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Disclaimer

This report has been prepared by the Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency in cooperation with the U.S. Department of
Transportation, including its participating agencies, and the Connecticut Department of Transportation. The opinions, findings,
and conclusions expressed in this publication are those of the Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency and do not neces-

sarily reflect the official views or policies of the State of Connecticut.
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Foreword

This document, the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) for Central
Connecticut, 2011-2040, lays out a broad vision of the form and functions
of the region’s transportation system now and as it will be for several
years to come. However, this vision is not static. The Plan is flexible and

may be revised to adapt to changes in regional needs. Reevaluation and
revisions of the Plan over time reflect the purpose of the framers to keep the
Plan relevant.

The Plan gives a snapshot of transportation in the region with a view toward the future. Projecting future
need and determining how to meet that need is a collaborative process. Thanks are extended to the staff
who authored the Plan and to the Connecticut Department of Transportation for its help. Input from the
Agency Board, staff of member municipalities, and the public is much appreciated. Respectfully Submitted,

Francis R. Pickering, Deputy Director and Project Manager

Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency
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Vision
The Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency will work

together with its members Berlin, Bristol, Burlington, New Britain,
Plainville, Plymouth and Southington to ensure that transportation

investments in the region embody the vision, achieve the goals, and
complete the projects endorsed by this plan.

Four core principles inform this Plan. Taken in concert, these principles
create a vision for the future of transportation in the region. It is the
intent of this Plan and the policy of CCRPA, that investment in the region,
whether on new projects or upgrades of existing facilities, reflects these
principles. The principles are as follows on the next page.

Vision
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PRINCIPLES

1.

Safety. Investment should prevent accidents and save lives. Given the high economic and hu-
man cost of disability and death, maintaining and improving safety in the transportation sys-
tem is essential.

. Nature. Investment should protect and, where possible, enhance the environment. An intact

environment is key to all human activity. To maintain the region’s wellbeing, the transportation
system must respect the environment.

. Access. Investment should help people get where they need to be. Residents, workers, and

visitors to the region live, work, learn, and play in diverse places. To help them get there, the
transportation system must provide them with a high level of proximity and, where that fails,
mobility.

Place. Investment should make vibrant places. Lively downtowns and village centers are inte-
gral to the social, economic, and environmental health of the region. Many of these areas have
fallen on hard times, in part due to poor investments. To redress this, the transportation sys-
tem must contribute to making these places unique, vibrant places.
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Major improvements

/_'? .
The following section lists and describes all of the \

major improvements and upgrades to be made to the |
region’s transportation system over the next 25 years. {1‘

These projects were identified during the LRTP process as
commensurate with and necessary for the attainment of ' / ~
the vision spelled out on the foregoing page. Projects are |

grouped by mode; they are not listed in order of importance.

Major improvements




GENERAL

Addressees

Page

Give priority to maintenance over expansion. Do not construct new facilities at
the expense of critical, existing infrastructure. Instead, seek to wring more effi-
ciency from what is already built.

Review all projects for environmental impact. Do not pursue projects that impair
the environment.

Design roads and streets to enhance the built environment. Use transportation
to make safe, livable communities, in particular in areas with density or potential
for redevelopment at density.

Improve data collection. Collect region-wide traffic data. Work with police to rou-
tinely geocode accident reports and traffic violations and submit them electroni-
cally to a statewide database for system-wide analysis.

Develop high-speed communication networks. Connect workers and employers
in the region to the information superhighway to give alternatives to physical
travel (e.g., telecommuting).

Preserve scenic and historic corridors. Enhance scenic views and historic sites
through transportation investments that preserve these assets and promote
compatible land-use patterns.

PEDESTRIANS AND CYCLISTS

DOT, towns, CCRPA

DOT, towns, CCRPA

DOT, towns, CCRPA

State police, towns, DOT

Federal govt., State, towns, telecoms

State, towns

12

13

14

Implement the State’s ‘complete streets’ law. All projects must provide for pe-
destrians and cyclists.

Major improvements

DOT, towns

17
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Adopt a network of on- and off-road pedestrian and cyclist routes. Routes should
connect to the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail and CRCOG’s multi-use network.

CCRPA, towns

18

Complete the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail. Plug the gaps between Red Oak Towns, DOT, DEP 19
Hill Road in Farmington and Hart Street in Southington.

Add connecting side trails to the New Britain-Hartford Busway trail. Link the bus-  Towns, CCRPA, DOT, DEP 23
way trail to CCSU and Westfarms Mall with spurs.

Protect and extend hiking trails. Preserve, maintain, and, where possible, expand =~ Towns, DEP 25
the region’s trail system, including the New England Trail.

PUBLIC TRANSIT

Connect the region to the New York City, Stamford, Bridgeport, Waterbury, and Metro-North, CTTRANSIT 25
Hartford areas. Transit should be interregional. Extend the successful Bridgeport-

Waterbury transit corridor through Bristol, Plainville, and New Britain to Hartford.

Reconfigure local bus routes to fit service.

Run commuter rail along the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield corridor. Reconfig-  Amtrak, DOT 31
ure local bus routes to fit service.

Rationalize local bus routes. Eliminate detours and transfers where possible to CTTRANSIT, Contractors 36
improve system performance.

Use Internet trip planning to improve usability. Submit all transit routes in there- ~ CTTRANSIT 40
gion for inclusion and update.

Add signage to heighten visibility. Post maps and schedules at time points or bus CTTRANSIT 41
stops.
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Intelligent transit system. Improve transit and paratransit with technology. CCRPA, CTTRANSIT, Contractors 42
PRIVATE VEHICLES

Add electronic highway signs to indicate alternate routes to avoid congestionor ~ DOT 44
incidents. Supplement existing notification systems with signs that direct drivers

onto alternate routes.

Explore connecting local streets to serve as alternate routes for congested corri-  CCRPA, towns 45
dors. Relieve traffic on arterials by knitting together and dispersing traffic onto

the street grid.

Replace intersections with roundabouts where appropriate. Eliminate unneces- Towns 47
sary stops to improve safety and traffic flow.

Implement access management and/or signal coordination where appropriate. Towns, DOT 48
Better time traffic lights and consolidate driveways on congested roads, espe-

cially on busy through routes, to improve safety and traffic flow.

Add red light and/or speed cameras at dangerous locations. DOT, towns 48
Construct a charging network to support electric vehicles. Federal govt., State, towns 49
FREIGHT

Maintain and upgrade the region’s rail system to handle freight traffic. Shift as Pan Am, DOT 51
much freight as feasible from busy highways and roads to rail.
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General

IMPROVE DATA COLLECTION

Comprehensive data should be collected on traffic conditions
and incidents region-wide.

DESCRIPTION

To ensure that transportation funds are spent in the most ef-
ficient, cost-effective manner, good data are essential. In the
past, resource constraints have by and large limited data col-
lection to spot probes, such as traffic counts, taken at a cer-
tain place at a specific time. The lack of comprehensive data
often forces planners to rely on generalizations and anecdo-
tal evidence and makes project development, evaluation, and
prioritization a challenge.

The proliferation of GPS presents a solution to this problem.
Many GPS units, such as the millions of smartphones in circu-
lation, report back on traffic conditions. Servers integrate
these reports not into snapshots of momentary conditions
but also into comprehensive historical databases with
around-the-clock, nationwide coverage. As of writing,
Google, for instance, not only gives live traffic maps on all
roads from expressways down to collectors; it also makes
quarter-hourly maps of typical traffic available. The spatio-
temporal comprehensiveness of these sources, which can

Major improvements ® General

also include other information such as dwell times and travel
routes, dwarfs the data collection capacity of even the larg-
est MPOs and DOTSs. Access to this information could revolu-
tionize transportation planning. For that reason, this Plan
calls on all relevant parties to make good-faith efforts to ac-
quire this information.

There are also opportunities for gathering data firsthand. Ac-
cident reports, for instance, include the location of the acci-
dent. These locations are not entered in any standardized
form, let alone geocoded and tabulated into a statewide da-
tabase. This makes working with these data very difficult and
impairs the efficiency of safety improvement programs. To
redress this, this Plan recommends outfitting all State and lo-
cal police that respond to traffic incidents with GPS units that
record location and submit the data to a central incident reg-
istry.

COST

Project cost depends on the source and type of data. Third-
party licenses run from free to exorbitant. The cost of pri-
mary data collection if properly executed (with appropriate
equipment and retraining), should be relatively low.
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STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

At present, access to such information is minimal. In theory,
procurement and collection of these data could occurrela-
tively swiftly. However, impediments do exist. These include
the availability, licensing, and cost of third-party data (while
some entities, such as Google, have professed an interest in
making these data available to transportation planners, no
commitments have been made) as well as the need to de-
velop a primary data collection system that is robust, reliable,
and workable (i.e., yields good data and does not impose any
burden on incident responders). Next steps to follow are:

= DOT, DEMHS, and/or CCRPA gains access to third-party
traffic data. Starts post-adoption of this Plan and concludes
within two years.

