouse on the Green. A number of 
restaurants have accompanied these entertainment ven-
ues. Unfortunately, the largest existing business clusters 
– health care, civic, judicial and education – are exempt 
from property taxes. These are the largest employers in 
Bridgeport and should be supported; however, where pos-
sible, tax-exempt uses should be consolidated to free up 
space for other development. Chapter 13 discusses some 
opportunities for this consolidation, suggesting the com-
bination of municipal functions that are currently spread 
among several buildings, such as City Hall, City Hall Annex 
and McLevy Hall. Such consolidation of functions could 
not only free up valuable property for redevelopment, but 
increase the effi ciency of the City’s operations.

Strategy 4: Prepare for and encourage Class A offi ce space

It is unlikely that Bridgeport will immediately capture the 
offi ce industries that have taken hold in Stamford and 
elsewhere in Fairfi eld County. However, with an increased 
population of young professionals in the Downtown core, 
as well as the expansion of the existing business clusters, 
the need for Class A offi ce space will surely follow. In ad-
dition, the city could carve a niche as a prime location for 
the back-offi ce functions of large corporations within the 

region. Preparation for this demand is imperative. Wher-
ever possible, new developments should include fi tting 
for broadband and Wi-Fi. In addition, the Downtown Plan 
also recommends preserving Lafayette Boulevard as a 
future offi ce corridor, giving offi ce uses preference over 
other commercial uses. Finally, the City should pursue 
funding for streetscape improvements to create a more 
offi ce-friendly environment.

Goal 2:  Make better use of the city’s assets – Value the 
waterfront, industrial heritage and location

Bridgeport has assets unique to Fairfi eld County. Its 
waterfront has both exceptional beaches and a natural 
deepwater port; however, both have been underutilized 
and undervalued in recent decades. The city has a proud 
industrial past and potential to capture new, cleaner in-
dustry, and the role of this industry should not be ignored. 
The challenge will be in creating and fostering an environ-
ment that will allow appropriate existing waterfront uses 
to remain while promoting new types of business and 
development. The asset most easily capitalized upon is 
location. Being situated on I-95 and Route 8/25, 90 min-
utes from New York City and 30 minutes from Stamford by 
train, Bridgeport is well placed to be a catchment area for 
both business and residential development.

Strategy 1: Support deepwater port uses that are envi-
ronmentally sound

Bridgeport has one of the few natural deepwater ports 
in the region, and the City should support this vital piece 
of its waterfront, which not only provides jobs, but is also 
a major element of Bridgeport’s character. However, 
maintaining a working port does not preclude residential 
and recreational waterfront uses. A “good neighbor” 
approach to choosing what kinds of development are to 
be allowed in the future should be undertaken, ensuring 
that businesses in the port area are clean and green and 
make the most of the natural assets at hand. By empha-
sizing such environmentally friendly uses, Bridgeport 
can also capitalize on “green” industries that are likely 
to represent major economic growth sectors, while also 
furthering the goals of reducing pollution and protecting 
the city’s natural resources (see Chapter 6).
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Strategy 2: Improve public access to and recreational 
use of the waterfront

The beaches in Bridgeport have a rich history of rec-
reational use. Pleasure Beach’s boardwalk attractions 
made it a summer recreation destination for decades. 
Seaside Park has one of the most beautiful strips of 
sand along Long Island Sound. For years, however, the 
public has been largely cut off from these signifi cant 
recreational spaces – the bridge to Pleasure Beach was 
damaged and Seaside Park, while occasionally hosting 
major events, is largely underutilized.

The Pequonnock River and Yellow Mill Channel have 
been lined with industrial uses that were dependent 
on these waterways for goods transportation. Now that 
many of these companies are gone and this use of the 
rivers is obsolete, it behooves Bridgeport to make these 
waterways a source of recreation for residents who, 
according to input at public meetings, feel they cannot 
access the water despite living within steps from it. En-
hanced access to Bridgeport’s miles of waterfront would 
represent a signifi cant improvement in quality of life for 
many city residents, increasing neighborhood amenities 
and transforming these areas into neighborhoods of 
choice, rather than necessity. This improved quality of 
life would serve the twin goals of increasing property val-
ues and attracting new residents to Bridgeport, both of 
which would raise the city’s tax base and thus increase 
its fi scal capacity. Thus, recreational uses are not only 
a nicety for existing Bridgeport residents; they can also 
spawn commercial venues and are a major draw for 
residential development.

Strategy 3: Encourage mixed-use – residential, commer-
cial and recreational uses

As alluded to in the previous strategy, a healthy, vibrant 
mixed-use waterfront is advantageous to everyone. Resi-
dential development will be attractive to newcomers only 
if there is a commercial infrastructure to support it. New 
businesses are more likely to locate in places with con-
venient access to work force housing, while port industry 
workers will value the additional commercial amenities 
provided in tandem with a residential base.

This mixed-use development can be accomplished 
through either new projects – such as Steel Point – or 
through adaptive reuse of obsolete industrial buildings. 
Adaptive reuse is a key tool in economic development 

and revitalization, and, rather than precluding viable indus-
trial and commercial uses, can actually be a way to further 
the success of these neighboring uses. Adaptive reuse can 
remove blight, improve infrastructure, increase security, 
enhance investment, increase property values and even 
create customers.  This can only be accomplished if pri-
vate property owners invest in remediation and work with 
the City to clean “dirty” properties instead of warehousing 
them while paying minimal taxes.

An issue that often occurs in the adaptive reuse of former 
industrial buildings to residential uses is confl icts between 
the new use and existing industry. Buffers are therefore 
needed to ensure compatibility between these uses, as 
discussed in the policies in Chapter 4. However, buffers 
can go beyond the traditional minimal landscaping used 
solely to satisfy regulatory requirements. True buffering 
may mean legal arrangements, such as prohibitions of 
thru trucks or noise after a certain time. It may be the 
way traffi c is designed to circulate or how sidewalks are 
constructed. It may mean noise barriers or visual, architec-
tural treatments. Or it may be the actual size and massing 
of the buildings. The City’s policy on buffers should be one 
that encourages creativity and fl exibility as appropriate to 
specifi c sites, but one that also contains suffi cient “teeth” 
to accomplish the overall goal of protecting a range of vi-
able uses.

Strategy 4: Complete the inter-modal transportation network

Bridgeport is ideally situated to benefi t from its proximity 
to New York City, Stamford and the suburban residential 
communities in the rest of Fairfi eld and New Haven Coun-
ties. The Metro-North and Amtrak lines already stop in the 
city. The bus terminal has expanded and commuter park-
ing facilities are also being expanded. With ferry service 
already existing between Bridgeport and Port Jefferson, 
Long Island, there is a potential to develop a high-speed 
ferry service to Manhattan. Location is an asset to be capi-
talized upon, and Bridgeport is well on its way. Completion 
of these important transportation projects is imperative to 
the economic life of the city.

Adaptive reuse can remove blight, im-
prove infrastructure, increase security, 
enhance investment, increase proper-
ty values and even create customers.

“

”
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Goal 3:   Strengthen economic competitiveness – attract, 
create and retain jobs for residents and newcomers 

Bridgeport’s ranking in the regional economy is at an 
all-time low. While surrounding towns have capitalized on 
new industries and technologies, the city has languished. 
There are several major growth industries that Bridgeport 
is ripe for capturing, as long as steps are taken now.

Existing industrial businesses are struggling with both 
physical and labor force constraints. Many remaining 
industrial buildings are not suited for modern manu-
facturing, and vacant, clean industrially zoned land is a 
rare commodity. These employers are also struggling to 
fi nd suitable replacements for a skilled labor force that 
is rapidly approaching retirement age. Finding suitable 
labor is not only affecting the manufacturing industry. A 
recent regional assessment of work force needs on the 
southwestern coast of Connecticut found that every major 
industry sector in the region is having diffi culty fi nding 
applicants with the required technical skills, and more 
importantly, the basic work preparedness skills necessary 
to keep a job.

The weakening tax base in Bridgeport has led to declining 
infrastructure and a school system that signifi cantly lags 
the state in academic performance. Although numer-
ous elements are necessary for the city to complete an 
economic revitalization, the following strategies focus on 
the fi ve key areas of investing in infrastructure, capturing 
regional growth industries, retaining existing businesses, 
building work force preparedness and reclaiming brown-
fi eld sites.

Strategy 1: Invest in infrastructure

Infrastructure, be it transportation, utilities or communi-
cations, is the foundation for expanding old businesses, 
creating new ones and spawning residential develop-
ment. Bridgeport’s infrastructure systems were built to 
support a major industrial center with a population of 
nearly 160,000 people and its wastewater treatment 
system supports suburban towns to the north of the city. 
With a decline in industry and a current population of 
approximately 136,000, the city now has excess capacity 
that can be used to support new development. However, 
Bridgeport’s systems are old, and in many cases need to 
be upgraded to a state of good repair to adequately serve 
current and future development. Roadways need im-
provement, and some may need to be raised to alleviate 

fl ooding problems, while portions of the city’s combined 
stormwater and sewer systems must be separated to 
prevent wastewater from entering Long Island Sound 
during major storms. Sidewalks and curbing in many 
neighborhoods are in disrepair. Railroad bridges are too 
low to accommodate modern truck and bus heights.  It 
is essential that these issues be addressed in order for 
Bridgeport to realize its potential as a central hub of 
activity for the region. Some key projects that the city 
should complete include repairing the Congress Street 
Bridge and reconfi guring local bus lines to improve ac-
cess between housing and employment centers.

Strategy 2: Capture regional growth industries

As discussed above, Bridgeport has not fared well in cap-
turing the new regional growth industries. The city has 
lost jobs in sectors such as fi nance and insurance and 
professional and business services, while other Fairfi eld 
County towns have seen exponential increases. Policy 
decisions must be made that will help to attract indus-
tries with a strong future to Bridgeport, which is crucial 
to reach the goal discussed above of attracting 15,000 
new jobs to the city by the year 2020. 

To meet this goal, Bridgeport will need to pursue the key 
growth sectors discussed earlier in this chapter of health 
care, fi nance/insurance/real estate, administrative and 
professional offi ce and arts and entertainment, as well 
as support more traditional industrial activities where 
the city has particular strength. Capturing the key indus-
try growth sectors will require a diverse white collar labor 
force, which will be created in the short term by new resi-
dents attracted by new housing, and in the long term by 
improvements to education and training. The City should 
also encourage important clusters of goods produc-
tion and transportation, via such efforts as completion 
of the inter-modal transportation hub and expansion 
of a Seaview Avenue Industrial Park. Other efforts to 
support existing businesses are discussed below. This 
two-pronged approach – capturing new growth industries 
while retaining the current viable industries – will allow 
Bridgeport to achieve its job creation goals.
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Strategy 3: Retain existing businesses

Existing businesses, whether new startups or older fi rms 
that have weathered the economic hard times of the past, 
need continued support. Industrial shops with smart-tech-
nologies want to expand but cannot fi nd the space. Small 
businesses are struggling with the additional legal and 
contractual requirements caused by expansion. Minority 
fi rms are grappling with the bureaucracy of the MBE and 
DBE processes. To address the space needs of existing 
businesses, the City should seek to redevelop strategic 
areas with warehouses and other retrofi tted space that 
meets the needs of businesses seeking to expand or 
relocate. The City should also implement outreach and 
training programs for minority and small businesses in 
terms of legal and fi scal requirements of ownership. This 
is particularly important when these types of businesses 
are bidding for City contracts.

Strategy 4: Build work force preparedness through educa-
tion and manpower training programs

Many of the industries that remain in Bridgeport require 
specialized technical training and computer skills not only 
for offi ce jobs, but for smart-technology industry as well. 
Employers throughout the region are struggling to fi nd new 
hires with the computer profi ciency and other technical 
skills they require. Even more troubling, regional employ-
ers are having diffi culty in fi nding recruits with basic work 
force preparedness. This skill set includes having the 
ability to read and write, a basic level of customer services 
skills and even knowledge of workplace etiquette (e.g. 
proper behavior and attire, being on time). These defi cien-
cies are epidemic at all levels of educational attainment, 
affecting applicants from high school dropouts to college 
graduates throughout the region.

In order to better prepare Bridgeport’s work force, not only 
are specialized training classes required so new skilled 
workers may replace retirees, but the current educational 
system as a whole must also be reexamined. The City has 
begun to take these steps: industrial training programs 
and ESL courses are available and must continue to be 
supported. To improve the educational standards that 
have fallen behind, the City is also in the process of build-
ing fi ve new elementary schools and renovating a number 
of others, and it has been approved for the construction 
of two new interdistrict host magnet schools, to serve stu-
dents from Bridgeport, Easton, Monroe, Fairfi eld, Milford, 
Redding, Shelton, Stratford and Trumbull. 

 

Strategy 5: Reclaim Brownfi eld sites

Brownfi elds are a major problem in Bridgeport; many of the old 
heavy industries left behind contaminated sites that require 
remediation before any further use can be made of them. 
Some 447 parcels consisting of 772 acres were identifi ed as 
brownfi elds in 2005; there are most likely more, but the exact 
number is unknown. Contamination limits development of all 
types, both industrial expansion and residential conversion. 
A comprehensive effort is required to assess and implement 
cleanup so that the city may reclaim this valuable commodity.

How to go about fi nancing the cleanup is a critical issue. 
Bridgeport has recently received EDA grants for cleanup, 
but, given the city’s heavy industrial history, they will not be 
suffi cient to fully address the brownfi elds problem citywide. 
Pressure should be brought to bear on the corporations (or 
their successors) who created the pollution in the fi rst place, 
and some pending legislation would require that businesses 
list their contaminated holdings on their balance sheets and 
clean up such sites. However, in Bridgeport, this legislation 
would backfi re, because the City itself has long since taken 
control of many of these sites, and being required to list them 
on its balance sheet would be extremely harmful to the City’s 
bond rating. 

To adequately address the brownfi eld situation, the City should 
hire a full-time brownfi elds coordinator to complete a compre-
hensive survey of all brownfi eld sites in Bridgeport and maintain 
a database of these sites. Such a coordinator would oversee the 
remediation and redevelopment of brownfi eld sites on a case-by-
case basis. Meanwhile, the City should continue to support the 
remediation of privately owned land, such as Remington Woods, 
so that these areas can be made available for redevelopment, 
balanced with the preservation of open space.

Goal 4: Create neighborhoods of choice – Make Bridgeport a 
better place to live and work

Improving the business climate and worker training will only go 
so far to allow Bridgeport to reach its full potential. The general 
perception of the city is not positive, and the highest wage earn-
ers working in Bridgeport tend to live elsewhere. The city needs 
to become a place where people want to live. This means creat-
ing diverse housing options throughout the city, developing 
neighborhood commerce to include local convenience retail, 
encouraging personal involvement, investing in the community, 
enhancing community services to high standards for every 
neighborhood, and improving educational achievement.
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Strategy 1: Encourage housing diversity throughout Bridgeport

Bridgeport has the lowest property values and the 
highest mil rate in Fairfi eld County. The city’s housing is 
primarily single-family, and 17.1 percent of its units are 
classifi ed as “affordable” by the state, meaning that they 
are accessible to households earning up to 80 percent 
of the county’s median income, or costing less than 
$900 per month for a two- to three-bedroom. The czbLLC 
housing study (see Chapter 10) recommends a greater 
share of medium- and high-income housing in order to 
increase Bridgeport’s fi scal capacity by improving the tax 
base. Such an increase in the diversity of housing would 
also create a “housing ladder” for Bridgeport residents, 
so that as their incomes increase, they will have a range 
of housing options to allow them to stay in the city, rather 
than leave.

Encouraging housing diversity in Bridgeport is not 
intended to adversely affect the character of the 
neighborhoods, but to enhance it, by fostering a blend 
of affordable, work force and upscale housing options 
at different densities throughout the city. By creating a 
more balanced mix, the City will be able to provide better 
services, and hopefully bring its mil rate more in line with 
the rest of the county.

Strategy 2: Develop neighborhood commerce

Residents at the various public meetings have noted the 
lack of accessible convenience retail. Many Bridgeport 
residents drive across city lines to shop in the more 
suburban shopping facilities in Trumbull, Fairfi eld and 
Stratford. Convenience retail is not only an amenity for 
current residents and a boon for new residential devel-
opment, but these small businesses keep Bridgeport’s 
income in Bridgeport. To promote these smaller-scale 
businesses, the City should promote mixed-use corridors 
and restaurant rows throughout Bridgeport as appropri-
ate, to serve the surrounding neighborhoods. One way to 
accomplish this could be to rezone these areas to a new 
mixed-use designation that could provide for both neigh-
borhood retail and higher density housing alternatives 
(see Chapters 14 and 15). The City should also work to 
expand small businesses’ access to Community Capital 
and CEDF funds.

Strategy 3: Provide equitable community services

Access to community services of all types is essential to 
strengthening a neighborhood. As discussed in Chap-
ter 13, the location, capacity and quality of municipal 
facilities, and the services they provide, are crucial con-
siderations because they can direct and shape private 
development, help stabilize neighborhoods and improve 
community character and quality of life. Some actions 
for the City in this area include supporting Bridgeport 
Hospital and St. Vincent’s Medical Center in their expan-
sion plans, particularly those pertaining to neighborhood 
treatment centers and clinics; implementing plans for a 
centralized public facilities and emergency operations 
center; expanding community policing programs and 
continuing school construction and expansion plans.

Strategy 4: Encourage community involvement in plan-
ning Bridgeport’s future

Bridgeport’s checkered political past has bred a level 
of distrust and disconnect between residents and the 
City. This situation has led to a sense by many residents 
that no single person can impact the decisions made at 
City Hall, and thus, with some notable exceptions, many 
people have stopped trying. The more recent administra-
tions have attempted to change the status quo in this 
regard, and to create an atmosphere in which residents 
can more easily and effectively inform the City about the 
path it should take. The public input portion of the Mas-
ter Plan process represented a signifi cant positive step 
in this direction. The Neighborhood Revitalization Zone 
(NRZ) planning process that has occurred or is being 
undertaken in a number of Bridgeport neighborhoods is 
another major positive development.

 

While community involvement is not a direct economic 
development strategy, it does translate into community 
investment – a sound basis for the economic devel-
opment of the city. Maintaining a strong and lasting 
connection to city residents will help Bridgeport grow its 
resources and realize its vision for the future.
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HOUSING

10.1 |  INTRODUCTION

As the largest land use in the city, housing is central to Bridgeport’s economy and the 
quality-of-life of its residents. The condition and variety of the housing stock defi nes the 
city’s neighborhoods and has a signifi cant impact on Bridgeport’s image in the region.  
In the past, the housing stock in many of Bridgeport’s neighborhoods has detracted 
from rather than supported the city’s economic development goals.  Concentrated 
poverty and blighted properties have been signifi cant challenges to revitalization ef-
forts.  But the tide is now changing.  An aggressive blight reduction program, a capital 
investment program for new school construction, decreasing crime rates, increased 
property investment, and a strong regional housing market are creating “communi-
ties of choice” in Bridgeport -- places where people live because they choose to, not 
because they have to.

POLICY

          Realize the potential of housing as an economic driver for Bridgeport .

GOALS

   1     Increase the quality and value of Bridgeport’s housing.
   2     Create a housing ladder that allows people to move from one type of 
          housing to another within Bridgeport as their incomes rise.
   3    Provide incentives to promote mixed-income neighborhoods and decon
         centrate poverty.
   4    Maintain housing affordability within the city.
   5    Create an inclusionary zoning ordinance that requires market-rate devel 
         opers to provide 10 percent of units as affordable either through construction 
         on-site, off-site or contribution of an in-lieu payment to a Housing Trust Fund.

10.0
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In response to this changing housing market, the City 
commissioned czbLLC to prepare a housing study to 
evaluate the strength of its housing market and develop 
a draft housing policy for Bridgeport.  As discussed in the 
czbLLC report, Bridgeport is now at a tipping point.  The 
housing market in city neighborhoods is getting stronger.  
The question now is how strong will the market get?  As 
discussed in this chapter, the answer depends on numer-
ous factors but most importantly the condition of the 
housing stock; the condition of city streets, sidewalks and 
neighborhood commercial areas; the city’s fi scal strength; 
and the quality of its schools.  Capturing and harnessing 
this new strength by attracting an economically diverse 
population will further enable the city to deconcentrate 
poverty, increase its property values and ease the existing 
tax burden on city residents.

This chapter provides an overview of the city’s exist-
ing housing stock and housing market conditions and 
presents a housing policy that emphasizes the connection 
between housing revitalization and economic develop-
ment in Bridgeport.

 

10.2  |  POPULATION AND SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDS

Like many small, industrial cities in the Northeast, Bridge-
port’s population has decreased steadily since World War 
II as people have left the city for the suburbs. As shown on 
Table 10-1, population trends across Bridgeport’s neigh-
borhoods vary widely.  Between 1990 and 2000 some 
neighborhoods, such as Brooklawn, North Bridgeport and 
the North End, experienced signifi cant population gains, 
and others such as the South End, East Side and East End 
experienced signifi cant losses. Part of the population de-
cline in these neighborhoods stems from the closure and 
demolition of several public housing projects, including 
Pequonnock Apartments and Father Panik Village. Overall, 
Bridgeport experienced a population loss of 7 percent be-
tween 1990 and 2005, while Fairfi eld County’s population 
grew by 7 percent during that same period.

According to czbLLC’s housing study, the average income 
of new households that did move to Bridgeport during the 
1990s was 60 percent lower than that of households mov-
ing into Fairfi eld County. During this period, city household 
incomes increased at a slower rate than county incomes, 
and poor Fairfi eld County residents remained highly con-
centrated in Bridgeport.  In 2005, over half of the city’s 
families with children were headed by single mothers, 
compared to 22 percent countywide; over one quarter of 
adults had not graduated from high school; 18 percent of 
residents lived below the poverty level; and 10 percent of 
workers were unemployed.  These trends have a signifi cant 
impact on Bridgeport’s fi scal capacity and on the city’s 
housing market.

 Population

Neighborhood 1990 2000 Change % Change

North End 28,473 31,470 2,997 10.5%

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill 13,215 12,843 -372 -2.8%

North Bridgeport 10,300 11,505 1,205 11.7%

Boston Ave./Mill Hill 10,333 10,322 -11 -0.1%

East End 9,787 8,184 -1,603 -16.4%

East Side 17,474 13,095 -4,379 -25.1%

Enterprise Zone 871 872 1 0.1%

Downtown 2,767 2,484 -283 -10.2%

South End 4,740 3,781 -959 -20.2%

Black Rock 9,045 8,863 -182 -2.0%

West End/West Side 17,847 17,514 -333 -1.9%

Hollow 9,132 9,562 430 4.7%

Brooklawn/St. Vincent 7,679 9,034 1,355 17.7%

Table 10-1 | Population by Neighborhood, 1990-2000

 Source: czbLLC, 2007
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10.3  |  HOUSING TYPES

Housing accounts for 42 percent of the Bridgeport’s total 
land area. As shown in Table 10-2, over two-thirds of the 
housing stock is comprised of multifamily structures.  
Detached single-family homes make up 25 percent of 
the housing stock and attached single family units ac-
count for 8 percent of the city’s housing. 

 The relatively low percentage of single-family housing in 
Bridgeport sets it apart from neighboring municipalities, 
whose housing stock consists almost exclusively of de-
tached single-family residences. The county’s other large 
cities, Norwalk and Stamford, contain multifamily units, 
but this housing is generally lower density than similar 
housing found in Bridgeport.

Housing types vary across Bridgeport’s neighborhoods. 
The majority of Bridgeport’s low-density housing is found 
in the North End and North Bridgeport, as well as in 
Black Rock and portions of the Brooklawn/St. Vincent’s 
neighborhood. Medium- and high-density residences are 
concentrated in the central and southern parts of the 
City, although there are some pockets of high-density 
housing in the North End and in the Reservoir/Whiskey 
Hill area.  While some areas, including Lake Forest and 
Whiskey Hill/Reservoir, are characterized mostly by 
single-family detached housing, others such as Brookla-
wn, Black Rock, East End, East Side and West End/West 
Side have a range of housing types including single-fam-
ily attached units and smaller multifamily units. Housing 
in other neighborhoods such as Downtown consists 
mainly of larger multifamily residences.

                                                                
Housing Type Percent of Units         

Single-Family, detached  25%

Single-Family, attached 8%

Multifamily, 2-4 units 38%

Multifamily, 5-49 units 19%

Multifamily, 50+ units 10%

Table 10-2 | Housing Types

 Source: City of Bridgeport GIS data, BFJ Planning &
               Urbanomics, 2007 base data, updated 2008

10.4  |  HOUSING STOCK

The majority of the city’s housing stock (68 percent) was 
built before 1960; of those units, nearly 40 percent of 
residential structures were built before 1939. Most of 
Bridgeport’s single-family housing was built in the 1950s.  

Bridgeport’s aging housing stock, having experienced 
a lack of maintenance and, in some cases, substantial 
disinvestment, has resulted in blighted conditions in 
many parts of the city.  Over time, vacant and deteriorat-
ing structures negatively impact both property values 
and quality-of-life in the city’s neighborhoods.  In order to 
address the negative visual and social effects of blighted 
properties, the City implemented an aggressive anti-blight 
program in June 2005.  This initiative, “Stop Trashing 
Bridgeport,” has been very successful at removing blight 
and improving the appearance of city neighborhoods.  The 
City’s Anti-Blight offi ce, which administers the program, 
has issued more than 600 anti-blight warnings and 240 
citations since the initiative began. 

According to the czbLLC housing study, between 2000 
and 2005, the number of vacant housing units in the city 
increased by approximately 65 percent, and by 2005, 
nearly 30 percent of vacant units in Fairfi eld County 
were located in Bridgeport. By 2005, the city’s vacancy 
rate was fully double the county’s (12 percent versus 6 
percent).  Vacancy rates within the city varied by housing 
type and tended to be greatest in buildings with at least 
fi ve units (particularly those with 50 units or more) and in 
housing constructed either in the 1940s or 1970s.  This 
trend is particularly notable in neighborhoods such as the 
Hollow and the East End, which have a high concentration 
of high-density and older housing units.

The City’s Anti-Blight offi ce has issued 
more than 600 anti-blight warnings 
and 240 citations since the initiative 
began in 2005.

“

”
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10.5  | HOME OWNERSHIP AND HOUSING DEMAND

In 2000, Bridgeport’s homeownership rate was just 43 
percent. Although the city’s homeownership rate in-
creased slightly (to 49% in 2005), it remained well below 
the county’s (which also increased, to 72% in 2005). As 
shown on Chart 10-1, the homeownership rate in Bridge-
port is signifi cantly lower than that of other municipalities 
in Fairfi eld County.

Owner-occupancy and homeownership rates are typically 
correlated with levels of property upkeep and mainte-
nance and the overall condition of city neighborhoods.  
Higher homeownership and owner-occupant levels are 
generally associated with more desirable neighborhoods.  
Based on 2000 Census data, homeownership rates in 
Bridgeport’s northern neighborhoods exceeded 50 per-
cent and reached over 75 percent in some areas. At the 
same time, just 35 percent of East End residents and 24 
percent of East Side residents owned their homes.  In the 
Downtown and Hollow neighborhoods, homeownership 
rates were just 11 and 16 percent, respectively.  (It is ex-
pected that the rate of homeownership in Downtown will 
increase sharply in the future as commercial buildings are 
converted to market-rate, homeownership residences.)  

The difference in homeownership rates across city 
neighborhoods refl ects the varying nature of Bridgeport’s 
housing stock. Single family homes (both detached 
and attached) have the highest homeownership rates; 
therefore, single family neighborhoods tend to have 
relatively high homeownership.  In some neighborhoods 
such as the East Side, East End and Hollow, however, 
the presence of single-family housing stock does not cor-
relate with high homeownership levels.  In these areas, 
low homeownership rates refl ect weak overall demand 
by potential homebuyers who have the choice to live 
elsewhere.  Table 10-3 provides a breakdown of hom-
eownership rates in single-family detached and attached 
housing by neighborhood.

Varying demand for housing in city neighborhoods is also 
refl ected in homeownership trends over time. Between 
1990 and 2000 some neighborhoods, including the 
Hollow, Brooklawn/St. Vincent, West End/West Side 
and East Side, lost approximately 20 percent of their 
homeowners. Neighborhoods that have typically been 
characterized by high homeownership rates, including 
the North End and North Bridgeport, also lost homeown-
ers. At the same time, other neighborhoods, including 
Downtown and Brooklawn/St. Vincent, experienced 
gains in homeownership. In Reservoir/Whiskey Hill, East 
End and East Side, the population of both owners and 
renters declined, indicating housing market weakness 
in these areas.  The change in Bridgeport’s homeowner-
ship rates by neighborhood between 1990 and 2000 is 
shown on Table 10-4.
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Chart 10-1| Homeownership Rates: Fairfi eld County (2000)

Source: czbLLC, 2007
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10.6  |  HOUSING  VALUE 

Between 2000 and 2005, the median value of owner-occupied single-family housing in Bridgeport increased by 85 
percent, from $117,500 to $218,800.  This is a signifi cant recovery from the previous ten-year period, when median 
value fell by 19 percent, from $145,900 to $117,500.  This recent housing market trend indicates that Bridgeport’s 
housing market is gaining signifi cant strength.  According to the czbLLC housing study, this upswing can largely be 
attributed to Bridgeport’s position as an island of valuable, underutilized development opportunities surrounded by a 
substantially saturated and strong regional housing market.  

However, the average sales price for single family and multifamily homes varies substantially among Bridgeport’s 
neighborhoods, as shown in Table 10-5.  The highest-priced homes, both single- and multifamily, are found in Black 
Rock, North End, Brooklawn/St. Vincent and Reservoir/Whiskey Hill.  The lowest-priced single-family homes are found 
in the East End, East Side and Enterprise Zone; and the lowest-priced multifamily homes are found in the East End, 
East Side and South End.

                                                   Single-Family       Single-Family
Neighborhood                           Detached              Attached                    d  

North End  92%  67%

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill 89% 63%

North Bridgeport 92% 42%

Boston Ave./Mill Hill 84% 65%

East End 51% 37%

East Side 55% 31%

Enterprise Zone 0% 0%

Downtown 65% 53%

South End 39% 87%

Black Rock 88% 65%

West End/West Side 67% 25%

Hollow 52% 30%

Brooklawn/St. Vincent 83% 46%

Table 10-3
Homeownership of Single-Family Units by 
Neighborhood (2000)

 Source: czbLLC, 2007

                                            Owner  Households        % Change        Renter  Households       % Change
Neighborhood                    1990        2000           1990-2000         1990         2000          1990-2000 

North End  7,120 7,008   -2%  4,608  5,037  9%

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill 3,210 3,084   -4%  1,135  1,091  -4%

North Bridgeport 2,376 2,251   -5%  1,793  2,108  18%

Boston Ave./Mill Hill 2,027 1,865   -8%  2,167  2,193  1%

East End 1,168 1,022       -13%  2,097  1,859  -11%

East Side 1,217 939        -23%  4,191  3,056  -27%

Enterprise Zone 79 67          -15%  209  187  -11%

Downtown 76 114            50%  1,068  884  -17%

South End 407 358           -12%  1,000  963  -4%

Black Rock 1,654 1,653     0%  2,517  2,468  -2%

West End/West Side 1,467 1,183         -19%  4,232  4,140  -2%

Hollow 609 491           -19%  2,518  2,672  6%

Brooklawn/St. Vincent 1,689 1,723            2%  1,689  1,891  12%

Table 10-4
Homeownership by Neighborhood (1999-2000)

 Source: czbLLC, 2007

                                                                  Average Sale Price
Neighborhood                 Single-Family          Multifamily

North End $278,963 $327,383

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill $242,083 $325,020

North Bridgeport $225,201 $274,611

Boston Ave./Mill Hill $165,795 $256,185

East End $136,732 $230,212

East Side $150,578 $240,510

Enterprise Zone $155,500 $265,955

Downtown $148,167 $263,657

South End $255,000 $251,276

Black Rock $409,860 $330,386

West End/West Side $189,056 $268,431

Hollow $167,662 $268,300

Brooklawn/St. Vincent $243,292 $332,295

Table 10-5 | Average Sale Price, 2004-2006

 Source: czbLLC, 2007



HOUSING10.0

     130       Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development

 

10.7  |  AFFORDABILITY

Compared to other municipalities in the region, Bridgeport 
has the highest proportion of very low-income house-
holds, as measured by U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) Area Median Income (AMI) 
estimates. Approximately 41 percent of the city’s house-
holds earn less than 50 percent of AMI; only 18 percent 
earn more than 120 percent of AMI.  In 2005, one-quarter 
of Bridgeport households earned $20,000 or less, and 
almost half of city households earned less than $35,000; 
only 20 percent of Bridgeport households earned 
$75,000 or more.  In comparison, in Fairfi eld County just 
14 percent of households earned $20,000 or less and 
25 percent earned less than $35,000, while 48 percent 
earned $75,000 or more.  In 2005, Bridgeport’s poverty 
rate was 18 percent, more than double the county’s over-
all poverty rate.

Median rent in Bridgeport is approximately 80 percent of 
the county median. From 2000 to 2005, the city’s median 
rent rose 30 percent, from $671 to $869.  Between 1990 
and 2005, the gap between median rent in Bridgeport 
and median rent in Fairfi eld County’s other urban areas 
grew, indicating increasing affordability in Bridgeport 
relative to the region.  While Bridgeport’s median rent 
was $200 less per month than Stamford’s in 1990, in 
2005 rent was an average of $450 less per month.  Still, 
between 2000 and 2005, the number of Bridgeport 
apartments renting for less than $500 a month de-
creased by 40 percent.  During this period the number 
of apartments renting for less than $750 per month 
decreased by more than 50 percent.

Even though Bridgeport rents remain signifi cantly lower 
than those elsewhere in Fairfi eld County, these declines in 
low-cost units mean that many Bridgeport residents face 
housing cost burdens. A household is considered “cost 
burdened” if more than one-third of its income is spent on 
housing. Increasing housing burdens are affecting both 
renters and owners in the city.  In 2000, 40 percent of city 
households (43 percent of renters and 33 percent of own-
ers) spent more than they could afford on housing.  

Residents’ fairly stagnant incomes are also an issue.  
Recent HUD data shows that housing costs are outpacing 
income growth.  Fair market rents in Bridgeport have risen 
27 percent since 2000 -- approximately four percent per 
year -- while median household income has grown an av-
erage of 3 percent per year and average wages paid in the 

City of Bridgeport have grown approximately 2 percent 
per year.  Therefore, while Bridgeport offers affordable 
housing opportunities relative to the region, housing is 
becoming less affordable for Bridgeport residents.

10.8  |  HOUSING MARKET CHALLENGES 

During the 1990s, the average income of households 
(including renters and owners) moving into the city was 
approximately $42,000, while the average income of 
those households moving out of the city was approximately 
$60,000. In contrast, nearby suburban towns were attract-
ing households with an average income of $100,000.  

Between 2000 and 2005, Bridgeport has experienced a 
substantial shift in its housing market with an increasing 
number of homebuyers from outside the county and out-
side the state.  Demand from lower Fairfi eld County, New 
York (particularly the Bronx) and New Jersey has grown 
in recent years.  These householders often have multiple 
jobs and cannot afford housing closer to their places of 
employment and are often fi rst-time homebuyers.  

While Bridgeport’s relative affordability makes it an 
attractive housing choice for many, the city faces numer-
ous challenges in attracting and retaining moderate- and 
higher-income households and families. The city has a 
legacy of fi scal problems, which have limited its ability 
to provide municipal services at a comparable cost to 
neighboring municipalities.  Population decline over the 
course of the last decade has also made it more diffi cult 
for the city to improve public services and quality-of-life 
without increasing the fi scal burden on residents.   As 
shown on Table 10-6, Bridgeport’s tax rate is signifi cantly 
higher than those of other Fairfi eld County communities.  
This places an undue burden on property owners, hinder-
ing property investment.    

In order to transform its neighborhoods from communi-
ties of necessity to communities of choice, the quality 
and cost of local services must be addressed.  The 
czbLLC housing study notes that real estate agents and 
lenders cite the city’s public schools as a signifi cant 
factor in households’ decisions to move out of Bridge-
port.  This is a particularly signifi cant loss because 
families with school-aged children are typically in their 
prime earning years and tend to invest in the social 
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and physical capital of their communities.  In addition, the 
city’s relatively high crime rate -- or the perception of crime 
-- compared to neighboring municipalities is noted as a 
contributing factor in people’s decision to leave Bridgeport.  

10.9  |  HOUSING POLICIES

Despite the challenges to its housing market, Bridge-
port is well positioned to take advantage of the market 
strength and private resources of the region.  As property 
values have risen throughout Fairfi eld County, many 
people have been priced out of the market and are 
looking for an affordable housing alternative.  Bridgeport 
offers multi-modal transportation access to regional 
employment centers and a unique urban experience in 
the region in addition to relatively affordable real estate.  
These qualities must be capitalized upon in order for the 
city to attract the young professional, empty nester, and 
middle-income populations it needs in order to enhance 
its fi scal strength and diversify its population.  

The upswing in Bridgeport’s housing market is nearing 
a tipping point.  The question is no longer “what if the 
Bridgeport housing market gets stronger?”  The ques-
tions now are:

When will the market get stronger?

How strong will it get?

How should the City position itself to benefi t most 
from these forces?

How should the City invest public dollars to 
complement and shape these forces?

•

•

•

•

                                                                
Location               Mil Rate         

Stamford High*  30.7

Stamford Low* 27.9

Bridgeport 42.3

Easton 26.6

Stratford 28.9

Monroe 26.1

Town of Fairfi eld 16.7

Trumbull 21.7

Shelton 24.3

Table 10-6 | Property Tax Mil Rates in 
Bridgeport and Neighboring Areas (2006)

*Stamford has six different regions, with varying mil rates
Source: State of Connecticut, czbLLC, 2007

The answer to these questions depends on the City’s 
ability to attract households at a mix of incomes and di-
versify its population. An economically diverse population 
will help Bridgeport deconcentrate poverty, increase its 
property values, and ease the existing tax burden on city 
residents.  Targeting a mixed-income population is also 
key to creating a range of housing choices, or a “housing 
ladder” within the city that would allow people to move 
from one type of housing to another within Bridgeport 
as their incomes rise.  This housing ladder is essential 
to building the social capital of the city and reinventing 
Bridgeport as a community of choice, rather than a place 
where people live out of necessity.  

At the same time, the City’s housing policy must recognize 
that as Bridgeport capitalizes on the market potential of its 
housing stock and realizes the benefi ts of increased fi scal 
strength, it will need to address the impact – in terms of 
housing choice and affordability – of rising housing costs 
on low-income households.  Bridgeport must plan for 
this eventuality and be sensitive to it, without negatively 
impacting housing revitalization efforts in the city.  Bridge-
port must work to build its housing market now; efforts to 
keep the city affordable should not prevent development.  
The present need for a good development environment, 
however, does not preclude sensitivity to the pressures on 
affordability that will likely occur in the future.

The czbLLC study recommends a three-part housing 
strategy for Bridgeport that encourages additional growth 
of the private market’s demand for housing in Bridgeport 
by building on the city’s assets, strengthening its neigh-
borhoods to create communities of choice, and leveraging 
growth to preserve existing affordable units:

1) Building on Assets

Private developers are already taking note of Bridgeport’s 
existing assets.  Despite slow growth in its housing market 
over the past several decades, over 4,900 units are pend-
ing approval through current applications with the City.  
Realtors and lenders have noted an increase in developer 
interest over the past fi ve years with increased sales of 
lots and buildings for development and redevelopment.  
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In order to ensure that developer interest is translated 
into development projects that benefi t the city, diversify 
neighborhoods, and contribute to the achievement of 
Bridgeport’s housing goals, the City should adopt an 
inclusionary zoning ordinance.  An inclusionary zoning ordi-
nance will allow the City to provide incentives to developers 
such as special permits and expedited application review 
to attract development to targeted areas, while raising new 
resources for the development of affordable housing units 
and neighborhood revitalization efforts.  It is a tool that 
encourages market rate housing and extracts value from 
such development to be used to further affordable housing 
and neighborhood revitalization goals.  Consistent with 
the State of Connecticut’s affordable housing policy, the 
inclusionary zoning ordinance should require developers 
to provide 10 percent of units as affordable either through 
construction on-site, off-site or contribution of an in-lieu 
payment to the Housing Trust Fund.

2) Strengthening Neighborhoods

Transforming many Bridgeport neighborhoods into com-
munities of choice will require increasing local demand by 
rehabilitating existing properties, deconverting multi-unit 
properties back to single-family homes, and providing 
incentives for households at a range of income levels to 
purchase homes.  Such activities can be sponsored by 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) or HOME 
funds, Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs), or other 
public or foundation support.  Strengthening neighbor-
hoods will also require soft loan programs that provide 
rehabilitation funds for homeowners, and neighborhood 
rehabilitation programs that assist homeowners in main-
taining their properties.   Infi ll housing development within 
neighborhoods through non-profi t organizations such as 
Habitat for Humanity will also be an important component 
of community revitalization.

In addition to these traditional sources, a Housing Trust 
Fund should be set up to support such efforts.  Develop-
ers building in areas targeted by the inclusionary zoning 
ordinance would have the option of contributing funds to 
the city’s Housing Trust Fund in lieu of providing afford-
able housing units on- or off-site.  The Fund could be 
designed to support a range of activities, such as inten-
sive beautifi cation projects and crime reduction efforts.  
Fund-sponsored activities within a particular neighbor-
hood should be tailored to existing neighborhood market 
conditions and housing stocks.

3) Preserving Affordable Housing

While the Housing Trust Fund will primarily focus on 
efforts to stimulate demand in the city’s weaker neigh-
borhoods, a new community land trust would be a 
mechanism to ensure that units remain affordable into 
the future as property values in the city rise. The com-
munity land trust would be a new entity, incorporated as 
a tax exempt 501(c)(3) organization based in the city of 
Bridgeport. It would acquire and renovate scattered site 
properties and sell the structures to residents at afford-
able prices.  The czbLLC housing study proposes a goal of 
preserving 500 units of affordable owner-occupied hous-
ing by the year 2017 through direct acquisition and resale 
and another 250 through donations (City-owned proper-
ties or new privately developed units sold into the Trust).

By retaining control of the land, the community land trust 
would be able to reduce the sale price of affected units by 
the value of the land (as well as any other subsidies used 
to make the unit affordable to households at particular 
income levels). Owners of the homes on community land 
trust land would pay a monthly lease fee. As owners de-
cide to move, they would sell their home in a conventional 
transaction.  They would also be permitted to profi t from 
capital gains on the property, based on a formula provided 
by the trust.  The launch of the Trust could be seeded by 
a contribution from new development taking place in the 
inclusionary zone. A portion of this contribution would be 
retained for administrative and legal costs and hiring staff 
for the trust, while the remainder would be spent on ac-
quiring and rehabilitating strategically located properties.

In addition, as part of its housing strategy, the City of 
Bridgeport should take advantage of recently adopted 
state legislation that provides new incentives for af-
fordable housing through the creation of smart growth 
districts. This legislation allows municipalities to create 
districts targeted for a mix of higher density housing, 
including affordable housing, for families, individuals and 
persons with special needs. Such districts are eligible for 
grants for affordable housing through the State’s Offi ce 
of Policy and Management.  Bridgeport should designate 
Downtown, Steel Point, 60 Main Street and the indus-
trial area between I-95 and the railroad -- known as the 
“smile”-- as smart growth districts.  Signifi cant private 
investment is expected in these areas and such designa-
tion will help ensure that affordable housing is provided 
as part of new, market-rate development projects.
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NEIGHBORHOODS

11.1  |  NEIGHBORHOODS OVERVIEW

Enhancing quality-of-life in the city’s neighborhoods is one of the six overarching 
themes of the Master Plan.  Bridgeport’s neighborhoods are the centers of commu-
nity and have a direct impact on the day-to-day lives of city residents. The condition 
of a neighborhood’s housing stock, neighborhood commercial centers, community 
facilities, public services and its parks and open spaces are central to the quality-
of-life of its residents.  The keys to maintaining attractive communities are property 
upkeep and safety.  When properties are well-maintained and people feel safe in their 
neighborhoods, residents take pride in their communities and become invested in 
them.  Investment of social capital -- the time and effort  that people contribute to civic 
engagement -- is an essential building block of stable neighborhoods.  

POLICIES

   1     Rejuvenate neighborhoods by enhancing quality-of-life.

   2     Revitalize neighborhoods with neighborhood  planning.

GOALS

   1     Emphasize property upkeep and safety as the keys to attractive communities.
   2     Neighborhood level planning initiatives will be encouraged and supported.

11.0
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Bridgeport currently has an aggressive anti-blight 
program that has successfully removed abandoned 
and hazardous buildings from city neighborhoods. This 
initiative should be supplemented with a strengthened 
community policing program that engages neighbor-
hood residents and provides police to “walk the beat” to 
enhance neighborhood safety and increase residents’ 
sense of ownership and investment in their commu-
nities.  In addition, grant and loan programs should 
be provided to encourage property maintenance and 
improvements.

Along with maintenance and safety, successful urban 
neighborhoods must provide a support structure for 
families that includes retail services, public services, 
schools and parks/open space.  These supportive ele-
ments are essential to creating communities of choice 
in Bridgeport where residents chose to stay when they 
can afford to leave. The City is making important strides 
to upgrade neighborhood infrastructure with signifi cant 
investments in new and expanded public school facilities 
that are being designed to serve as neighborhood cen-
ters with playing fi elds that are open to the community 
after school hours, improvements to libraries and new 
senior and community centers.

In combination with capital investments, investments are 
also being made in community building and community 
organizing at the neighborhood level.  Neighborhood Re-
vitalization Zone (NRZ) plans are being developed by and 
for communities throughout the city.  The NRZ program 
was created by the State of Connecticut in 1995 to give 
neighborhoods a greater say in determining their future 
and assist them in neighborhood planning and com-
munity building activities. In Bridgeport, NRZ plans have 
been approved for the Hollow and East End neighbor-
hoods and plans are currently being developed for Black 
Rock, East Side, West Side/West End and South End. 
The City should continue to encourage community-based 
planning efforts and support the implementation of NRZ 
plan recommendations for its neighborhoods.

11.2  | Neighborhood Profi le Overview

Rivers, highway corridors and community perceptions 
defi ne Bridgeport’s neighborhoods.  While one person’s 
sense of a neighborhood’s boundaries may differ from 
another’s, for the purpose of this Master Plan, 13 city 
neighborhoods have been delineated, as shown on Figure 
11-1. The boundaries of these neighborhoods follow Cen-
sus tract boundaries, allowing for compatible comparisons 
across neighborhoods, and respect local understanding of 
neighborhood lines to the greatest extent possible. Howev-
er, locally defi ned districts, such as school districts, police 
precincts or Neighborhood Revitalization Zones (NRZs), do 
not necessarily conform to neighborhood boundaries as 
discussed in this Master Plan.1

This chapter provides a profi le of each of the city’s neigh-
borhoods, with the exception of Downtown, as Downtown 
is discussed separately in detail in Chapter 8.  Each 
neighborhood profi le describes the area’s boundaries 
and includes a summary of existing neighborhood condi-
tions, including population, racial/ethnic composition, 
housing stock and employment, and discusses neighbor-
hood planning and development activities. In addition, 
the profi les describe crime and education conditions in 
each neighborhood relative to other neighborhoods in 
the city, based on an index developed by the Connecticut 
Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) at the University of 
Connecticut (described below). It should be noted that 
the boundaries of the Enterprise Zone neighborhood 
discussed in this chapter are not the same as the bound-
aries of the State-designated enterprise zone, which 
provides tax incentives for development.

1 The City of Bridgeport unoffi cially recognizes 17 neighborhoods.  However, 
for the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) and Master 
Plan processes, it was necessary to develop neighborhood indicators that 
the City can continue to use to chart the progress of neighborhood economic 
development in terms of quality-of-life issues, for use in capital expenditures 
and other actions.  To make more compatible comparisons among neighbor-
hoods, boundaries were adjusted so each neighborhood, or combination of 
neighborhoods, would be roughly comparable in size.
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Figure 11-1 | Downtown Plan Study Area

 Source: BFJ Planning, Urbanomics
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The profi les also provide an existing land use map for 
each neighborhood that includes proposed development 
sites and the following demographic data:

Age (2000)

Race/Ethnicity (2000)

Income (2006) 

Employment (2000)

Educational attainment (2000)

Students meeting State of Connecticut Master Test 
goals for Grades 4 and 6 (2006)

Average SAT scores (2006)

Students per classroom (2006)

Students per teacher (2006)

Housing

     >   Owner occupancy (2006)
     >   Vacancy (2006)
     >   Structures over 20 years old (2006)
     >   Units with 1+ cars (2006)
     >   Overcrowded units (2006)
     >   Average sales price (2006) 

Parks/Open Space (2006) 

Crime (reported felonies - 2006)

Blight citations (2005-2006)

The purpose of this data is to provide each neighborhood 
with a current baseline measure for economic and social 
indicators. These indicators will allow each neighborhood 
to compare future progress to present conditions and 
track achievements in enhancing quality-of-life. They also 
provide information necessary to compare existing condi-
tions and future progress across neighborhoods.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•



NEIGHBORHOODS 11.0

 Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development           137

11.3 | Connecticut Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA)

            Neighborhood Baseline Report

As part of the Master Plan project, the Connecticut 
Center for Economic Analysis (CCEA) at the University 
of Connecticut prepared a baseline report that docu-
ments trends in crime rates, school performance and 
income and housing characteristics across the city’s 
neighborhoods. This report provides a Neighborhood 
Development Index for each neighborhood, which is a 
combined measure of neighborhood performance in 
terms of income, school quality and crime relative to 
other Bridgeport neighborhoods. This overall compara-
tive index is based on three indices: a crime index that 
measures the relative incidence of crime, an education 
index that measures relative school performance and 
an income index that measures relative standard of 
living. The crime index is based on violent crime reports 
received from the Bridgeport Police Department, which 
are aggregated by neighborhood.  These rates (inci-
dents/100 residents) are weighted to refl ect  the fact 
that some crimes, such as murder and rape, have a 

Table 11-1 | 2006 Neighborhood Development Index and Neighborhood Rankings
                                                                                                                  
                                     Overall Neighborhood

   Neighborhood  Development Index            Income Index             Education Index           Crime Index

 Black Rock    5 2            10                                         13

Boston Avenue/Mill Hill  6  8 2    6

 Brooklawn/St. Vincent  3 4 3   10

Downtown    N/A N/A N/A   2

East End   8 7 8 3

East Side    10  10 9 4

Enterprise Zone   N/A  N/A N/A 1

Hollow    7 6  4 5

North Bridgeport   4  5 5 11

North End    1  3 1 12

South End    2  1 6 9

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill  N/A  N/A N/A 8

West End/West Side  9 9 7 7

 Source: CCEA, 2007

greater impact on neighborhood safety than others such 
as auto theft and burglary.  The education index is based 
on test scores and program participation rates for public 
schools compiled by the Connecticut Department of Edu-
cation.  The income index is based on changes in income 
adjusted for infl ation and median housing sales price by 
neighborhood as reported by Connecticut’s multiple list-
ing service.  The complete CCEA report is included in this 
Master Plan as Appendix D.

Table 11-1 shows the components of the Neighborhood 
Development Index and each neighborhood’s rating for 
2006, referred to in the neighborhood profi les. For both 
the income and education indices, data are not available 
for Downtown, the Enterprise Zone or the South End. 
Therefore, these indices provide rankings by neighbor-
hood based on a total of ten neighborhoods.  As crime 
data are available for all neighborhoods, the crime index 
rating is based on a total of 13 neighborhoods. 
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BLACK ROCK
The Black Rock neighborhood is located along the coast 
in Bridgeport’s southwestern corner. It is bordered by the 
town of Fairfi eld to the west, Black Rock Harbor to the 
south, the South End neighborhood to the east and the 
West End/West Side neighborhood to the north. The area 
contains two historic districts: the Black Rock Gardens 
Historic District and the Black Rock Historic District. With a 
thriving restaurant row, almost one in every six arts, enter-
tainment and hospitality jobs in Bridgeport are located in 
Black Rock. However, this sector offers the lowest-paying 
jobs of all of Black Rock’s industries, with an average an-
nual wage of approximately $21,500.  The average salary 
for jobs located in Black Rock is $39,000.

In 2000, Black Rock was home to 8,863 residents. The 
majority of the neighborhood’s population was white 
(56.6%) followed by Hispanics (19.6%) and Black non-His-
panics (18.0%). Nineteen percent of the neighborhood’s 
residents were foreign-born. There were 4,322 housing 
units in Black Rock in 2000, over 90 percent of which 
were built before 1980. Single-family homes are the 
predominant housing type in the neighborhood, but owner-
occupied units account for less than 40 percent of total 
housing units.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks Black Rock fi fth 
overall in terms of quality-of-life compared with Bridge-
port’s other neighborhoods. Although crime rates in the 
neighborhood are relatively low, Black Rock experienced a 
decline in both educational performance and real income 
between 2001 and 2006. 

There are two elementary schools in the neighborhood 
-- Black Rock School and Longfellow School; the commu-
nity is served by Bassick High School.  Compared with the 
rest of Bridgeport for reading, writing and math perfor-
mance, Black Rock places eighth in Grade 4 state testing 
and tenth in Grade 6 state testing.  CCEA’s Neighborhood 
Education Index places Black Rock tenth out of the ten 
city neighborhoods that it evaluates. In contrast, CCEA’s 
Neighborhood Crime Index ranks Black Rock lowest in 
terms of level of crime experienced in the neighborhood 
relative to all other neighborhoods in the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

Black Rock has an active Community Council and a 
well-defi ned sense of neighborhood. Recent community 
activism activities in the neighborhood have included the 
introduction of a resolution for a moratorium on heavy 
industrial uses on the waterfront, the promotion of a Black 
Rock train station and creation of a Black Rock Restau-
rant District. In addition, the neighborhood promotes 
community activities such as the Art Walk and fundrais-
ers for local charities. Black Rock is currently working to 
prepare its Neighborhood Revitalization Zone (NRZ) Plan.
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Proposed Development
1. Riverbank Landing
2. Brewster Street Residential
3. Black Rock Restaurant District

                                                                
Black Rock          

Population 8,863

Age  

           5 years & under                                  7.3%

           19 years & under 20.2%

           65 years & under 12.8%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 80.4%

           White 56.6%

          Black 18.0%

          Asian/Other 5.4%

          Hispanic 19.6%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $67,514

         Persons Below Poverty 13.4%

Employment

           Unemployed 6.0%

Education

           Less than HS 20.4%

           HS Graduate 25.8%

           Some College 23.4%

           College Degree+ 30.4%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 6.0%

           Grade 6 2.1%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 352

           Math 345

Students per Classroom (2006) 24.16

Students per Teacher (2006) 18.73

Housing

           Total Units 4,332

           Owner Occupied 38.2%

           Renter Occupied 57.0%

           Vacant Units 4.9%

           Built Last 20 Years 9.1%

           With 1+ Cars 83.7%

           Overcrowded Units 4.1%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $409,860

           Multifamily $330,386

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 1.6%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 142

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 53

           No. of Foreclosures* 0

Existing Land Use
41.2%

21.2%

7.4%

10.0%

1.2%

3.0%

2.4%

0.2%

3.1%

4.4%

6.1%

2.6% Brownfi elds

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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BOSTON AVENUE/MILL HILL
The Boston Avenue/Mill Hill neighborhood is located on 
the eastern border of Bridgeport and is bounded by the 
Town of Stratford to the east, Lake Success Business Park 
(also known as Remington Woods) to the north, Seaview 
Avenue to the west and Barnum Avenue to the south. 
Although largely residential, Boston Avenue/Mill Hill is 
known for its medical and educational institutions, includ-
ing Bridgeport Hospital and numerous doctors’ offi ces. 
These institutions have a signifi cant impact on employ-
ment in the neighborhood, with 74 percent of residents 
employed in health  and education services. The average 
salary of Boston Avenue/Mill Hill residents working in this 
industry was $53,114 in 1999, just above the neighbor-
hood average, but more than 18 percent higher than all 
citywide wages for the sector.

In 2000 there were 10,322 residents in Boston Avenue/
Mill Hill. The neighborhood’s population was divided 
fairly evenly among racial/ethnic groups -- 35 percent of 
the population was Black non-Hispanic, 34 percent was 
Hispanic and 26 percent was White. Asians accounted for 
5 percent of the neighborhoods population. Seventeen 
percent of the neighborhood’s residents were foreign-
born. In 2000, the neighborhood had 4,449 housing 
units, over 80 percent of which were built before 1980. 
Multifamily homes are the predominant housing type in 
the neighborhood, and approximately half of the housing 
stock is owner-occupied. Boston Avenue/Mill Hill is home 
to two historic districts, Remington City Historic District 
and Remington Village Historic District.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks Boston Avenue/Mill 
Hill sixth overall in terms of quality-of-life compared with 
Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods.  Over the course of 
the past six years (2000-2006), this neighborhood has 
experienced a decrease in crime and an improvement in 
its public schools. There are two elementary schools in 
Boston Avenue/Mill Hill -- Edison School and Hall School 
-- and the area is served by Harding High School, which is 
located in the neighborhood. Compared with the balance 
of Bridgeport for reading, writing and math performance, 
Boston Avenue/Mill Hill places sixth in Grade 4 state 
testing and third in Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s Neigh-
borhood Education Index places the area second out of 
the ten city neighborhoods it evaluates in terms of overall 
educational quality. CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index 
ranks Boston Avenue/Mill Hill sixth out of the 13 neigh-
borhoods it evaluates.  

Neighborhood Planning and Development

Anchored by Bridgeport Hospital and surrounding 
residential neighborhoods, the  Boston Avenue/Mill Hill 
neighborhood is solidly mid-level in terms of its desirabil-
ity relative to Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods. Recent 
development activity in the community includes the 
construction of Carriage Crossing, a 22-unit townhouse 
development, a $15 million expansion of the Bridgeport 
Hospital Emergency Room and planned infrastructure 
upgrades to the Seaview Avenue Corridor. While these 
developments are positive indicators for the neighbor-
hood, the Boston Avenue/Mill Hill community has not 
yet engaged in a neighborhood-level planning process to 
identify a vision for its future.
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Boston Avenue/Mill Hill          

Population 10,322

Age  

           5 years & under                                  9.9%

           19 years & under 30.6%

           65 years & under 11.8%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 66.3%

           White 26.4%

          Black 35.0%

          Asian/Other 4.9%

          Hispanic 33.7%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $49,689

         Persons Below Poverty 16.5%

Employment

           Unemployed 12.1%

Education

           Less than HS 38.2%

           HS Graduate 33.5%

           Some College 21.5%

           College Degree+ 6.8%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 12.9%

           Grade 6 16.2%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 374

           Math 370

Students per Classroom (2006) 24.03

Students per Teacher (2006) 17.37

Housing

           Total Units 4,449

           Owner Occupied 41.9%

           Renter Occupied 49.3%

           Vacant Units 8.8%

           Built Last 20 Years 7.8%

           With 1+ Cars 72.0%

           Overcrowded Units 7.5%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $165,795

           Multifamily $256,185

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 0.2%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 385

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 103

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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Proposed Development
1. Seaview Avenue Transit Corridor
2. Bridgeport Hospital Expansion
3. Carriage Crossing Residential

Existing Land Use
28.6%

25.8%

15.4%

7.3%

1.8%

0.8%

1.4%

0.1%

0.6%

9.0%

9.4%

4.6% Brownfi elds

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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BROOKLAWN/ST. VINCENT
The Brooklawn/St. Vincent neighborhood is located 
adjacent to the Town of Fairfi eld and lies between the 
middle-income North End and the lower-income West 
End/West Side. The neighborhood derives a portion of 
its name, and much of its character, from the presence 
of St. Vincent’s Medical Center. Not only do the hospital 
and associated medical offi ce uses (along with Central 
High School) contribute to Brooklawn/St. Vincent’s large 
concentration of institutional uses, but they have effects 
on neighborhood employment as well. The largest num-
ber of employed residents (52%) work in education and 
health services and accounted for almost 20 percent 
of Bridgeport’s workers in this industry. Education and 
health services paid an annual salary of $47,525, which 
is greater than both the sector’s citywide average and 
the neighborhood’s average annual wage.

In 2000, Brooklawn/St. Vincent had 22,600 residents. 
The majority of residents (42%) were White non-His-
panic, followed by Hispanic (25%), Black non-Hispanic 
(20%) and Asian (13%). Approximately 30 percent of the 
neighborhood’s residents were foreign-born. In 2000 the 
neighborhood had 9,062 housing units, over 90 percent 
of which were built before 1980. The overall character of 
the neighborhood is single-family residential; however, 
more than half of its housing is renter-occupied. The 
area contains part of the Stratfi eld Historic District.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed 
in the introduction to this chapter, ranks Brooklawn/St. 
Vincent third overall in terms of quality-of-life compared 
with Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods. Over the course 
of the past two years (2004 to 2006), the neighborhood 
has experienced a decrease in crime and improvement 
in its public schools. There are four elementary schools 
in Brooklawn/St. Vincent -- the Blackham, Madison, 
Read and Maplewood Schools -- and the area is served 
by Central High School. Compared with the balance of 
Bridgeport for reading, writing and math performance, 

Brooklawn/St. Vincent places second in both Grade 4 
and Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s Neighborhood Educa-
tion Index places the neighborhood third out of the ten 
city neighborhoods it evaluates in terms of overall educa-
tional quality.  CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index ranks 
the area tenth out of the 13 neighborhoods it evaluates, 
indicating a relatively low level of crime in the neighbor-
hood compared with the rest of the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

With recent improvements in safety and school per-
formance, Brooklawn/St. Vincent is well positioned to 
continue to experience increases in housing values. A 
total of 980 building permits were issued for work in the 
neighborhood between 1993 and 2006, placing Brook-
lawn/St. Vincent second in terms of demand for building 
permits within the city. Most of these permits were for 
interior and exterior renovations and additions; few per-
mits were issued for new buildings, as the neighborhood 
is largely built out. The interest in renovations, along 
with increasing housing values, are positive indicators 
for the neighborhood. However, the St. Vincent/Mill Hill 
community has not yet engaged in a neighborhood-level 
planning process to identify a vision for its future.
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Brooklawn/St. Vincent          

Population 22,600

Age  

           5 years & under                                  8.0%

           19 years & under 27.4%

           65 years & under 12.9%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 75.1%

           White 42.1%

          Black 20.3%

          Asian/Other 12.7%

          Hispanic 24.9%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $58,578

         Persons Below Poverty 12.5%

Employment

           Unemployed 6.7%

Education

           Less than HS 29.3%

           HS Graduate 31.7%

           Some College 24.0%

           College Degree+ 15.1%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 13.12%

           Grade 6 18.20%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 436

           Math 427

Students per Classroom (2006) 23.44

Students per Teacher (2006) 16.88

Housing

           Total Units 9,062

           Owner Occupied 41.6%

           Renter Occupied 52.3%

           Vacant Units 6.0%

           Built Last 20 Years 9.6%

           With 1+ Cars 83.8%

           Overcrowded Units 6.2%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $243,292

           Multifamily $332,295

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 0.5%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 479

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 142

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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Proposed Development
1. St. Vincent’s Medical Center Expansion
2. Federal Arms Condominiums
3. Watermark CCRC Expansion

Existing Land Use
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 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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EAST END
Located adjacent to the Town of Stratford just east of the East 
Side, the East End neighborhood borders the Long Island 
Sound and is bisected by I-95 and the Amtrak/Metro-North 
rail line. Johnson’s Creek is a prominent surface water feature 
in the southeast portion of the neighborhood, and the port is 
a major industrial use within the community. The East End is 
characterized by a tight weave of industry and housing typical 
of pre-World War I industrial areas designed as walk-to-work 
neighborhoods. In 2000, the largest employment sector in 
the East End was the manufacturing sector, which accounts 
for over 40 percent of jobs in the neighborhood. The average 
wage for manufacturing jobs was approximately $47,000.  

The East End had 8,194 residents in 2000. The majority 
of residents (65%) were Black non-Hispanic, 26 percent of 
residents were Hispanic and few were White non-Hispanic 
(5%) or Asian (4%). The East End has the largest concentration 
of Black residents in Bridgeport. Less than 10 percent of East 
End residents are foreign-born. In 2000, the area had 3,288 
housing units, 90 percent of which were built before 1980. 
Housing in the East End is characterized by 2-4 family fl ats and 
is mostly renter-occupied. Twelve percent of its housing stock 
is vacant. The area has three historic districts: Deacon’s Point 
Historic District, Gateway Village Historic District and Wilmot 
Apartments Historic District.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in the 
introduction to this chapter, ranks the East End eighth overall 
in terms of quality-of-life compared with Bridgeport’s other 
neighborhoods. Historically, the neighborhood has struggled 
with some of the highest crime rates in the city. However, in 
recent years the East End has seen a decrease in crime and 
increases in income and educational performance. There are 
two elementary schools in the neighborhood -- the Dunbar 
and McKinley Schools -- and the area is served by Harding 
High School. Compared with the rest of Bridgeport for reading, 
writing and math performance, the East End places second 
in Grade 4 state testing and seventh in Grade 6 state testing. 
CCEA’s Neighborhood Education Index places the neighbor-
hood eighth out of the ten city neighborhoods it evaluates in 
terms of overall educational quality. CCEA’s Neighborhood 
Crime Index ranks the area third out of the 13 neighborhoods 
it evaluates, indicating a relatively high level of crime in the 
neighborhood compared with the rest of the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

The East End has prepared a Neighborhood Revitalization Zone 
(NRZ) Plan, which has been adopted by City Council, outlining 

the community’s vision for its future and recommended land 
use and zoning changes. The following is a summary of the 
land use planning and development recommendations of the 
East End NRZ Plan:

Develop design guidelines and performance stan-
dards for Stratford Avenue and for the neighborhood.

Provide waterfront access to Johnson’s Creek, 
including a linear park with an elevated walkway 
along Johnson’s Creek with a fi shing pier.

Relocate incompatible or confl icting land uses and 
rezone land from industrial to other, more viable 
uses, such as offi ce, small business, retail and 
residential.

Amend zoning regulations to encourage shared 
parking along commercial and mixed use corridors.

Vegetate vacant land awaiting redevelopment to 
provide open space for residents.

Reduce exposure to lead paint by increasing 
monitoring in schools and implementing the HUD 
abatement program.

Improve water quality in inter-tidal water bodies 
surrounding the East End.

Improve air quality in the neighborhood by ad-
dressing diesel combustion sources such as truck 
traffi c and off-road heavy equipment from indus-
trial and port-related uses.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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East End          

Population 8,184

Age  

           5 years & under                                11.5%

           19 years & under 36.3%

           65 years & under 7.6%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 74.0%

           White 5.2%

          Black 65.1%

          Asian/Other 3.8%

          Hispanic 26.0%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $46,914

         Persons Below Poverty 22.6%

Employment

           Unemployed 13.7%

Education

           Less than HS 36.4%

           HS Graduate 36.7%

           Some College 21.2%

           College Degree+ 5.6%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 5.3%

           Grade 6 13.4%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 374

           Math 370

Students per Classroom (2006) 16.60

Students per Teacher (2006) 14.48

Housing

           Total Units 3,288

           Owner Occupied 31.1%

           Renter Occupied 56.5%

           Vacant Units 12.4%

           Built Last 20 Years 10.1%

           With 1+ Cars 71.2%

           Overcrowded Units 8.3%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $136,732

           Multifamily $230,212

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 8.7%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 325

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 156

           No. of Foreclosures* 7Proposed Development
1. Seaview Avenue Industrial Park
2. Columbia Towers
3. Derecktor Expansion 
4. Pleasure Beach
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12.0%

5.1%

4.9%

13.6% Brownfi elds

Existing Land Use

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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EAST SIDE
The East Side neighborhood is located across the Pe-
quonnock River from the Downtown and the Enterprise 
Zone, and is adjacent to the East End. With direct access 
to Bridgeport Harbor, and bisected by I-95 and the Am-
trak/Metro-North rail line, the East Side is strategically 
located, but functionally divided. Education and health 
care provide the largest number of jobs in the neighbor-
hood, but the average wage of approximately $37,000 
earned by East Side workers in this sector is substan-
tially lower than the industry norm in the city.