= DOT, DEMHS, State police develop and implement a plan
including hardware, registry software, and staff training
components to collect and submit geocoded incident
data. Starts post-adoption of this Plan and concludes
within five years.

= Local police adopt the State policy system. Starts post-im-
plementation of the aforementioned State plan and com-
pleted within five years.

HIGH-SPEED COMMUNICATION NETWORKS

High-speed networks should link homes and businesses to
give an alternative to physical travel.

Major improvements ® General

DESCRIPTION

The spilling of homes, workplaces, schools, and retail and en-
tertainment establishments out of dense, walkable down-
towns and into sprawling suburban and exurban areas over
the last several decades has led to average people having to
take more and longer trips by car in order to meet their life
needs. This growth in automobile travel produces numerous
social, economic, and environmental costs, the most visible
of which is worsening congestion. (See Traffic and congestion,

p- 153.)

Telecommuting offers a solution to this problem. At present,
few people in the region work at home. This suggests there
is potential for more to do so. Given the non-linear nature of
traffic flow, raising the telecommuting rate even modestly
could have a salutary effect on congestion (as well as on a
host of other measures, such as household finances and air
and water quality.)

The region’s low levels of telecommuting may stem from the
novelty of the practice, some employers’ unfamiliarity or dis-
comfort with working from home and the simple fact that
some jobs require one’s bodily presence. However, they also
likely reflect technical limitations. Telecommuting is demand-
ing, and many workers and workplaces do not have access to
network facilities and infrastructure suitable to support effi-
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cient telecommuting. In other words, the region’s infor-
mation superhighway is running up against the same prob-
lem its highways are: a lack of capacity. In light of the rela-
tively low cost of network as compared to transportation in-
frastructure, and the large benefits of telecommuting, this
Plan advocates the targeted rollout of true high-speed wired
and/or wireless networks in the region.

COST

The cost of deploying a high-speed communications network
depends on a multitude of factors. These include the technol-
ogy and area chosen, the level of service desired, as well as
funding options and regulatory tools available. Until further
study has been conducted, detail cannot be given.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

Fiber-to-the-curb has been rolled out in some areas. Yet this
represents anincremental improvement over traditional cop-
per-wire broadband services and, when compared to over-
seas offerings (particularly Northern Europe and East Asia),
still falls short of true high speed. Neither fiber-to-the-home
nor wireless fourth-generation (4G) networks are available in
the region. Next steps to follow are:

Major improvements ® General

» CCRPA studies impediments to the adoption of telecom-
muting in the region and proposes strategies to over-
come these. Starts within five years of the adoption of this
Plan and concludes within one year.

* Federal and State agencies, together with the telecoms,
deploy high-speed networks in the region. To be deter-
mined.

HISTORIC AND SCENIC PRESERVATION

Transportation investments should complement scenic and
historic corridors, preserving views and sites of value, and
promoting compatible land use.

DESCRIPTION

Transportation has played a key role in shaping the built and
natural environments. In many cases, the results have been
good, creating places of historic and cultural value, as well as
making natural resources accessible. In others, however,
they have been less benign, degrading human communities
and disfiguring landscapes.

While transportation investments over the last century have
enhanced mobility (at least for drivers), they come at a cost.
Highway improvements, in particular construction of ex-
pressways, have, in many cases, severely damaged city and
village centers as well as resulted in the loss of millions of
acres of farms, fields, and forests.
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To redress the damage that some transportation projects
have caused in the past, as well as the potential for future
projects to yield further degradation and loss, this Plan calls
for transportation investments to be selected, structured,
and implemented insofar as feasible to avoid and address hu-
man and environmental costs.

Avoidance of these costs can come with a price. Where needs
exceed means, prioritization is necessary. This Plan therefore
urges that avoidance and addressing of damage focus on ar-
eas of especial human or environmental value. These include:

1. Historic sites and districts listed in the National or State
Registers of Historic Places or otherwise recognized.

2. Critical habitat identified by the Connecticut Department
of Environmental Protection or otherwise recognized.

3. Scenic corridors identified by the region’s municipalities,
CCRPA, and/or the DOT.

Areas falling under categories 1 and 2 have been omitted
from this Plan for the sake of brevity but can be found at the
respective Agency’s web site. To date, no municipalities in the
region have designated local scenic roads. This Plan identifies
the following corridors (Figure 1, p. 16) as of regional import
and worthy of preservation for their high scenic value:

1. Canton Road, Burlington
(State Route 4/179 along the Farmington River)

Major improvements ® General

2. Milford Road, Burlington (State Route 69)
3. Chamberlain Highway, Berlin (State Route 71)

These routes are the only State routes in the region that this
Plan has identified as of high scenic value. Due to the scarcity
of scenicroutes in the region, as well as threats to their scenic
value, this Plan supports investments that maintain these
routes’ historic and scenic character. These investments in-
clude scenic highway designation and permanent protection
through land and easement acquisition.

COST

Project cost depends on the specific project. Where changes
in land use are involved, projects may entail considerable up-
front costs but can pay for themselves over the long run by
preventing development- and degradation-related costs.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

Various parties, including the State, municipalities, and land
trusts, have acquired land along the corridors listed above to
preserve their scenic and historic value. However, none of
these roads have been designated as scenic. To rectify this,
CCRPA has submitted an application on behalf of Burlington
and Farmington to secure State scenic highway designation
for corridors 1 and 2 (listed above). Next steps to follow are:
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* DOT reviews Burlington’s and Farmington’s State scenic
road designation application. Starts immediately and con-
cludes within one year.

* CCRPA screens roads for local scenic road designation
and makes recommendations to municipalities. Starts
within two years of the adoption of this Plan and concludes
within two years.

* CCRPA, municipalities, and land trusts pursue opportuni-
ties (land/easement acquisition and/or zoning changes)
to preserve views along corridors identified as scenic, es-
pecially those listed above. Starts immediately and contin-
ues indefinitely.

= CCRPA develops a map of historic sites and districts and
critical habitats for use in project development andre-
view. Starts within one year of the adoption of this Plan and
concludes within three months.

Major improvements ® General

Figure 1. Scenic roads in and around the region
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Pedestrians and cyclists

COMPLETE STREETS IMPLEMENTATION

Transportation investments must integrate and genuinely ac-
commodate all users.

DESCRIPTION

In 2009, the State passed Public Act No. 09-154. This law (now
section 13a-153f of the Connecticut General Statutes, p. 202),
mandates “completing the streets,” or the integration of all
users of the transportation system, including cyclists, pedes-
trians, and transit riders into the planning, design, construc-
tion, and operation of roadways in the State. The law enjoins
DOT and municipalities to expend a “reasonable amount” of
funds received for the “construction, restoration, rehabilita-
tion or relocation of highways, roads or streets ... [on] facili-
ties for all users, including... bikeways and sidewalks.” From
fiscal year 2010 on, DOT and municipalities must devote at
least 1% of these funds for such projects.

Although DOT and municipalities in the region must now in-
corporate non-motorized users into their transportation sys-
tem, this Plan strongly encourages them to go above and be-
yond the 1% minimum.’

COST

Project cost depends on the specifics of each proposed im-
provement or upgrade.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

The ‘complete streets’ bill is law. It is now up to the DOT and
municipalities to adhere to it. Next steps to follow are:

= DOT and municipalities integrate all users into transporta-
tion projects. Starts immediately and continues indefi-
nitely.

' This Plan recommends that the greater of 1% of transportation funds received for a given municipality, or a share of all such funding expended in a given munic-

ipality equivalent to the percentage of all workers commuting by foot or bicycle to work in that municipality, should be spent on Complete Streets implementa-

tion. According to latest 5-year 2009 American Community Survey estimates (2005-2009), the percentage of workers in each municipality who walk or bike to

work is as follows: Berlin, 0.5%; Bristol, 1.8%; Burlington, 0.2%; New Britain, 3.3%; Plainville, 1.9%; Plymouth, 1.0%; Southington, 0.9%.

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists

17 of 208



= To facilitate implementation of the law, CCRPA reviews all
proposed transportation projects in the region for com-
pliance with the law. Starts immediately and continues in-
definitely.

* DOT and municipalities expend at least 1% of received
funds on non-motorized users. Starts fiscal year 2010 and
continues indefinitely.