The East Side had 13,095 residents in 2000. The major-
ity of residents were Hispanic (67%), followed by Black 
non-Hispanics (24%), White non-Hispanics (6%) and 
Asians (3%). Approximately 15 percent of neighborhood 
residents were foreign-born. In 2000, the neighbor-
hood had 4,577 housing units, over 90 percent of 
which were built before 1980. The majority of housing 
in the neighborhood (67%) is multifamily, and is mostly 
renter-occupied. Nearly one in fi ve housing units in the 
neighborhood is considered overcrowded, which is the 
highest rate of overcrowding in the city. In addition, 40 
percent of East Side households do not have access to 
an automobile. The East Side contains the East Main 
Street Historic District, the East Bridgeport Historic Dis-
trict and the Pembroke City Historic District.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks the East Side last 
among the city’s neighborhoods in terms of quality-of-
life. The neighborhood has some of the highest crime 
rates and lowest income levels in Bridgeport. There are 
four elementary schools in the East Side -- the Barnum, 
Garfi eld, Waltersville and Luis Munoz Marin Schools 
-- and the area is served by Harding High School.  Com-
pared with the balance of Bridgeport for reading, writing 
and math performance, the East Side places ninth in 
both Grade 4 and Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s Neigh-

borhood Education Index places the neighborhood ninth 
out of the ten city neighborhoods it evaluates in terms 
of overall educational quality. The CCEA Neighborhood 
Crime Index ranks the East Side fourth out of the 13 
neighborhoods it evaluates.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

The East Side is currently working to prepare a Neighbor-
hood Revitalization Zone (NRZ) Plan, which will identify 
programs and strategies to improve the area’s physical 
and social well being. Revitalization in the neighborhood 
is expected to be stimulated by the proposed mixed-use 
Steel Point development. This development will serve 
as a catalyst for rehabilitation and development in the 
neighborhood and is expected to benefi t property values. 
In addition, new single-family housing is being developed 
on the former Father Panik Village site. This new hous-
ing, which will be located on the site of what was once 
the most dangerous public housing projects in the city, 
will have a positive impact on the residential character 
and quality of housing in the area.  
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East Side         

Population 13,095

Age  

           5 years & under                                12.5%

           19 years & under 40.3%

           65 years & under 5.9%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 33.5%

           White 6.1%

          Black 23.9%

          Asian/Other 3.5%

          Hispanic 66.5%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $40,344

         Persons Below Poverty 34.1%

Employment

           Unemployed 16.2%

Education

           Less than HS 53.7%

           HS Graduate 28.0%

           Some College 15.0%

           College Degree+ 3.3%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 5.42%

           Grade 6 7.90%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 374

           Math 370

Students per Classroom (2006) 20.80

Students per Teacher (2006) 13.84

Housing

           Total Units 4,577

           Owner Occupied 20.5%

           Renter Occupied 66.8%

           Vacant Units 12.7%

           Built Last 20 Years 11.4%

           With 1+ Cars 59.1%

           Overcrowded Units 17.0%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $150,578

           Multifamily $240,510

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 1.1%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 605

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 239

           No. of Foreclosures* 2Proposed Development
1. Steel Point
2. Barnum & Waltersville Elementary Schools
3. Remgrit
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17.4% Brownfi elds

Existing Land Use

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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ENTERPRISE ZONE
The Enterprise Zone1 is located to the north of the 
Downtown, bordering the Pequonnock River. As an old 
manufacturing area, the neighborhood is characterized 
by more commercial and industrial development than 
residential. In 2000, there were only 872 residents in 
the Enterprise Zone.  The neighborhood was predomi-
nantly Hispanic (47%), followed by White non-Hispanic 
(22%), Black non-Hispanic (19%) and Asian (12%). Over 
one-third of residents in this area are foreign-born. 
Nearly 30 percent of the resident labor force in the 
Enterprise Zone is unemployed, and over 30 percent of 
area residents live below the poverty line.

In 2000, the Enterprise Zone contained 2,470 jobs pay-
ing an average wage of $48,000, which is slightly more 
than the citywide average. Four out of every ten jobs 
were in manufacturing. The neighborhood is fully within 
the designated Connecticut Enterprise Zone, which pro-
vides tax incentives and cost savings to businesses that 
locate in the area.

The Enterprise Zone does not contain any elementary 
schools, and no school data are available for this area.  
CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index, discussed in the 
introduction to this chapter, indicates that the Enterprise 
Zone has the highest crime rate in the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

The Enterprise Zone has experienced a steady down-
trend in building permits issued between 1998 and 
2003, but began to see a slight increase in 2004. 
Among the city’s 13 neighborhoods, it ranked eleventh in 
average annual growth of permits over the past 14 years 
and ranked last in total volume of permits.

Like many older industrial cities across the country, 
Bridgeport must prepare for the transformation of  tradi-
tional manufacturing areas like the Enterprise Zone to a 
higher-value mixed-use area. This neighborhood is highly 
visible from Route 1-95 and the Amtrak/Metro-North 
railroad line, and the image it conveys of the city has a 
signifi cant impact on the region’s impression of Bridge-
port. In order to capitalize on the visibility of this area 
and its potential, public infrastructure must be upgraded 
to attract private investment. Existing low-income house-
holds in the neighborhood that will likely be displaced 
by redevelopment should be provided with relocation 
assistance to ensure that they fi nd affordable housing 
elsewhere in the city.

1 It should be noted that the boundaries of the Enterprise Zone neighborhood 
discussed in this profi le are not the same as the boundaries of the State-designated 
enterprise zone, which provides tax incentives for development.
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Enterprise Zone         

Population 872

Age  

           5 years & under                                6.3%

           19 years & under 30.4%

           65 years & under 10.9%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 52.6%

           White 21.4%

          Black 19.3%

          Asian/Other 11.9%

          Hispanic 47.4%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $41,256

         Persons Below Poverty 34.2%

Employment

           Unemployed 28.9%

Education

           Less than HS 60.3%

           HS Graduate 17.3%

           Some College 15.8%

           College Degree+ 6.6%

Housing

           Total Units 254

           Owner Occupied 26.4%

           Renter Occupied 73.6%

           Vacant Units 0.0%

           Built Last 20 Years 0.0%

           With 1+ Cars 71.7%

           Overcrowded Units 11.4%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $155,500

           Multifamily $265,955

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 0%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 145

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 3

           No. of Foreclosures* 0

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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HOLLOW
The Hollow neighborhood is located near the center of 
Bridgeport, northwest of Downtown. It is bounded by North 
Avenue (Route 1) to the northwest, Park Avenue to the south-
west, Washington Avenue to the East and Main Street to the 
northeast.  This small neighborhood consists of approximately 
0.42 square miles but has a population of 9,562, according 
to the 2000 Census, making it the most densely populated 
neighborhood in the city. The Hollow neighborhood has an 
unemployment rate of 11.3 percent, and one-quarter of its 
residents live below the poverty level.

The Hollow has historically been an immigrant neighborhood 
since it was settled by Irish and English immigrants in the late 
1830s. Today, 30 percent of the area’s residents are foreign-
born, and nearly half of all residents (44%) are Hispanic.  Other 
signifi cant immigrant populations include Portuguese, Brazilian 
and Cape Verdean residents. The rest of the neighborhood is 
comprised of Black non-Hispanics (28%), White non-Hispanics 
(16%) and Asians (12%). In 2000, the area had 3,477 housing 
units, over 95 percent of which were built more than 20 years 
ago. The overall character of the neighborhood is multifamily 
residential, and approximately 77 percent of housing units are 
renter-occupied. The Hollow has no land area devoted to parks 
or open space, but contains Sterling Hill Historic District.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in the 
introduction to this chapter, ranks the Hollow seventh overall 
in terms of quality-of-life compared with Bridgeport’s other 
neighborhoods. While the neighborhood has seen some small 
improvements in its standardized test scores in recent years, 
crime rates and income levels have not shown similar progress. 
There are two elementary schools in the Hollow -- the Colum-
bus and Webster Schools -- and the neighborhood is served by 
Bassick High School. Compared with the balance of Bridgeport 
for reading, writing and math performance, the Hollow places 
tenth in Grade 4 state testing and eleventh in Grade 6 state 
testing. CCEA’s Neighborhood Education Index, which considers 
school resources and graduate accomplishments as well as 
test scores, places the neighborhood fourth out of the ten city 
neighborhoods it evaluates in terms of overall educational qual-
ity. CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index ranks the Hollow fi fth out 
of the thirteen neighborhoods it evaluates, indicating a fairly high 
level of crime versus the rest of the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

The Hollow has prepared a Neighborhood Revitalization Zone 
(NRZ) Plan that includes land use and zoning recommenda-
tions, which has been adopted by the City Council. The purpose 
of the plan is to improve the physical condition of properties 
in the neighborhood by implementing strategies to eliminate 
blight and barriers to investment. Major issues identifi ed in the 
plan include the presence of blighted buildings and vacant lots, 
poor quality infrastructure, housing density and lack of strategic 
planning. Major short- and long-term strategies pertaining to 
planning and development that are outlined in the plan include:

Short-Term Strategies:

Coordinate site design of new school 

Identify strategic re-use of non-conforming lots

Eliminate blight by eliminating deteriorated properties 

Develop strategies to fund property acquisition 

Collaborate with private developers to rehabilitate 
blighted structures

Improve infrastructure including sidewalks and 
street paving

Conduct assessment of traffi c and parking

Long-Term Strategies:

Develop homeownership strategies aimed at not 
increasing density

Develop programs to replace sidewalks, curbs, 
infrastructure and lighting

Educate business to access tax incentives and 
funding opportunities

Develop capacity in non-profi t organizations inter-
ested in rehabilitating structures

Relocate appropriate businesses out of residential areas

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Hollow         

Population 9,562

Age  

           5 years & under                                12.8%

           19 years & under 35.4%

           65 years & under 7.1%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 56.2%

           White 16.3%

          Black 27.7%

          Asian/Other 12.2%

          Hispanic 43.8%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $48,486

         Persons Below Poverty 25.2%

Employment

           Unemployed 11.3%

Education

           Less than HS 52.3%

           HS Graduate 26.4%

           Some College 14.6%

           College Degree+ 6.7%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 11.6%

           Grade 6 16.8%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 352

           Math 345

Students per Classroom (2006) 19.90

Students per Teacher (2006) 16.10

Housing

           Total Units 3,477

           Owner Occupied 14.1%

           Renter Occupied 76.8%

           Vacant Units 9.0%

           Built Last 20 Years 5.5%

           With 1+ Cars 63.1%

           Overcrowded Units 14.4%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $167,662

           Multifamily $268,300

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 0%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 455

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 182

           No. of Foreclosures* 1
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1. Ostermoor Mattress Factory Apartments
2. Harral Square
3. North End Elementary School
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 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not  
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
1 Connecticut Master Test

2

3
W

a
sh

in
g

to
n

 A
ve

W
a

sh
in

g
to

n
 A

ve



NEIGHBORHOODS11.0

     152       Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development

NORTH BRIDGEPORT
North Bridgeport is located in the northeast corner of 
Bridgeport and borders the neighboring Town of Trum-
bull. The area is predominantly single-family residential 
and has a signifi cant amount of park/open space area, 
including Beardsley Park and Connecticut’s Beardsley 
Zoo. Nearly one-third of the land area in North Bridgeport 
is characterized as vacant, refl ecting the Lake Suc-
cess (Remington Woods) property, which is a signifi cant 
brownfi eld site. The area is home to the Lakeview Village 
Historic District.

In 2000, North Bridgeport had 11,505 residents. The 
majority of residents were White non-Hispanic (40%) 
followed by Hispanic (28%), Black non-Hispanic (27%) 
and Asian (5%). Approximately 17 percent of the neigh-
borhood’s residents were foreign-born. In 2000, the 
area had 4,571 housing units, 70 percent of which were 
constructed before 1980. Housing occupancy is split 
evenly between owners and renters. North Bridgeport is 
not a major employment center in the city, providing less 
than 3,000 jobs.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks North Bridgeport 
fourth overall in terms of quality-of-life compared to 
Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods. In recent years, North 
Bridgeport has experienced decreasing crime rates 
and increasing educational performance. There are two 
elementary schools in the neighborhood -- the Beardsley 
and Hooker Schools -- and the area is served by Harding 
High School. Compared with the balance of Bridgeport 
for reading, writing and math performance, North Bridge-
port places fourth in Grade 4 state testing and fi fth in 
Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s Neighborhood Education 
Index places the neighborhood fi fth out of the ten city 
neighborhoods it evaluates in terms of overall educa-
tional quality. This is a signifi cant improvement from its 

position in eighth place in 2001. CCEA’s Neighborhood 
Crime Index ranks the area eleventh out of the thirteen 
neighborhoods it evaluates, indicating a low level of crime 
in North Bridgeport relative to the rest of the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

North Bridgeport’s primary planning issue is the reuse of 
the extensive Lake Success property. This nearly 400-
acre site presents signifi cant challenges in terms of both 
development and preservation of open space due to the 
presence of contamination on the site resulting from its 
former use by Remington Arms. The City proposes that this 
area be redeveloped as a business or industrial park with 
at least 25 percent of the site preserved as open space. 
Such use is consistent with a realistic adaptive reuse 
strategy for the site, taking into account existing contami-
nation and required remediation. The North Bridgeport 
community has not yet engaged in a neighborhood-level 
planning process to identify a vision for its future.
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North Bridgeport         

Population 11,505

Age  

           5 years & under                                7.5%

           19 years & under 26.0%

           65 years & under 18.0%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 71.6%

           White 39.7%

          Black 27.0%

          Asian/Other 4.9%

          Hispanic 28.4%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $55,971

         Persons Below Poverty 8.5%

Employment

           Unemployed 8.0%

Education

           Less than HS 32.9%

           HS Graduate 30.0%

           Some College 27.1%

           College Degree+ 10.0%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 10.7%

           Grade 6 3.2%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 374

           Math 370

Students per Classroom (2006) 25.58

Students per Teacher (2006) 16.76

Housing

           Total Units 4,571

           Owner Occupied 49.2%

           Renter Occupied 46.1%

           Vacant Units 4.6%

           Built Last 20 Years 12.9%

           With 1+ Cars 83.6%

           Overcrowded Units 4.3%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $225,201

           Multifamily $274,611

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 24.5%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 282

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 76

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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1. Lake Success Business Park
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 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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NORTH END
The North End neighborhood borders the towns of 
Trumbull to the north and Fairfi eld to the west. It is 
adjacent to Reservoir/Whiskey Hill on the east and 
Brooklawn/St. Vincent on the south. The neighborhood 
is primarily single-family residential, with some pockets 
of higher-density residential uses in its western portion 
and a commercial strip along Main Street. The area has 
a signifi cant amount of park/open space area, including 
three large parks: Veterans Memorial Park, Puglio Park 
and Elton Rogers Park. Lake Forest is a major water body 
that is located in the neighborhood.

The North End had 21,566 residents in 2000. The 
majority of residents were White non-Hispanic (61%), 
followed by Black non-Hispanic and Hispanic (16% each), 
and Asian (7%). Approximately 21 percent of the neigh-
borhood’s residents were foreign-born. In 2000, the 
neighborhood had 8,717 housing units, approximately 
85 percent of which were built before 1980. Most hous-
ing units in the neighborhood (69%) are owner-occupied. 
Over one-third of jobs in the North End in 2000 were in 
education and health services, refl ecting the area’s prox-
imity to St. Vincent’s Medical Center. This sector typically 
pays a relatively low wage, but in the North End, workers 
in education and health services earn more, or nearly 
$48,000 annually.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks the North End fi rst 
among all of the city’s neighborhoods in terms of quality-
of-life. This high ranking refl ects the neighborhood’s low 
crime rates, high incomes and strong educational perfor-
mance relative to other Bridgeport communities. There 
is one elementary school in the North End -- Winthrop 
School -- and the area is served by Central High School. 
Compared with the balance of Bridgeport for reading, 
writing and math performance, the North End places 
fi rst in both Grade 4 and Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s 

Neighborhood Education Index places the neighborhood 
fi rst in the city in terms of educational quality.  CCEA’s 
Neighborhood Crime Index ranks the area twelfth out of 
the thirteen neighborhoods it evaluates, indicating low 
crime relative to other city neighborhoods.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

With the best educational performance in the city and 
one of the lowest rates of crime, the North End is one of 
Bridgeport’s most desirable neighborhoods. It borders 
other solidly residential areas and the relatively affl uent 
towns of Fairfi eld and Trumbull. The North End experi-
enced a steady rise in the number of building permits 
authorized from 1993 to 2004, but saw little increase 
in building permit activity between 2004 and 2006. It 
is expected that the North End will maintain its status 
as a desirable residential neighborhood with continued 
property value appreciation. However, with this demand 
comes a need to ensure that new buildings are of the 
highest quality design and are sensitive to their environ-
mental surroundings.



NEIGHBORHOODS 11.0

 Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development           155

                                                                
North End         

Population 21,566

Age  

           5 years & under                                6.7%

           19 years & under 24.2%

           65 years & under 17.7%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 83.9%

           White 60.7%

          Black 16.4%

          Asian/Other 6.9%

          Hispanic 16.1%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $68,258

         Persons Below Poverty 8.0%

Employment

           Unemployed 6.7%

Education

           Less than HS 24.8%

           HS Graduate 34.3%

           Some College 23.9%

           College Degree+ 17.0%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 22.6%

           Grade 6 35.1%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 436

           Math 427

Students per Classroom (2006) 24.30

Students per Teacher (2006) 17.25

Housing

           Total Units 8,717

           Owner Occupied 69.0%

           Renter Occupied 27.5%

           Vacant Units 3.4%

           Built Last 20 Years 15.5%

           With 1+ Cars 91.0%

           Overcrowded Units 3.6%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $278,963

           Multifamily $327,383

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 27.2%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 324

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 120

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
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RESERVOIR/WHISKEY HILL
The Reservoir/Whiskey Hill neighborhood borders the 
town of Trumbull to the north and the neighborhoods of 
North Bridgeport and the North End to the east and west. 
The neighborhood is predominantly characterized by sin-
gle-family homes, and nearly ten percent of its land area 
is occupied by institutional uses. Almost eight percent of 
Reservoir/Whiskey Hill’s land area consists of parks and 
open space; however, Park Cemetery represents much of 
that total. 

In 2000, Reservoir/Whiskey Hill had 9,181 residents. 
The majority of residents were Black non-Hispanic (56%), 
followed by Hispanic (21%), White non-Hispanic (18%) 
and Asian (5%). About 14 percent of the neighborhood’s 
residents were foreign-born. In 2000, the area had 3,106 
housing units, 80 percent of which were built before 
1980. Most housing units in Reservoir/Whiskey Hill (65%) 
are owner-occupied. In 2000, one in three area jobs was 
in education and health; however, the sector paid an aver-
age annual wage just below the neighborhood’s median 
of $40,283.

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks Reservoir/Whiskey 
Hill second overall in terms of quality-of-life compared with 
Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods. Growth in educational 
performance and rising incomes have helped to stabilize 
the neighborhood over the past fi ve years. There are two 
elementary schools in Reservoir/Whiskey Hill -- the Cross 
and Hallen Schools -- and the area is served by Central 
High School. Compared with the balance of Bridgeport for 
reading, writing and math performance, Reservoir/Whis-
key Hill places fi fth for Grade 4 state testing and sixth in 
Grade 6 state testing.  CCEA’s Neighborhood Education 
Index places the neighborhood sixth out of the ten city 
neighborhoods that it evaluates in terms of overall educa-
tional quality. CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index ranks the 

area ninth out of the thirteen neighborhoods it evaluates, 
indicating a relatively low level of crime in this area com-
pared with the rest of Bridgeport.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

Reservoir/Whiskey Hill demonstrates both strengths and 
weaknesses in terms of quality-of-life. While educational 
performance is improving and crime levels are decreas-
ing, these issues continue to affect the desirability of the 
neighborhood. Reservoir/Whiskey Hill has recently seen 
an upward trend in building permit authorizations, and 
has ranked third among all neighborhoods by the rate of 
increase since 1993. Nearly one-third of permits were 
issued for new buildings, or more than twice the citywide 
average. The neighborhood is likely to attract additional 
residential development, but it continues to require 
improvement in safety and education, as well as greater 
opportunities for neighborhood shopping.



NEIGHBORHOODS 11.0

 Bridgeport Master Plan of Conservation and Development           157

                                                                
Reservoir/Whiskey Hill         

Population 9,181

Age  

           5 years & under                                   8.7%

           19 years & under 34.7%

           65 years & under 8.8%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 78.8%

           White 18.0%

          Black 56.1%

          Asian/Other 4.7%

          Hispanic 21.2%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $70,563

         Persons Below Poverty 11.1%

Employment

           Unemployed 5.9%

Education

           Less than HS 27.8%

           HS Graduate 36.8%

           Some College 24.4%

           College Degree+ 11.1%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 7.2%

           Grade 6 18.8%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 436

           Math 427

Students per Classroom (2006) 15.83

Students per Teacher (2006) 14.09

Housing

           Total Units 3,106

           Owner Occupied 65.3%

           Renter Occupied 28.2%

           Vacant Units 6.5%

           Built Last 20 Years 20.5%

           With 1+ Cars 85.9%

           Overcrowded Units 5.6%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $242,083

           Multifamily $325,020

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 5.5%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 283

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 63

           No. of Foreclosures* 1
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Proposed Development
1. Reservoir & Yaremich Residential
2. 660 Lindley St. Industrial
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SOUTH END
The South End neighborhood is located on a peninsula 
between Cedar Creek and Long Island Sound. It is direct-
ly south of I-95 and the Downtown, bordering Bridgeport 
Harbor with views of Pleasure Beach and the Port of 
Bridgeport in the East End. The largest land use in the 
South End is parks/open space due to the presence of 
Seaside Park. Other major land uses are institutional, 
largely attributable to the University of Bridgeport, and 
industrial, mainly concentrated along the neighborhood’s 
periphery. Residential uses are located in the northern 
portion of the neighborhood and are predominantly me-
dium- and high-density. In 2000, there were 1,270 jobs 
located in the South End with an average annual salary 
of $58,721 in 2006 dollars. The education and health 
sector is the largest employment sector in the neighbor-
hood, followed by manufacturing. Over 35 percent of 
South End residents are unemployed.

In 2000 the South End had 4,697 residents. The eth-
nic/racial composition of the area was fairly balanced 
relative to other city neighborhoods. Hispanics made up 
37 percent of the population, followed by Black non-His-
panics (29%) and White non-Hispanics and Asians (each 
17%). About 20 percent of the neighborhood’s residents 
were foreign-born. In 2000 the South End had 1,740 
housing units, 95 percent of which are over 20 years old.  
Most of the area’s housing units (65%) are renter-occu-
pied. The South End has four historic districts: Seaside 
Park, Marina Park Historic District, Barnum/Palliser 
Historic District and Seaside Village Historic District. 

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, does not rank the South 
End due to the absence of income trend data. However, 
according to the Census, average household income in 
the neighborhood was $40,236 in 2006 dollars, and 
nearly 40 percent of the population lived below the 
poverty level. The South End has one elementary school 
-- Roosevelt School -- and is served by Bassick High 

School. Compared with the balance of Bridgeport for 
reading, writing and math performance, the South End 
places last in both Grade 4 and Grade 6 state testing. 
CCEA’s Neighborhood Crime Index for 2006 ranks the 
South End eighth out of the thirteen neighborhoods 
it evaluates, which is a substantial improvement over 
2005 when the neighborhood ranked fi rst for overall 
crime compared with the rest of the city.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

Among all of Bridgeport’s neighborhoods, the South End 
shows the most promise for marked improvement due 
to its close proximity to the Downtown and its signifi cant 
latent assets, including Seaside Park and the Univer-
sity of Bridgeport. Developers have already begun to 
express interest in its waterfront sites for mixed-use, 
market rate development. Vacant industrial buildings 
are being rehabilitated for adaptive reuse. Recreational 
amenities offered by Seaside Park, improvements in 
the educational tenor of UB and accessibility to sports 
and entertainment activities at Harbor Yard have the 
potential to attract new residents with greater disposable 
incomes to the area.  To maximize the benefi ts of this 
new development interest, the South End is working to 
prepare a Neighborhood Revitalization Zone (NRZ) Plan 
that will outline the neighborhood’s vision for its future.
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South End         

Population 4,697

Age  

           5 years & under                                11.0%

           19 years & under 34.3%

           65 years & under 7.2%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 63.6%

           White 17.3%

          Black 29.2%

          Asian/Other 17.1%

          Hispanic 36.4%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $40,236

         Persons Below Poverty 38.2%

Employment

           Unemployed 35.4%

Education

           Less than HS 44.0%

           HS Graduate 22.80%

           Some College 15.7%

           College Degree+ 17.5%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 3.2%

           Grade 6 3.6%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 352

           Math 345

Students per Classroom (2006) 21.3

Students per Teacher (2006) 17.2

Housing

           Total Units 1,740

           Owner Occupied 23.2%

           Renter Occupied 64.6%

           Vacant Units 12.2%

           Built Last 20 Years 5.6%

           With 1+ Cars 55.2%

           Overcrowded Units 11.4%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $255,000

           Multifamily $251,276

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 28.9%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 135

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 69

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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1. Remington Shaver Site
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 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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WEST END/WEST SIDE
The West End/West Side neighborhood borders the Town 
of Fairfi eld and the Black Rock neighborhood. It is bisected 
by I-95 and upland from Cedar Creek, with views of Seaside 
Park. The neighborhood is largely medium-density residen-
tial (2-4 family homes), but also contains industrial uses, 
which are mainly concentrated south of Railroad Avenue 
in the western portion of the community. Commercial uses 
are located along Fairfi eld Avenue, State Street and Brook-
lawn Avenue. The neighborhood does not contain many 
signifi cant parks or open space areas, with the exception 
of Went Field. Nearly 11 percent of the area is brownfi elds. 
West End/West Side contains part of the Stratfi eld and Divi-
sion Street Historic Districts, as well as all of the Railroad 
Avenue and Bassickville Historic Districts.

In 2000, West End/West Side had 17,514 residents, the 
majority of whom were Hispanic (41%), followed by Black 
non-Hispanic (34%), White non-Hispanic (15%) and Asian 
(10%). Approximately 24 percent of the neighborhood’s 
residents were foreign-born. In 2000, West End/West Side 
had 5,898 housing units, over 90 percent of which were 
at least 20 years old. The neighborhood is predominantly 
renter-occupied, with renters accounting for 70% of the 
population. The neighborhood’s unemployment rate was 
14 percent in 2000, and 27 percent of residents lived 
below the poverty level. Manufacturing jobs in West End/
West Side represented over 21 percent of Bridgeport’s 
total, and employees in that sector earned more than the 
neighborhood’s average household income.  

CCEA’s Neighborhood Development Index, discussed in 
the introduction to this chapter, ranks West End/West 
Side next to last in terms of quality-of-life compared with 
Bridgeport’s other neighborhoods. The area has one of the 
highest crime rates in the city and shows poor educational 
performance. There are three elementary schools in the 
neighborhood -- the recently opened, state-of-the-art Cesar 
Batalla School, the Bryant School and the Curiale School. 
The area is served by Bassick High School. Compared 
with the rest of Bridgeport for reading, writing and math 

performance, West End/West Side places seventh in Grade 
4 state testing and ninth in Grade 6 state testing. CCEA’s 
Neighborhood Education Index places the neighborhood  
seventh out of the ten city neighborhoods it evaluates in 
terms of overall educational quality. CCEA’s Neighborhood 
Crime Index ranks the area seventh out of the thirteen 
neighborhoods it evaluates, marking a substantial improve-
ment in the area’s crime rate between 2005 and 2006.

Neighborhood Planning and Development

West End/West Side is currently working to develop a 
Neighborhood Revitalization Zone (NRZ) Plan, and the 
community has begun to identify land use objectives and 
potential zoning changes for the neighborhood. West End/
West Side has a new elementary school, Cesar Batalla, 
which opened in early 2007 and provides state-of-the-art 
classroom facilities. The school grounds include playing 
fi elds that are open to the public after school hours. De-
spite strong locational attributes, however, quality-of-life 
factors including crime, income and education currently 
have a negative impact on the development potential of 
this neighborhood. While educational opportunities are 
improving, residents are in need of higher paying jobs 
and home ownership opportunities. It is anticipated that 
the community’s NRZ plan will address these issues and 
provide strategies for revitalization.
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West End/West Side         

Population 17,514

Age  

           5 years & under                                13.2%

           19 years & under 40.0%

           65 years & under 6.4%

Race/Ethnicity

           Non Hispanic 58.6%

           White 14.6%

          Black 33.7%

          Asian/Other 10.4%

          Hispanic 41.4%

Income

           Household Avg. (2006) $44,928

         Persons Below Poverty 27.4%

Employment

           Unemployed 13.9%

Education

           Less than HS 46.5%

           HS Graduate 31.2%

           Some College 16.1%

           College Degree+ 6.2%

Students meeting CMT1 goal (2006)

           Grade 4 9.64%

           Grade 6 7.80%

Avg. SAT Score (2006)

           Verbal 352

           Math 345

Students per Classroom (2006) 24.76

Students per Teacher (2006) 16.90

Housing

           Total Units 5,898

           Owner Occupied 20.1%

           Renter Occupied 70.2%

           Vacant Units 9.7%

           Built Last 20 Years 11.5%

           With 1+ Cars 62.6%

           Overcrowded Units 12.4%

Avg. Sales Price (2004-2006) 

           Single Family $189,056

           Multifamily $268,431

Parks/Open Space (2006)

           Percent of City Total 1.7%

Crime (2006)

           Reported Felonies 777

Blight (2005-2006)

           No. of Citations 200

           No. of Foreclosures* 0
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9.0%

3.5%

11.8%

9.6%

3.6%

15.2%

8.0%

4.6%

10.7% Brownfi elds

Existing Land Use

Proposed Development
1. Former Park City Hospital Residential Conversion
2. ASAP Bedliners
3. State Street Commercial

 Data are from Yr. 2000 unless otherwise indicated.
* Represents foreclosure by the City; does not 
include foreclosures by private fi nancial institutions.
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INFRASTRUCTURE & TRANSPORTATION

POLICY

          Realize the potential of the city’s existing  capacity.

GOALS

   1     Maximize the effi ciency of Bridgeport’s existing utility infrastructure.
   2     Enhance the city’s circulation and transit networks to support growth.
   3     Encourage connections throughout Bridgeport to Wi-Fi, wireless and other
          leading technological systems.
   4     Encourage low impact development that is designed to reduce stormwater runoff. 

12.0

12.1  |  SUPPORTING INFRASTRUCTURE

To facilitate planning and implementation of utility infrastructure improvements, the 
City of Bridgeport should prepare a contact list of local service providers for prospec-
tive developers, residents and business owners. By identifying the proper contacts 
and providing lists in various City departments and the municipal website, prospective 
and ongoing projects may proceed more effi ciently without costly delays. Critical utility 
services and infrastructure systems in the City of Bridgeport are as follows:
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Wastewater Treatment

The City of Bridgeport’s two wastewater treatment facili-
ties, located on the east and west ends of the City, are 
adequate to serve sanitary fl ows generated by the city, as 
well as fl ow from neighboring communities that currently 
purchase capacity within the treatment system. However, 
the capacity is overburdened during heavy rainfall events, 
since a majority of the City’s storm and sanitary systems 
are combined. The treatment plants do not have the 
capacity to treat sanitary and storm fl ows at the same 
time, and this results in a discharge of partially treated 
and disinfected waste to local waterways, including Long 
Island Sound, via several combined sewer overfl ow struc-
tures (CSOs). Discharge of sanitary waste from individual 
properties has also been disrupted during periods of peak 
fl ow. The City is in the process of implementing the Phase 
II CSO elimination project, which is expected to cost ap-
proximately $60 million to complete (based on year 1997 
construction cost estimates).

The program is funded 50 percent through low-interest 
loans granted and overseen by the State of Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection (CTDEP), with the 
remaining 50 percent funded through U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) grants. There are approximately 
39 CSO locations remaining on the City system, out of a 
total of more than 150 when the program began. The pro-
gram will eventually eliminate all but 13 of the overfl ows. 

Cost for sewer separation projects are high, and local and 
state funding is limited. A four-step alternative approach, 
in lieu of complete separation, which may help to alleviate 
constrained areas within the city, is as follows:  

1) Conduct Flow Metering

This involves the installation of meters in strategic 
system locations during the spring season to determine 
system peaks. 

2) Conduct Hydraulic Modeling 

Hydraulic modeling can be a relatively simple process 
if reliable as-built documentation of the current sewer 
system(s) exists. Models with real-time control and spa-
tial (GIS) compatibility are preferred. For large municipal 
systems, a well-constructed model will pay for itself by 
saving signifi cant capital dollars.

 

3) Conduct Field Investigations

As-built plans are rarely fully accurate; it is necessary to 
fi eld check existing conditions.  For example, some sewer 
video work for pipes and manned entries of structures 
(manholes, siphon chambers, regulators, etc.) may be 
benefi cial. This task also identifi es system irregularities 
such as sediment build-up and blockages required to 
best simulate the true existing conditions model. 

 

4) Conduct Alternatives Analysis

Municipalities often advocate singular solutions such as 
universal separation or large central storage facilities. 
This approach requires signifi cant capital investment 
and often leads to delay in implementing much-needed 
improvements. Localized solutions may dramatically 
decrease capital cost by using a myriad of techniques 
within the system, given the specifi c sub-basin character-
istics. Alternatives may include:

Flow Slipping: Install catch basin inlet controls 
that “slip” stormwater fl ow along the gutter line 
particularly in areas with signifi cant topographical 
change. Slipped fl ow is then picked up in topo-
graphic troughs providing temporary separation in 
these areas. 

Elimination of Hydraulic Bottlenecks: Replace 
smaller pipes with larger pipes in areas where 
model shows fl ow restrictions. 

Satellite Storage: This technique involves peak de-
tention and post event pump out tanks. Pumps are 
paced so that the pump cycle is activated when 
hydraulic grade line drops. Tanks are typically con-
structed of box culvert sections to fi t a rectangular 
street footprint. 

•

•

•
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Communications Technology 

Fiber-optic networks are critical to attract and sustain 
business as well as to provide free wireless service for 
school children and low-income residents to expand 
educational and employment opportunities. Some fi ber-
optic vendors distribute service through AT&T conduits. 
Though these conduits are congested in some areas, 
fi ber-optic service in Downtown Bridgeport is suffi cient at 
this time. AT&T is in the planning stages for technology 
and distribution upgrades throughout the state of Con-
necticut, and the city is a target service area. Though the 
utility tends to follow demand, new zoning maps should 
be provided to utility providers so that future plans may 
be solidifi ed and/or expedited to stay ahead of local 
demand. Other vendors have an independent network 
or share with AT&T and currently have no limitation to 
service in the Downtown area. 

Cellular communications service providers continue to 
seek creative ways to expand and upgrade coverage 
area. Antennae attachments to steeples and high-rises 
in addition to towers on the landscape are profuse. 
Bridgeport should incorporate a telecommunications 
ordinance into its Zoning Code to provide guidelines and 
requirements to direct the location, type and appear-
ance of these installations and provide the Planning and 
Zoning Commission with the authority to review site plan 
applications for such structures.  

Wherever possible, all telecommunications infrastruc-
ture should be located underground. As the City seeks to 
expand its communications network, it should prepare 
for private-sector provision of wireless service throughout 
the city, starting with the Downtown. This preparation 
should include coordination with wireless providers 
to allow them to lay conduit in the ground for future 
fi ber-optic cable when the ground is opened, even if 
the street-opening is unrelated to fi ber-optics.  The City 
should also work with these providers to understand 
their needs regarding the mounting of wireless access 
points on light poles and rooftops and should address 
such needs in its new telecommunications ordinance.

Natural Gas

Existing natural gas service networks are adequate 
to serve known development projects, including the 
proposed Steel Point site. The utility may need to extend 
high-pressure mains, and this work should be coordi-
nated with any storm and sanitary separation projects 
initiated by the City. Natural gas upgrades will follow 
demand, and rarely are facilities upgraded or expanded 
based on speculative projects only. Future upgrades are 
planned and have been coordinated with the State of 
Connecticut for future roadway upgrades on state-owned 
Fairfi eld Avenue and State Street.

Water Supply

Water distribution by Aquarion is more than suffi cient 
within the city of Bridgeport.  The system, though dating 
back to the early 1900s, was constructed to supply ma-
jor industrial plants where demand far exceeded today’s 
level. At one time, the system served a 70 million-gallon-
per-day demand; current demand is 45 million gallons 
per day. Aquarion currently replaces approximately 1,500 
linear feet of main per year, essentially due to the age 
of the system and to simply avoid future breakage and 
service disruption. The utility does not build on specula-
tive projects but continues to communicate regularly 
with the City for the timely upgrade of existing facilities or 
extension to new development.

Power Distribution

Electrical supply by United Illuminated (UI) is dictated by 
demand. Downtown Bridgeport is currently fed under-
ground and is adequately served to meet existing and 
future demand. Installation of the 345-kva upgrade is 
ongoing, and work is scheduled for completion in August 
2008. UI will require the placement of large vaults 
throughout the Downtown area to maintain the under-
ground network. These vaults are often placed outside 
of the street right-of-way and on private property. The 
age and condition of the existing infrastructure may have 
consequences on the timing and delivery of new service 
to new development and renovation projects. Develop-
ers must allow adequate time to coordinate appropriate 
service connections to avoid building occupancy delays.
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12.2  |  STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

As an urban, coastal city, Bridgeport faces numerous 
challenges regarding the conveyance and treatment of 
stormwater fl ows. Most fl oodplain areas within the city, 
especially in the low-lying coastal zone, were fi lled-in in 
the early part of the last century as harbors and factories 
were built along the coast and nearby inlets.  Floodplains 
were increasingly channelized, and developments were 
constructed along the newly formed riverbanks. As the 
city continued to expand away from the industrial center, 
land was cleared and leveled to make way for new 
residential and commercial developments. This had the 
effect of increasing stormwater fl ow rates to the down-
stream areas where the narrow channels could no longer 
carry the fl ow. The City has studied several of these 
areas in detail over the past 20 to 30 years.

Historically, stormwater management has focused on 
how to best convey storm fl ows and thereby reduce 
fl ooding. In the last few years, however, new stormwater 
regulations introduced by the state and federal govern-
ments have begun to focus on the quality of stormwater 

The City should provide incentives 
for water quality improvements such 
as rain gardens or barrels, drywells, 
reduced lot coverage or impervious 
surface area.

“

”

Yellow Mill Channel looking toward the East End | Source: BFJ Planning

discharge.  Consistent with its focus on a cleaner and 
greener environment as discussed throughout this Mas-
ter Plan, the City’s goals for stormwater management 
are to 1) Achieve a consistent, uniform procedure for 
reviewing stormwater management plans and 2) Achieve 
consistent, uniform, stormwater management regula-
tions that provide the maximum environmental benefi t 
without putting undue strain on existing resources.

Action items that are necessary to achieve these goals 
are outlined below.  Strategies for implementing these 
actions are discussed in Chapter 15.
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Stormwater Regulations Zoning Regulations should 
refer to the Water Pollution Control Authority’s (WPCA) 
stormwater regulations, which require on-site detention 
to accommodate a 50-year storm, with 24 hour holding 
capacity. This will enable technical review and approval 
of stormwater issues by appropriate staff.

 

Link Certifi cate of Occupancy to Storm and Sanitary 
Sewer Connections Currently, the City requires as-built 
drawings for stormwater systems, but does not always 
issue a fi nal Certifi cate of Occupancy (CO) for new 
construction or renovation projects. Typically, a CO is 
issued only if a mortgage company is involved in the 
land improvement. The City should require that a fi nal 
CO be issued before any structure can be occupied or 
open to the public.  This fi nal CO should not be granted 
until storm and sanitary sewer connections as shown on 
as-built drawings have been inspected and approved by 
the City.

Implement Stormwater Capital Improvement Program 
(SWCIP) The City should examine and prioritize fl ood 
mitigation projects including a reasonable timeline for 
implementing the projects. Projects should be coordinat-
ed with other signifi cant capital improvements (roadway, 
utilities, railroad, sewer separation, etc.). 

Budget for Stormwater Capital Improvement Projects  
The City should provide a separate budget line item for 
funding of stormwater projects to support implementa-
tion of the Stormwater Capital Improvement Plan.

Notify all Utility Companies in Advance of Major Capital 
Improvement Projects The City should formalize the 
process by which it notifi es utility companies prior to 
signifi cant street or storm and sewer projects. 

Provide Right-of-Way for City Emergency Maintenance 
The City should create a new ordinance which allows 
City personnel to enter private property temporarily for 
emergency stormwater maintenance purposes. Routine 
maintenance of existing stormwater facilities would con-
tinue to be the responsibility of the landowner. 

Implement Citywide Stormwater Quality Improvements 
Stormwater quality improvements should be required 
for all properties, including properties that do not lie in 
a coastal zone or contain on-site wetlands, streams or 
watercourses. These properties should be required to 
implement a minimum requirement to treat stormwater 
through primary or secondary best management practices 
or BMPs. All properties should be subject to the require-
ments, with all properties of 0.5 acres and larger required 
to adhere to the requirements.

Provide Incentives for Water Quality Improvements         
For minor building or residential property improvements 
that do not require a site plan application, the City should 
provide incentives for water quality improvements that ex-
ceed the minimum requirements discussed above, such 
as rain gardens or barrels, drywells, reduced lot coverage 
or impervious surface area, etc. 

Attach Citywide Stormwater Assessment to Properties 

The City should consider a citywide stormwater as-
sessment, similar to sidewalk or sewer assessments, 
applicable to all properties except single-family residential 
lots 0.5 acres or less. Properties that implement storm-
water quality measures or exceed stormwater quantity 
requirements as noted in the Stormwater Manual would 
be exempt from the assessment. 

Increase Fees and Fines for Stormwater and Sanitary/
Combined Sewer Connections The City should consider 
increasing connection fees to be more in line with other 
municipalities. The City may also impose fees on con-
nections to dedicated storm lines based on the size of a 
specifi c parcel or the parcel’s fl ow rate. 

Provide New City Ordinance for Levying Fines The City 
should consider a new ordinance that allows the various 
City commissions to levy and collect fi nes for violations of 
stormwater provisions. 

ACTION ITEMS
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12.3  |  TRANSPORTATION

The City of Bridgeport is strategically located along the 
coast of Long Island Sound and accessible by State and 
Interstate highways, regional and local rail service, ferry, 
local bus transit and air travel. The primary challenge fac-
ing regional transportation service is highway congestion 
specifi cally during morning and evening peak commuting 
hours. To this end, the need to enhance highway capacity 
and rail facilities are well documented and many improve-
ments are underway or in the pipeline. The following 
section provides a summary of existing transportation 
infrastructure and services that impact the environment, 
economic development, land use and quality of life in the 
city. Figure 12-1 provides a transportation map of the 
Bridgeport, showing the location of major roadways, the 
railroad and water channels.

Interstate Highway

Interstate I-95 is the main north-south route for passen-
ger and commercial traffi c in the State of Connecticut. 
Highway operational improvements are underway through-
out Fairfi eld County, including the future reconstruction 
of the Moses Wheeler Bridge over the Housatonic River. 
The reconstruction of I-95 within Bridgeport and south of 
this river is essentially complete. Following these improve-
ments, local connections, signage, pedestrian ways and 
landscaping enhancements are needed.

State Highways and Routes

Merritt Parkway (Route 15)

The Merritt Parkway essentially runs parallel to I-95 and 
is located just north of the Bridgeport border in Trumbull. 
Commercial traffi c is prohibited. The Parkway provides 
access to Bridgeport via multiple exits including Park 
Avenue, Main Street, Route 8 and Route 25. Recent inter-
change improvements at Route 111 (Main Street) have 
signifi cantly improved capacity, safety and local access to 
Bridgeport.

State Route 8

From the north, Route 8 merges with Route 25 in Bridge-
port and provides a direct connection to I-95 where the 
route terminates. The highway provides passenger car 
and commercial vehicle access to the Naugatuck Valley 
and points north and is a major commuter route to and 
from Bridgeport, southern Fairfi eld County and New York.

State Route 25

From the northwest, Route 25 merges with Route 8 in 
Bridgeport and provides direct connection to I-95 where 
the route terminates. Route 25 is also a signifi cant com-
muter route within the Greater Bridgeport area. Route 25 
is a multi-lane divided highway to Route 111 in Trumbull. 
Route 111 provides access to Monroe and Route 34 to 
the north.   

 

Local State Routes

Other State routes include Route 127 (East Main Street 
from Trumbull to Route 1), which links the North Bridge-
port neighborhood to Beardsley Park and Main Street 
(Route 111) in Trumbull, connecting commercial and 
employment destinations.

Fairfi eld Avenue and State Street are state-maintained 
local roadways in Downtown Bridgeport and provide 
east-west access and on-street parking. These roadways 
are critical components to Bridgeport’s transportation 
network, serving as alternate routes for any detours on 
I-95. Likewise, North Avenue and Boston Avenue are part 
of Route 1, a major state roadway that is also a bypass 
route in the event of an I-95 shutdown.

Rail Service

The City of Bridgeport is serviced by the Metro-North 
Commuter Railroad and Amtrak. Metro-North provides 
service north to New Haven and express and local 
service south to Grand Central Terminal (GCT) in New 
York City. The approximate commute time to GCT is 1.25 
hours. Rail service is also provided at Bridgeport Station, 
to and from Waterbury. Service is generally reliable; how-
ever, the age of the rail fl eet has resulted in occasional 
reduction in available cars, and hence, a reduction in 
seats during peak commuting hours. Air-conditioning 
systems are also subject to down-time, resulting in pas-
senger discomfort. 

The State of Connecticut has made a signifi cant com-
mitment to upgrading rail service and increasing seat 
capacity and ridership. The State plans to replace 
existing rail cars and to introduce the new fl eet by 
2010. Major track and powering improvements are also 
proposed that will upgrade aging infrastructure. The City 
of Bridgeport and the State have maintained adequate 
parking for rail commuters compared with capacity in 
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Figure 12-1 | Transportation Systems Map

Source: Stantec
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neighboring communities and stations.  Recent enhance-
ments in the vicinity of the rail station include planned 
new elevated pedestrian access from the new Bridgeport 
Bus Station and Harbor Yard Parking Garage.  

In addition, Bridgeport’s rail station is potentially suited 
as a stop of Amtrak’s Acela high-speed train service, 
given the track curvatures north and south of the sta-
tion, the interconnectivity of the various travel modes at 
the new inter-modal center and the linkage with Long 
Island via the ferry service. 

Passenger and Vehicle Ferry Service

The Port Jefferson Ferry is located adjacent to the 
Bridgeport Rail Station. The ferry provides an attrac-
tive alternative for pedestrians and passenger-car and 
commercial vehicle customers seeking to avoid southern 
Fairfi eld County, Westchester, New York City and Long 
Island traffi c. The ferry provides indoor and outdoor 
seating, food concessions and a relaxing alternative 
to driving. Parking facility availability and convenience, 
visibility of the terminal from Downtown Bridgeport and 
wayfi nding are often identifi ed as in need of improve-
ment. The ferry is ideally situated to offer maximum 
value to its users. Its location offers connectivity to the 
inter-modal center – with bus terminal and rail connec-
tions – as well as to the growing central business district 
– with new residential, entertainment, retail and enter-
tainment venues. 

The City is considering a high-speed ferry service to 
Stamford and New York City.  Feasibility, including the 
cost, timing, frequency, reliability and landing locations 
among other factors are being evaluated.

Bus Transit

The Greater Bridgeport Regional Transit Authority (GBTA) 
opened a new bus station in September 2007 as part of 
Bridgeport’s inter-modal center. The station is located at 
Stratford Avenue and Water Street in Downtown Bridge-
port. Bus transit routes will be modifi ed to accommodate 
a pulse point operation. Essentially, bus routes will be 
coordinated so that all arrivals to and departures from 
the station occur within a narrow timeframe, effectively 
reducing time of travel and improving passenger trans-
fers between routes.

GBTA currently operates 17 routes with varying times of 
operation. New routes and fl exible service were added in 
2007. New route names are as follows: 

Route 1 - P. T. Barnum Apartments to City Line 

Coastal Link/Route 2 

Route 3 - Downtown Bridgeport to Westfi eld Shopping-
town Trumbull via Madison Ave. 

Route 4 – Downtown Bridgeport to Westfi eld Shopping-
town Trumbull via Park Ave. 

Route 5 – Seaside Park to Hawley Lane Mall in Trum-
bull via Seaview Ave.

Route 6 – Seaside Park and Trumbull Ave. via Noble Ave. 

Route 7 - Carolton Hospital via Commerce Drive 

Route 8 - Downtown Bridgeport to Westfi eld Shop-
pingtown Trumbull via Main St. 

Route 9 – Downtown Bridgeport to Trumbull Center 
and Monroe via East Main St. 

Route 10 - Downtown Bridgeport to Stratford 
Square/Lordship in Stratford

Route 11 - Downtown Bridgeport to Fairfi eld Woods 
Road in Fairfi eld via North Ave. 

Route 12 - Downtown Bridgeport to Westfi eld Shop-
pingtown Trumbull via Trumbull Ave. 

Route 13 - Downtown Bridgeport to Success Village 
via Stratford Ave. 

Route 14 – Local Trumbull Service 

Route 15 – Downtown Bridgeport to Derby Train Sta-
tion via Nichols Ave. and Bridgeport Ave. 

Route 16 – Downtown Bridgeport to the Dock Shop-
ping Center in Stratford via Barnum Ave. 

Route 17- Downtown Bridgeport to Success Village 
via Boston Ave. and Bond St. 

Route 18 – Westfi eld Shoppingtown Trumbull to 
Hawley Lane Mall in Trumbull

Stratford Flexible Service – As described by the GBTA, 
the Authority “will be introducing two new local Strat-
ford routes providing a fl exible community bus service 
known as a point deviation service. These buses will 
operate on a schedule between time points but do 
not have a regular route. Riders will be able to board 
the buses at any time point according to a published 
schedule, and will also be able to make reservations, 
up to one day in advance, for a pick-up at a location 
other than the time points.” 
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Air Service

Major airports in the Bridgeport vicinity include LaGuardia 
and Kennedy Airports both in Queens, New York; Bradley 
International in Windsor Locks, Connecticut; and Newark/
Liberty in Newark, New Jersey. Each facility is a minimum 
of 50-minute commute time from Downtown Bridgeport. 
Other airports with signifi cantly fewer carriers and com-
mercial routes yet perhaps more convenient access to 
and from the airports include White Plains Westchester 
County Airport and Tweed New Haven Airport. Sikorsky 
Airport in Stratford, which previously had regularly sched-
uled commuter air service, has limited facilities and now 
generally accommodates private small corporate and rec-
reational aircraft. Improvements to this airport’s runway, 
safety areas and terminal/hangar facilities are needed.

Transportation Action Items

The city of Bridgeport is experiencing great interest from 
the development community. Proposed plans include 
residential, mixed-use, entertainment, education and 
transportation enhancement projects, especially in the 
Downtown area. Signifi cant ongoing and anticipated 
transportation improvements in the Greater Bridge-
port area, including the replacement of the I-95 Moses 
Wheeler Bridge and the construction of the new rail 
station (Fairfi eld Metro Station) in Fairfi eld, adjacent to 
Bridgeport’s Black Rock neighborhood, will enhance high-
way travel, provide new options for commuters and create 
new centers for economic development. 

Traffi c Plan

The City of Bridgeport should consider initiating a citywide 
traffi c planning effort to identify available traffi c capac-
ity and development impact. The City may also consider 
providing background traffi c data to prospective develop-
ment teams to better forecast future traffi c generation, 
plan geometric and traffi c signal improvements appropri-
ately and to maintain adequate levels of traffi c service 
throughout the community. Such measures may allow the 
City to effectively link road improvements to new develop-
ment. A key part of this traffi c planning effort will include 
signage improvements throughout the city.

The City should also focus on signalized and non-sig-
nalized intersections with high occurrences of traffi c 
accidents and plan, design and implement appropriate 
geometric, wayfi nding and aesthetic upgrades. These 
intersection improvement projects may be pursued in 

conjunction with specifi c development projects, perhaps 
funded by both private and public sources. Intersections 
identifi ed by the State of Connecticut Department of 
Transportation within Bridgeport that have higher inci-
dent rates include:

State Street and Lafayette Boulevard

Fairfi eld Avenue and Main Street

Fairfi eld Avenue and Water Street

Another traffi c improvement that the City of Bridgeport 
should explore is the implementation of access manage-
ment strategies. These measures are designed to reduce 
confl icts between vehicles by encouraging the consolida-
tion of access points (e.g. driveways and curb cuts) along 
a roadway. This achieves more effi cient traffi c fl ow and 
safer roads. 

Alternative Modes of Transportation

The City should continue to promote the use of alter-
native modes of transportation including pedestrian, 
bicycling, transit, train and ferry. The benefi ts include 
improvements in air quality, more effi cient and eco-
nomically feasible public transit, reduction in vehicular 
traffi c and parking demand and ultimately a reduced 
cost for construction of parking infrastructure. Ongoing 
transportation improvements including the bus station, 
streetscape aesthetic enhancements, improved con-
nectivity between commuter parking and transit facilities 
and commuter parking expansion in Downtown Bridge-
port should continue. Pedestrian connectivity must be 
enhanced among Downtown Bridgeport and the transit 
center and the ferry terminal (including the potential 
new high-speed ferry terminal), as well as to the Arena, 
ballpark and South End particularly along Main Street, 
Broad Street and Lafayette Boulevard. In addition, the 
planned shared-use paths (Housatonic Railway Bikepath 
and Pequonnock Valley Greenway) should be completed, 
as envisioned in the current Regional Transportation 
Plan prepared by the Greater Bridgeport Regional Plan-
ning Agency, with the goal of linking them to the ferry 
dock, Seaside Park, Beardsley Park and Pleasure Beach.

•

•

•
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As a means to enhance public transit with greater con-
nectivity among the South End, Downtown and the East 
Side neighborhoods, the City should consider a road-
based rubber-tire trolley concept. Consideration should 
also be given to expansion of the Downtown-based 
trolley system for connection to the new Fairfi eld Metro 
Station in Fairfi eld, adjacent to the Black Rock neighbor-
hood of Bridgeport.

Perhaps more of a recreational and leisure-time amenity 
than a viable commuter option, the City of Bridgeport 
should consider a seasonal passenger ferry or water 
taxi service for connections among the inter-modal 
transportation center, Pleasure Beach, Seaside Park, 
Captain’s Cove and Steel Point. 

Parking Plan

To reinforce the City’s commitment to alternative modes 
of transportation, reduce the cost of parking infrastruc-
ture and encourage better utilization of existing parking 
facilities, the City should consider options to reduce 
parking requirements.  Creative use of car-sharing 
programs, shared parking capacity, commuter credits 
and fees in lieu of parking arrangements may be viable 
options to be considered on a case-by-case basis.

The City should also prepare and implement traffi c and 
parking management plans for Downtown Bridgeport 
specifi cally related to local entertainment events, activi-
ties requiring roadway closures and construction activity. 
Lines of communication should be established among 
police and traffi c enforcement, economic development, 
planning, public facilities and traffi c engineering represen-
tatives, as well as the Mayor’s Offi ce, regarding activities 
requiring specifi c traffi c management measures.

Roadway Infrastructure Capital Improvement Plan

The City of Bridgeport should formalize a roadway infra-
structure capital improvement plan and priority list for 
public facility improvements (roads, curbs, sidewalks) 
that is coordinated with the Greater Bridgeport Regional 
Planning Agency’s Transportation Improvement Program 
for federal fi scal years 2007-2011 and the Water Pollution 
Control Authority’s sewer separation program. Specifi c 
improvements include the following:

Facilitate the replacement of the Congress Street 
Bridge linking Downtown to the East Side of Bridge-
port. Provide pedestrian-friendly sidewalk widths 
on both sides of the bridge and suffi cient shoulders 
to allow for safe bicycle passage. Target 2012 for 
completion of the new bridge construction.

•

Lafayette Boulevard at Fairfi eld Avenue | Source: Stantec
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Consider a realignment of Lafayette Boulevard at 
Fairfi eld Avenue to improve access to Routes 25 
and 8, improve pedestrian crosswalk safety and 
provide more attractive roadway frontage for new 
development, to further the long-term goal of at-
tracting Class A offi ce space along this corridor.

Enhance highway exits and entrances within 
Downtown. Improve traffi c operations at these loca-
tions and consider gateway treatments for highway 
entrances within the Downtown area. Provide clear 
and uniform wayfi nding signage for transportation 
facilities including rail, bus, ferry and commuter 
parking services.

Establish Water Street as a service and connector 
road. Enhance pedestrian crossings near the train 
station and at major intersections between Lafay-
ette Boulevard and East Washington Avenue.

Re-evaluate the proposed Seaview Avenue Tran-
sitway enhancements. Preliminary engineering 
recommends a typical suburban highway solution, 
whereas a tree-lined urban boulevard with side-
walks, bike and parking lanes is likely to be a more 
appropriate approach for this roadway. An urban 
boulevard would provide necessary improvements 
in traffi c capacity, while also respecting the needs of 
adjacent neighborhoods with regard to traffi c calm-
ing and community character. See also page 155.

In general, the City of Bridgeport may consider the fol-
lowing actions independently or as part of other roadway 
improvement projects: 

Incorporate tree-planting programs with roadway 
and transit-way improvements throughout the city, 
particularly along the Seaview Avenue corridor.

Maintain two-way traffi c on public roadways wher-
ever feasible.

Evaluate bridge clearances for the New Haven 
rail line and target specifi c locations for increased 
clearance. Increases may be considered to facilitate 
emergency evacuation, emergency vehicle access 
or to mitigate fl ood conditions for low-lying areas. 
Access to the South End and points north along the 
Seaview Avenue corridor should be considered.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Air Travel/Sikorsky Airport

The City of Bridgeport should work in conjunction with 
the Town of Stratford to improve operations and capacity 
at Sikorsky Airport.  This airport represents a signifi cant 
opportunity to improve regional transportation and 
stimulate growth.  The airport’s existing runways are too 
short to accommodate commercial carriers.  Bridgeport 
should work with Stratford as well as state and federal 
government offi cials to capitalize on this regional asset 
and explore opportunities to enhance the capacity of this 
facility to serve as an executive airport. 

Ferry Services

As part of its efforts to increase regional transporta-
tion modal choice, the City is considering a high-speed 
commuter ferry service to Stamford and New York City.  
However, enhancements to rail and bus services should 
be Bridgeport’s top priorities in terms of regional trans-
portation improvements, as they have greater economic 
viability and are not subject to the seasonal/weather-re-
lated issues that can hamper ferry services. 

New Haven Rail Line | Source: Stantec

Sikorsky Airport, East Terminal | Source: City of Bridgeport
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Commuter Rail

Bridgeport should establish a delegation of local and regional 
elected offi cials and business leaders to lobby Metro-North 
Railroad and the State Department of Transportation 
for improved express train service from New York City to 
Bridgeport, especially in light of recent transit center and 
parking upgrades in Downtown Bridgeport. Also, the City 
may evaluate the impacts of the new Fairfi eld Metro Sta-
tion (Metro-North New Haven Line Rail Station), located in 
Fairfi eld adjacent to Bridgeport’s Black Rock neighborhood, 
on local pedestrian circulation and safety, on-street parking 
and access to businesses in Bridgeport. The City should also 
explore the development of a second Metro-North station 
within Bridgeport, to be located on the East Side.

Greater Bridgeport Regional Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 

The Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency, in 
cooperation with the Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority, 
has completed the development of the regional Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) architecture for the Greater 
Bridgeport Planning Region. ITS is a comprehensive system 
of real-time signage along thoroughfares leading to the 
highways, at parking garage exits, bus, rail and ferry sta-
tions, that provides roadway blockage data, arrival and 
departure information, bypass routes, etc. These plans are 
important in improving traffi c fl ow within Bridgeport, and 
the City should work with the GBRPA in the implementation 
of the ITS as it relates to Bridgeport.

Greater Bridgeport and Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Transportation Improvement Program

The Greater Bridgeport and Valley Metropolitan Plan-
ning Organization Transportation Improvement Program 
for federal fi scal years 2007-2011 contains proposed 
highway and transit improvement projects programmed 
to receive federal assistance from the U.S. Department 
of Transportation’s Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration-between October 1, 2006, 
and September 30, 2011. The Draft Plan includes projects 
throughout the region. Individual projects that may have 
a signifi cant impact on transportation within the city of 
Bridgeport include the following:

Bridgeport Traffi c Signal Modernization

The signal modernization plan will upgrade outdated 
signal equipment and enhance the effi ciency of traffi c op-
eration at intersections along major thoroughfares. These 
signal improvements will involve limited roadway construc-
tion and will increase intersection traffi c capacity with 
moderate cost implications and limited property impact.

Reconstruction of Fairfi eld Avenue and State Street

Both roadways are one-way, east-west thoroughfares in 
Bridgeport. These State of Connecticut Department of 
Transportation (CDOT) projects will improve roadway condi-
tions and provide better access to Downtown Bridgeport, 
which is expected to experience increased traffi c pressure 
from new development. 

Metro-North Railroad
Source: Stantec
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Seaview Avenue Transitway

Seaview Avenue is a north-south thoroughfare connect-
ing Route 1, Exit 29 of I-95 and the Long Island Sound 
in the East End of Bridgeport. CDOT and the City are 
currently planning for the reconstruction of this roadway. 
The City should work with CDOT to ensure that the road-
way is designed as an urban boulevard that supports 
through traffi c along with on-street parking, bike lanes, 
sidewalks and street trees. This can be accomplished 
within the existing right-of-way and will ensure that the 
roadway serves the needs of both through traffi c and 
local neighborhoods. See also page 153.

 

Replacement of I-95 Bridge over the Housatonic River 
(Stratford-Milford)

Improvements to the I-95 Bridge east of Bridgeport will 
increase traffi c capacity on this highway and enhance 
safety along this vital corridor in southern Connecticut.

Extension of the Pequonnock Valley Greenway and Hou-
satonic Railroad Trail

The extension of the Pequonnock Valley Greenway and 
Housatonic Railroad Trail from Trumbull Center into 
Beardsley Park and ultimately into Downtown Bridgeport 
will add a viable alternative mode of transportation link-
ing employment centers as well as a recreation amenity 
linking signifi cant attractions and parkland.

Bridgeport Inter-modal Transportation Center

The inter-modal center will improve the connection of 
bus and train services and access to commuter parking 
facilities. Because effi cient commuter train service is 
important for Bridgeport’s role as a regional business 
center, the new inter-modal center will spark downtown 
economic development. The transportation center also 
emphasizes the City’s commitment to alternative modes 
of transportation.

New Railroad Station in Fairfi eld

The new railroad station in Fairfi eld, adjacent to 
Bridgeport’s Black Rock neighborhood, along with the 
associated Fairfi eld Metro Center development and 
improvements to adjacent access roadways, will attract 
new businesses and people to the Greater Bridgeport 
area and provide more travel options for Bridgeport resi-
dents, commuters and business patrons. 

Seaview Avenue Corridor | Source: Stantec

Inter-modal Center (front view) | Source: Stantec

Inter-modal Center (side view) | Source: Stantec
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New Haven Rail Line Track Improvements and Catenary’s 
Replacement

Recent and ongoing improvements to the New Haven Line 
by CDOT will improve the reliability of the commuter rail 
service that is increasingly important for commuters and 
travelers between Bridgeport and employment centers in 
lower Fairfi eld County and New York City. Improved train 
service will provide an appealing alternative to automo-
bile use, as I-95 and Merritt Parkway become increasingly 
congested during rush hours. 

12.4  |  INFRASTRUCTURE POLICIES 

Like Downtown, economic development, and neighbor-
hoods, infrastructure is one of the six overarching themes 
of the Master Plan. An effi cient infrastructure system with 
the capacity to serve existing and new residences and 
businesses is central to Bridgeport’s sustainability and its 
ability to attract new investment. The city’s existing sys-
tems- its roadways, water, stormwater and sewer systems, 
gas and electric supply and communication lines- have 
suffi cient capacity to meet current and future projected 
needs. But these systems are old and in many cases 
need to be upgraded to function effi ciently and effectively. 
Newer technologies such as Wi-Fi and wireless communi-
cation services have not yet been fully integrated into the 
city’s infrastructure system.  In order to address existing 
defi ciencies in its systems and prepare for new develop-
ment, the City should continue to work to modernize its 
infrastructure.  Sewer and stormwater separation projects 
should be continued, particularly in the Downtown, to 
reduce stormwater overfl ow into Long Island Sound, 
increase water quality, address existing overfl ow issues 
and create capacity for new development. A stormwater 
capital improvement plan should be implemented to 
correct fl ooding hotspots. Effi cient coordination of utility 
upgrades should be required so that roads are opened 
only once for utility work on multiple systems. And utility 
lines should be placed underground wherever feasible 
to reduce the visual impact of unsightly utility lines that 
currently criss-cross city neighborhoods. Construction of 
Wi-Fi, wireless communications and other leading tech-
nology infrastructure should be encouraged, as well as 
technology to address emergency services “dead spots” 
that exist throughout the city as a result of its topography 
and building blockages.

Bridgeport’s circulation network is also a critical compo-
nent of its infrastructure.  The adequacy and effi ciency 
of roadways, transit, and pedestrian networks have a 
signifi cant impact on quality-of-life in the city. Similar to 
its utility infrastructure, Bridgeport’s roadway network 
has suffi cient capacity to handle existing and projected 
traffi c conditions.  But this system, which focuses almost 
exclusively on the automobile, is in need of modernization 
to refl ect multiple modes of transportation. Opportuni-
ties for people to walk, bike and utilize transit are crucial 
elements of a successful urban environment.  In order to 
provide for better multi-modal transportation access sev-
eral projects should be undertaken: A trolley connection 
should be provided to connect Downtown, Steel Point and 
Seaside Park; a boulevard transit-way should be created 
along Seaview Avenue; seasonal ferry services should 
be provided to link key waterfront areas; feasibility of a 
high speed ferry to lower Fairfi eld County and Manhattan 
should be considered further; the Congress Street Bridge 
should be replaced; and the feasibility of a second train 
station in the East Side should be explored. In addition, 
sidewalks should be provided in mixed-use areas and 
within a one-quarter mile radius of public schools.
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MUNICIPAL FACILITIES & SERVICES

POLICIES

    1    Reinforce public services.

    2    Reorganize city properties for maximum effi ciency and tax revenue.

GOALS

    1    Ensure that residents have equal and adequate access to public services.
    2    Consolidate municipal uses to promote tax generating development and
          encourage state, county and federal offi ces to do the same.

13.0

13.1  |  INTRODUCTION

Municipal facilities are physical aspects of local government which include land, build-
ings and major equipment. These facilities include such governmental functions as 
education, public works, police and fi re protection, recreation and libraries.  The loca-
tion, capacity and quality of municipal facilities, and the services they provide, are key 
considerations because they can direct and shape private development, help stabilize 
neighborhoods and enhance community character and quality of life.

City Hall, 45 Lyon Terrace | Source: City of Bridgeport
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13.2  |  CITY HALL

Most of Bridgeport’s governmental administration oc-
curs in City Hall, located at 45 Lyon Terrace, and City 
Hall Annex, at 999 Broad Street. Functions housed in 
City Hall include the Finance Department, City Clerk, 
Tax Collector, Tax Assessor, Treasurer, Town Clerk, City 
Engineer, Fire Marshal, Information Technology Services, 
Civil Service Commission, Labor Relations, Land Use 
Construction Review, Zoning, the Building Department 
and the Board of Education. City Hall Annex, a former 
Gimbel’s department store, contains the Offi ce of the 
Mayor; the Chief Administrative Offi cer; the Offi ce of 
Policy and Management; the Offi ce of Planning and 
Economic Development; the departments of Housing 
and Community Development, Neighborhood Revitaliza-
tion and Public Facilities; and the City Attorney. Finally, 
Bridgeport’s original city hall, McLevy Hall, at 202 State 
Street, houses the Registrar of Voters, Vital Statistics 
and Probate Court.

Although the development of City Hall Annex occurred 
because the City outgrew the space in the existing City 
Hall, having three centers of government activity (includ-
ing McLevy Hall) results in a number of ineffi ciencies for 
staff and visitors, and consumes a signifi cant amount 
of Downtown real estate. As discussed at the end of this 
chapter, the City should explore a consolidation of these 
and other municipal functions, as a way to enhance effi -
ciency as well as return valuable property to the tax rolls.

13.3  |  POLICE AND FIRE

Police

The Bridgeport Police Department headquarters is at 300 
Congress Street. In addition to this facility, the depart-
ment operates the West Side Precinct location, at 1350 
State Street, as well as two substations on the north and 
east sides of the City, at 1395 Sylvan Avenue (which also 
houses the community services division) and 135 Clar-
ence Street, respectively.  The department’s 911 dispatch 
center is located in the basement of City Hall, although 
it will be moving to the Emergency Operations Center to 
be located at the new Public Works Complex (discussed 
below). The Police Department is in the process of reno-
vating its main headquarters, and the West Side Precinct 
building is approximately fi ve years old. The substation 
facilities are in need of updating, particularly on the East 
Side. The Police Department also operates Police Offi cer 
Sector Terminals (POST), which are smaller substations 
within hospitals and shopping centers.

City Hall Annex, 999 Broad Street
Source: BFJ Planning

Bridgeport Police Headquarters, 300 Congress Street 
Source: City of Bridgeport
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According to Bridgeport Police Chief Bryan Norwood, 
the department has about 412 offi cers, somewhat less 
than the number of offi cers called for by the Civil Service 
Rules and Regulations. Chief Norwood said that the 
department lost its training facility in 2004, and has 
not had a recruit class in several years. However, a new 
police academy recently opened at the former Newfi eld 
Elementary School on Newfi eld Avenue in the East End. 