= CCRPA amends its project evaluation process to give
added weight to projects that ‘complete the streets.’
Starts within three months of the adoption of this Plan and
continues indefinitely.

PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLIST ROUTE NETWORK

Investments in dedicated facilities should focus on a regional
network of designated routes.

DESCRIPTION

The ‘complete streets’ approach underscores the role that
pedestrians and cyclists play in the transportation system and
accordingly calls for them to be accommodated, so that all
people, not just drivers and their passengers, may pass with
safety and efficiency. This Plan espouses these goals in its
principles of Safety and Access. Yet the Plan also recognizes

that resources are limited. If funds are not to be spread so
thin as to be invisible but to yield tangible benefits for walkers
and bikers, their application must be concentrated. In other
words, investment should focus on improving transportation
facilities that have been targeted, or designated, for pedes-
trian and cyclist use.?

To ensure that investments in pedestrian and cyclist facilities
make for a coherent, usable, and ultimately successful sys-
tem, a comprehensive, well-connected network of multi-use
routes was developed for this Plan. Figure 2 (p. 21) depicts
these routes, which result from extensive public consulta-
tion. The routes are intended to connect population centers
and popular destinations with current and future pedestrian
and cyclist infrastructure within and without the region. (The
latter include the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail, discussed
below as a distinct upgrade due to its especial significance,
the New Britain-Hartford Busway multi-use trail, and
CRCOG’s multi-use network.)

COST

Adoption of a designated network has no cost. The cost of
implementation depends on the changes proposed and runs

> However, the Plan also emphasizes that all transportation facilities, except where so declared, such as in the case of limited-access expressways, should be

designed to serve all users with safety.

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists
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from low (e.g., signage and lane striping) to relatively high
(bridges and tunnels for pedestrian and cyclist use).

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

A draft network is included in this Plan, based upon com-
ments received through the public involvement process.
Adoption of the Plan will signify adoption of this network.
Next steps to follow are:

* CCRPA develops and adopts a regional on- and off-street
route network. Completed with the adoption of this Plan.

= DOT and municipalities integrate the network into their
planning and public works routines. Starts post-adoption
of this Plan and concludes within one year.

* Municipalities integrate the network into their Plans of
Conservation and Development. Starts post-adoption of
this Plan and concludes within ten years.

= DOT and municipalities design new projects to provide
appropriate, adequate facilities on designated roads. Oc-
curs on a project basis, starting post-adoption of this Plan.

3 Data collected by CRCOC.
4 Estimates by CCRPA.

FARMINGTON CANAL HERITAGE TRAIL

Gaps in a multi-use trail of regional significance should be
plugged.

DESCRIPTION

The Farmington Canal Heritage Trail is a planned, continuous
84-mile trail along a former railroad right-of-way between
New Haven and Northampton, Massachusetts. In recent
years, large sections of the trail have been paved and opened
to the public for walking and biking. These sections have
quickly become a major recreational facility and tourist at-
traction, with congestion frequent on clement days. Spot
counts3 of cyclists and pedestrians bear these impressions
out. Estimates# indicate that many points along the trail enjoy
over 100,000 unique visits, with some areas up to 500,000 or
more. As the remaining sections of the trail are completed,
and links to more densely-populated suburban and urban ar-
eas are established, it is anticipated that the trail will also in-
creasingly serve commuters and utility bikers and walkers.>

The trail passes through two towns in the region, Southing-
ton and Plainville. These towns also make up the lion’s share

5 “Utility” biking and walking include all other purposes besides commuting to work and recreation, such as shopping, running errands, visiting friends or family

members, or traveling to a park or entertainment venue.

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists
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of the remaining uncompleted mileage of the trail in the
state. As of this Plan, the only stretches remaining to be com-
pleted in the state run between:

1. Cornwall Avenue in Cheshire and West Main Street in
Plantsville (Southington)

2. Hart Street in Southington and Red Oak Hill Road in Farm-
ington

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists 20 of 208



Figure 2. Designated route network and trail map

=== Busway trail spur - proposed
— On-road route (CCRPA)
— On-road route (CRCOG)

— Off-road trail - existing

—— Off-road trail - planned

East-west trail corridor
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Table 1. Trail spot counts

Location Date/time Pedestrians Cyclists Total users
Red Oak Hill Rd., Farmington Thursday, 9/10/2009 4-6 PM 22 59 81
Sand Hill Rd. /[SR10/202, Simsbury Thursday, 9/10/2009 4-6 PM 17 30 47
Salmon Brook Bridge, East Granby Thursday, 9/10/2009 4-6 PM 9 30 39
SR 177, Unionville Thursday, 9/10/2009 4-6 PM 19 38 57
Sperry Park, Avon Thursday, 9/10/2009 4-6 PM 20 12 32
South of SR10, Simsbury Sunday, 9/13/2009 12-2 PM 24 110 134

As Figure 2 (p. 21) illustrates, these gaps sever the trail at its
center, a critical point.® As such, they constitute a primary im-
pediment to use of the trail. This Plan therefore recommends
that Plainville and Southington, together with their neigh-
bors Farmington and Cheshire, work to fill the gaps.

COST

Communities have found that engineering and design for the
Farmington Canal Heritage Trail in general runs $75,000 to
$100,000 per mile. Construction ranges between roughly
$750,000 and $1,250,000 per mile. (Bridges and other design

challenges can raise the cost substantially.) This yields an es-
timated total cost between $14 and $23 million to engineer,
design, and build the 16.9 miles of the trail that have yet to be
completed (see Status and next steps, p. 22).

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

Most of the trail within Connecticut has been completed. The
remaining unbuilt sections lie in, or next to, the region. As of
this Plan, the status of the trail in these communities is as in
Table 2.7

¢ The gaps are depicted as narrow, green lines on the north-south route that roughly bisects the map.

7 Sections that are under construction are not considered “unbuilt.” Mileage is approximate.

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists
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Table 2. Trail mileage and status by town

Status

Municipality Unbuilt mileage
Cheshire 4.6
Southington 3.5
Plainville 4.3
Farmington 3.0

Next steps for the trail include:

A one-half mile link between Cornwall Avenue and West Main Street is finish-
ing design and will be ready to enter construction. Between West Main Street
and the Southington town line, work has yet to commence.

The southernmost third of the trail, from Plantsville to Cheshire is under con-
struction. Once this has been completed, discussion about the section from
Hart Street to Plainville (the northernmost third) may begin.

The Plainville Greenway Alliance drew on a $45,000 grant to complete a rout-
ing study on the trail in 2010. Discussions are underway; however, due to the
difficulty of securing access to the railroad right-of-way, the project remains
in the concept phase.

CCRPA applied in 2010 to the State Office of Policy and Management for
$175,000 to complete planning, engineering, and design for the incomplete
section of the trail between Red Oak Hill Road in Farmington and Northwest
Drive in Plainville.

BUSWAY SIDE TRAILS

* The four towns named above complete engineering, de- Spurs should connect the busway multi-use trail to major des-
sign, and construction of the remaining unfinished parts tinations such as CCSU and Westfarms.

of the trail. Completed within five years of the adoption of

this Plan.

Major improvements ® Pedestrians and cyclists

DESCRIPTION

The design for the New Britain-Hartford Busway, a planned
9.4-mile bus-only highway that will connect the two cities,
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calls for a five-mile trail for pedestrian and cyclist use be-
tween the transit center at the busway’s western terminus in
downtown New Britain and Route 173 at Newington Junction
in the east.8 This trail constitutes a welcome expansion of the
region’s virtually nonexistent dedicated route network; how-
ever, the trail is destined to fall short of its potential: by
dumping trail users out at the relative desert of Route 173 in-
stead of Hartford (or West Hartford?), it is unlikely to spur
many travelers along the corridor to switch to bikes. Moreo-
ver, while the trail passes within a mile or two of Central Con-
necticut State University and Westfarms Mall, it connects to
neither. The landscape that surrounds these destinations
(busy roads, vast parking lots, and thick woods) renders even
these short distances unattractive for pedestrians and cy-
clists and makes it improbable that many will forgo their cars
when traveling to (or from) these destinations.

This Plan cannot remedy the lack of connectivity between
Route 173 and Hartford™, but it can fix the gaps between
downtown New Britain, the busway trail, CCSU, and West-
farms Mall. While the vast majority of traffic to these sites

currently arrives by private automobile, the latter two facili-
ties could be natural hotspots for walking and biking with the
proper infrastructure. Given that the trail is set to pass within
a short distance of CCSU and Westfarms, this Plan recom-
mends building from the trail to both of these large trip gen-
erators and attractors. In order to maximize use of the trail
(and minimize automobile traffic), these side trails should
take the form of dedicated, off-road trails where possible. Fig-
ure 3 (p. 27) maps potential routes for these spurs.