The Police Department’s Offi ce of Community Services 
is responsible for providing neighborhood organiza-
tions with training, outreach and project planning. It 
also oversees the Neighborhood Block Watch, Citizen 
Patrols and Neighborhood Reclamation programs, and 
national programs such as the D.A.R.E. drug prevention 
program. The Bridgeport Mounted Unit, which dates to at 
least 1918, was revived in 1998 and provides a unique 
police presence in and around the city’s major attrac-
tions, such as Harbor Yard, parks and the Downtown 
area. The department’s bicycle and Segway patrols also 
play a distinctive role. The Detective Division has units 
specializing in major crimes and special investigations, 
fi ngerprinting and arson. The division also operates the 
Regional Burglary Unit, which is staffed by investigators 
from Bridgeport, Easton, Fairfi eld, Monroe and Norwalk, 
and investigates burglaries in the region. In addition, the 
Harbor Patrol Unit’s dive team patrols the harbor, provid-
ing surveillance and security escorts for the ferry and 
maintaining the security perimeter of the port.

Chief Norwood noted that there are several other police 
or security forces operating within Bridgeport. The 
Board of Education has 12 school resource offi cers who 
provide security services, and the Parks Department and 
Airport each have their own security force. While some 
level of cooperation exists between the Bridgeport Police 
Department and these other forces, better communica-
tion is needed.

The Board of Police Commissioners, a seven-member 
board appointed by the Mayor, has responsibility for 
establishing departmental policies, goals and objectives. 
Other roles of the board include reviewing and approv-
ing regulations recommended by the Chief of Police, 
conducting periodic operational reviews, hearing and 
deciding appeals from decisions of the Chief and acting 
as the City’s traffi c authority.

Fire

The Bridgeport Fire Department has its headquarters at 
30 Congress Street, which also houses Engine Co. #1 
and #5. Other fi re department facilities are:

Engine Co. #3/4: 233 Wood Avenue

Engine Co. #6: 1035 Central Avenue

West End Fire Station, Engine Co. #7/11: 245 
Ocean Terrace

Engine Co. #10: 950 Boston Avenue

Engine Co. #12: 265 Beechmont Avenue

Engine Co. #15: 104 Evers Street

Engine Co. #16: 3115 Madison Avenue

The Boston Avenue station opened in March 2007 to 
replace a nearby station at 268 Putnam Street. The new, 
$2.5 million facility is adjacent to the Luis Munoz Marin 
School and is the fi rst new fi re station since the early 
1980s. The station on Putnam Street will be used in the 
short-term for equipment storage, but the Fire Depart-
ment hopes to refurbish the old fi rehouse into a museum 
for the Bridgeport Fire Department Historical Society and 
a fi re safety education center for children. In general, the 
department reports that its other facilities are in good 
condition. However, the station on Beechmont Avenue in 
the North End is approximately 80 years old, and could 
thus be a candidate for replacement.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Engine Co. #12 on Beechmont Avenue | Source: City of Bridgeport
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The Bridgeport Fire Department has 312 uniformed 
offi cers and 15 administrative civilians. The department 
is governed by a Board of Fire Commissioners, consist-
ing of seven members appointed by the Mayor. The Fire 
Chief is assisted by three deputy chiefs: the deputy chief 
of operations oversees the department’s two battalions 
(East Side and West Side), the deputy chief of adminis-
tration handles maintenance and overall administration 
and the deputy chief executive offi cer handles discipline 
and investigations. Equipment consists of nine engines, 
four ladder trucks, one heavy rescue vehicle, two bat-
talion chiefs and a fi re/rescue boat.

The annual budget for the Bridgeport Fire Department 
is approximately $23 million. The City’s Civil Service 
Commission oversees recruiting and testing of Fire De-
partment offi cers. From these recruits, the department 
sets a class of 20 to 24 offi cers for a 12-week training 
course. Due to limited training facilities in Bridgeport, the 
department uses a Fairfi eld facility, at no cost.

In terms of future needs, the Fire Department’s main 
concerns are always updating its equipment and 
maintaining suffi cient manpower to ensure adequate 
response times. Its mission statement sets a goal of 
a response timeframe of four minutes or less, and the 
department meets this goal about 98 percent of the 
time. The department reported that it currently has 
suffi cient manpower and equipment to meet the goal. 
However, the Fire Department’s future needs are likely to 
change as development projects currently underway are 
completed. In particular, the conversion and construction 
of higher-rise Downtown buildings for residential use will 
require more sophisticated fi re suppression systems, the 
use of non-fl ammable materials and other systems. The 
department will need to be involved in the discussions of 
these preventative measures.

13.4  |  HOSPITALS, EMS AND EMERGENCY  

              MANAGEMENT

Hospitals

St. Vincent’s Medical Center, located on about eight 
acres of land on Main Street in the central portion of 
the City, is a 400-bed acute care hospital and referral 
center for open-heart surgery, total joint replacement 
and cancer that serves southwestern Connecticut and 
Westchester County, New York. The hospital, a Daughters 
of Charity facility open since 1905, has a total staff of 
2,000, including 450 physicians that represent a range 
of more than 50 specialty and subspecialty medical and 
surgical disciplines. St. Vincent’s is a member of Ascen-
sion Health, a national nonprofi t Catholic health system. 
The hospital’s key service areas are cardiovascular 
disease, cancer services, orthopedic services, a bariatric 
(weight-loss) surgery center, a full-service emergency 

Newly constructed fi rehouse on Boston Avenue | Source: City of Bridgeport Fire Department

St. Vincent’s Medical Center | Source: BFJ Planning
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department, women’s and family services including a 
family birthing center, senior services and behavioral 
health services. In fi scal 2006, St. Vincent’s performed 
270 open-heart surgeries and 1,440 newborn births, and 
had 4,709 inpatient surgical visits and 46,776 emergency 
room visits. The hospital posted operating revenue of 
$285.5 million and net income of $33.3 million for the 
year. St. Vincent’s is also a teaching hospital, affi liated 
with two medical schools, the University of Connecticut 
School of Medicine and New York Medical College.

St. Vincent’s offers health-care educational programs 
through St. Vincent’s College and its Graduate Medical 
Education Program. St. Vincent’s College, with approxi-
mately 550 students, offers two-year Associate degrees 
in cardiovascular technology, general studies, medical 
assisting, nursing and radiography, as well as a number of 
continuing education certifi cates. The Graduate Medical 
Education Program offers residency training in internal 
medicine and radiology. 
Surgical residents from New 
York Medical College do a 
quarter of their training in 
the program.

Most of the existing campus 
was built in the mid-1970s. 
While a two-story addition 
was constructed in the front 
of the existing main build-
ing in 2003, the majority of 
patient care is provided in 
space designed more than 
30 years ago. St. Vincent’s has experienced signifi cant 
growth in its inpatient and ambulatory services; inpatient 
discharges reached nearly 20,000 in fi scal 2006, while 
occupancy levels have exceeded 80 percent in recent 
years. Given this growth, the hospital completed in 2005 
a $500 million facilities plan that provided a detailed 
inventory and assessment of existing and future space 
needs for all departments to meet the projected growth 
and demand for services.  The plan involves a three-phase 
expansion process. The fi rst phase, which will encompass 
approximately $140 million, will involve the construction 
of a 125,000-square-foot building between the existing 
main building and the Central Utility plant. This building 
will house a new ambulatory cancer center, an expanded 
emergency department, the women’s imaging center, 
physician offi ces and new conference rooms. The second 

phase will involve a reconfi guration and expansion of a 
number of clinical care facilities located on the hospital’s 
current main fl oor to create a more controlled public envi-
ronment, improve wayfi nding, allow for more streamlined 
admitting and discharge processes, expand and consoli-
date patient waiting and holding areas and ensure the 
separation of public and staff traffi c corridors. This phase 
will also include structural reinforcement of the main 
hospital building for possible future vertical expansion. 
The fi nal phase will encompass construction of a 620-
car, six-story parking garage on the southwest side of the 
main campus, on what is now a surface parking lot. Con-
struction plans also include the creation of surplus space 
in radiation oncology, medical oncology and the women’s 
imaging center to accommodate future growth.

Bridgeport Hospital, on Grant Street in the Mill Hill neigh-
borhood of Bridgeport, is a 425-bed private, not-for-profi t 
hospital that is part of the Yale New Haven Health System, 

together with Yale-New 
Haven Hospital, Yale-New 
Haven Children’s Hospital 
and Greenwich Hospi-
tal. The hospital, part of 
Bridgeport Hospital & 
Healthcare Services Inc., 
has approximately 2,300 
employees, 520 active 
attending physicians, 
227 medical/surgical 
residents and fellows in 
programs affi liated with 
Yale University’s School of 

Medicine. Bridgeport Hospital and 
its Ahlbin Rehabilitation Centers affi liate provide almost 
321,000 patient care visits annually, including 20,000 
admissions. The hospital’s specialized services include 
obstetrics, pediatrics, a burn unit, wound care, surgery, 
oncology, medicine, cardiovascular care, psychiatry, 
breast care, rehabilitation, critical care, sleep disorders 
and community care.

Bridgeport Hospital was founded in 1878 and opened in 
1884, becoming the fi rst hospital in Fairfi eld County and 
the third in the state. Annual operating expenses total 
$280 million, including $24.2 million for charitable care. 
In addition to the main hospital facility, satellite facilities 
affi liated with Bridgeport Hospital include radiology sites 
in Shelton, Fairfi eld, Stratford and Trumbull. 

Bridgeport Hospital | Source: BFJ Planning
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The Bridgeport Hospital School of Nursing, the oldest 
nursing school in Connecticut and making up more than 
10 percent of graduate nurses within the state, offers an 
intensive two-year hospital-based nursing program. In ad-
dition, the hospital offers a Nurse Anesthesia Program in 
conjunction with Southern Connecticut State University 
and Fairfi eld University, as well as graduate educational 
programs through the affi liation with Yale University 
School of Medicine. Bridgeport Hospital offers training 
programs in emergency medicine, medicine, OB/GYN, 
pediatrics, primary care, radiology and surgery, as well 
as three fellowship training programs: cardiology, gastro-
enterology and pulmonary/intensive care.

The hospital recently completed the fi rst phase of a 
two-year, $15 million emergency department expansion 
and renovation, fi nanced entirely through community 
donations. This phase involved an 11,000-square-foot 
addition that houses the Children’s Emergency Center 
and Urgent Care Center, and also includes new drop-off, 
reception and waiting areas. Additional patient parking 
has also been provided just outside the department 
entrance. The new addition increases the total amount 
of emergency department space to 25,000 square 
feet, nearly double the prior size. The next phase of the 
project will include renovations to the rest of the emer-
gency department and installation of a CT scanner and 
decontamination area. When work is completed in 2008, 
the emergency department will have 52 patient rooms, 
12 more than before. 

Both St. Vincent’s and Bridgeport Hospital have “Life-
Star” airlifting capacity, and each hospital has a specialty 
area of expertise; St. Vincent’s has its trauma center, 
and Bridgeport Hospital has its burn unit. Both hospitals 
also operate satellite walk-in medical centers throughout 
the region, which attracts to Bridgeport a number of 
medical-related facilities, such as medical offi ces, labs, 
therapy and treatment facilities, x-ray and diagnosis 
facilities, nursing homes and rehabilitation centers. The 
presence of these facilities makes medical technology 
one of the major industries in Bridgeport.

Emergency Medical Services

The City of Bridgeport is part of the Joint Hospital Planning 
Council, which was founded by Bridgeport Hospital and 
St. Vincent’s Medical Center to provide medical control for 
ambulances operating within the Greater Bridgeport area. 
The region encompasses Bridgeport, Fairfi eld, Stratford, 
Trumbull, Monroe and Easton. EMS within Bridgeport is 
provided by American Medical Response. 

Emergency Management

The Bridgeport Offi ce of Emergency Management provides 
24-hour emergency assistance by mobilizing personnel 
and resources, updating emergency operations plans, 
training emergency personnel, managing the emergency 
operations system and informing the public of emer-
gencies and disasters. The offi ce, located at the Fire 
Department headquarters, is staffed by a director, who 
reports to the mayor, and a part-time administrative as-
sistant. Various other City agencies – including the Mayor’s 
Offi ce, Fire, Police, Public Facilities, Board of Education, 
Water Pollution Control and private organizations – make 
up the overall staff of the Offi ce of Emergency Manage-
ment.

13.5  |  PUBLIC FACILITIES

The Bridgeport Department of Public Facilities has approxi-
mately 225 employees distributed among 11 divisions. 
The Roadway Division is responsible for maintenance 
of the City’s 272 miles of road network, including snow-
plowing, paving repairs, brush removal, street sweeping 
and leaf pickup. The division divides Bridgeport into four 
primary sectors, each assigned to one foreman for control. 
The Sanitation and Recycling Division covers 12 solid 
waste routes and four recycling routes throughout the city 
year-round, and also includes the operation of Bridgeport’s 
transfer station. This division serves more than 52,000 
households a week and collects more than 3,500 tons of 
solid waste in an average month and another 350 tons 
from condominiums. The Lines and Signs Division installs 
and maintains more than 50,000 street signs and way-
fi nding devices. The Maintenance Division oversees some 
1.3 million square feet in 65 buildings, including City Hall 
and City Hall Annex, historic buildings such as the Barnum 
Museum and McLevy Hall and restroom facilities and bath-
houses at City parks. The Parks and Recreation Division 
maintains more than 67 parks, esplanades, traffi c islands 
and streetscapes throughout the city, as well as the 
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Fairchild Wheeler Golf Course and recreation programs. 
The Engineering Division maintains data for all city traffi c 
signalization and mapping of roadways and drainage 
systems, and processes applications for drainage-related 
permits. The Construction Management Division is man-
aging the design and construction of Bridgeport’s $600 
million school modernization program, which is rehabili-
tating or replacing more than 40 schools. The Licenses 
and Permits Division issues street, sidewalk licenses and 
street excavation and sidewalk permits. This division also 
reviews work taking place within the City’s right-of-way. 
The Harbor Master manages Bridgeport’s port com-
merce and port security and provides safety for the city’s 
navigable waters. Sikorsky Airport, located in Stratford, 
encompasses over 500 acres and has built a signifi cant 
corporate following in recent years. The Connecticut 
Zoological Society oversees Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo, 
which covers 54 acres within Beardsley Park and is the 
state’s only zoo. 

The Public Facilities divisions are located primarily at City 
Hall and City Hall Annex. However, the City is planning to 
build a new facility for public works on Housatonic and 
North Washington Avenues, in the center of Bridgeport. 
This facility, which is expected to begin construction in 

WPCA Treatment Plant | Source: City of Bridgeport

the summer of 2007 and to be completed in fi ve to seven 
years, will consolidate the public facilities and parks and 
recreation operations, as well as a regional emergency 
operations/911 center. 

Because of the signifi cant number of City-owned build-
ings, the primary issue facing the Department of Public 
Facilities is maintaining these facilities, which requires an 
accurate inventory of their condition. Bridgeport is often 
in the position of not knowing what needs to be repaired 
until it breaks, and even the process of determining the 
City’s total electricity usage is complex. A helpful tool to 
alleviate this situation could be a capital management 
software system, which allows assessment of facilities’ 
market value (potential return on investment), to de-
termine how much the City should spend on capital for 
these facilities. While such a program can be costly, it 
could allow the City to evaluate which properties it should 
consolidate or dispose of, as a means of minimizing both 
tax-exempt property and maintenance costs. At the very 
least, Bridgeport should undertake a Municipal Facilities 
Study to address the effi ciency and adequacy of its facili-
ties, as well as inventory what facilities are federal- or 
state-owned. Such a study would allow the City to evalu-
ate which facilities could be consolidated to allow for the 
development of tax-generating uses.
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13.6  |  LIBRARIES

The Bridgeport Public Library was founded in 1881 by 
the Connecticut General Assembly and the Bridgeport 
City Council. The library purchased the collection of the 
Bridgeport Library Association, and in 1883 received as 
a gift a building at the corner of Main and John Streets. 
This building housed the library until 1927, when it 
moved to the Burroughs Library Building on Broad Street 
in downtown Bridgeport. Major renovations to the building 
were made in the late 1960s, and it was renamed the 
Burroughs and Saden Memorial Library in 2003, to honor 
George A. Saden, a retired Superior Court judge who 
had served on the library’s board. The building has been 
identifi ed as needing expanded facilities, and it should be 
included in the Municipal Facilities Study.

In addition to the Burroughs and Saden main branch 
downtown, the Bridgeport Public Library has four other 
locations within the city. The Black Rock branch, located 
on Fairfi eld Avenue, is undergoing extensive renovations 
and has been closed since the fall of 2003. This branch 
was constructed in 1932 and serves a neighborhood of 
approximately 23,500 residents and four schools (Black 
Rock, Longfellow, Longfellow Annex and St. Ann Schools). 

Renovation planning began in 1997 to replace the original 
electrical, plumbing and heating systems, make the build-
ing ADA-compliant, add Wi-Fi connectivity and add space to 
increase the library’s collections and programming efforts 
and provide community activity space. The current build-
ing is 6,953 square feet, and the renovations will nearly 
double its size, to 12,374 feet.

The Newfi eld branch is in a rented space at the intersec-
tion of Stratford and Central Avenues and primarily serves 
the residents of the East End. The branch owns about 
23,000 books, 2,000 audiovisual materials and assorted 
magazines and newspapers. Electronic resources include 
Internet stations, word processors, one children’s com-
puter with educational games and eight laptop computers 
for the homework help program and training. The Newfi eld 
branch also has a community room, which seats 25 people 
and is used for library programming and for meetings of 
local nonprofi t organizations.

The Burroughs & Saden Memorial Library, Main Branch | Source: BFJ Planning
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The North Library Branch in Puglio Park | Source: City of Bridgeport

The Old Mill Green Branch Rents Space in a Shopping Center | Source: City of Bridgeport

The North branch is on Madison Avenue, in Puglio 
Park in the North End neighborhood of Bridgeport. The 
original branch was located on Main Street and opened 
in 1918; it was replaced by the current facility in 1995. 
The branch encompasses 19,800 square feet, with a 
collection of more than 45,000 volumes, as well as 
audiovisual materials and periodicals. It has 20 comput-
ers with Internet access, and two computers for use by 
children. The facility also includes a 150-person capacity 
community room, a conference room, two private study 
rooms and parking for 85 vehicles.

The Old Mill Green branch is located in a rented space in 
a shopping center on East Main Street and reopened in 
1997 after a renovation. The facility is 4,175 square feet 
and has a collection of more than 26,000 titles, with a 
number of materials in Spanish. This branch is planned 
to be replaced as part of a larger $7.2 million proposal 
in 1999, that also included the new fi rehouse on Boston 
Avenue and a new community center. 

In 1999, the nine-member library board of directors and 
staff hired a consulting fi rm to assess library facilities, 
analyze current programs and services, gather commu-
nity feedback and design a long-range plan of action to 
respond to changing community needs. The planning pro-
cess included visits to every library branch, focus groups 
to learn how the libraries met or did not meet residents’ 
needs, meetings with more than 50 staff members to 
identify areas where library service could improve and 
work with a long-range planning committee. Outcomes of 
the 2001-2005 long-range plan included improvements 
in safety, cleanliness and parking; extensions of library 
hours; plans for renovation or construction at all library 
branches; programs to increase teen and senior use of 
the library; staff development initiatives; enhancing infor-
mation access and the library collection; technology use 
policies; and creation of a development offi ce and Friends 
of the Library support group.
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13.7  |  RESIDENT SERVICES AND PROGRAMS

Youth Services

The Bridgeport Department of Youth Services offers a 
range of recreational and educational services geared 
toward the city’s youth. Its Lighthouse Program – co-spon-
sored together with the City, the Mayor and the Board of 
Education – brings together community sponsorship in 
Bridgeport schools to provide students with a safe and 
supportive environment after school, on Saturdays and 
during the summer. The program, which receives local, 
state and federal funding, operates at 29 school sites, 
each of which is operated by a partner agency under con-
tract with the City. Sponsoring agencies include the YMCA, 
the Ralphola Taylor Center, Cardinal Shehan Center, 
ASPIRA and Hall Neighborhood House. Among the specifi c 
after-school activities provided are homework assistance, 
computer instruction, basketball, arts and crafts, swim-
ming, theatre, dance and music. For older students, the 
Art and Humanities Community Learning Center program 
at Bassick High School offers health screenings, exercise 
programs, fi lm school opportunities, library services and 
child-care instruction. In addition, the Lighthouse offi ce 

employs more than 200 youth aged 16 to 18 in its train-
ing and employment program.

In addition to this direct provision of services, the 
Department of Youth Services acts as a clearinghouse 
for information about recreation opportunities, events, 
daycare, scholarship programs, education and training, 
employment and advocacy programs.

Senior Services

The Bridgeport Department of Aging aims to provide op-
portunities for the city’s senior citizens for socialization, 
employment, volunteerism and information resources. 
The City maintains and operates three senior centers: 
the Eisenhower Senior Center on Golden Hill Street, the 
Black Rock Senior Center on Fairfi eld Avenue and the 
North End Bethany Senior Center on Thorme Street. The 
City also maintains the South End and Ralphola Taylor 
centers, which are operated by the YMCA.

Bridgeport Department of Youth’s Lighthouse Program | Source: City of Bridgeport
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Health services provided by the department include 
complete monthly medical examination by appointment, 
blood pressure screening, blood sugar and diabetic 
counseling, weight and diet counseling and seasonal fl u 
shots. Most health services are free to Bridgeport resi-
dents aged 60 and over, although in some cases there 
may be minor charges. 

 

The department provides a number of social services for 
Bridgeport seniors over age 60, including recreational 
activities, counseling on Medicare and Medicaid, en-
ergy/winterization assistance, housing counseling, adult 
day care referrals and applications for state and federal 
entitlement programs. Other social programs include the 
Retired and Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP), in which 
approximately 450 enrolled seniors volunteer at various 
nonprofi t agencies, and the Senior AIDES program, which 
provides employment assistance for low- and very low-in-
come Bridgeport seniors (55 years or older). This project 
receives federal funding for salaries for the seniors who 
are assigned to do community services at a nonprofi t 
organization or a City offi ce. The objective is to train se-
niors at these host agencies so that they may eventually 
be hired on at those agencies or another employer. The 
Senior Transportation Program provides transportation 
for Bridgeport seniors to the senior centers, shopping, 
fi eld trips and other places of interest. Seniors are 
picked up at various sites throughout the city, such as 
senior housing and other designated central locations. 

In addition, the transportation program allows seniors 
to attend daily senior center activities at the Eisenhower 
center, receive a nutritional lunch and get assistance in 
applying for programs. Finally, the Senior Chore service 
program provides free assistance with minor household 
chores for all Bridgeport senior citizens. 

The Mayor’s Commission on Aging consists of eight 
members, appointed by the mayor for two-year terms, who 
evaluate the senior services provided by the community 
– both public and private agencies – and make recom-
mendations to the mayor regarding the development and 
integration of these agencies.

Health and Social Services

The 17 work groups of Bridgeport’s Department of Health 
and Social Services provide a range of services, from 
off-site outreach and inspections to on-site administrative 
support, health clinics and veterans’ services. Formerly 
the City’s welfare department and venereal disease clinic, 
HSS today protects, educates and administers to the pub-
lic in many aspects of their health and well-being.

Most of the department’s operations are located in 
the East Side, in the remaining building of the former 
Bridgeport Brass complex at 752 East Main Street. Vital 
Statistics, the department’s working group that maintains 
and distributes birth, marriage and burial records, is 
located at McLevy Hall.

However, HSS’s presence extends throughout the city. The 
department’s sponsored dental and health clinics serving 
the school-age population are located at 34 public school 
sites in Bridgeport; its clinics provide a needle exchange 
service via a van that makes multiple stops in several 
neighborhoods fi ve days a week; and its veterans’ group 
transports people daily to the West Haven VA Hospital.

The four-story, 60,000-square-foot HSS building at 752 
East Main Street is in poor condition, with multiple roof 
leaks. Although the building was minimally renovated 
to accommodate HSS, it is inadequate for its needs. Its 
mechanical, electrical and ventilation systems are in 
poor condition, and its public spaces are too small for 
an offi ce and health-care facility. The conversion of a 
factory building into an offi ce use has created a legacy 
of oddly confi gured spaces and cubicles that promote a 
sense of territorialism and lack of interconnectivity among 

North End Bethany Senior Center | Source: City of Bridgeport
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department staff. Also, incongruous and inappropriate ad-
jacencies exist, e.g. drug users seeking help and children 
receiving school health physicals. While the utilization of 
space varies, the existing building provides more space 
than HSS requires.

McLevy Hall, home to the HSS’s Vital Statistics Group, is 
also shared among several other City departments. Vital 
Statistics stores and provides access to personal records 
that are stored in a fi reproof vault. Although the location is 
convenient to other municipal departments, the building is 
not fl exible, and Vital Statistics fi nds it diffi cult to accom-
modate its growing need for fi reproof storage capacity.

Both HSS staff and its clients would benefi t if all depart-
ment working groups were in one location. For the staff, 
such an arrangement would facilitate management and 
communication. For the public, it would provide conve-
nience, as personal documents such as birth certifi cates 
are often necessary for social services. 

Education is critical in the city; the 
quality of Bridgeport’s schools relates 
directly to the city’s image and its ability 
to attract investment.

“

”

13.8  |  WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITY

The City of Bridgeport has a Water Pollution Control 
Authority (WPCA), which is a quasi-public agency that 
operates, maintains and improves Bridgeport’s waste-
water treatment facilities and the sanitary and storm 
collection system. The WPCA was established in 1988 
and is managed by a General Manager and staff who 
report to a nine-member board, which includes the city 
engineer, the city attorney, the director of fi nance, the 
director of public facilities and fi ve at-large members ap-
pointed by the Mayor and approved  by the City Council. 
The WPCA, located on Seaview Avenue on the East End, 
adopts its own budget and sets user fees, which fund 
the operations, maintenance and debt service costs of 
the systems. The City has a long-term contract with the 
Kelda Group LKGF for the operation of the wastewater 
treatment and fi eld operations function of the WPCA. 

13. 9  |  SCHOOLS

Schools in Bridgeport (see Figure 13-1) include tradi-
tional public schools, new charter schools and a set of 
private schools including the parochial school system 
of the Catholic Diocese of Bridgeport. Education is 
especially critical in the city; the quality of Bridgeport’s 
schools relates directly to the city’s image and its ability 
to attract investment. As a result, education has been 
identifi ed as one of the planning themes in the City’s 
Master Plan.
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Figure 13-1 | Schools Map

 Source: BFJ Planning

Note: This map does not include the proposed high school math 

and science magnet school, as this school is proposed to be 

located outside of Bridgeport.
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Bridgeport Public Schools

It is important for the City to consider the Board of 
Education’s plans and operations in its land use plans. 
Both groups must be aware of the goals, policies and 
trends of the other in order to work together. As shown 
in Table 13-1, below, the Bridgeport Public School 
District has 25 elementary schools (excluding Howe 
and Howe Annex, whose students were transferred to 
the new Cesar Batalla School in January 2007), three 
high schools, three alternative/opportunity programs 
(Bridgeport Learning Center, Park City Academy and 
Make the Grade Opportunity School) and an interdistrict 
vocational aquaculture school. Each of the high schools 
offers specialized programs within a traditional  curricu-
lum. Central High School has a “School Within a School” 
academic magnet school. Bassick High School has three 
“career academies” designed to prepare students for 
higher education and the work force and focusing on 
arts and media, business and fi nance and government 
and human services. Harding High School has four 
learning communities: the Medical Careers Magnet for 
students interested in health-care careers; the Inter-
national Baccalaureate Program, which emphasizes 
global studies and offers college credits at a number of 
institutions; the law and public service program and the 
arts and humanities academy. In addition, fi ve magnet 
schools (Park City Magnet School, the Classical Studies 
Academy, High Horizons Magnet School, Multicultural 
Magnet School and Six-to-Six Magnet School) operate 
in Bridgeport, along with three public charter schools 
(New Beginnings Family Academy, Park City Prep Charter 
School and Bridge Academy). Also, the district operates 
the Skane School early childhood education center. The 
Bridgeport system had a total of 15,730 elementary 
school students and 5,582 high school students as of 
September 2006, for a total enrollment of 21,312. The 
district employs a professional staff of 1,700. It receives 
approximately 80 to 90 percent of its operating budget 
from the state, with the state’s funding formula based on 
the number of students in the Bridgeport system.   

In 2003, faced with a deteriorating school facilities 
stock, the Bridgeport Public School system undertook 
a Facility Master Plan to review existing facilities condi-
tions, establish educational and demographic needs and 
recommend a plan of action to create school buildings 
that would remain viable for the next 30 to 50 years. 
The plan sought to respond to the Board of Education’s 
desire to discontinue the practice of leasing facilities 
as soon as practicable, while also incorporating the 

Board policy of systemwide Pre-K to 8 schools and high 
schools. The Facility Master Plan found that Bridgeport’s 
school buildings ranged in age from 12 to 120 years old, 
and many of these facilities are small and on very small 
sites. These size constraints make it diffi cult to accom-
modate Pre-K to 8 elementary schools, and therefore 
some schools serve only Pre-K to 3 or Pre-K to 6. Some 
schools have been recently renovated and are in a good 
state of repair, while a few have not had substantial 
upgrades for 50 to 60 years. Recommendations of the 
plan included:

School size: Pre-K to 8: 500 to 1,000 students; 
high school: 900 to 1,200 students

School site size and functions

Neighborhood schools to the greatest extent pos-
sible (students can walk to school)

Expansion of the magnet school concept for both 
Pre-K to 8 and high school

Additions to 10 Pre-K to 8 schools

New construction on new sites for 11 Pre-K to 8 
schools and two high schools

New construction on an existing site for one high school

Renovations to all schools that have not had re-
cent improvements

The projected cost, in 2003 dollars, for the Facility Mas-
ter Plan to be carried out over the next several decades 
was $260 to $280 million for Pre-K to 8 for the west side 
of the city, $220 to 4240 million for Pre-K to 8 for the 
east side and $220 million to $240 million for the high 
schools. A large portion of this amount, up to 75 percent, 
would be borne by the state under current legislation; 
historically, Connecticut has funded facilities projects on 
an 80 percent/20 percent match. However, after land 
acquisition, local initiative dollars (funds for spaces and 
programs not provided by the state) and other ineligible 
costs are included in the overall budget, the actual 
percentage covered by the state is reduced to about 75 
percent. There is some indication that the percentage of 
the state share may be lowered in the future, possibly to 
a 50 percent/50 percent split. 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Table 13-1 | Bridgeport Public School Enrollment, 2006-2007
                                                                                                                        

School Pre-K K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total

Traditional Primary Schools

Barnum  25 32 44 40 49 48 32   270

Beardsley 57 87 86 68 87 75 84 56   600

Blackham 33 77 76 70 83 86 113 128 241 223 1,130

Black Rock  57 57 38 49 48 56 44   349  

Bryant 29 58 74 56 63 59 49    388

Columbus 29 99 122 112 107 141 114 123   847

Cross  46 47 43 42 34 32 42 83 73 442

Curiale  24 54 45 40 55 58 108 137 164 685

Dunbar  29 39 33 36 28 31 37 127 128 488

Edison 36 75 70 53 50 49 50 37   420

Garfi eld 23 58 40 28 42 39 34 26   290

Hall  40 50 46 48 37 43 57   321

Hallen  47 54 44 67 44 47 55   358

Hooker  49 42 47 42 55 49 57 61 55 457 

Howe*  116 105 112 104      437

Howe Annex*      88 90 58 60 56 352

Longfellow 13 58 60 51 48 39 41 41 85 102 538

Marin 31 41 71 67 67 65 57 54 223 199 875

Madison  78 118 107 101 106 87 78   675

Maplewood Annex 14 73 50 18 22      177

McKinley 18 44 49 38 52 43 57 30   331

Read  89 85 82 79 88 91 90 164 171 939

Roosevelt 18 87 106 63 70 65 63 88 176 125 861

Waltersville 55 38 57 73 60 60 49 46   438

Webster 8 55 44 34 37      178

Winthrop   63 69 68 78 83 92 89 138 130 810 

Alternative/Opportunity/Magnet Schools

Bridgeport  Learning Center/Sheridan  4 4 7 2 2 3 4 6 32

Classical Studies (Maplewood)  50 49 58 57 58 60 57   389

High Horizons  52 48 50 50 48 50 50 48 48 444

Make the Grade (Whittier)        6 13 14 33

Mead Hall         4 2 6

Multicultural  46 48 50 50 50 51 49 53 55 452

Park City Academy (Barnum Annex)        1 3 4

Park City Magnet 45 49 50 55 50 55 53 53 52 51 513

Skane 142 59         201

Totals 551 1,769 1,856 1,657 1,728 1,649 1,651 1,594 1,670 1,605           15,730

                                                                                                                       

High Schools 9 10 11 12 Total

Bassick 327 487 303 239 1,356

Central 704 589 613 539 2,445

Harding 582 435 390 333 1,740

BLC/Sheridan 2 4 9 1 16

Mead Hall 7 2   9

Park City Academy 4 7 4 1 16

Total 1,626 1,524 1,319 1,113 5,582

 Source: Bridgeport Board of Education, 2006

Note: Table is as of September 29, 2006, and excludes 
Cesar Batalla School, which opened in January 2007. 
This school, with approximately 800 students, replaced 
Howe and Howe Annex, and absorbed some overfl ow 
from Black Rock and Curiale. Also excludes the three 
public charter schools and schools not operated by 
the Bridgeport Board of Education, such as Six-to-Six 
Magnet School, which is operated by Cooperative 
Educational Services at the same location as the High 
Horizons and Multicultural magnet schools.
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Based on the recommendations of the Facility Master Plan, 
the City and the Bridgeport Board of Education launched 
the Building Bright Futures program, which will involve 
the construction of fi ve new Pre-K through 8 schools 
and renovations to a number of other schools. The new 
schools, built on sites averaging about 7 acres, are being 
designed to serve as neighborhood centers. For example, 
the new schools will use a “double fencing” concept 
that will enclose the school building separately from its 
grounds, so that the surrounding community can use the 
fi elds and playgrounds when the school is not in session, 
but the building itself remains secure. This arrangement 
can allow the City to provide space to neighborhoods that 
may be underserved by traditional parks and open space. 
This community use of the new schools may be particularly 
important for Bridgeport’s teens, who need places to meet 
and socialize, including sports facilities.