COST

The cost for these side trails is expected to be similar to that
for other trails in the region (on the order of $1 million per
mile). In some cases, the cost may be higher due to the ab-
sence of a rail bed.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

It is dubious whether these side trails could be rolled into the
New Britain-Hartford Busway, given the late stage of plan-
ning and design for that project. To make these trails, which

8 The narrow right-of-way precludes farther extension of the multi-use trail east of Route 173.

9 Southward extension of and improvements to West Hartford’s Trout Brook Trail would create a desirable and useful connection between downtown New

Britain and West Hartford Center.
% That lies within the purview of CCRPA’s sister agency, CRCOG.
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are concepts at present, a reality, the following will need to
be completed. Next steps to follow are:

» Together with CRCOG, DOT, and affected municipalities,
CCRPA studies and selects routes. Starts post-adoption of
this Plan and concludes within two years.

* DOT and/or affected municipalities complete engineering,
design, and construction of chosen side trails. Completed
within five years of the adoption of this Plan.

PROTECTION AND EXPANSION OF HIKING TRAILS

The region’s system of hiking trails should be preserved,
maintained, and, where possible, extended.

DESCRIPTION

Hiking trails bring many benefits to a community. Trails can
enhance quality of life, increase property values, attract visi-
tors and tourists, and stimulate economic development, as
well as improve public health and preserve the environment.
Despite the importance of these benefits, relatively scant at-
tention is paid to trails, and, if not actively protected, they can
be lost.

The region has a diverse trail system that runs from solitary
to busy, from stubs to the 220-mile New England Trail, the
newest of eleven National Scenic Trails (Hiking trails, p. 100).
While the growth of the system offers enormous potential
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value to the region, the system, much of which traverses un-
preserved land is under pressure. If the region values and
wishes to retain the benefits its hiking trails impart, their pro-
tection and, when possible, expansion is necessary. Due to
the trails’ regional and environmental significance, this Plan
recommends that special attention be given to:

* Preservation and promotion of the New England Trail

= Acquisition of the Plymouth Reservoir and establishment
of trails thence to the Thomaston Dam and up Leadmine
Brook to Roraback Wildlife Management Area (the
‘Leadmine Trail’) or along the Naugatuck River, possibly
to the Mattatuck Trail

= Bridging of gaps in the Tunxis Trail in Burlington

COST

Trail maintenance often falls to volunteers, so the cost can be
zero. Preservation ranges from cheap (land bequests, estab-
lishing covenants with landowners, zoning changes) to po-
tentially costly (buying property). Grants and cooperation
with organizations such as land trusts can offset costs.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS
Next steps include:

= The Connecticut Forest and Park Association, land trusts,
DEP, and CCRPA work with municipalities and landowners
to protect existing trails and develop new ones, especially
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those listed above. Starts immediately and continues in-
definitely.
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Figure 3. Close-up of potential side trails
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Public Transit

INTEGRATION WITH NEW YORK

Public transit should connect the region with the New York
metropolitan area.

DESCRIPTION

Globalization has brought change. The falling cost of moving
goods, people, and information has given producers and con-
sumers unprecedented locational flexibility. That is, peo-
ple—whether manufacturers, workers, orvacationers—
have gained the ability to ‘up and leave.” The results for cen-
tral Connecticut have been sobering: since the 1970s, eco-
nomic growth in the region has been lackluster, as businesses
and their employees have moved away.

As traditional industries have declined, so, too, has the con-
cept of central Connecticut as an autonomous region. New
Britain and Bristol, the region’s historical core, no longer
function unchallenged as growth centers. To some extent,
metro Hartford has grown in importance. (Census 2000’s an-
nexation of the region into the Hartford Urbanized Area re-
flects this.) However, the story of the last few decades has

" Core-based statistical areas (CBSAs) are defined by the U.S. Census Buredu.

not been the growth of cities like Hartford, but the develop-
ment of economies around internationally-prominent metro-
politan regions, such as the New York City metropolitan area
pictured Figure 4 (p. 29). These regions comprise dozens and
hundreds of distinct jurisdictions. The success of these con-
stituent parts is influenced by the wellbeing of the region as
a whole, much as arising tide lifts all boats.

As regions go, the massive, diverse New York metro region
has proven itself more dynamic than metro Hartford. Figure
4" illustrates the boundaries of both regions. Given the differ-
ing fortunes of these regions (see Figure 5, p. 30)", the extent
to which central Connecticut is integrated into them is of crit-
ical importance to its future.

Although central Connecticut borders the New York metro
area, obstacles have thwarted deeper integration between
the regions. One of these obstacles is transportation. At pre-
sent, there is minimal bus or rail service between the region

? Population and GDP data are for 2008 and are sourced from the U.S. Census Bureau and BEA, respectively. GDP figures do not include micropolitan areas.
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and the New York metro area (including Stamford, Bridge-
port, New Haven, and Waterbury.)'3 This isolates the region
socially and economically. This Plan therefore recommends
that a frequent, speedy, and usable transit connection be es-
tablished between the region and the New York metro area.
To yield the greatest benefit, this connection should include
the following components:

1. The connection should integrate with and build on exist-
ing transit facilities and services. Metro-North’s success-
ful transit corridors (the New Haven' and Waterbury
branches) could and should be extended through the re-
gion to Hartford.

2. Stations should be added or maintained at significant
population centers or destinations. In the region, these
include downtown Bristol, Plainville center, downtown
New Britain, CCSU, as well as Berlin-Kensington.

3. Local bus routes should be reconfigured to meet the ser-
vice and facilitate transfers.

Figure 4. Regions (Core-based statistical areas)

'« af v ' . ‘F
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‘ Hartford
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Bridgeport

Stamforgd 2
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4
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/3 New York City

New York City Hartford
Bl Metropolitan CBSA ™8 Metropolitan CBSA
58 Micropolitan CBSA # Micropolitan CBSA

3 Connections are possible but so time-intensive as to be infeasible. (The trip from the region to New Haven via local bus can take four hours; from the region to

Waterbury, six hours.)

' The next section discusses extension of the New Haven Branch into the region (via Berlin-Kensington) in greater detail.
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Figure 5. Human and economic wherewithal of New York City and Hartford metro areas/markets
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Figure 6 (p. 33) lays out how such integration could be
achieved through the implementation of items 1 and 2 in the
list above (i.e., the strategic provision of transit lines and sta-
tions)."

COST

The cost establishing of a transit connection between Water-
bury, Bristol, New Britain, and Hartford depends on a multi-
tude of factors. These include the mode and alignment cho-
sen, the level of service desired, as well as the State’s condi-
tion and funding options available. Until further study has
been conducted, and a preferred alternative selected, addi-
tional detail cannot be given.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

I Hartford ™ New York City

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

Historically, passenger trains stopped in central Connecticut
on their way from Hartford to New York. Although these
ceased in the 1950s, calls for their reinstatement were soon
raised. Since the 1970s, local, regional, and state actors have
discussed reconnecting the region to the west and south. As
a part of this discourse, studies were conducted. All have
come to the conclusion that renewed service is feasible.
However, no action has been taken. Given this poor record,
and the repeated calls for better connections to the south
and west, as well as the fact that much of the infrastructure
for such a connection remains on ground, this Plan cannot
endorse further study unless it produces action. This Plan
therefore foresees the following next steps:

> For the sake of illustration, such integration is depicted along the existing freight line. Locations are approximate and should not be interpreted to foreclose

the possibility of other alignments or modes.
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DOT undertakes a feasibility study, alternatives analysis,
and scoping study for the corridor that lays the ground-
work for entry into the Project Development phase of
FTA’s Very Small Starts or an equivalent program. Starts
as soon as funding is available. (CCRPA has already submit-
ted a request for funding; Governor Malloy has pledged an
initial $1 million.) Concludes within two years of start.

CT Transit initiates demonstration bus service with no
more than 60-minute headways between Hartford, New
Britain, Bristol, and Waterbury. The buses are timed to
meet Metro-North trains and are intended to build transit
ridership along the corridor. Starts as soon as funding is
available but intended for the short- to mid-term.

DOT makes necessary repairs and upgrades to the Water-
bury Branch. Improvements to the branch should, where
feasible, support passenger rail service into the region.
Starts upon conclusion of the above study, contingent upon
funding.

Pan Am brings the track up to a state of repair sufficient
for commuter rail. Starts as soon as funding is available.
Concludes within two years of start.

Pan Am and/or DOT designs and builds appropriate sta-
tions. Starts as soon as funding is available. Concludes
within two years of start.