The fi rst new school constructed under the Building Bright 
Futures program is the Cesar A. Batalla School, at State 
Street and Howard Avenue in the West End/West Side 
area of Bridgeport, which opened in January 2007. This 
146,000-square-foot school serves about 800 students 
but has the capacity for approximately 1,080. Other new 
schools planned under the program are:

The New Cesar A. Batalla School, which opened in January 2007 | Source: City of Bridgeport

New Barnum Elementary School: Intersection of 
Hallett Street and Martin Luther King Drive. 1,250 
students, 172,000 square feet.

North End Elementary School: Intersection of 
North and Lexington Avenues. 750 students, 
105,000 square feet.

Jettie S. Tisdale Elementary School: Intersection 
of Hollister and Carrie Streets. 750 students, 
105,000 square feet.

South End Elementary School: Intersection of 
Iranistan and University Avenues. 750 students, 
115,640 square feet. This school, which will be lo-
cated on the campus of the University of Bridgeport, 
will primarily serve as “swing space” for students 
during construction of the other new schools.

Bridgeport has also been approved for the construction 
of two new interdistrict host magnet schools, to serve 
students from Bridgeport, Easton, Monroe, Fairfi eld, 
Milford, Redding, Shelton, Stratford and Trumbull. A 
magnet elementary school with approximately 500 
students will team with Sacred Heart University and the 
Discovery Museum and be located next to the museum. 
A 270,000-square-foot high school math and science 
magnet school with about 1,500 students is currently 
planned with Connecticut’s Beardsley Zoo.

•

•

•

•
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The planned additions and renovations in the construction 
program are Bassick High School, Blackham Elementary 
School, Central High School, Harding High School, JFK 
Campus (site of High Horizons, Multicultural and Six-to-
Six magnet schools), Marin School, Beardsley School, the 
Regional Aquaculture School, Columbus School, Cross 
School and the Skane Center. Redistricting will likely be 
needed in fall 2008 to move students into the facilities.

The replacement of older, often historic, school buildings 
with modern facilities creates opportunities for adaptive 
reuse. For example, the former Waltersville School will 
become the Achievement First Bridgeport charter school, 
while the Newfi eld School has become a new police training 
facility. The older school properties are owned by the City, 
but the Board of Education must release them before they 
can be reused. As more of these facilities are replaced by 
new schools, their adaptive reuse will be an issue for dis-
cussion between the City and the Board of Education.

The Bridgeport Board of Education also allows use of 
school facilities by the public when the use does not 
interfere with school-related activities. Eligible users of 
school facilities include school-related agencies; federal, 

The Park City Magnet School, on Chopsey Hill Road | Source: BFJ Planning

state and municipal agencies; school employee groups; 
and non-school organizations, associations or individuals 
whose activities are related to civic, cultural, recreational 
or public welfare activities that benefi t Bridgeport resi-
dents. Religious organizations may use the facilities on 
the same basis as the other user groups, except that the 
use for direct religious purposes will be subject to a fee 
schedule. User activities exempt from the fee schedule 
are school-related student activities; Bridgeport-based 
nonprofi t youth organizations; Bridgeport youth or adult 
activities sponsored directly by the City; Bridgeport Board 
of Education parent-teacher organizations; City munici-
pal agencies; and Board of Education employee group 
activities. These groups may be subject to custodial, 
security and cafeteria overtime costs.
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Projected Enrollment

As shown in Table 13-2, enrollment in Bridgeport’s public 
schools is expected to decline from the 2007-2008 school 
year to 2014-2015, decreasing by about 550 students, 
from 21,834 in 2007-2008 to 21,285 in 2014-2015. 
Nearly all of this decrease stems from a reduction in enroll-
ment for grades 10 through 12.

Standardized Test Performance

Table 13-3 details the 2005-2006 performance of Bridge-
port’s primary school students on the Connecticut Mastery 
Test (CMT), a standardized test administered to students 
in grades 3 through 8 that tests students in mathematics, 
reading and writing (to include a science component in the 
near future), and the performance of public high school 
students on the Connecticut Academic Performance Test 
(CAPT), a state-mandated standardized test that all stu-
dents must take in their sophomore year. As shown in the 
table, Bridgeport schools signifi cantly underperform the 
state averages for each of the curricular subjects, although 
the percentage of the district’s students meeting the state 
goals is higher than Connecticut’s lowest percentage. 

 

Table 13-2 | Bridgeport Public Schools Projected Enrollment, 2007-2015
                                                                                                                  

                                                                               Years

   Grade 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

 Pre-K 537 537 537 537 537 537 537 537

 K    1,899 1,845 1,864 1,866 1,877 1,884 1,893 1,900

 1 1,985 2,015 1,958 1,978 1,980 1,992 1,999 2,009

 2 1,902 1,821 1,848 1,796 1,814 1,816 1,827 1,834

 3 1,754 1,852 1,773 1,799 1,749 1,766 1,768 1,779

 4 1,701 1,723 1,819 1,741 1,767 1,718 1,734 1,736

 5 1,707 1,687 1,708 1,804 1,726 1,752 1,704 1,719

 K-5 10,948 10,943 10,970 10,984 10,913 10,928 10,925 10,977

 6 1,648 1,656 1,637 1,657 1,750 1,675 1,700  1,653

 7 1,726 1,677 1,685 1,666 1,686 1,781 1,704  1,730

 8 1,704 1,634 1,587 1,595 1,577 1,596 1,686  1,613

 6-8 5,078 4,967 4,909 4,918 5,013 5,052 5,090  4,996

 9 1,577 1,587 1,522 1,478 1,486 1,469 1,487  1,571

 10 1,435 1,349 1,358 1,302 1,264 1,271 1,257  1,272

 11 1,182 1,172 1,102 1,110 1,064 1,033 1,038  1,027

 12 1,077 1,030 1,022 961 968 928 900  905

 9-12 5,271 5,138 5,004 4,851 4,782 4,701 4,682  4,775

 Total 21,834 21,585 21,420 21,290 21,245 21,218 21,234 21,285

 Source: Bridgeport Board of Education, 2006

Table 13-4 shows the recent performance of Bridgeport 
students on the SAT test. Although the district’s perfor-
mance on the test improved from 2000 to 2005, fewer of 
Bridgeport’s high school students are taking the SAT, and 
their performance, particularly on the verbal portion of the 
test, remains substantially below the state average.

 

Dropout Rates and Post-Graduation Activity

As shown in Table 13-5, the dropout rate for Bridgeport 
high school students, while well above the state level, 
improved signifi cantly from 1999-2000 to 2004-2005. 
In addition, the vast majority of the City’s high school 
graduates either pursued higher education or the military 
or civilian work force. However, this portion of graduates 
declined somewhat between 2000 and 2005, and the 
number of unemployed Bridgeport graduates increased 
slightly (as did the number of unemployed graduates 
throughout the state).
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Note: These fi gures were calculated 
differently than those reported in the No 
Child Left Behind Report Cards. Unlike 
NCLB fi gures, these results refl ect the 
performance of students with scoreable 
tests who were enrolled in the district at 
time of testing, regardless of how long 
they were enrolled.

*The state Goal level is more demand-
ing than the state Profi cient level, but 
not as high as the Advanced level, 
reported in the No Child Left Behind 
Report Cards.

                                                                                                                  
Connecticut Mastery Test                                                                           Of All Districts in State               

    % Meeting State Goal* in:  District State Lowest % Highest %

  Grade 3    Reading 22.7 54.4 10.3 91.3

   Writing 33.4 61.0 13.6 100.0

   Mathematics 27.4 56.3 13.6 90.0

 Grade 4  Reading 23.6 57.8 17.5 89.7

   Writing 33.9 62.8 29.9 91.1

   Mathematics 22.7 58.8 22.4 92.3

 Grade 5  Reading 27.6 60.9 19.5 92.0

   Writing 33.6 65.0 25.0 90.8

   Mathematics 31.3 60.7 18.2 89.9

 Grade 6  Reading 33.5 63.6 26.6 92.8

   Writing 37.0 62.2 25.9 94.4

   Mathematics 29.5 58.6 12.5 95.1

 Grade 7  Reading 33.8 66.7 26.9 95.0

   Writing 32.1 60.0 25.5 89.8

   Mathematics 23.2 57.0 19.2 93.0

 Grade 8  Reading 33.8 66.7 13.3 93.6

   Writing 35.5 62.4 2.7 96.4

   Mathematics 19.2 58.3 0.0 93.6

Table 13-3 | Bridgeport 2005-2006 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) Performance

                                                                                                                  
Connecticut Academic Performance Test                                                    Of All Districts in State               

    % Grade 10 Meeting State Goal* in:  District State Lowest % Highest %

  Reading Across the Disciplines  14.9 46.5 0.0 83.1

  Writing Across the Disciplines 20.0 52.4 0.0 86.3

 Mathematics   11.7 46.3 0.0 82.3

  Science     8.6 44.6 0.0 85.3

 Source: Bridgeport School District Strategic School Profi le 2005-06, CT State Dept. of  Education

   Class of 2000  Class of 2005
    SAT I : Reasoning Test  District District State

      % of Graduates Tested 67.5 55.7 74.9

   Mathematics: Average Score 394 405 512

   Mathematics: % Scoring 600 or More 2.3 4.4 24.6

   Verbal: Average Score  389 397 510

   Verbal: % Scoring 600 or More 3.4 3.8 22.7

Table 13-4 | Bridgeport SAT Performance, 2000 and 2005

                                                                                                                  
               

   Dropout Rates  District State

 Cumulative Four-Year Rate for Class of 2005  18.9 7.4

 2004-2005 Annual Rate for Grades 9-12 6.4 1.7

1999-2000 Annual Rate for Grades 9-12 10.3 3.1

Table 13-5 | Bridgeport Dropout Rates & Activities of Graduates, 1999-2000 through 2004-2005
                                                                                                                  
               

   Activities of Graduates  Class of # in District District % State %

 Pursuing Higher Education  2005 665 70.8 82.3

    2000 643 77.8 78.5

 Employed or in Military  2005 203 21.6 13.9

     2000 156 18.9 17.6

Unemployed   2005 13 1.4 0.9

     2000 11 1.3 0.7
 Source: Bridgeport School District Strategic School Profi le 
               2005-06, CT State Dept. of  Education

 Source: Bridgeport School District Strategic School Profi le 2005-06, CT State Dept. of  Education
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Bridgeport Public Schools Strategic Plan

The Bridgeport Board of Education adopted in April 2007 
a Strategic Plan with a primary mission of graduating 
all students “college ready” and “prepared to succeed 
in life.” Other student performance objectives identifi ed 
in the plan consist of 100 percent of Bridgeport public 
school students scoring at or above the state goal in 
the CMT, CAPT and other qualifying assessments, as 
required by law; a reduction in the student dropout rate 
to zero; and 100 percent of student compliance with the 
school and district rules or conduct and the district at-
tendance and graduation/promotion requirements.

The Strategic Plan identifi es a number of broad strat-
egies to reach the student performance objectives, 
including implementation of differentiated instructional 
strategies and accountability models, building the 
capacity of each school to implement focused school 
education plans and creation of ways for families to be 
involved in the education of their children at home and 
at school.

Public-Private Partnerships

The Bridgeport public school system has several partner-
ships with institutions of higher education, most at the 
high school level. The Aquaculture School has a partner-
ship with the University of Connecticut allowing students 
from Bridgeport’s three high schools to receive college 
credit for course work, and the university offers early 
college entrance. Central High School partners with 
Monroe College in Norwalk through the Smaller Learning 
Communities grant. The Bridgeport public school system 
has long-standing relationships with Fairfi eld University 
and Sacred Heart University’s Upward Bound programs, 
in which high school students take courses on Saturdays 
during the school year and during the summer to en-
courage them to apply for college. Sacred Heart is also 
involved in the inter-district magnet elementary and high 
school building projects, and it offers early college en-
trance as well. Fairfi eld University is involved in Gear Up 
(“Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergrad-
uate Programs”), a program supported by federal funds 
and designed to help low-income students prepare for 
success in college and to provide college scholarships 
for eligible high school seniors. Housatonic Community 
College allows students to take courses while attending 
high school, and also offers early college entrance. The 
University of Bridgeport sponsors the Bridgeport public 
school system’s college fair. It also allows the viewing of 

student projects at its facilities as an open house for the com-
munity, and offers the winner a scholarship to the university.

Bridgeport was the fi rst city in the state to offer the 
Adopt-A-School program. This partnership between 
local industry and the city’s schools provides a way for 
trained business executives to work with school staff 
and students on direct services to students, staff and 
curriculum development, management assistance and 
support services. Many of the major businesses in the 
city have now “adopted” a school.

While these public-private partnerships are a good start, 
they should be expanded, particularly to the elemen-
tary school level, as well as to more regional private 
companies. These partnerships should aim not only to 
prepare students for higher education, but also to ready 
them for future job opportunities in the city and region. 
In addition, partnerships between college- and univer-
sity-level education programs and Bridgeport’s public 
schools should be explored to provide student teaching 
experience to teachers in training and additional free 
classroom support to the city’s public school students 
and teachers.

 

Private Schools

In addition to its public school system, Bridgeport has an 
extensive network of private schools. The most signifi cant 
portion of this private school system is the Diocese of Bridge-
port, which operates six elementary schools, one high school 
and one special education school within the city. 

Diocese of Bridgeport Schools

Elementary Schools

In the city of Bridgeport, the Catholic Diocese of Bridge-
port operates six elementary schools, with a combined 
enrollment of 1,373 students, grouped together in the 
Cathedral Education Cluster. This organization seeks 
to make a quality Catholic education more accessible 
for Bridgeport’s neediest students. The Diocese reports 
that 82 percent of its elementary school students in 
Bridgeport are minority students, and 40 percent are 
non-Catholic. Each school generally has a principal, nine 
to 10 teachers and related staff. St. Ambrose, the largest 
elementary school, has some grades with two classes, 
but all other schools have one class per grade. Enroll-
ment and staffi ng statistics for the six Cathedral Cluster 

ategic School Profi le 2005-06, CT State Dept. of  Education
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Table 13-6 | Bridgeport Cathedral Cluster Enrollment and Staffi ng: 2006-2007 

 Source: Diocese of Bridgeport Offi ce for Education, 2007

                                                                                                                  

                                                                  Enrollment                                            Staff

  Pre-K K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total Full-Time Part-Time Total

 St. Ambrose 20 48 36 32 26 29 31 23 28 29 302 22 4 26

 St. Andrew    20 25 24 25 24 22 23 20 25 25 233 10 5 15

 St. Ann 30 24 24 11 13 18 19 18 24 20 201 15 2 17

 St. Augustine 17 17 23 23 26 18 18 17 20 25 204 10 3 13

 St. Peter N/A 23 21 14 18 21 21 29 28 30 205 10 6 16

 St. Raphael 20 24 22 22 23 23 26 19 24 25 228 11 6 17

 Total 107 161 150 127 130 131 138 126 149 154 1,373 78 26 104

schools for the 2006-2007 school year are shown below:

At one time, the Diocese operated 17 parochial schools 
in Bridgeport, but it closed a number of them as enroll-
ments fell. Several individual parishes in the city still own 
school properties and lease them to the Bridgeport Board 
of Education, including Holy Rosary and St. Patrick’s. In 
the past two-year period, the Diocese has seen about 10 
percent growth in its Bridgeport elementary schools, and 
expects 5 percent annual growth in the next two to three 
years. The Cathedral Cluster system is currently at 85 
percent capacity, and as this level approaches 95 percent 
in the near future, according to the Diocese, it will have to 
become more selective or consider increasing the number 
of schools by reopening some closed facilities.

Tuition costs for the six Cathedral Cluster schools total 
$2,550 per student. The Diocese estimates that it costs 
$4,700 to $4,800 to educate one student, and it must 
raise $2.5 million to $3 million per year to cover the fund-
ing difference. However, the per-student cost is less than 
the cost per student for the Bridgeport public schools. 
The Cathedral Cluster schools have a combined annual 
budget of approximately $6.5 million. The schools offer 
reduced tuition to a number of students. The least that 
any student can pay is $800 tuition, which is typically 
reserved for the neediest families, such as single parents 
making $10,000 to $14,000 a year. Another 40 percent 
of students receive some form of fi nancial aid in addi-
tion to reduced tuition. Most of this aid is need-based, 
but the Diocese offers about 10 $1,000 scholarships per 
year. The Cathedral Cluster schools also solicit donations 
for the Angel Aid program – in which donors support the 
education of up to fi ve children as well as updated books, 
computers and other supplies – and the Patrons program, 
an adopt-a-school program in which donors contribute a 
minimum of $100,000 a year.

Students in the six elementary schools take the nationally 
standardized Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the As-
sessment of Catechesis/Religious Education (ACRE) Test. 
On average, the Cathedral Cluster students perform better 
than 72 percent to 78 percent of all students taking the 
ITBS, and the system produced a 2 to 8 percentile annual 
increase in average student performance from 2003 to 
2005. Direct comparisons with test scores for the Bridge-
port public schools are not possible because the public 
schools use the Connecticut Master Test (CMT).

The greatest challenge the Diocese of Bridgeport faces for its 
Cathedral Cluster schools is fundraising, particularly receiv-
ing donations for capital repairs. Donors are less likely to 
contribute for large, long-term repairs such as boilers or new 
windows than for more tangible items. The Diocese is work-
ing to create an endowment to make the elementary schools 
permanently viable, which will involve signifi cant fundraising.

The Cathedral Cluster has a positive working relation-
ship with the Bridgeport public school system. The two 
superintendents have partnered to apply for a $100,000 
grant from General Electric to fund joint attendances at 
conferences, a pilot science program and professional 
development. The Diocese also provides supplemental 
education services to Bridgeport’s public schools. Under 
this program, Diocese staff offer free after-school tutoring 
to public school students in the City; the Diocese is the 
fi rst in the country to develop such a program.
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High School

Kolbe Cathedral High School, located in the Hollow 
neighborhood, is a co-educational high school with 
approximately 335 students. Admission is open to all 
students who qualify, based on a placement test and ad-
mission process. The professional staff includes religious 
and lay members. The present-day school, which dates to 
1976, is the result of a merger of two high schools, Kolbe 
Boys High School and Cathedral Girls High School.

The school has 332 students: 96 students in the ninth 
grade, 73 in the 10th grade, 88 in the 11th grade and 75 
in the 12th grade. Kolbe Cathedral has a capacity for 340 
students, and an overall enrollment projection is 335 stu-
dents. The school has 18 full- and three part-time teachers, 
as well as three administrators, two guidance counselors, 
one clergy and a full-time library media specialist.

Kolbe Cathedral’s school day and college preparatory 
curriculum follow a 4 x 4 block schedule, consisting of 
four 80-minute daily classes each semester. Students can 
earn eight credits per year. Annual tuition is $6,500 per 
student, which includes books. Approximately 40 per-
cent of students receive fi nancial aid, with grant awards 
ranging from $500 to $2,500. Also, the Shepherds Inc. 
program provides funding and mentoring to 60 students 

whose needs cannot be met by the fi nancial aid program. 
These students’ grants are 85 percent of the tuition, with 
the rest paid by their family. About six students a year are 
awarded academic scholarships of $5,000.

Kolbe Cathedral has contracted with an architectural fi rm 
to complete a master plan for its property (Kolbe Cathe-
dral, St. Augustine Cathedral Parish and St. Augustine 
Elementary School), given that additional classroom space 
is needed. Near-term plans include renovation of two sci-
ence labs. The school’s operating budget is $2.2 million.

Kolbe Cathedral’s seniors, on average, score nearly 100 
points higher on the SAT than the City average, according to 
the school, with an average total score of 893 (456 verbal 
and 437 math). The high school’s honors seniors score 
much higher, with an average total score of 1060 (535 
verbal and 525 math). Over the past six years, 98 percent 
of Kolbe Cathedral graduates pursued higher education. 

The Gymnasium facility at Kolbe Cathedral  High School in Bridgeport| Source: Diocese of Bridgeport
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Special Education

St. Catherine Academy, located on the campus of the 
Diocese of Bridgeport’s Catholic Center in the North End, 
serves the needs of adolescents and children aged fi ve 
through 21 with intellectual defi ciency and other devel-
opmental disabilities. The school, which was launched in 
1999 with four students and one teacher, was accredited 
in 2001 by the state Department of Education and cur-
rently serves about 13 students. After completing a $2.1 
million capital campaign, St. Catherine plans to relocate to 
a larger facility at Holy Cross Church in Fairfi eld, which will 
allow it to increase enrollment by about 30 students.

Other Bridgeport Private Schools

In addition to the robust Catholic school system operating 
in Bridgeport, the city has several other parochial schools:

Zion Lutheran School: Coed Pre-K-7 school with ap-
proximately 150 students and seven teachers.

Fairfi eld County Seventh-Day Adventist School: Coed 1-
8 school with about 47 students and 11 staff members.

Love Christian Academy: Coed K-12 school with about 
80 students and seven staff members, affi liated with 
the Prayer Tabernacle Church of Love in Bridgeport.

•

•

•

Private schools in the Greater Bridgeport region

The Bridgeport region is served by a number of private 
and parochial schools that provide an alternative to the 
region’s public school systems. 

Fairfi eld College Preparatory School: Boys’ high school 
in Fairfi eld with about 900 students, most from Bridge-
port, Trumbull, Stratford, Norwalk and Fairfi eld. 

Fairfi eld Country Day School: Boys’ K-9 school 
with approximately 270 students in Fairfi eld. Most 
students live in Fairfi eld, Southport and Westport. 

Unquowa School: Coed Pre-K-8 school in Fairfi eld 
serving about 170 students. 

Abbie Loveland Tuller School: Coed Pre-K-8 school 
in Fairfi eld with about 120 students. Affi liated with 
the National Association of Episcopal Schools.

Notre Dame Catholic High School: Coed high school 
in Fairfi eld with approximately 680 students.

St. Joseph’s High School: Coed Catholic high 
school in Trumbull serving about 850 students.

Christian Heritage School: Coed, interdenomina-
tional K-12 college preparatory school in Trumbull 
with more than 500 students.

Brunswick School: Boys’ Pre-K-12 college preparatory 
school with approximately 880 students in Greenwich. 

Hillel Academy: Coed Pre-K-8 Jewish school in 
Fairfi eld, with about 90 students.

King & Low-Heywood Thomas School: Coed Pre-
K-12 college preparatory school with about 650 
students in Stamford. Nearly half of the students 
are from Stamford, with the rest from elsewhere 
in Fairfi eld County and Westchester County. 

Mead School: Coed Pre-K-8 school with about 
150 students in Stamford. 

Bi-Cultural Day School: Coed K-8 Jewish school with 
approximately 430 students located in Stamford.

Laurelton Hall: Catholic girls’ high school with 
about 445 students in Milford.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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13.10  |  HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

University of Bridgeport

The University of Bridgeport, adjacent to Seaside Park, 
was founded in 1927 as the Junior College of Connecti-
cut. It became the University of Bridgeport in 1947, when 
the governor chartered it as a four-year university with 
authority to grant the baccalaureate degree. By 1950, the 
university had moved from its original Fairfi eld Avenue 
location to the present campus, which has grown from 
22 to 50 acres. The university awarded its fi rst Master’s 
degree a year later, and launched its fi rst doctoral degree 
program in 1979. Academic programs consist of the Col-
lege of Graduate and Undergraduate Studies (the Schools 
of Business; Education and Human Resources; General 
Studies; Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences; and Sci-
ence, Engineering and Technology), as well as the Fones 
School of Dental Hygiene and the College of Chiropractic. 

Thirty-two percent of the university’s 4,200 enrolled 
students (1,700 undergraduates and 2,500 graduate 
students) are of minority background, while 16 percent 
are international students. However, the university has 
recently limited the number of scholarships awarded to 
international students in an effort to attract more do-
mestic and local students. The University of Bridgeport 
has 200 full- and part-time faculty. Since 1999, student 
enrollment has grown by about 49 percent. Ninety percent 
of students who receive associate degrees enter health 
professional fi elds, while 26 percent of students who 
receive bachelor’s degrees go into business, marketing or 
related fi elds.

As part of its Master Plan of Development, the University 
of Bridgeport is launching a construction and renova-
tion program designed to remain competitive and attract 
new students. The plan includes construction of a new, 

A panoramic view of the University of Bridgeport 
Source: University of Bridgeport

$3.2 million clinic at the Fones School of Dental Hy-
giene housed within the university’s health center. The 
university also plans to repair and upgrade the campus 
electrical grid; build a new athletic fi eld; and complete 
quality-of-life projects such as residence hall renova-
tions, new parking lots and streetscape improvements. 
The master plan is part of a set of three strategic plan-
ning priorities: enhancing teaching effectiveness and 
student achievement, improving university effi ciency and 
effectiveness and building for the future. 

 

Housatonic Community College

Housatonic Community College, one of 12 regional 
community-technical colleges in the state, was founded 
in 1967 and serves an 11-town area in southwestern 
Connecticut. The college moved to the present site in a 
former shopping mall on Lafayette Street in Downtown 
Bridgeport in 1997, and has seen strong enrollment 
growth since then. HCC offers 66 two-year degree or cer-
tifi cate programs, and a number of non-credit courses. 
The college employs 198 full-time staff and faculty to 
serve an undergraduate population of 4,431 students.

Housatonic Community College in Downtown Bridgeport
Source: Housatonic Community College

Rendering of Housatonic Community College’s planned expansion
Source: Housatonic Community College
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The University of Bridgeport Master Plan of Development, 2005 | Source: University of Bridgeport
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In the fall of 2006, HCC launched a campus expansion to 
nearly double its size. The $55 million project will involve 
adaptive reuse of a former Sears building and construc-
tion of 20,000 square feet of new space, adding over 
170,000 gross square feet to the campus. The project, 
slated for completion in the fall of 2008, will allow HCC 
to accommodate about 5,500 students. The new facility 
will house the behavioral and social sciences, business 
and humanities departments, and will contain an events 
space accommodating up to 500 people. 

St. Vincent’s College

Established in 1905, St. Vincent’s is affi liated with St. 
Vincent’s Hospital and offers two- year associate degrees 
in cardiovascular technology, general studies, medical 
assisting, nursing and radiography, as well as a number of 
certifi cate programs. The college, located on Main Street 
near the center of Bridgeport, has approximately 500 stu-
dents, the majority of which are female and part-time. 

Bridgeport Hospital School of Nursing

Bridgeport Hospital School of Nursing, established in 1884, 
is the state’s oldest school of nursing and offers two-year 
instruction in nursing, surgical technology, preoperative 
care and sterile processing. Located on the campus of 
Bridgeport Hospital, the school graduates one of the largest 
classes of nurses each year, representing more than 10 
percent of graduate nurses within the state. BHSN also has 
a partnership allowing its graduates to receive an Associate 
in Science degree in nursing from HCC, upon completion of 
certain academic requirements.

13.11  |  MUNICIPAL FACILITIES AND SERVICES POLICY

The facilities and services that the City of Bridgeport pro-
vides to its residents have a signifi cant impact on quality 
of life. Police and fi re protection services ensure health 
and safety; public schools educate the city’s children; and 
institutions such as libraries, and senior centers provide 
activities and services for both the young and old. Together 
these facilities and services are a central support system 
for Bridgeport’s families and local neighborhoods.

In order to ensure that the City provides the highest level 
of service to the community, it is essential that programs 
are well staffed and well funded. Residents must be 
protected from crime with a well trained police force that 

has the manpower and technological expertise to keep 
neighborhoods safe. To ensure that neighborhood safety 
is maintained and enhanced, the City should continue and 
expand its community policing programs with neighbor-
hood outreach, police substations and additional police 
to “walk the beat.” The City should also continue efforts 
to build new, modern public schools and expand exist-
ing facilities. Capital investments in city schools are an 
important step in strengthening the public school system 
and enhancing the quality of education in Bridgeport. 
Housing and economic development initiatives should 
be targeted around the new schools to provide long-term 
neighborhood improvement. Similarly, investments in 
library facilities including branch construction and expan-
sion are necessary to enhance residents’ access to books, 
media and the Internet as well as enrichment programs. 
By providing safe communities with good schools and 
services, the City will be able to retain families and attract 
young professionals and empty nesters that will invest in 
their communities and strengthen neighborhoods.

In addition to enhancing and expanding public facilities, 
the City should work to consolidate municipal functions 
and increase the effi ciency of existing facilities. In some 
cases City functions that are spread out in multiple 
buildings (for example, City Hall, City Hall Annex and 
McLevy Hall), could potentially be combined into one 
building. This would allow the City to sell excess property 
in prime locations, such as Downtown, to private owners 
and return these properties to the tax rolls. Implementa-
tion of plans to consolidate Bridgeport’s public works 
functions is already underway and similar plans should 
be explored for the City’s administrative functions as 
well as for the Board of Education.  A Municipal Facilities 
Study would be valuable in beginning this process. Using 
the information from such a study, the City should also 
encourage the consolidation of county, state and federal 
facilities that are located within Bridgeport in order to 
reduce the amount of tax-exempt property in the city and 
return real estate to the tax rolls.

In addition to enhancing and expanding 
public facilities, the City should work to 
consolidate municipal functions and in-
crease the effi ciency of existing facilities.

“

”
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FUTURE LAND USE PLAN14.0

14.1  |  WHAT IS THE FUTURE LAND USE PLAN?

The Future Land Use Plan presented in this chapter (see Figure 14-1) graphically 
illustrates general future land uses in the City of Bridgeport based upon the policy 
recommendations that are made in this Master Plan of Conservation and Develop-
ment. It provides an overview of preferred land use types and locations consistent with 
the City’s vision for the year 2020. While the Future Land Use Plan recognizes existing 
land uses and environmental constraints, it also considers potential future develop-
ment, infrastructure improvements and economic trends. In many cases, the Future 
Land Use Plan refl ects existing land uses.  However, in areas where existing land use 
designations are either obsolete or do not represent the highest and best use for an 
area as described in this Master Plan, the Future Land Use Plan proposes a new land 
use designation.  The Future Land Use Plan recommends land use changes in those 
areas of the city where existing uses are incompatible with the policy recommenda-
tions of the Master Plan. 

The nexus between the Future Land Use Plan 
and Zoning is that the Future Land Use Plan 
provides a basis for potential zoning changes.

“
”
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It should be noted that the Future Land Use Plan is not 
meant to be specifi c to every parcel. It shows general land 
use patterns for different geographic areas. For example, 
an area designated as residential may have specifi c lots 
that have retail stores or service establishments. While 
the existing land use map may pick up these specifi c 
uses, the Future Land Use Plan only shows the overall 
land use for the neighborhood.

14.2  |  WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN

              THE FUTURE LAND USE PLAN AND ZONING?

The Future Land Use Plan presents an overall picture of the 
types and locations of different land uses throughout the 
city.  It provides an overview of what types of uses should be 
located where and gives a general indication of the preferred 
intensity of land use.  For example, for residential uses the 
Future Land Use Plan specifi es three density classifi cations: 
low density/1 family, medium density/2-4 family, and high 
density/5+ family.  These classifi cations provide a concep-
tual understanding of desired residential densities across 
the city. In contrast, the City’s Zoning Code is much more 
specifi c with regard to residential designations.  The current 
Zoning Code includes fi ve residential zoning districts that are 
differentiated from one another by both density and mini-
mum lot size. 

The nexus between the Future Land Use Plan and Zon-
ing is that the Future Land Use Plan provides a basis for 
potential future zoning changes. The Master Plan is the 
policy foundation for proposed changes to the City’s Zon-
ing Code. As explained in the state statutes, a zoning code 
must be based on a well-reasoned plan. Where proposed 
future land uses shown on the Future Land Use Plan are 
inconsistent with existing zoning, a zoning change is war-
ranted. The proposed land uses shown on the Future Land 
Use Plan are used as a guide for determining new zoning 
designations for these areas. Such zoning changes are 
the next step in the planning process and can occur once 
the Master Plan has been adopted by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission.  

 

 

14.3  |  PLAN POLICIES AND GOALS 

The planning and development policies and goals de-
scribed in each chapter of the Master Plan are the basis for 
the land use designations shown on the Future Land Use 
Plan. Together they describe a framework that encourages 
compatibility among neighboring land uses in the context of 
smart growth, sustainable development, high-quality design 
and environmental and historic sensitivity that comple-
ments the city’s urban fabric. These policies and goals are 
outlined at the beginning of each Plan chapter; see Chapter 
1 for a summary of all policies and goals.

14.4  |  ELEMENTS OF THE LAND USE PLAN

As discussed throughout the chapters of this Master Plan, 
the time is right for a renaissance in Bridgeport.  The city 
is at a crossroads and is poised to recapture its position 
as a regional destination for housing, jobs and entertain-
ment. Both economic conditions in the region and the 
recent surge of development activity in the city indicate 
that investment is indeed coming to Bridgeport.  The key 
now is for the city to ensure that uses are compatibly 
located and that new development projects meet high 
quality design standards and are sensitive to the environ-
ment and the city’s historic character. The fi rst step in 
achieving this goal is for Bridgeport to clearly articulate 
the type, intensity, and location of preferred uses on its 
Future Land Use Plan.

The Future Land Use Plan shown in Figure 14-1 is gener-
ally consistent with Bridgeport’s existing land uses.  No 
signifi cant changes are proposed for most of the city’s 
built-out residential areas. However, important changes 
are proposed for some of the city’s industrial land and for 
large, vacant parcels. These proposed changes are the 
fi rst step toward implementing the policies described in 
this Master Plan. As explained in detail below, signifi cant 
areas throughout the city are shown as mixed-use areas 
on the Future Land Use Plan. This new designation will 
allow for greater fl exibility and a mix of uses in existing 
commercial areas, including offi ce, retail and residential 
uses, as appropriate. The intent of the new mixed-use land 
use designation is to promote the co-location of mutually 
supportive uses in appropriate areas, such that residential 
units could be allowed above retail stores and together 
with offi ce uses. The other signifi cant land use change, 
also discussed in greater detail below, is that industrial 
land use within Bridgeport has been reduced from 20 per-
cent of the city’s land area to approximately 10 percent. 
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Mixed-Use Areas

The Master Plan policies support a substantial increase 
in mixed-use development within Bridgeport, particularly 
in the Downtown, along commercial transit corridors 
and on large, vacant properties such as Steel Point, the 
Seaside Park landfi ll and around Lake Success (formerly 
Remington Woods).  This designation, together with design 
standards, is intended to encourage pedestrian activity 
and activate city streets.  It encompasses a variety of uses 
including residential, commercial, offi ce and retail, as 
well as open space. Industrial uses – both light and heavy 
– would not be allowed in areas designated for mixed use. 
An increase in mixed-use development will promote an 
urban lifestyle typical of thriving urban areas where resi-
dences and related commercial and entertainment uses 
support one another. In addition, it will provide fl exibility 
for areas where development is likely to occur, but where 
the exact nature of such development is not yet known.  In 
such cases, a mixed-use designation provides parameters 
for investment, while allowing for economic development 

that is consistent with 
market conditions.