Major improvements = Public Transit

DOT begins operation and reconfigures local bus routes
to fit service. Starts once construction is complete but in-
tended for the mid- to long-term.

NEW HAVEN-HARTFORD-SPRINGFIELD RAIL

The rail corridor between New Haven, Hartford, Springfield,

and northern New England should be upgraded.

DESCRIPTION

Unlike the east-west axis described in the preceding project,

passenger trains still run between New Haven, Hartford,

Springfield, and northern New England. Yet due to the con-

straints listed below, this line has yet to realize its full poten-

tial, both in terms of ridership and economic development:

1.

Frequency. Trains do not run often enough or at conven-
ient times.

Speed. Single track conditions and low operating speeds
slow the train.

Layovers. Poor coordination with other transit services
results in long transfer waits, especially in New Haven Un-
ion Station.

Price. Amtrak tickets are beyond the reach of many and
are not competitive with long-distance bus service.
These factors make the train uncompetitive with private
automobiles for much travel along the corridor. This is un-

310f 208



fortunate. The concentrations of population and destina-
tions between New Haven and northern New England, as
well as congestion on |-91 and Route 15 indicate potential
for high ridership, low operating subsidies, and transit-
oriented development.

Major improvements = Public Transit 32 0f 208



Figure 6. Interregional transit integration
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Figure 7. New Haven-Hartford-Springfield rail map
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Although enhanced rail service on this line would run tangen-
tial to the region, stopping only in Berlin, given the centrality
of the corridor to the State, as well as the potential for an in-
land high-speed alternative to the coastal Northeast Corridor
(connecting New York and Boston via Hartford, Springfield,
and Worcester), this Plan supports the majority of the up-
grades that have been proposed and that are under study for
it.’® These include the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Com-
muter Rail project and Pioneer Valley’s Knowledge Corridor
project.” Amtrak and its State and rail authority partners in
the Northeast Corridor Master Plan Working Group recently
identified this line as one of four core network branch lines
and described future improvements thereto in its Northeast
Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan.

COST

DOT has estimated a full-build scenario that can accommo-
date high-speed trains with 30-minute headways and minimal
freight disruption at $880 million.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

This project, which has been under study since at least 1994,
is currently undergoing an Environmental Assessment to
qualify for federal funding. In 2010, the State was awarded
$40 million in stimulus funds to double-track a ten-mile
stretch of the line between New Britain and Newington. It is
expected that the State will apply in the near future for a fur-
ther $400+ million to complete more substantial upgrades to
the line that will enable intercity and, by extension, com-
muter rail, along the line. Figure 7 (p. 34) depicts the route
and stations of this line.”® Next steps to follow are:

= DOT and associated consultants finish the Environmental
Assessment and accelerate subsequent phases of the
project (e.g., funding application, full design, construc-
tion). Currently underway.

= DOT begins operations, including through trains to New
York City, Boston, and/or northern New England, and re-
configures local bus routes to fit service. Starts once con-
struction is complete.

6 The Plan supports all elements of project implementation, except for the construction of parking lots at stations, which the Plan neither supports nor opposes.

The Plan similarly has not taken a position on the proposed new stations at Newington Junction and Wharton Brook.

7 The latter project, which costs and was awarded $70 million in stimulus funding, will rebuild 49.8 miles of line in Massachusetts, restore the Northampton

station, and construct a new multimodal center in Greenfield, returning trains to their historic alignment west of the Connecticut River and shaving fifty minutes

off the current detour trains make through Palmer and Amherst.

8 Only stations that belong to the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Rail project are labeled.
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= Berlin, CCRPA, and/or DOT develop, study, and, pending
feasibility and favorable evaluation, implement projects
to improve the area around, access to, and patronage of
Berlin-Kensington station. Starts post-adoption of this
Plan.

BUS LINE RATIONALIZATION

Local bus routes should be rationalized to improve system
performance.

DESCRIPTION

Despite changes in the economy and land development pat-
terns of the region, the bus routes of CT TRANSIT’s New Brit-
ain/Bristol divisions have only undergone minor changes. As
a result, they may no longer represent the optimal paths for
the service. To improve service, capture operational efficien-
cies, and boost ridership, this Plan therefore calls for a thor-
ough review of all bus routes in the system. In particular, the
Plan recommends that the potential for the elimination of
transfers and detour loops should be investigated. Transfers
and detour loops can greatly slow the effective speed of ser-
vice, depressing ridership significantly.

In some cases, augmenting the system may help it reach the
goals of better service, greater efficiency, and higher rid-
ership. Increasing buses’ frequency and lengthening their
hours of operation, as well as expanding the geographic
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reach of the bus system, can make buses a viable option for
people who, due to scheduling or location, found riding the
bus inconvenient or impossible. This Plan therefore also rec-
ommends that the potential for service expansions be inves-
tigated.

Figure 8 (p. 39) depicts a preliminary stab at rationalization,
the New Britain-Hartford Busway Service Plan. This figure
eliminates certain transfers and detour loops; however, this
Plan holds that additional changes should be considered. In
particular, it holds the potential changes as of especial im-
port:

Transfer eliminations

1. Bristol-New Britain-Hartford direct service. This is a critical
need for the region, and the New Britain-Hartford Busway
service plan as of writing foresees initiating direct, fre-
quent bus service between downtown Bristol along the
new Route 72 extension to New Britain and thence via the
busway to Hartford. Additional, longer-distance or com-
muter service may be provided by the transit option de-
scribed under Integration with New York (p. 25).
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2.

New Britain-Middletown direct service. Poor scheduling
and transfers make travel via bus on the busy Route 9 cor-
ridor excessively arduous.” This need not be: analysis un-
dertaken for the Busway service plan suggests that direct
bus service between New Britain and Middletown is fea-
sible.

Service expansions*°

3.

Waterbury-Bristol-New Britain-Hartford. Congestion on
area roads between these points, including 1-84 and
Routes 6, 72, and 229 indicate high potential demand for
transit service. The New Britain-Hartford Busway should
address this problem on I-84 west of Hartford. For longer-
haul travel, and all travel west of New Britain, its impact is

likely to be modest at best. Further bus, rail, or other
transit services will be necessary to meet these needs; (p.
25) discusses these.

Southington. Explosive growth in housing as well as com-
mercial and industrial properties has transformed South-
ington into one of the larger population and employment
centers in Greater Hartford. Without bus or rail—save
commuter buses, Southington no longer has any
transit—this development has been entirely dependent
on private automobiles. The predictable result of this has
been a dramatic worsening of traffic. To alleviate this, pro-
vide much-needed transportation options, and foster re-
sponsible land use practices (e.g. transit-oriented devel-
opment), transit should be restored to Southington.

9 While buses do provide seamless connections between Middletown and Hartford and Meriden, no such connections exist between the former and New Britain.

Transferring on the existing bus service is not adequate for the following reasons:

1.

Timing. CT TRANSIT’s and Middletown Area Transit’s schedules do not allow for transfers early or late enough to make commuting for individuals working a

9-5 schedule possible, let alone those working earlier or later shifts.

Unreliability. The most direct route between the two cities takes two transfers and lasts 45 minutes longer in one direction than in the other.

Speed. Routes with single transfers are extremely time-intensive, as they entail detours to Meriden or Hartford. Trips between New Britain and Middletown,

which take no more than half an hour by car, can take over two hours by bus.

Frequency. Since not all trips meet for transfers, service is, in effect, less frequent. (For instance, the New Britain-Meriden-Middletown connection only occurs

thrice daily.)

For these reasons, this Plan holds that new service is needed. Given that CT TRANSIT and Middletown Area Transit already meet for transfers in multiple locations,

it may be possible to cobble together existing bus routes into a longer through-route that does not increase overall operational hours and costs yet improves

service and boosts ridership and farebox recovery.

2% These are concepts at the moment; further study (comprising identification of ideal routes) is necessary.
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5. Plymouth. Terryville is a densely-populated village just

across the city line from Bristol. The village has high levels
of low income and mobility-challenged households, as
well as strong economic ties to the east, which conges-
tion on Route 6 bears out. Many parties have advocated
the restoration of transit to Terryville over the years; how-
ever, no action has been taken. This Plan seconds these,
recommending that bus and/or rail be extended to the vil-
lage. This service could consist of an extension of the bus-
way’s Bristol shuttle, a stop on the Integration with New
York (p. 25) project, or something else altogether.

East and north of Hartford. The New Britain-Hartford Bus-
way is slated to terminate in Hartford. Yet much of the re-
gions’ traffic does not end in Hartford but continues to
points beyond. The busway as conceived does not serve
these travelers. To give these persons an alternative to
driving, and to boost the speed, reach, interconnected-
ness, and overall utility of the transit system, some buses
on the busway should continue to destinations farther
afield. Towards the north, these may include Bradley In-
ternational Airport and the corporate parks around it and
in Bloomfield and Windsor; to the east, they may include
East Hartford (riverfront area, downtown, Goodwin Col-
lege), Manchester (downtown, Manchester Community
College, and Buckland Hills), and Vernon/Rockville. Buses
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to and from many of these locations would have the ad-
vantage of being able to operate in the High-Occupancy
Vehicle lanes along 1-91 north and I-84 east of Hartford, in
essence spreading the benefits of bus rapid transit far be-
yond the New Britain — Hartford corridor and building the
skeleton of a genuine regional transit system.

COST

The cost of implementation depends on the level of service

desired. Cost may range from minimal, zero, or even nega-

tive, for instance from the elimination of costly detours and

the combination of the connecting services that currently

meet for transfers, to moderate, e.g. for increased frequency

on existing routes or the creation of new ones.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

CCRPA, together with CT TRANSIT, New Britain Transpor-
tation and DATTCO, studies existing routes and deter-
mines feasible operational improvements. Starts within
one year of the adoption of this Plan and concludes within
two years.

Findings of aforementioned study are implemented.
Starts within three months after study ends and concludes
within one year.
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Figure 8. Potential candidates for study
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INTERNET TRIP PLANNING

All public bus routes in the State, including those in the re-
gion, should be on Google Transit.

DESCRIPTION

One of the barriers to a successful transit system is infor-
mation. If people do not have ready, comprehensible, usable
data on transit options—where and when they depart and
arrive—they will not ride public transit. This is critical both to
new customers, who may be lost as transit riders, as well as
to existing customers, who may broaden their use of the sys-
tem (e.g., if they do not understand possibilities for transfers
beyond their regular routes, such as onto other lines or sys-
tems).

Efforts to distribute information have often run into obsta-
cles. Advertising is costly and, in a diverse, fragmented mar-
ket, often fails to reach large segments of the public. It is also
static. While advertising can build awareness of a brand, such
as a transit system, or product, such as a route, it does not
give personalized trip information. It cannot tell riders where
and when they should get on, transfer, and get off the bus.

Manned kiosks and telephone lines are one solution to the
information problem. However, these tend be expensive and

inefficient.” Because of this, their deployment has been lim-
ited to areas of high demand (e.g. busy train and subway sta-
tions). Automated systems, such as online trip planners and
text messaging services, have eliminated the staff, but have
run up against problems of their own, namely high installa-
tion and maintenance costs, poor usability, and a lack of
awareness about the systems themselves.

Google’s Transit program addresses all of these problems.
The program makes getting transit directions as easy as get-
ting driving directions online. All users need do is enter an
origin and destination in Google Maps, select “By public
transit,” and finally click “Get Directions.” Google does the
rest, giving easy-to-read door-to-door directions, with text
and maps illustrating routes, times, and stops. It even pro-
vides for seamless transfers between routes, modes, and
even transit systems and states.

The system is visible, easy to use, accessible by smart phone
(for on-the-spot directions), and free to both transit provid-
ers and users. However, it is an opt-in system. Only agencies
that have signed up and supplied their data to Google partic-
ipate. As of this Plan, approximately five-hundred agencies
around the country and world have done so. These include
the New York City MTA, Boston MBTA, New Jersey Transit,

*' Such facilities suffer from underutilization—open lines—as well as overutilization—long waits.
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Rhode Island Public Transit Authority, and regional transit au-
thorities in the Springfield and Framingham regions. Despite
this, no transit providers in Connecticut (with the exception
of Metro-North) actively participate. As a result, transit direc-
tions are not available in the state, and Connecticut appears
as a ‘black hole,” obstructing transportation in the northeast
between New York and Boston.

Given the low cost and high benefits of the system—an easy-
to-find, easy-to-use trip planner that some have found boosts
ridership 10-20%—this Plan holds that the top priority for
transit in the region and, indeed, in the state, is to integrate
all transit providers in Connecticut into Google Transit. Given
the fragmentation of transit in the state, this is all the more
important.?> Google’s effortless knitting-together of dispar-
ate transit system into a unified network will greatly enhance
the simplicity, usability, and, ultimately, the use and viability
of transit.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= DOT completes digitization of bus routes and submits the
data to Google for inclusion. Completed for the Hartford,
Bristol/New Britain, New Haven, and Stamford divisions of

CT TRANSIT. Digitization of routes from other divisions and
providers occurs within one year.

= Google accepts and broadcasts submitted data. Com-
pleted.

BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS

Signage should be added to heighten visibility of the bus sys-
tem. Maps and schedules should be posted at time points or
stops.

DESCRIPTION

No official bus stops exist in central Connecticut. Instead, all
CT TRANSIT buses in the region stop on demand, either from
a passenger in the vehicle or a fare on the side of the road (by
flagging down the bus). The advantage of this system is that
it allows the buses to pick up and drop off drivers closer to
their origins or destinations, which is a major plus for a sys-
tem with suburban components such as the region’s. (Since
suburban areas sprawl more, fixed bus stops would often ne-
cessitate more walking on the part of passengers, thus slow-
ing overall travel times and the desirability of the system).

*? Connecticut has approximately 15 separate transit operators to New Jersey and Rhode Island’s one or two each; this fragmentation makes riding more difficult,

as transfers often mean juggling maps and timetables from different systems. This poses an unnecessarily high learning curve and information burden for users

and depresses ridership.
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This flexibility has a downside. With no signs, shelters, or
posted maps and schedules, the bus system is practically in-
visible: the public has no idea where and when buses stop.
Indeed, the only way they would know that buses run along
a certain road is to catch sight of one passing (and even then,
they would not have any knowledge of its destination.) In
short, the absence of in-ground signage renders the bus sys-
tem invisible, which likely depresses ridership.

To redress this, this Plan recommends bringing the central
Connecticut bus system to be at least on par with other CT
TRANSIT divisions in the state. This means, at a bare mini-
mum, large, visible, standard bus signs with a route number.
In order to further increase usability, however, displays
should be located below these signs containing:

1. Timetables and linear maps for all routes that stop there

2. A system map (to show how the routes intersect and
transfer)

3. The web site and telephone number of CT TRANSIT to al-
low contact

4. Areference to Google Transit

Signs should only be installed after bus routes have been ra-
tionalized (to avoid having to remove and reinstall them at
new locations). The system may continue to run on a flag-
down basis; however, all time points should be treated as
stops for the purposes of signage. Doing so will not only
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boost visibility and usability of the system; it will also allow
the bus operators to place signs at locations where they
would like customers to wait (i.e., so that customers gather
at safer, operationally more efficient locations rather than
strew into less safe, operationally more problematic loca-
tions.)

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= CCRPA requests funds to purchase and install signs and
does so. Occurs within one year of the implementation of
bus route rationalization.

INTELLIGENT TRANSIT SYSTEM

Use technology to improve the performance, efficiency, and
ridership of transit and paratransit in the region.

DESCRIPTION

Most transit in the region does not run on dedicated rights-
of-way but uses the public roads, which it shares with other
modes of transportation, including personal transportation
(cars) and freight (trucks). While such infrastructure-sharing
is fiscally smart, forcing buses to mix with traffic often has an
adverse impact on the speed, reliability, and use of a transit
system: not only are buses and vans less able to cope with
traffic—they accelerate and decelerate more slowly than
passenger cars—but, unlike cars, whose drivers can change
directions, timing, or plans in response to traffic, they must
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stick to a fixed route, even if it means hitting a traffic jam. This
makes transit uncompetitive with driving, and, as a conse-
quence, can depress ridership dramatically.

The region finds itself in this situation. Congestion (Traffic and
congestion, p. 153), especially on the corridors served by the
region’s transit system, has made for long, slow trips on its
buses and vans. This Plan features projects that the region is
pursuing to address this problem. These include Integration
with New York (p. 28) New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Rail (p.
31) and the New Britain-Hartford Busway (p. 131). These pro-
jects will enable transit riders to bypass congestion by provid-
ing trains and buses separate rights-of-way.

However, neither the rail nor busway projects will address
congestion on all of the region’s bus routes. Transit riders not
traveling on the rail or busway corridors (or traveling on
those corridors but unable to use those services) are still ex-
pected to face congestion. Since it is not desirable or possible
to construct separate rights-of-way on every bus route, solu-
tions than expedite the passage of buses and vans in mixed
traffic are needed. A diverse array of techniques has been de-
veloped to do this. These include:

Major improvements = Public Transit

* Transit signal priority

= Signal coordination/optimization

= Queuejumps

= Enhanced acceleration buses

* Prepaid boarding

= Multiple door entry

= Passenger information systems

* Telephone and online trip booking (e.g., One Call/One
Click centers)

= Continuous optimization, real-time computer scheduling,
and automatic dispatching for Dial-a-Ride and paratransit

= Automatic vehicle location

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

* CCRPA studies needs and available technologies, and de-
termines feasible operational improvements. Starts
within two years of the adoption of this Plan and concludes
within five years.