The Future Land Use Plan 
shows almost the entire 
Downtown area as mixed-
use, indicated in pink.  This 
is a substantial change 
from the existing land use 

map which classifi es this area as commercial, a designa-
tion that precludes housing.  Institutional uses in this area 
are shown in blue, with the exception of City Hall Annex 
and Police Headquarters, which are shown as mixed-use 
to refl ect the potential of these sites for redevelopment 
with tax-generating uses.  The intent of this change is to 
promote implementation of the recommendations of the 
Downtown Plan, which are discussed in Chapter 8, includ-
ing the creation of a “24/7” environment that is critical to 
attracting residents to Downtown housing. This designa-
tion will allow for adaptive reuse and new construction 
that includes residential, commercial, retail and restaurant 
uses. The mixed-use designation has also been applied to 
the areas immediately west and south of the Downtown in 
anticipation of a natural progression of mixed-use develop-
ment interest in these adjacent areas.

The purpose of this reduction of industrial-classifi ed land 
is to refl ect the declining demand for industry. While 
industry continues to play an important role in the city, it 
is no longer Bridgeport’s leading economic sector. There-
fore, many areas that have formerly been designated as 
industrial now appear as some version of mixed use on 
the Future Land Use Map. This will increase the city’s 
ability to capture jobs in projected growth sectors and 
attract investment that is consistent with Bridgeport’s 
modern economy.

The discussion below explains the land use designations 
that are shown on the Future Land Use Map.

Residential Areas

The Future Land Use Plan shows housing, the primary 
land use in Bridgeport, in three shades of yellow/or-
ange. The different shades 
indicate varying residential 
density. High-density resi-
dential indicating structures 
with fi ve or more units, 
is shown in orange; me-
dium-density residential 
indicating two to four family 
structures is shown in me-
dium yellow; and low-density 
residential indicating single-family homes is shown in 
light yellow.  As the city is largely built-out, the Future 
Land Use Plan does not propose any large-scale changes 
to current residential land use classifi cations.

Areas where a new residential designation is shown 
include the currently vacant area south of Crescent 
Avenue west of Yellow Mill Channel and the commer-
cial/industrial East End waterfront along the western 
side of Johnson’s Creek. These areas are now shown as 
either high or medium-density residential on the Future 
Land Use Map. Beyond these larger parcels, most new 
residential development within Bridgeport is expected 
to occur in mixed-use areas where retail, restaurant and 
entertainment uses are located in close proximity to 
housing. This is consistent with market trends and is key 
to attracting young professionals, empty nesters, and 
middle-income residents to Bridgeport and increasing 
the city’s fi scal capacity.  

An increase in mixed-use development 
will promote an urban lifestyle typical of 
thriving urban areas where residences 
and related commercial and entertain-
ment uses support one another.

“

”
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In addition, several of Bridgeport’s prime development 
sites are shown as mixed-use on the Future Land Use 
Plan. These areas include Steel Point on the lower East 
Side, the Pequonnock development site and 60 Main 
Street just south of Downtown.  Development of Steel 
Point, Pequonnock and 60 Main Street is envisioned as a 
mix of residential, retail, restaurant and offi ce uses. 

It is important to note that there are a number of small 
business clusters throughout Bridgeport that serve their 
respective neighborhoods as well as a larger clientele 
in nearby areas. These existing mixed-use clusters may 
be shown as residential on the Future Land Use Map, 
because the City wishes to preserve the overall residential 
character of the surrounding area. However, the intent of 
this Master Plan is to continue promoting these neighbor-
hood pockets of mixed use with a focus on New Urbanism 
ideals, including a diversity of uses and walkability. A 
residential designation of these areas on the Future Land 
Use Plan is not intended to preclude such a small-scale 
mix of uses. As discussed above, the map shows general-
ized land use patterns, and is not parcel-specifi c. 

A separate mixed-use designation is provided for areas 
where the City wishes to encourage preservation of 
meaningful open space along with mixed-use develop-
ment.  Shown on the plan as pink with green stripes, 
these areas include the Seaside Park landfi ll site, Lake 
Success/former Remington Woods, the area along Yellow 
Mill Channel west of Seaview Avenue and a small por-
tion of Pleasure Beach. Open space, housing and related 
commercial development is envisioned for the Seaside 
Park landfi ll site and a mix of open space, light industrial, 
commercial and offi ce uses is expected on the Lake Suc-
cess/Remington Woods site. The area west of Seaview 
Avenue could see a similar mix of complementary uses, 
with potential adaptive reuse of existing buildings. The 
majority of Pleasure Beach is indicated as open space, 
with a small portion (at the likely future site of a potential 
ferry connection) reserved for potential private mixed-use 
development, concession and lavatory facilities in support 
of open space/recreational use.  This is consistent with 
Bridgeport’s goal to increase its tax base while preserving 
open space areas and strengthening its reputation as a 
“Park City.”

Another separate mixed-use designation denotes areas 
where the City envisions mixed-use development, along 

with support for existing, viable light industrial uses. 
Shown on the plan as pink with black stripes, these 
areas include the “Smile” area located between I-95 and 
the railroad in the West End/West Side; areas along Fair-
fi eld Avenue and State Street, also in the West End/West 
Side; a small area south of the railroad in the South 
End; part of the East End waterfront along Seaview 
Avenue; and a southern portion of Barnum Avenue in 
the East End. The mixed use/light industrial designation 
is intended to allow for the continuation of existing light 
industrial uses that are clean, viable and supportive of 
jobs; while encouraging mixed-use development such as 
adaptive reuse, new residential uses, live/work space 
and artists housing. This land use designation can also 
serve as a buffer area between industrial uses and 
residential areas.

Mixed-Use Corridors

The Future Land Use Plan designates Bridgeport’s main 
commercial areas as mixed-use corridors. These cor-
ridors include: Main Street, East Main Street, Stratford 
Avenue, Fairfi eld Avenue, State Street, Broad Street, 
Knowlton Street, Madison Avenue, Pequonnock Street, 
Barnum Avenue and Boston Avenue, as well as portions 
of Huntington Turnpike, North Avenue and Park Avenue. 
This designation is intended to promote these major 
thoroughfares as the commercial and retail centers of the 
neighborhoods they traverse and to recognize that these 
areas present opportunities for higher-density residential 
uses (e.g. apartments over retail uses or restaurants). 
Growth targeted to these areas will take pressure off of 
the city’s denser residential neighborhoods, while growing 
Bridgeport’s tax base.  It will also provide for an appropri-
ate concentration of non-residential and high-density 
residential land uses together along major roadways, 
rather than scattered throughout the city’s neighbor-
hoods.  Creating such mixed-use corridors throughout the 
city will encourage pedestrian activity, which will enhance 
safety and quality of life, and reinforce these areas as the 
heart of their respective neighborhoods.  

Lafayette Boulevard Offi ce Corridor

Located on the western side of Downtown, Lafayette 
Boulevard has been designated specifi cally as an offi ce 
corridor, as recommended in the Downtown Plan.  The 
purpose of this designation is to encourage Class A offi ce 
development along Lafayette Boulevard, which provides 
convenient access to and high visibility from I-95 and 
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Routes 8 and 25. Class A offi ces are typically located 
in offi ce towers, which do not mesh with the aesthetic 
fabric of Main or Broad Streets, but which would fi t well 
on the wider Lafayette Boulevard.  It is proposed that 
the existing circle at Lafayette Boulevard be eliminated 
and that the roadway be straightened to run through the 
circle area in order to enhance the offi ce development 
potential of this corridor and allow for better access to 
and from Exit 2 on Routes 25 and 8.

Industrial

Industrial uses are shown in purple on the Future Land 
Use Plan; there is no distinction between light industrial 
and heavy industrial uses on the map. These areas 
would allow both light and heavy industrial uses. As 
discussed in the City’s 2007 Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS) and Chapter 4.0 of this 
plan, this reduction of industrial land area refl ects the 
need to reduce the total area occupied by industry, while 
increasing the productivity of existing industrial uses. 
This is consistent with existing economic conditions 
in the city as well as forecasts for economic growth. 
Providing for mixed-use and mixed use/light industrial 
development, which may include light industrial as well 
as commercial uses, in certain areas that have formerly 
been designated as industrial will increase the city’s 
capacity to capture a variety of jobs in projected growth 
sectors and attract investment. Issues of existing indus-
trial uses that do not conform to the Future Land Use 
Map can be addressed in a zoning update that will occur 
subsequent to the Master Plan adoption. At the same 
time, the industrial classifi cation is indicated on the 
Future Land Use Plan in areas where industry continues 
to thrive. These areas include the West End/West Side, 
portions of the East End waterfront on Yellow Mill Chan-
nel and much of the Enterprise Zone neighborhood.

Institutional

The Future Land Use Plan does not show any major 
changes to institutional uses in Bridgeport. While the 
construction of new schools, the potential shuttering of 
older schools and the consolidation of municipal uses 
may impact the location of the city’s institutions in the 
future, such changes are currently speculative and thus 
not shown on the Future Land Use Plan. However, should 
these changes come to fruition such areas will likely be 
converted from institutional to residential or mixed-use, 
dependent upon market demand.  The only locations 

where institutional land uses have been modifi ed on the 
Future Land Use Plan are City Hall Annex and the State 
Police Barracks on Lafayette Boulevard. These two sites 
are shown as mixed-use to refl ect the City’s desire to re-
turn these desirably located properties to the tax rolls. As 
the city’s healthcare sector expands in the future based 
on projected growth in this industry, land area occupied 
by institutional uses, particularly Bridgeport’s medical 
centers, is likely to expand.  

Parks/Open Space

Existing and proposed future parks/open space areas are 
indicated on the Future Land Use Plan in green. These 
areas include all existing city and state parks, cemeteries, 
recreation areas and passive open spaces, as well as new 
proposed greenways and preservation areas, consistent 
with the policy recommendations of this Master Plan. The 
Future Land Use Plan provides for the creation of four, new 
major greenways in the city that will recapture a substantial 
portion of Bridgeport’s precious waterfront: the Seaside 
Park, Pequonnock Riverfront, Seaview Avenue and East 
End greenways. The Seaside Park Greenway will create a 
continuous open space pathway along Black Rock Harbor, 
from the western end of Seaside Park to Iranistan Avenue, 
and will also extend eastward from Seaside Park, past Main 
Street. The Pequonnock Riverfront Greenway will extend 
from the Port Jefferson ferry landing northward along the 
western side of the Pequonnock River to Lindley Street, and 
from River Street southward along the eastern side of the 
river, around Steel Point and northward up Yellow Mill Chan-
nel to Crescent Avenue. The Seaview Avenue Greenway will 
utilize a portion of the right-of-way of the planned Seaview 
Avenue Transitway and extend from I-95 northward along 
Yellow Mill Channel to Route 1 (Boston Avenue), and pos-
sibly into the Lake Success/Remington Woods area. The 
East End Greenway will extend from I-95 at the western side 
of Johnson’s Creek, southward along the creek, and then 
across Bridgeport Harbor to a newly connected Pleasure 
Beach. This greenway will also extend westward along the 
harbor coastline, corresponding with the area designated 
mixed use/light industrial on the Future Land Use Plan. 
These four greenways will increase access to the water-
front, increase the city’s open space inventory and provide 
open space access in neighborhoods that are currently 
underserved in terms of open space. In addition to these 
major greenways, smaller greenways are proposed along 
the frontage of Captain’s Cove on Black Rock Harbor, and 
along Island Brook in the Reservoir/Whiskey Hill neighbor-
hood, extending from an existing pathway in Svihra Park 
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northward to Summit Street. The long-term objective of the 
proposed greenways will be to link them to each other, to 
existing shared-path trails and to the larger parks of the city, 
with the goal of providing public access to the water. The 
greenways should be extended, where possible and practi-
cal, as close to the waterfront as possible. 

As discussed under mixed-use above, several areas on 
the Future Land Use Plan are shown as mixed-use/open 
space. These areas include the Seaside Park landfi ll, 
the Lake Success/Remington Woods site; an area along 
Yellow Mill Channel west of Seaview Avenue; and a 
small portion of Pleasure Beach, at the likely location of 
a future ferry landing. The purpose of this designation 
is to allow for appropriate development on a portion of 
these sites, while also preserving important open space 
areas. As previously discussed, open space, housing and 
related commercial development is envisioned for the 
Seaside Park landfi ll site and a mix of meaningful open 
space, light industrial, commercial and offi ce uses is ex-
pected on the Lake Success/Remington Woods site.  The 
majority of Pleasure Beach is indicated as open space, 
with a small portion reserved for private mixed-use 
development including potential concession and lavatory 
facilities in support of open space/recreational use. The 
remainder of Pleasure Beach is intended to be preserved 
as open space, for public recreational use. Such uses 
could include fi shing piers, camping sites, photoblinds 
for birdwatching, boardwalks and a municipal beach.

New open space areas shown on the Future Land Use 
Plan include the Old Mill Green area on Route 1 (Bos-
ton Avenue), from East Main Street to Seaview Avenue. 
Designation of this and other areas as open space on the 
Future Land Use Plan formalizes and preserves existing 
green areas as public open space.

Proposed Future Roadways

Seaview Avenue Transitway

The Future Land Use Plan takes into account planned 
and potential infrastructure that could signifi cantly affect 
land uses. The most signifi cant of these is the planned 
Seaview Avenue Transitway, which will extend from I-95 
north to Route 1 (Boston Avenue). The land use plan 
envisions this roadway as an urban boulevard, with 
street trees, ornamental lighting, sidewalks and parking 
to create a pedestrian friendly environment while serving 
as a vital connection to I-95 for the eastern portions of 

Bridgeport. This roadway should be consistent with the 
character of a pedestrian-friendly, urban environment 
rather than as a suburban highway. This will provide ac-
cess to the proposed Seaview Avenue Greenway and the 
waterfront from the East End. The Future Land Use Plan 
also contemplates the potential future extension of the 
Seaview Avenue Transitway as a local street or parkway 
from Route 1 to Lake Success/Remington Woods, to con-
nect with future development expected to occur on the 
GE and Lake Success sites. This potential roadway exten-
sion is not intended to be a publicly funded construction 
project, but to be privately funded; an expansion would 
be funded by future development at the GE and Lake 
Success sites.. 

Bruce Boulevard

The other proposed roadway shown on the Future Land 
Use Plan is Bruce Boulevard, located on the eastern 
edge of Bridgeport at the Stratford border. Currently, 
this road extends from Stratford Avenue southward for a 
short distance. The Future Land Use Plan envisions that 
a new portion of Bruce Boulevard will be constructed 
from Read Street southward to connect with I-95. This 
would provide another critical connection to the inter-
state for both East End residents and the industrial and 
commercial uses along the Stratford line. The road would 
not exist between Read Street and Edwin Street, as this 
portion of the right-of-way has been abandoned.
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IMPLEMENTATION15.0

15.1  |  IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN

While the Master Plan of Conservation and Development provides policies to guide fu-
ture land use and economic development decision-making in the city, it is only the fi rst 
step in achieving Bridgeport’s goals for its future.  Following adoption of the Master 
Plan by the Planning and Zoning Commission, the City must implement the recommen-
dations of the plan in order to put them into action.  

Each chapter of the Master Plan concludes with a series of policy recommendations, 
which are conceptually summarized on the Future Land Use Plan.  These policies 
address the myriad of issues facing the City everyday from housing, Downtown, and 
economic development to the environment, transportation and infrastructure.  These 
issues are often addressed by a variety of departments and commissions that may 
or may not be directly coordinating with one another.  The purpose of the Master Plan 
policies is to provide a cohesive framework for decision-making throughout the City.  
The overall objective of the policy recommendations provided in each chapter is to 
ensure that they speak to one another and that addressing an issue in one area will 
not create unintended impacts on another.
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This chapter provides recommendations for achieving the 
policies that are laid out in this Master Plan.  It describes 
regulatory and administrative changes that should be 
made in order to ensure that the City realizes its vision for 
the future.  It concludes with a matrix that outlines short 
and long term action items to achieve the policy recom-
mendations provided in each chapter of the Plan.

15.2  |  REGULATORY CONTROLS

Regulatory controls are the City’s primary tool for imple-
menting its Master Plan, and the Master Plan provides 
the necessary foundation for making regulatory changes.  
As written in state statutes, changes to a municipal 
zoning code must be based on a “well-reasoned plan.”  
While it is not possible, or necessarily desirable, to 
regulate absolutely all aspects of land development, 
strengthening land use controls including zoning, site 
plan, subdivision and stormwater regulations, is one of 
the most effective ways that the City can implement its 
Master Plan policies.  

In developing the Master Plan policies, four general issues 
arose with how the City currently controls development:

Too many zoning districts,

Scattered site zoning where districts are mapped 
on single parcels or for single uses,

A lack of design-controls and resultant over-reli-
ance on historic districts to regulate building 
design, and

Weak review and approval procedures.

•

•

•

•

Regulatory controls are the City’s 
primary tool for implementing its 
Master Plan.

“
”
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Zoning Districts

District Quantity and Function

Bridgeport’s Zoning Code contains an overabundance of 
zoning districts.  The city has a total of 19 zones, includ-
ing fi ve residential districts, four districts that allow a mix 
of offi ce and retail, three mixed-use downtown districts, 
three other mixed-use districts, two industrial districts, a 
fl oating planned development district and a lone district 
created just for the zoo in Beardsley Park.  While some 
districts are widely mapped on large areas of the city, oth-
ers address very specifi c uses and are mapped on single 
parcels.  This approach is somewhat uncommon among 
zoning codes, as zoning districts generally delineate com-
patible uses within a zone and are not targeted toward 
one specifi c use. The overall effect of such scattered site 
zoning is that it reduces predictability, consistency and 
compatibility among land uses within neighborhoods.  This 
can have a negative impact on property values as property 
owners rely on zoning to tell them what type of develop-
ment they can expect in the vicinity of their property.  
Without this reliability, future development patterns are 
uncertain and can curtail property investment.

Residential Districts

The regional market for high-end apartments and condos 
has begun to focus on Bridgeport’s waterfront.  Both this 
Master Plan and the Downtown Plan identify this trend 
as critical in attracting the young professional and empty 
nester markets that the city needs to enhance its tax 
base. In order to elicit the greatest value from this market 
potential, the City must determine appropriate locations 
for such housing and address issues such as height, 
density and public waterfront access.  This type of hous-
ing will require either changes to the existing Residential 
High Density (R-C) zone to accommodate higher density 
apartments and condos, the creation of a new high-den-
sity residential zone, or a mixed-use zone that allows high 
density housing.  In addition to young professionals and 
empty nesters, Bridgeport’s housing strategy, discussed in 
Chapter 10, calls for attracting middle income populations 
in order to enhance the city’s fi scal strength and diversify 
its population.  This can be achieved by creating a range 
of housing choices, or “housing ladder” within the city 
that allows people to move from one type of housing to 
another as their incomes grow.

Non-Residential Districts

Bridgeport’s three existing Downtown districts will be 
replaced by new Downtown zoning regulations based 
on the 2007 Downtown Plan prepared by Phillips Preiss 
Shapiro Associates.  Draft Downtown zoning regulations 
have been prepared and are currently be reviewed by a 
subcommittee of the Planning and Zoning (P&Z) Com-
mission and staff. An updated Planned Development 
District (PDD) zone was adopted by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission in 2006 and is not expected to 
require further revisions in the short-term.  Bridgeport’s 
fi ve Offi ce-Retail (OR) zones should be evaluated and 
updated to refl ect the City’s goals for commercial de-
velopment and an increase in mixed-use development 
along many of its commercial and transit corridors.  
These districts should be revised to refl ect an appro-
priate mix of uses consistent with the policies of this 
Master Plan and should include design standards.

Mixed-Use Districts

Bridgeport currently has several mixed-use districts 
intended to address special land development needs in 
the city, including the Mixed-Use Educational/Medical 
(MU-EM) zone and Mixed-Use Perimeter (MU-P) zone 
and the fl oating Mixed-Use Waterfront Zone (MU-W), and 
Planned Development District (PDD).  These districts 
need to be evaluated and potentially revised to support 
the policies of Master Plan, which include expansion 
of mixed-use areas in the city.  In particular, the MU-
EM zone may be modifi ed and/or expanded to support 
projected growth in the health care sector and zoning for 
mixed-use corridors along Bridgeport’s major thorough-
fares will need to be created. An updated PDD zone 
was adopted by the Planning and Zoning Commission in 
2006 and is not expected to require further revisions in 
the short-term.  

Industrial Districts

While the city’s two industrial zones served Bridgeport’s 
needs during its industrial heyday, they do not accurately 
refl ect current market conditions and technologies of 
modern industry.  As discussed in this Master Plan, 
industrial-zoned land area in the city should be reduced 
from 20 to 10 percent.  In addition, industrial areas 
should be shifted away from waterfront and residential 
areas and certain industrial uses that are no longer com-
patible with a modern Bridgeport should be eliminated 
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from the zones’ allowable uses.  The industrial zoning 
districts should also be updated to provide appropriate 
bulk, performance and design standards. Non-industrial 
uses that lead to confl icts with industrial activities should 
be limited within the industrial zones. This rebalancing of 
industrial zoning in the city should support viable, envi-
ronmentally-sensitive industrial uses that will continue to 
exist as signifi cant economic development resources. 

Zoning, Subdivision, Site Plan and Historic Regulations

Zoning dictates allowed uses and controls density and 
the scale of buildings on a site. Subdivision and site 
plan regulations guide the layout of lots, buildings, new 
roadways, and landscaping on a property. Together these 
regulations are the City’s most effective tools for guiding 
development and ensuring that it is consistent with the 
policies of this Master Plan.

Zoning, subdivision and site plan regulations are admin-
istered by the City’s Planning and Zoning Commission 
(P&Z) and the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA). Together 
these groups work to ensure that development within the 
city is consistent with established regulations as stated 
in the Zoning Code.  When an applicant proposes to 
deviate from the City’s zoning regulations due to a hard-
ship associated with a property, he or she must seek a 
variance from the ZBA.  The ZBA should be careful to 
restrict the granting of variances to those applications 
that meet the strict interpretation of hardship as defi ned 
by state law. All subdivision applications are reviewed by 
the P&Z Commission as well as site plan applications for 
zone changes, special use permits and activities located 
within historic districts and the coastal zone.  While this 
is a good start, it is not suffi cient oversight. Site plan 
review should be expanded to include most development 
applications for multifamily residences and commercial 
and industrial uses.  Site plan review should not be 
required for single-family homes and multifamily resi-
dences containing two to four units. This would allow City 
staff and the P&Z Commission to exercise greater control 
over building placement on the lot, parking and land-
scaping, design quality and compatibility of multifamily, 
commercial and industrial buildings with neighborhood 
context without over-burdening the P&Z Commission.

The proposed expansion of site plan review is not intend-
ed to impede development, but to improve the quality of 
development. Site plan review can be administrative in 

nature (i.e. “over the counter”), rather than using the tra-
ditional procedural methods that go through the Planning 
and Zoning Commission of Zoning Board of Appeals. The 
expansion of site plan review is meant to achieve better 
development with greater effi ciency and accountability. 

Site plan review would not eliminate as-of-right develop-
ment, but would ensure that new development (and major 
additions and renovations) provide a net benefi t to the 
street, neighborhood and the city overall. Clearly written 
review procedures and design controls would be helpful 
to applicants and reviewers alike, providing predictability 
and clarity and minimizing arbitrary actions. This could 
also allow the City to change some of its current special 
permit uses into as-of-right uses as a way of both stream-
lining the review process and exercising greater control 
over development applications.  

Another tool that is employed to control design and 
character of development within Bridgeport are the city’s 
5 historic districts and 19 state and national register dis-
tricts.  It appears that one of the drivers for the creation 
of so many historic districts may have been a desire to 
provide greater site plan control within the city with his-
toric districts used as a de-facto mechanism for providing 
some degree of oversight. The Zoning Code appears to 
offer substantial protection of properties within historic 
districts; however, in reality these districts provide the City 
with limited ability to control rehabilitation and new devel-
opment.  Only development within local historic districts 
requires a Certifi cate of Appropriateness; development 
within National Register-listed districts does not require 
such certifi cation. Nor is a certifi cate required for proper-
ties that are located within the City’s Historic Overlay (O-H) 
zone but are not included in the local historic district. 

Historic district controls should be strengthened and clari-
fi ed to fully capitalize on Bridgeport’s historic resources. 
The key to effective historic preservation is to promote 
rehabilitation and protection of important historic build-
ings – particularly those in the Downtown area – while 
recognizing that not every old structure in the city merits 
preservation. Specifi c criteria should be developed to 
evaluate the historic integrity of older structures, which will 
prevent demolition of important buildings but allow for the 
elimination of non-historic, decaying structures that have 
become neighborhood eyesores that contribute to blight. 
The rules and procedures governing development in his-
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toric districts should be clarifi ed and supported to ensure 
that new construction complements the character of exist-
ing structures without deterring new development.

Organization and Process

As part of the Master Plan process, Zucker Systems 
conducted an organizational review of the City’s Offi ce 
of Planning and Economic Development. This review 
included the P&Z Commission and ZBA and resulted in 
recommendations on how these boards can improve 
their operational effi ciency and effectiveness as follows:

General Recommendations (Applicable to both P&Z and ZBA)

Development applications requiring a zone change 
should be heard at a joint P&Z Commission/ZBA 
meeting.  This would provide an opportunity for the 
P&Z Commission to provide the ZBA with advisory 
comments on whether or not a proposed zone 
change is prudent from a planning perspective 
based upon the applicant’s proposed site plan 
before a variance is granted by the ZBA.

There should be increased mandatory training for 
members of the P&Z Commission, ZBA, and the 
two Historic Commissions.

Time limits should be placed on applicants’ pre-
sentations at public hearings in order to ensure 
that adequate time is allocated for testimony from 
members of the public.

Planning and Zoning Commission

The application checklist should be improved.

The P&Z Commission should limit the amount of new 
material it is willing to consider during meetings.

The P&Z Commission should discuss methods 
to control the time of its meetings. These could 
include a consent calendar (used when there is no 
need for any presentation; all consent items can 
be voted as a block at the beginning of the meet-
ing), limits on speaker time and more effi cient 
meeting facilitation.

The P&Z Commission should take action on items 
immediately after closing the hearing.

City staff and the P&Z Commission should explore 
alternative ways to present materials at meetings.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The staff report should contain a clear and rea-
soned recommendation with conditions of approval 
as appropriate. Staff should attempt to resolve all 
issues prior to the P&Z Commission meeting.

Zoning Board of Appeals

The ZBA should exercise special caution in issuing 
variances for use, parking and landscaping, and 
should be careful to restrict the issuance of vari-
ances to cases that meet the defi nition of hardship 
provided in state law.

ZBA items should be set for hearing as soon as the 
application is received.

The City Engineer and Water Pollution Control Author-
ity should review ZBA items before the ZBA hearing.

The Zoning Department staff should prepare con-
cise staff reports for the ZBA, including fi ndings and 
conditions of approval as appropriate. Staff should 
attempt to resolve issues prior to the ZBA meeting.

The requirement to have ZBA applications nota-
rized should be removed.

The City should conduct a review of ZBA cases 
to determine if changes to the ordinances are 
needed and if the ZBA actions are consistent with 
the City’s desired direction as described in this 
Master Plan.

All ZBA applications that receive approval should 
be inspected to determine compliance with condi-
tions of approval.

As part of the Master Plan development process the 
City’s consultant team provided technical assistance to 
the P&Z and ZBA for development application review. 
The purpose of this technical assistance was to test out, 
on a trial basis, utilization of design standards in the 
review of projects in order to encourage higher-quality 
building and site layouts and consistency with adjacent 
properties and neighborhood context.  The results of this 
trial have been positive and the ZBA and P&Z as well as 
project applicants have been responsive to recommend-
ed changes to building design and site layout, resulting 
in substantially improved development proposals. The 
design standards that were utilized for these reviews are 
outlined below and should be incorporated into the City’s 
application review procedures as part of the Zoning Code 
update that will implement this Master Plan.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Model Design Standards

A lack of adequate design standards for new development and major additions and renovations has been an ongoing 
problem in Bridgeport. Indeed, the inability of the Zoning Code to ensure adequate site plan review and implementa-
tion of design standards is a likely reason for the proliferation of historic districts and scattered-site zoning districts, 
which have not solved the city’s urban design problems.  The following design standards have been utilized by the 
City’s consultant team in providing interim assistance with design review to the P&Z and ZBA.  These standards have 
been effective in helping the P&Z and ZBA make informed decisions on building and site layout designs proposed by 
applicants, but could be modifi ed by the City, as necessary and appropriate.

1) BUILDING DESIGN

Scale and Proportion: The height, width, massing and general proportions of development, the ratio of wall 
surface to opening and the ratio of width and height of windows and doors should conform generally with 
other adjacent or nearby structures.

Setbacks: The setback of the building, accessory structures and retaining walls should conform generally 
with other adjacent or nearby structures, resulting in a common street setback. Primary structures should be 
placed as close as practicable to the front yard setback line.

Entries: Main building entrances should face the street and be easily identifi able and scaled to the size of the 
street that they face.

Harmony of Architectural Features: 

 >   Exterior architectural features should be in harmonious relationship to the rest of the structure and
      to  the surrounding area. Unity and compatibility with adjacent structures is encouraged. Areas of review
                    include the scale and general size of the structures in relationship to the existing surroundings; specifi cally,
                     the structure’s overall height, width, street frontage, number of stories, roof type, façade openings
                   (windows, doors, etc.) and architectural details. Vertical and horizontal elements in the façade should
                    relate to other adjacent or nearby structures.

 >   Building materials and colors should be selected that avoid jarring and incongruous contrasts, both

                     within new development and when seen against existing structures.

 >   Treatment of the sides and rear of the structures should be comparable in appearance and amenity to

                     the treatment given the street frontage elevation.

 >   The placement and proportion of windows and doors should be consistent with other adjacent or nearby structures.

 >   Roof forms and wall materials should relate well to the materials and construction of other structures.

 >   Structures situated at corners should “wrap” the corner by continuing façade elements on all street

                     elevations, with such elements as the overall building material and window design, and horizontal features

                      such as the cornice.

Multiple Structures on Lot: In developments where there will be more than one structure on a single site, such 
structures, and their signage, landscaping and lighting, should be designed as an integrated part of an overall 
site design related to other surrounding development and topographical conditions. Applicants are encouraged 
to arrange multiple structures on a single lot so that structure facades are generally parallel to the frontage 
property lines along existing streets and proposed interior streets.

•

•

•

•

•
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2) PARKING, INTERNAL CIRCULATION AND CURB CUTS

Where practicable, parking should be located to the side and/or rear of the primary structure

Where practicable, adjoining commercial lots should coordinate access across parking areas

The number of curb cuts allowed on a property should be limited, particularly for properties located on large arterials

3) LANDSCAPING ON THE LOT PERIMETER AND WITHIN THE PARKING AREA

A. The proposed landscaping should 

Visually bind the primary structure into the larger streetscape fabric or to soften the edge of a freestanding structure

Provide shade, windbreak and glare reduction to pedestrians and parked cars

Physically separate pedestrians from vehicles

Provide pervious surfaces to assist in stormwater management

B. A coordinated landscaped design is encouraged, incorporating open space and/or recreation if appropriate, walks, 
access drives, parking areas and lot perimeter. The following areas should be landscaped:

Along the public right-of-way

Along the parking lot’s perimeter

Within the parking lot’s interior

C. Existing parking areas should either install landscaped islands, or increase the number of landscaped islands to 
the maximum extent practicable.

In addition, design standards specifi c to the Downtown have been created as part of the Downtown Zoning Regula-
tions that P&Z is currently working to adopt. These and any other future area-specifi c standards could be folded into 
more general citywide standards.

Zoning Incentives

As part of the Zoning Code update that will follow the adoption of this Master Plan, the City should adopt zoning 
incentives to encourage new market-rate development and mixed-use development and ensure that Bridgeport 
continues to provide housing affordable to its residents.  As discussed in Chapter 10, the City’s housing study pre-
pared by czbLLC recommends the following zoning incentives to encourage additional growth of the private market’s 
demand for housing in Bridgeport.

1) INCLUSIONARY ZONING ORDINANCE 

An inclusionary zoning ordinance will allow the City to provide incentives to developers such as special permits and 
expedited application review to attract development to targeted areas, while raising new resources for the develop-
ment of affordable housing units and neighborhood revitalization efforts.  It is a tool that encourages market rate 
housing and extracts value from such development to be used to further affordable housing and neighborhood 
revitalization goals.  Consistent with the State of Connecticut’s affordable housing policy, the inclusionary zoning 
ordinance should require developers to provide ten percent of units as affordable either through construction on-site, 
off-site or contribution of an in-lieu payment to the Housing Trust Fund.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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2) HOUSING TRUST FUND

Transforming many Bridgeport neighborhoods into 
communities of choice will require increasing local 
demand by rehabilitating existing properties, deconvert-
ing multi-unit properties back to single-family homes, 
and providing incentives for households at a range of 
income levels to purchase homes.  Such activities can 
be sponsored by Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) or HOME funds, Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 
(LIHTCs), or other public or foundation support.  In addi-
tion to these traditional sources, a Housing Trust Fund 
should be set up to support such efforts.  Developers 
building in areas targeted by the inclusionary zoning 
ordinance would have the option of contributing funds to 
the City’s Housing Trust Fund in lieu of providing afford-
able housing units on- or off-site.  The Fund could be 
designed to support a range of activities, such as inten-
sive beautifi cation projects and crime reduction efforts.  
Fund-sponsored activities within a particular neighbor-
hood should be tailored to existing neighborhood market 
conditions and housing stocks.

3) COMMUNITY LAND TRUST

While the Housing Trust Fund will primarily focus on 
efforts to stimulate demand in the city’s weaker neigh-
borhoods, a new community land trust would be a 
mechanism to ensure that units remain affordable into 
the future as property values in the city rise.  This land 
trust would be a new entity, incorporated as a tax exempt 
501(c)(3) organization based in the City of Bridgeport.  
It would acquire and renovate scattered site properties 
and sell the structures to residents at affordable prices.  
The czbLLC housing study proposes a goal of preserv-
ing 500 units of affordable owner-occupied housing by 
the year 2017 through direct acquisition and resale and 
another 250 through donations (City-owned properties or 
new privately developed units sold into the Trust).