= Selected operational improvements are implemented.
Contingent on funding, starts within three months after
study ends and concludes within two year.
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Private vehicles

ELECTRONIC HIGHWAY SIGN IMPROVEMENTS

Add electronic highway signs to indicate alternate routes to
avoid congestion or incidents. Supplement existing notifica-
tion systems with signs that direct drivers onto alternate
routes.

DESCRIPTION

Highways in the region have choke points that regularly con-
gest. To minimize delay and make optimal use of the road
network, electronic highway signs have been installed at
some of these locations. These signs give drivers information
in the case of congestion or incidents.

Unfortunately, the utility of these signs has been somewhat
limited due to their sparseness. Messages often indicate
simply that a delay exists, or to “plan alternate routes,” with-
out specifying which alternate routes should be taken. This is
a particular problem for drivers who are not intimately famil-
iar with the regional network; unsure where to go, they may
drive headlong into the jam, or slow down alternate routes

with unsure driving. If these drivers had better information,
many of them likely would follow it.

To ensure the freest flow of traffic, this Plan therefore recom-
mends the installation of additional electronic highway signs
at strategic points. These signs should be installed much like
town signs are on local roads, or exit signs on highways: that
is, they are posted at every major intersection along the
route, and they are posted at least twice in advance of every
turn lest a driver miss or forget a direction.

Installation of these signs will require the identification of
strategic alternate routes and appropriate sign locations. For
instance, the existing signs in the region that warn of conges-
tion on 1-84 in West Hartford and advise alternate routes
should be supplemented with two signs each at all junctions,
in both directions, (turns) on the route that runs as follows:
I-84E = 72E 29N = 175E = 15N = 84E. Figure 9 (p. 46) maps
this route (shaded in red) as well as other alternate routes. 23
The first sign should be located well ahead of junction and in-
form drivers of the turn they must make to enter or stay on

%3 Signs will be needed in at least two directions for every junction or interchange. Due to the complex nature of several, including the confluence of I-91 and

Route 15 in Hartford; 1-91, 1-691, and 15 in Meriden; 1-84, 15, and 2 in East Hartford; and I-84 and 72 in Plainville and New Britain, multiple signs may be needed to

indicate a particular movement. The location of the yellow dots is approximate. (Actual sign locations may differ noticeably.)

Major improvements ® Private vehicles
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the alternate route; the second sign should be located above
the junction and essentially ‘point an arrow’ to the route. In
some cases, it may be acceptable to omit signs, provided
more information can be displayed on a screen; however, this
Plan holds that some alternate routes, such as the above, are
too complex for almost anybody but the drivers who already
take them to remember.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= DOT and DEMHS complete diversion plans. Currently un-
derway.

= CCRPA studies opportunities for additional or improved
signage and makes recommendations to DOT. Starts
within five years of the adoption of this Plan and concludes
within two years.

= DOT installs signage at recommended locations. Com-
pleted within ten years of the adoption of this Plan.

LOCAL STREET RECONNECTION

Explore connecting local streets to serve as alternate routes
for congested through-corridors. Relieve traffic on arterials
by knitting together and dispersing traffic onto the street
grid.

DESCRIPTION

Traffic in many parts of the region, above all along its east-
west axis from Terryville through Bristol, Forestville, and

Major improvements ® Private vehicles

Plainville to New Britain, is heavy (but also north-south from
Bristol through Southington to Meriden). Most arterials and
collectors are near, at, or above capacity. Congestion and
long trip times result.

Much of this congestion owes to the relative paucity of con-
tinuous collectors and, especially, arterials along these corri-
dors. While there are numerous local roads, few of them con-
nect. This forces drivers to pour en masse onto the few col-
lectors and arterials there are, thus overburdening them. If
intersections are storm drains, the sewers that are the collec-
tors and arterials overflow.

Given the prohibitive cost, environmental undesirability, and
political infeasibility of constructing major new roads
through the region, the region will have to make better use
of the road network it has, especially as traffic volume grows.
(Due to population growth and, especially, sprawl, traffic is
expected to grow. Given that many roads are at or near ca-
pacity, the increases in congestion may not be linear but ex-
ponential.)
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Figure 9. Potential alternate routes and sign locations
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One option that has not been explored but should be is the
use of local streets. These streets by and large are far below
capacity. They represent a terrific opportunity to offload traf-
fic from the collectors and arterials; however before they can
do that they need connections. The reason these streets are
so underutilized is that they do not join together well: the
suburban pattern of development in the region has yielded
not traditional city blocks, which can disperse and effectively
dissipate large volumes of traffic, but, cul-de-sac-type streets
that impede rather than promote mobility. Given the sub-
stantial maintenance costs such roads accrue to the local mu-
nicipalities, it might be in their interest to look at them
anew—can they also deliver benefits?

They may be able to. In many cases, only short segments of
asphalt would be needed to form blocks out of currently dis-
continuous streets. This Plan therefore recommends that the
possibilities for connecting these blocks, and the resultant
decrease in congestion (and increase in attendant benefits)
be seriously studied.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= CCRPA studies opportunities and makes recommenda-
tions to municipalities. Starts within five years of the adop-
tion of this Plan and concludes within two years.
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ROUNDABOUT RETROFIT

Replace congested local intersections with roundabouts
where appropriate.

DESCRIPTION

Many roads in the region are overtaxed. Due to the explosive
growth of auto-dependent suburban development, traffic at
many intersections is beyond their capacity. The long delays
that result especially at major intersections with traffic lights
have forced load-balancing, i.e. spillover, where drivers opt
instead to take local roads. The result is unnecessary back-
ups at many intersections, especially four-way stops (but
also, to some degree, minor intersections with traffic lights).
This congestion has a number of detrimental effects, includ-
ing wasted time and fuel, and, especially, the encouragement
of reckless, dangerous behavior by impatient drivers (rolling
stops, accelerating through yellow lights, etc.)

A simple solution that addresses all of these problems—in-
creases capacity while vastly decreasing the environmental
(including air pollution, noise, and fuel consumption) and
safety issues of signalized intersections is roundabouts. This
Plan holds that many intersections in the region could greatly
benefit from conversion to roundabouts and accordingly
strongly recommends that roundabouts be considered seri-
ously for all intersection projects. The Plan supports the in-
stallation of roundabouts wherever appropriate and feasible.
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STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

* DOT and municipalities consider roundabouts for all inter-
section projects. Starts immediately and continues indefi-
nitely.

* CCRPA modifies the project evaluation process to assign
bonus points for innovative projects. Occurs within three
months of the adoption of this Plan.

=  CCRPA selects a roundabout project for the TIP as a
demonstration for the region. Occurs on an opportunity
basis.

ACCESS MANAGEMENT AND SIGNAL
COORDINATION

Consolidate driveways and better time lights on congested
roads to improve safety and traffic flow.

DESCRIPTION

While the region’s major thoroughfares, such as Routes 6 and
10, once mainly carried through traffic, with the migration of
retail into roadside plazas and strips, they now also transport
large volumes of local traffic. This ‘mall traffic’, which moves
at low speeds and makes frequent turns, conflicts with the
purpose and functioning of these roads as regional through-
routes; its admixture not only dramatically exacerbates con-

Major improvements ® Private vehicles

gestion and delay but also results in significantly elevated ac-
cident rates. (See Traffic and congestion and Safety and status,
p. 153 and 163, respectively, for examples.)

Stricter land use policies that redirect future commercial de-
velopment to downtowns or the like would alleviate this
problem, but in the short to mid-term they will not have much
effect on traffic, as they do not address the existing develop-
ment. To put it another way: as long as the store is there, the
cars will keep coming. However, that does not mean that
there is no room for improvement—on the contrary, insofar
as speeds and turns can be controlled, the congestion and
safety hazards posed by ‘mall traffic’ can be mitigated. Two
proven ways to do this are access management and signal co-
ordination.

Access management consolidates the innumerable (and of-
ten poorly sited) driveways and curb cuts that typify most
strips. Culling the points of ingress and egress can thin the
concentration of turns as well as deter unsafe maneuvers, re-
ducing the potential for conflict and bettering the experience
for all transportation users (including pedestrians, cyclists,
and transit riders).