By retaining control of the land, the community land trust 
would be able to reduce the sale price of affected units 
by the value of the land (as well as any other subsidies 
used to make the unit affordable to households at 
particular income levels). Owners of the homes on trust 
land would pay a monthly lease fee. As owners decide 
to move, they would sell their home in a conventional 
transaction.  They would also be permitted to profi t from 
capital gains on the property, based on a formula pro-
vided by the trust.  The launch of community land trust 
could be seeded by a contribution from new develop-

ment taking place in the inclusionary zone.  A portion 
of this contribution would be retained for administrative 
and legal costs and hiring land trust staff, while the re-
mainder would be spent on acquiring and rehabilitating 
strategically located properties.

 

4) SMART GROWTH DISTRICTS

The City of Bridgeport should take advantage of recently 
adopted state legislation that provides new incentives for 
affordable housing through the creation of smart growth 
districts. This legislation allows municipalities to create 
districts targeted for a mix of higher density housing, 
including affordable housing, for families, individuals and 
persons with special needs.  Such districts are eligible for 
grants for affordable housing through the State’s Offi ce 
of Policy and Management.  Bridgeport should designate 
Downtown, Steel Point, 60 Main Street, and the industrial 
area between I-95 and the railroad- known as the “Smile”- 
as smart growth districts.  Signifi cant private investment 
is expected in these areas and such designation will help 
ensure that affordable housing is provided as part of new, 
market-rate development projects.

5) OPEN SPACE INCENTIVES 

The City should consider providing incentive bonuses 
that would allow for increased building height in the 
Downtown in exchange for the provision of publicly ac-
cessible open space or payment in-lieu of open space to 
a Waterfront Recapture Fund. A Waterfront Recapture 
Fund would assist the City in creating the waterfront 
greenways recommended in this plan and would be 
designed to support a range of waterfront recapture 
activities, including property acquisition, environmental 
remediation, enhancement of public access, beautifi ca-
tion and plantings.

Interim Zoning Changes

As part of the Master Plan development process several 
zoning issues arose that required immediate attention.  
These included the City’s defi nition of household, sea-
sonal outdoor dining, temporary use permits and permits 
for outdoor fi lming.  In order to address these issues, 
the P&Z adopted interim revisions to the Zoning Code 
to provide a new defi nition of household that addresses 
informal student living arrangements, and regulations 
that allow outdoor dining during the summer months, 
and temporary use of properties for special events.  An 
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update of the City’s Downtown zoning regulations that 
includes associated design standards based on the 
Downtown Plan is currently underway.

15.3 | ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

An overall goal of the Zoning Code update that will follow 
this Master Plan will be to make Bridgeport’s code a 
more user-friendly and easy-to-understand document.  
The code’s organization and administrative procedures 
should be reviewed and updated to ensure that Bridge-
port’s land use regulations are modern and effi cient. 

For example, the City’s Zoning Code currently contains 
a section on coastal site plan review and another on 
soil and erosion control. Inland wetlands regulations 
are located elsewhere in the municipal code; these can 
be found, with diffi culty, on the city’s website but are 
not provided online along with the Code of Ordinances. 
Some municipalities fi nd it useful to create a new sec-
tion in the zoning code that pulls together all of their 
environmental regulations that affect development, such 
as steep slopes protection, erosion and sedimentation 
control, stormwater management, fl ood hazard control 
and inland wetlands protection. As new mandates are 
issued by state and federal agencies, these regula-
tions are more easily updated, and their cross-impacts 
assessed, if they are found together in one place in the 
code. Further, if the municipality unifi es its development 
regulations, such that zoning and subdivision are located 
together in one chapter of the code, then content and 
procedures can be streamlined. 

Another important administrative change will be for the 
City to incorporate its “One-Stop Permit” requirements 
into the code. The One-Stop initiative is intended to help 
the public better navigate the City’s permitting processes 
and has resulted in the implementation of a “One-Stop” 
permit software program and the co-location of permit-
ting departments including the Building Department, the 
Department of Land Use Construction Review (LUCR), 
the Zoning Department, the Fire Marshal, and the City 
Engineer on the second fl oor of City Hall.

Finally, the City’s offi cial Zoning Map will need to be up-
dated to refl ect all zone changes that are made as part 
of the Zoning Code update.  The City may also need to 
incorporate previously adopted zoning map changes that 
have not yet been put onto the offi cial Zoning Map.

Bridgeport’s goals of economic devel-
opment and urban design quality must 
be supported by the City’s internal 
organizational structure.

“

”
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City Staff

Bridgeport’s goals of economic development and urban 
design quality, as outlined in this Master Plan, must be 
supported by the City’s internal organizational structure.  
In their administrative review, Zucker Systems found that 
the City’s planning, economic development, engineering, 
traffi c, building, Water Pollution Control Authority and 
zoning functions currently operate based upon a culture 
of “silos,” where departments function relatively well in 
their discrete tasks, but do not work together to achieve 
broader City goals.

Currently, most of Bridgeport’s development activities 
are organized under the Offi ce of Planning and Eco-
nomic Development (OPED), which includes the Building 
Department, Economic Development Department, 
Land Use Construction and Review Department (LUCR), 
Neighborhood Revitalization Department, Planning 
Department and Zoning Department. Zucker Systems’ 
report contains several recommendations for addressing 
organizational issues within OPED:

Reorganize OPED into fi ve integrated divisions 
under a director and deputy director

Clarify job functions

Locate all OPED functions in one place

Increase staffi ng of the Building, Zoning and 
LUCR Departments

Enhance staff reports to P&Z and ZBA

Strengthen the neighborhood planning function 
to support work on Neighborhood Revitalization 
Zones (NRZs)

In addition, the report notes that the City’s current Zon-
ing Code operates under the assumption of suburban, 
greenfi eld development, rather than typical urban infi ll 
and redevelopment.  As a result, variances are often 
needed and the ZBA becomes the best (or only) way to 
make development happen. The report recommends 
amending the Zoning Code to support urban infi ll devel-
opment and redevelopment of brownfi elds, based on an 
analysis of ZBA case histories.

The City has already begun to implement some ele-
ments of the Zucker Systems recommendations; OPED 
has increased staffi ng levels to better meet growing 

•

•

•

•

•

•

demands of proposed development in the building and 
zoning departments and staff level design reviews for 
applications have been provided to the ZBA and P&Z by 
the consultant team as part of the Master Plan project. 
This is a positive start, but such staffi ng support must be 
sustained and expanded if the City is to fully implement 
the goals and policies of the Master Plan. Utilizing the 
Zucker Report the City should develop a plan for imple-
menting administrative changes and set priorities and a 
timetable for their fulfi llment.

15.4 | STORMWATER STANDARDS

Bridgeport faces numerous challenges regarding the 
conveyance and treatment of stormwater fl ows.  Histori-
cally, stormwater management has focused on how to 
best convey storm fl ows and thereby reduce fl ooding. In 
the last few years, however, the state and federal gov-
ernments have introduced new stormwater regulations 
regarding the quality of stormwater discharge.  While the 
solution to all of Bridgeport’s fl ooding problems will take 
many years to fully implement, there are several near-
term steps that may be taken to improve stormwater 
management within the city:

Stormwater Regulations 

The Zoning Code should refer to the Water Pollution 
Control Authority’s (WPCA) stormwater regulations.  This 
will enable technical review and approval of stormwater 
issues by appropriate staff. Final sign-off (or conditional 
approval) should be required from either WPCA (for 
sewer lines and combined sewer/stormwater lines) or 
the Engineering Department (for dedicated stormwater 
lines) before the Planning and Zoning Commission can 
approve the application.

The Stormwater Regulations should be updated periodi-
cally by technical staff to ensure compliance with latest 
codes and mandates by state and federal authorities. 
Regulations should be made available online, at the Zon-
ing offi ce or wherever site plan applications are available 
to the public.
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Link Certifi cate of Occupancy to Storm and Sanitary 
Sewer Connections

Currently, the City does not always issue a fi nal Certifi cate 
of Occupancy (CO) for new construction or renovation 
projects. Typically, a CO is issued only if a mortgage com-
pany is involved in the land improvement. The City should 
require that a fi nal CO be issued by the Building Depart-
ment prior to any structure being occupied or open to the 
public. Furthermore, as part of the fi nal CO inspection pro-
cess no Certifi cate of Occupancy should be issued unless 
or until the storm/sewer connection has been installed as 
shown and approved on the site plan documents. This can 
be achieved by implementing the following requirements:

Posting of a bond by the applicant or contrac-
tor for the stormwater management system. The 
bond should be estimated by the applicant or their 
representative and reviewed by technical City staff 
members.

Proof of compliance with the approved stormwater 
plan consisting of inspection by City personnel prior 
to connection and backfi lling and certifi cation of 
compliance by an Engineer-of-Record.

Maintenance agreement which would be fi led on 
the City Land Records to ensure that current and 
future owners of the land will be responsible for 
maintaining the system.

Submittal of a fi nal “As-Built” plan to both WPCA 
and Engineering Department with certifi cation by 
an Engineer-of-Record that the plan was installed 
per the approved plans. The As-Built plan should be 
submitted in mylar format and electronically (PDF) 
to the appropriate City department.

Implement Stormwater Capital Improvement Program (SWCIP)

The City should examine and prioritize fl ood improvement 
projects including a reasonable timeline for implement-
ing such projects. Projects should be coordinated with 
other signifi cant capital improvements (roadway, utilities, 
railroad, sewer separation, etc.). The program would be 
overseen by the Engineering Department and updated 
periodically as required.

•

•

•

•

Notify all Utility Companies in Advance of Major Capitol 
Improvement Projects

The City should formalize the process by which it notifi es 
utility companies prior to signifi cant street or storm/sewer 
projects. For a period of two-years following the completion 
of any roadway improvement project, all utility contracts 
would be required to repair the affected area of roadway 
across the entire roadway width (not just the trench area). 
This would also apply to sidewalk areas or other areas 
in the City right-of-way but would not apply in emergency 
repair situations.

Provide Right-of-Way for City Emergency Maintenance Operations

Bridgeport should create a new ordinance which allows City 
personnel to enter private property for emergency stormwa-
ter maintenance purposes.  Routine maintenance of existing 
stormwater facilities would continue to be the responsibility 
of the landowner. For new site plan applications, the City 
should require that the area adjacent to any open stream 
(intermittent streams included) or channel remain clear of 
permanent structures for a minimum distance of 15 feet on 
each side of the centerline of the stream or channel. Buffers 
to regulated wetlands and watercourses should be fi rmly 
established by City regulations.

Provide Incentives for Minor Building or Residential Improvements

For minor building or residential property improvements 
that do not require a site plan application, the City should 
provide incentives for water quality improvements such as 
rain gardens or barrels, drywells, etc. The incentives may 
include a reduced or waived fee on individual building per-
mits. The improvement would need to be recorded on the 
property deed as a “Non-Taxed Real Estate Improvement” to 
ensure subsequent property owners maintain the system.

 

Additional fees and taxes imposed upon residents and 
businesses are the least desirable alternative. Should 
stormwater assessments be considered to fund a storm-
water capital improvement plan, the City may consider 50 
percent and 100 percent reductions in assessment fees 
for water quality and water quantity improvements, respec-
tively, that are installed by property owners.
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Implement Citywide Stormwater Quality Improvements

A Stormwater Management Manual should include regu-
lations pertaining to properties that may not ordinarily be 
required to make stormwater quality improvements (i.e., 
properties that do not lie in a coastal zone or contain on-
site wetlands, streams or watercourses). These properties 
should be required to implement a minimum requirement 
to treat stormwater through primary or secondary best 
management practices or BMPs. Any area over 0.5 acres 
in size would be subject to the requirements. 

Budget for Stormwater Capital Improvement Projects

The City should provide a separate budget line item 
for funding of stormwater projects. This will allow for 
implementation of the Stormwater Capital Improvement 
Plan. It will also allow projects to be implemented, which 
may alleviate fl ooding of less than 100-year storm events 
(threshold typically required for state or federal funding). 
When applying for federal and state funding, it will be ad-
vantageous to demonstrate that the City has a dedicated 
plan in place and is following a logical long-term plan 
rather than performing “spot fi xes.”

Attach Citywide Stormwater Assessment to Properties

The City should consider a citywide stormwater assess-
ment applicable to all properties except single-family 
residential lots 0.5 acres or less. Properties that imple-
ment stormwater quality measures or exceed stormwater 
quantity requirements as noted in the Stormwater 
Manual would be exempt from the assessment. Assess-
ments are never popular, and it is recommended that 
simple site-specifi c interventions or actions by property 
owners allow them to obtain exemptions.

Increase Fees and Fines for Stormwater and Sanitary/
Combined Sewer Connections

The City should increase connection fees to be more 
comparable with other municipalities. The City may also 
impose fees on connections to dedicated storm lines 
based on the size of a specifi c parcel or the parcel’s fl ow 
rate. Reductions in fee may be tied to additional storm-
water quantity or quality features that exceed Stormwater 
Manual requirements. The City may also consider impos-
ing fi nes on non-compliant stormwater management 
plans. Failure to adequately maintain any system on 
private property may also result in either a fi ne to the prop-
erty owner or corrective action by the City with subsequent 
charge to the property owner for services rendered.  

 

Provide New City Ordinance for Levying Fines

The City should consider a new ordinance that allows 
the various City commissions to levy and collect fi nes 
for violations. A section in the Stormwater Management 
Manual should outline what constitutes a violation (ille-
gal connection, lack of maintenance, failure to install per 
approved plans, failure to obtain fi nal inspection, etc.) 
with applicable fi ne amounts.

15.5 | ADDITIONAL STUDIES

Not all of the Master Plan’s goals and policies can be 
addressed by immediate legislative action.  Further study 
will be required to address the following issues and de-
termine their potential citywide and site-specifi c impacts.

1) Parks and Open Space

The City should inventory and evaluate its existing parks 
and open spaces to determine the number and types of 
passive and active recreation areas and open spaces 
that exist in each of its neighborhoods as well as the 
costs of maintaining these areas.  The purpose of the 
study is to determine neighborhoods in need of addi-
tional parks/open space, the types of facilities required, 
and the potential costs of acquiring, constructing and 
maintaining such spaces.  The study should evaluate 
the City’s capacity to maintain existing and any new 
proposed open spaces and provide a plan for increasing 
maintenance capacity if necessary.  The study should 
also identify parcels within the existing open space 
network or new parcels that may be protected as natural 
open space or permanent preservation areas.

2) Municipal Facilities

The City should undertake a municipal facilities study 
to address effi ciency and potential consolidation of City-
owned properties to reduce the amount of tax-exempt 
property in Bridgeport. This study should include an 
inventory of state- and federal-owned land and a capital 
management assessment of all City-owned buildings to 
determine their market value and potential return on in-
vestment.  It should also explore innovative approaches 
to minimizing publicly-owned property, such as sale-
leaseback arrangements.
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3) Brownfi elds Study

The City should assess all of the Brownfi eld sites in its 
brownfi elds inventory. This assessment should include re-
mediation and redevelopment strategies for key Brownfi eld 
sites as well as cost estimates for remediation.  The study 
should identify potential funding sources for required 
remediation activities. The City should consider hiring 
a Brownfi eld specialist to oversee the remediation and 
redevelopment activities recommended by the study. This 
coordinator could also oversee the provision of incentives 
for the development of brownfi elds, using best practices.

4) Undersized, undevelopable parcels

The City should assess undersized, undevelopable parcels 
in its neighborhoods, which negatively impact on commu-
nity character and contributes to blight.  A strategy should 
be developed that allows for consolidation of existing lots, 
development of community gardens on undevelopable 
parcels, or other uses that will benefi t local communities. 
Where appropriate, such lots could be utilized as parking 
areas to address parking shortages that exist in many of 
the city’s core neighborhoods.  Such areas could be either 
publicly or privately owned and operated.  Maintenance 
and liability for these lots would be the responsibility of the 
property owner.

5) Bridgeport Coastal Plan

As discussed in Chapter 6, the City should update its 
Municipal Coastal Plan, which was last revised in 1982, to 
refl ect the coastal policies expressed in this Master Plan.

6) Fiscal Impact Modeling

The City should require fi scal impact analyses for large 
scale development projects and should continue to 
implement a new fi scal impact modeling software pro-
gram utilizing recently increased zoning fees for larger 
developments.  Such analyses will provide the City with an 
understanding of how a proposed project will affect the 
City’s budget, services, and resources once it is built out.

7) Transportation Planning Modeling

The City should also require traffi c analyses for large scale 
development projects and should continue to implement 
a new traffi c impact modeling software program utilizing 
recently increased zoning fees for larger developments.  
Such analyses will provide the City with an understanding 

of the type of roadway improvements that will be re-
quired to support a proposed project, taking into account 
existing conditions and other anticipated development 
projects and improvements in the vicinity of the project 
site.  This will allow the City to understand the traffi c 
improvements necessary to support a proposed develop-
ment and determine the share of such improvements 
that should be the responsibility of the applicant.

15.6 | CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM

Public investment has a major impact on development 
and redevelopment activities.  Suffi cient and well-main-
tained roadways, utilities, parks, recreational facilities, 
open spaces, schools, and municipal buildings are 
important factors in attracting investment to the city. 
Implementation of many of the recommendations of this 
Master Plan will require investment of public capital.  
The City should consider the specifi c plan recommenda-
tions outlined in the Implementation Matrix provided 
in Section 15.6 below in developing its annual capital 
improvement program through the year 2020.

 

15.7 | IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX 

Table 15-1 provides a summary of action items that 
should be undertaken in order to implement the policies 
of this Master Plan. Actions are categorized as either 
short-, medium- or long-term. Short-term recommenda-
tions should be carried out within 12 to 18 months of 
adoption of the Master Plan and medium-term recom-
mendations should be carried out within fi ve years of 
adoption. Long-term recommendations have an imple-
mentation horizon beyond fi ve years and will require 
advanced planning.
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Table 15-1 | Plan Recommendations and Priorities 
                                                                                                                  
            

      Zoning  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Update zoning code’s organization and administrative procedures to make regulations more user-friendly and easy to understand  e
Zoning District Regulations   
Reduce the number of zoning districts    e
Change Residential High Density (R-C) zone to allow higher density apartments                                                                                                                                                                                 
 and condos, create a mixed-use zone that allows high density housing    e
Adopt new zoning regulations and design standards for the Downtown that encourage mixed-use zone that allows high density  e   

Rezone Steel Point, Lake Success/Remington Woods, and the area between I-95                                                                                                                                                                                 
 and the railroad (the “Smile”) for some form of mixed-use development    e
Establish mixed-use corridors along Main Street, East Main Street, Stratford Avenue,  Fairfi eld Avenue, State Street, Knowlton Street,                                                                            
 Barnum Avenue, Broad Street,  Madison Avenue, Pequonnock Street, Boston Avenue and portions of Huntington  Turnpike,     
North Avenue and Park Avenue     e
Expand the mixed-use waterfront district to the north    e
Expand areas where health care/medical institutions are allowed in the city    e
Revise Offi  ce-Retail (OR) zones to refl ect plan goals for commercial development &                                                                                                                                                                             
 an increase in mixed-use development along commercial corridors    e
Designate Lafayette Boulevard as an offi  ce corridor    e
Rezone the East End waterfront and the area south of Crescent Avenue along the western side of Yellow Mill Channel  e
Reduce industrial-zoned land from 20 to 10 percent of total land area within the city    e
Shift industrial areas away from the waterfront and residential areas    e
Update industrial zoning districts to eliminate uses that are incompatible with a modern Bridgeport    e
Update industrial zoning districts to provide appropriate bulk, performance and design standards    e
Create performance standards for industrial uses    e
Develop adaptive reuse regulations that address inherent confl icts between industrial and residential uses    e
Create a mixed-use/open space zone.  Map this zone on the Seaside Park landfi ll and Pleasure Beach    e
Create a mixed-use/light industrial zone. Map this zone on the “smile” area, portions of Fairfi eld Avenue and State Street and other                                                                                   
areas as denoted on the Future Land Use Map     e
Establish greenways along the Pequonnock River, Johnson’s Creek, Black Rock Harbor, Seaview Avenue,                                                                                                                                   
  the western side  of Yellow Mil Channel and within Remington Woods, along with the Captain’s Cove frontage, Island Brook and                                                                                   
 portions of Bridgeport Harbor    e
Create public access requirements for waterfront properties    e
Limit impervious coverage allowed on a site     e
Update zoning map to refl ect all recent changes     e
Adopt new telecommunications ordinance     e
Amend zoning ordinance to support urban infi ll development and redevelopment of brownfi elds    e
Assess undersized, undevelopable parcels in city neighborhoods and develop a strategy for reuse.                                                                                                                                               
 Off -street parking should be a major component of this assessment     e
Zoning Incentives
Adopt an inclusionary zoning ordinance     e
Create a Housing Trust Fund      e
Create a new community land trust      e
Create incentive bonuses to allow increased building height Downtown in exchange for publicly                                                                                                                                                  
 accessible open space or payment in-lieu of open space to a Waterfront Recapture Fund   e
Establish Smart Growth Districts consistent with state aff ordable housing legislation     e
 Create incentives, using industry best practices, to facilitate the development of brownfi eld sites    e
Develop an expedited permitting process for green development     e
Development Application Review
Expand site plan  review to include most development applications, with the exception of single-family homes   e
Develop design standards for development application review    e
Improve the application checklist     e
Update development application forms to reference CT DEP’s current Connecticut Coastal Management Manual,                                                                                                                  
dated September 2000       e
Require inspection of approval ZBA actions to ensure applicants meet conditions of approval   e
Planning and Zoning Procedures     
Provide staff  reports, including design review, P&Z and ZBA for all development applications   e
Allow for a point hearing of the P&Z and ZBA for all development application    e
Increase mandatory training for members of P&Z, ZBA and Historic Commissions    e
P&Z should limit amount of new material considered at hearings    e
P&Z should take action on items immediately after closing a hearing    e
Incorporate one-stop permit requirements into code     e
The City Engineer and Water Pollution Control Authority’s comments on applications should be                                                                                                                                                 
 provided to the ZBA prior to the public hearing     e 
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      Historical and Cultural Resources Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Strengthen and clarify historic district controls and develop criteria to evaluate historic integrity of older structures   e 

Consolidate the two historic district commissions for greater effi  ciency and eff ectiveness    e
Develop a procedure to inform property owners in historic districts of available grants and funding                                                                                                                                             
 for rehabilitation of their properties    e
Create a local non-governmental arts council     e   

Consolidate management of City-owned buildings that house cultural institutions    e
Create an arts incubator through a public-private partnership    e
Promote live/work artists’ spaces in appropriate areas    e
Explore creation of a percent for art program    e
Explore tax incentives to promote fi lm and sound production within the city    e
Explore streamlining the permit process for public events, concerts and other cultural events     e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Environment  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Update the 1982 Bridgeport Coastal Plan                    e 

Reduce point and non-point sources of water pollution to improve water quality classifi cation of                                                                                                                                          
 Bridgeport’s coastal area from SC to SB              e
Manage and protect intertidal resources and their ecological functions                                   e
Enhance and/or restore degraded coastal natural resources                                                                   e
Assess brownfi eld sites in the City’s brownfi elds inventory to develop remediation and redevelopment                                                                                                                                       
 strategies  for key sites and coast estimates for remediation                                   e
Establish standards for green development on the Seaside Park landfi ll and other Brownfi eld sites                                   e
Develop a set of criteria to measure progress in meeting the City’s target of reducing carbon emissions by 10 percent by 2020 e
Establish a tree planting program to achieve the goal of planting 3,000 new trees by 2020     e
Establish a program to assist residents in planting and adopting street trees                                   e
Add provisions requiring installation of street trees along private property frontage on public roadways to site plan regulations  e
Convert the municipal auto fl eet to hybrid and biodiesel vehicles                                    e
Encourage private use of hybrid-fuel vehicles with priority for these vehicles downtown, at the inter-modal transit center                                                                                                           
and at other key areas of the city           e
Work with local energy companies to make their facilities cleaner and more effi  cient                                   e
Require use of green construction practices and materials for all new public facilities and schools          e
Provide tax incentives to encourage homeowners and businesses to use renewable energy sources                                   e
Develop regulations consistent with regional and state initiatives to encourage zero net energy use for new development             e
Require utility providers to procure 20 percent of their electricity from clean energy sources by 2020                                                                  e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Parks and Open Space Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Inventory and evaluate existing parks and open spaces to determine areas in need of additional park/open space                                 e 

Re-establish pedestrian access to Pleasure Beach and restore Pleasure Beach for public use                                                                                                                   e
Improve  access to parks, open space and the waterfront with better pedestrian, vehicular and transit access                              
                       e
Require sidewalks in mixed-use areas and within a quarter-mile from schools                                    e
Create a sidewalk installation and replacement program to increase public access to parks                                   e
Provide public access to school play and open space areas during non-school hours                                   e
Create site development standards that ensure that at least 25 percent of the Lake Success/Remington Woods property                                                                                                         
is preserved as open space                                                                                                               e
Establish greenways along the Pequonnock River, Johnson’s Creek, Black Rock Harbor, Seaview Avenue,                                                                                                                                   
  the western side of Yellow Mill Channel, and within Remington Woods, along with the Captain’s Cove frontage, Island Brook and                                                                                  
 portions of Bridgeport Harbor                e
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     Downtown  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Develop design and phasing guidelines for signifi cant TOD at the inter-modal transportation center    e
Replace parking structure/former bus station with mixed-use development           e
Designate Downtown as a Smart Growth District, per state legislation    e
Adopt form-based zoning for the entire downtown     e   

Establish design guidelines for key sites    e
Promote housing and destination and entertainment uses on the Pequonnock site    e
Emphasize Main Street as a primary retail corridor and require ground fl oor retail in this area through zoning  e
Encourage and support small food stores, a green market, and retail and restaurant uses           e
Attract small-scale offi  ce tenants (e.g. architects, lawyers, etc).)                                    e
Create incentives to stimulate Class A offi  ce construction on Lafayette Boulevard              e
Pursue lease guarantees for  “ mom and pop” businesses                                    e
Develop fi nancing programs to assist entrepreneurs in securing fi nancing for start-up expenses                                    e
Consolidate City offi  ces at Congress Plaza and sell vacated sites                                                                e
Pursue joint development of Congress Plaza municipal complex with a master builder                                                                e
Relocate the central library to the vacant Majestic and Poli Theaters at Congress Plaza                                                                e
Encourage location of a four-year college at Congress Plaza                                                                e
Create a scorecard for private development with points for green design and public park and plaza improvements  e
Publicize the benefi ts of green roofs and energy-effi  cient buildings and create incentives to encourage their use in development                                                                                  
projects    e
Adopt a green transit connector route that extends from Seaside Park through Downtown to Steel Point                                    e
Improve Broad Street connections                                                                                e
Allocate funds for roadway improvements in the South End                                                       e
Create paths from Seaside Park along Long Island Sound and Broad Street to connect the waterfront to Downtown                                                     e
Identify appropriate locations for bike lanes and bikeways linked to a larger greenway system                                                      e
Close Main Street to vehicular traffi  c from South Frontage Road north to John Street on game and event nights   e
Create a unifi ed parking management strategy     e
Create new parking opportunities and encourage better usage of existing parking facilities                                                    e
Create a unifying design vocabulary for Main Street, I-95 and rail underpasses, Pequonnock site,                                                                                                                                                 
 Broad Street, banners and commercial signs            e
Enliven the I-95 underpass at Main Street with lighting and commerce          e
Create an Arena District in the vicinity of Harbor Yard     e
Night-light the smokestack, bridges and existing landmarks      e
Work with property owners to improve sidewalks and facades     e
Work with GBTA to improve bus shelters     e
Update the survey of structures eligible for listing on the National Register every fi ve years   e
Amend zoning to further protect structures deemed eligible for National Register listing   e
Improve pedestrian connections to, from, and among the train station, bus station and ferry terminal   e
Work with Fairfi eld County Courthouse to make its front plaza design more pedestrian friendly    e
Work with HCC to open it’s interior courtyard to the Public    e
Work with People’s Bank to improve its plaza, provide additional plantings , moveable seating, etc    e
Work to attract large-scale, multi-venue music events    e
Work with HCC to bolster the Housatonic Museum of Arts as an attraction     e
Foster relationships between HCC and UB so that HCC becomes a feeder school to UB                                  e
Partner with HCC and UB on a signifi cant public art initiative for the transit connection     e
Encourage UB to develop a “model” school in the South End              e
Target the City-owned Stratford Avenue waterfront site in Downtown for recreation along the riverfront    e
Secure a 25-foot public easement along the riverfront      e  
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     Economic Development Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Encourage infi ll and high-rise development Downtown      e 

Preserve historic structures for adaptive reuse       e
Build on existing CBD business clusters and reduce tax-exempt properties                                   e
Prepare for and encourage Class A offi  ce space                                    e
Support environmentally sound deepwater port uses    e
Improve public access to and recreational use of the waterfront    e
Encourage mixed-use development    e
Complete the inter-modal transportation network           e
Invest in transportation, utility and communications infrastructure                                   e
Capture regional growth industries by pursuing key growth sectors                                    e
Retain existing businesses     e
Build work-force preparedness through education and manpower training programs                                   e
Reclaim brownfi eld sites          e
Encourage housing diversity    e
Develop neighborhood commerce                   e
Provide equitable community services           e
Encourage community involvement in planning eff orts    e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Housing  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Encourage market-rate housing development, especially in the Downtown area     e 

Adopt inclusionary zoning to preserve aff ordability       e
Create a Community Land Trust and Housing Trust Fund for aff ordable housing                                   e
Create grant and loan programs to assist homeowners with property upkeep and maintenance           e
Use Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs) to                                                                                                                                            
 rehabilitate neighborhood housing    e
Create a fi rst-time home buyer assistance program in partnership with a local non-profi t agency                                   e
Support non-profi t organizations’ eff orts to provide neighborhood in-fi ll housing          e
Designate Downtown, Steel Point, 60 Main Street, and “the smile” between I-95 and the railroad as                                                                                                                                          
 Smart Growth Districts, per state legislation     e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Neighborhoods  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Continue eliminating blight by supporting the City’s existing Anti-Blight program    e 

Create grant and loan programs to encourage property upkeep and maintenance          e
Encourage community policing eff orts throughout Bridgeport’s neighborhoods    e
Complete plans for building quality new schools that serve as community centers and strengthen neighborhoods         e
Provide parents with greater school choice                                   e
Support ongoing Neighborhood Revitalization Zone (NRZ) planning eff orts and implementation of NRZ plan recommendations e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Utilities  Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Consider a proposed four-step alternative approach to controlling stormwater overfl ow in lieu of                                                                                                                                             
 complete separation discussed in Chapter 12             e 

Encourage under-grounding of utilities wherever possible      e
Ensure effi  cient coordination of utility upgrades with an “open the road only once” policy    e
Coordinate with wireless providers and allow them to lay conduit for future fi ber-optic cable when the street is                                                                                                                     
opened for other construction/maintenance work      e
Extend high-pressure mains as necessary in coordination with any City storm and sanitary sewer separation projects        e
Provide listing of service provider contacts to residents, prospective developers, and business and property owners   e
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     Stormwater Management Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Create separate stormwater regulations that are referenced in the Zoning Code      e 

Link approval of certifi cate of occupancy to storm and sanitary sewer connections         e
Implement Stormwater Capital Improvement Program                                   e
Formalize process for notifying utility companies prior to signifi cant storm/sewer projects    e
Create a new ordinance that allows City personnel to enter private property for emergency stormwater maintenance  e
Provide incentives for water quality improvements for minor building or residential improvements    e
Implement citywide stormwater quality improvements          e
Levy a stormwater assessment for all properties except for single-family homes on 1/2 acre or less           e
Increase fees and fi nes for stormwater and sanitary/combined sewer connections     e
Create new ordinance that allows City to levy and collect fi nes for violations    e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Transportation and Circulation Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Plan, design and implement geometric, wayfi nding and aesthetic upgrades at the intersections of                                                                                                                                           
 State Street & Lafayette Boulevard, Fairfi eld Avenue & Main Street, and Fairfi eld Avenue and Water Street, including the use of                                                                                         
 Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and other best practices                e 

Consider a rubber-tire trolley system to provide a transit connection between the South End, Downtown, and East Side        e
Consider seasonal passenger ferry or water taxi service between the inter-modal transportation  center,                                                                                                                                 
 Pleasure Beach, Seaside Park, Captain’s Cove and Steel Point                                              e
Consider options for reducing parking requirements, particularly in areas in proximity to transit, including shared parking,                                                                                                
commuter credits, fees in lieu of parking and car-sharing programs    e
Develop and implement access management strategies to reduce confl icts between vehicles by encouraging the consolidation                                                                                        
of driveways and curb cuts along major roadways     e
Implement a traffi  c and parking management plan for special events Downtown, utilizing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)                                                                               
 and other best practices    e
Formalize a roadway infrastructure capital improvement program and priority list for public facility improvements, including:  

     Replace Congress Street Bridge          e
     Realign Lafayette Boulevard at Fairfi eld Avenue           e
     Enhance highway exits and entrances within Downtown                                   e
     Establish Water Street as a service and connector road                                    e
     Enhance pedestrian crossings near the train station and at major intersections between                                                                                                                                                                   
      Lafayette Boulevard and East Washington Street           e
Synchronize traffi  c signals and walk signs in the Downtown                                   e
Reconstruct Seaview Avenue as an urban boulevard          e
Connect Bruce Boulevard to the I-95 entrance ramp           e
Explore providing high-speed ferry service to lower Fairfi eld County and Manhattan           e
Require sidewalks in mixed-use areas and a quarter-mile from schools     ee  
Establish delegation of local and regional elected offi  cials and business leaders to lobby Metro North Railroad and                                                                                                             
State DOT for improved express train service from NYC to Bridgeport           e
Reconfi gure local bus lines to improve access between housing and employment centers                                   e
Explore the feasibility of a second train station in East Bridgeport                         e
Develop and implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) concepts that target downtown Bridgeport         e
Construct the Housatonic Railroad Trail from Trumbull to downtown Bridgeport                 e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Municipal Facilities and Services Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Enhance the police force with manpower, training, technology and community policing eff orts         e 

Continue revitalizing public school facilities             e
Support the library’s plans for branch construction and expansion                                   e
Prepare a municipal facilities study to address effi  ciency and potential consolidation of City-owned properties        e
Implement plans for a centralized Public Facilities complex    e

                                                                                                                  
            

     Organizational Management Short-Term  Medium-Term Long-Term

Reorganize the City’s Offi  ce of Planning and Economic Development (OPED) into fi ve integrated divisions                                                                                                                               
 under a director and deputy director              e 

Clarify OPED job functions         e
Co-locate all of OPED’s functions                                   e
Evaluate streamlining the City’s numerous boards and commissions in order to increase effi  ciency and participation  e