Rows of traffic lights also define many strips. Turning move-
ments often cause frequent signal changes; congestion and
frustration result. Signal coordination can eliminate many of
these unnecessary stops and thus facilitate better flow by
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timing traffic lights so that more drivers do not ‘hit every red’,
but rather see a ‘green wave’ as they continue down the
road.

This Plan holds that certain roadways in the region stand to
gain from these techniques; it therefore advises that the im-
plementation of access management and signal coordination
where appropriate.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= CCRPA studies opportunities and makes recommenda-
tions to DOT and municipalities. Starts within five years of
the adoption of this Plan and concludes within two years.

* DOT and municipalities consider access control and signal
coordination where relevant. Starts immediately and con-
tinues indefinitely.

= CCRPA selects a project for the TIP as demonstration for
the region. Occurs on an opportunity basis.

AUTOMATED TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT

Add red light and/or speed cameras at dangerous locations.

DESCRIPTION

High traffic volumes and a culture of scofflaws have led to a
situation where dangerous traffic violations have become
routine. Due to resource constraints, municipalities and the
State are unable to enforce every violation, or even all severe
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ones. The resultant anarchy not only impairs the transporta-
tion system (by causing delays and accidents) but also endan-
gers and wastes valuable lives and property. This is a huge
cost to society.

Technology is now available to punish the worst offenders
who violate traffic laws and put the lives of others injeop-
ardy. These include those who run red lights and drive at un-
safe speeds. To ensure a safe transportation system, this Plan
recommends that automated enforcement devices bein-
stalled wherever losses, accidents, violations, or risk are high.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

= (CCRPA studies opportunities for automated traffic en-
forcement and makes recommendations to DOT and mu-
nicipalities. Starts within five years of the adoption of this
Plan and concludes within two years.

ELECTRIC VEHICLE SUPPORT NETWORK

Construct a network of charging stations to support the use
of electric vehicles.

DESCRIPTION

The threat of climate change, together with rising fuel prices
and geopolitical instability, are making clear that the petro-
leum-based transportation system constructed over the last
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fifty years is neither environmentally nor economically sus-
tainable. As a result, other forms of mobility and accessibility
are growing in prominence. These include the traditional
forms of walking, biking, and transit, as well as newer ap-
proaches such as telecommuting and a renewed focus on
denser, multi-use communities. (Many of the projects listed
above support these.)

While these approaches are valuable and, as numerous do-
mestic and international examples attest, can dramatically
shrink the dependency of a society on automobiles, it is un-
likely that the need for cars will ever completely disappear.
To address this need in a limited-petroleum, limited-emissions
future, alternative fuel vehicles are being developed and, as
of writing, starting to be marketed. Electric cars are the most
promising of these technologies. While these cars perform
like and can share the road with conventional vehicles, they
have unique fueling needs that are incompatible with the ex-
isting fuel distribution network. The rise of electric vehicles
necessitates the creation of new distribution system, not of
roadside fuel tanks and pumps but of charging stations at trip
origins and destinations.

Major improvements ® Private vehicles

The wholesale adoption of electric cars is likely to necessitate
the installation of charging stations and supporting equip-
ment (e.g., smart meters). While charging stations are not ex-
pensive, the breadth of the deployment—tens, if not hun-
dreds, of thousands of installations across the region—is a
logistical challenge unlikely to be achieved without govern-
ment involvement. As and so that the electric vehicle fleet
grows, this Plan calls for installing stations at all major desti-
nations in the region (employers, schools, and shopping cen-
ters); it also recommends supporting the installation of
charging stations at automobile owner’s locations (i.e.,
where vehicles are kept overnight).

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

» (CCRPA identifies priority locations for charging station in-
stallation. Starts within one year of the adoption of this
Plan.

= DOT, municipalities, and third parties install charging sta-
tions at priority locations. Starts as soon as funding is avail-
able. Concludes within two years of start.
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Freight

RAIL SYSTEM UPGRADES

Maintain and upgrade rail system to handle freight traffic.
Shift as much freight as feasible from busy highways and
roads to rail.

DESCRIPTION

Connecticut is overly dependent on trucks for freight. This
has many ill effects, including environmental problems (air
pollution and noise,) safety hazards (trucks pose collision
dangers to other drivers), higher maintenance costs (they de-
stroy roadways). Before there were trucks, however, most
freight moved by ship or train. The region does not have any
water shipping corridors; however, it does boast a rail corri-
dor along which daily operations continue. This corridor con-
nects the port in Bridgeport with intermodal yards near
Springfield.

Major improvements ® Freight

Unfortunately, the corridor has been allowed to deteriorate,
limiting the speed, weight, and frequency of trains. As are-
sult, capacity is severely constrained, and the line is no longer
competitive with truck freight. To reverse this, this Plan rec-
ommends that the line be upgraded and maintained.

STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

* CCRPA seeks funding for rail line improvements. Com-
pleted. CCRPA submitted a High-Priority Projects appropri-
ations request for $24 million to repair the rail line in 2009.
The request is held up in the reauthorization of the trans-
portation bill.

= Pan Am brings the track up to a state of repair sufficient
for enhanced freight rail. Starts as soon as funding is avail-
able. Concludes within two years of start.
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Preservation & upgrades

In addition to the major improvements listed in the preceding section, the
tables below list specific projects (preservation and minor improvement
projects) identified to date in each of the towns in central Connecticut.
This list of projects informs the region’s Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The tables are not final and may evolve in response

to changing needs, conditions, and funding. Type in the tables

below may be P (preservation), U (upgrade), or N (new);

Time may be S, M or L for short-, medium-, or long-term.
(Most short- term projects, many of which have moved
beyond the conceptual phase, can be found in the TIP.)

Note that bridge projects are not included below. For
discussion of the region’s bridges, see Bridges, p. 167. For
more information regarding the TIP, federal funding
programs, and the planning process, see Background, p. 174.
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The following tables list current and future transportation projects identified by CCRPA and member municipalities. Projects and
concepts of importance to the whole region are listed under the heading Region-wide; all other projects are given under the re-
spective municipality’s name. Projects are not listed in any particular order.

While projects must be included in this Plan to be potentially eligible for federal transportation funds, inclusion in this Plan does
not guarantee that a project will receive federal funds or come to pass. This list is one source of projects for the region’s Trans-
portation Improvement Program (TIP). Many of the listed projects here are concepts and ideas, while projects listed in the TIP are
scheduled to receive federal funding. As this Plan and the TIP are required to be fiscally-constrained, many of the listed projects
are considered unfunded concepts until the necessary development and evaluation have been complete. These projects, which
are denoted by a C under the Phase column, require further elaboration. Some of these merely lack cost estimates; others need
extensive study. This Plan is subject to change—through amendments by the region—and this list may be updated to reflect
changes in project feasibility, cost, and priority. For more information regarding the TIP, see Background, p. 174.

Abbreviations for project type (as indicated under the column What) stand for the following: accCtl = access control; bikePed =
pedestrian and cyclist improvements; Bridge = bridge rehabilitation or replacement; Hwy = highway; hikeTrail = hiking trail; intimp =
intersection improvements; Recon = reconstruction; rndAbt = roundabout; stScape = streetscape enhancement/beautification; Rail =
conventional railroad; Trail = dedicated multi-use trail; TBD = to be determined; TBD-s = to be determined (safety); Widen = widening.

REGION-WIDE

Where What Type Est. cost** Phase Time
Interregional transit from New York city metro (Bridgeport-Waterbury TBD U — C L
corridor) through Bristol and New Britain to Hartford

High-speed|/intercity rail from New Haven to Springfield, Rail U — C M
via Berlin

*4 Depending on the project, not all of the cost may be borne by the region.
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New Britain-Hartford Busway Hwy N $572.0m PE S
Extension of Bristol shuttle to Plymouth Bus N — C M
Bus system improvements TBD P — C S
Protection of the New England Trail hikeTrail P — C —
Program scoping N/A

BERLIN

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
Farmington Avenue Bridge Bridge P $3.600m PE S
Four Rod Rd., Burnham Rd. to Norton Rd. Recon P — C M
Kensington Rd., Camel Back to Main St. Recon P — C M
Orchard Rd., Chamberlain Hwy. to Tollgate Rd. Recon P — C M
Railroad station access and area improvement (may include TOD, TBD U — C M
projects supportive thereof, and/or Rt. 9 ramp improvements)

Railroad station facility and site enhancement Rail P $1.625m PE S
Reservoir Rd. Recon P — C M
Rt. 372, New Britain Rd. to Webster Square Rd. accCtl U — C L
BRISTOL

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
Rt. 229, Lake Ave. to Southington Town Line accCtl U — C L
Rt. 6, Rt. 229 to Farmington Town Line accCtl U — C L
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Rt. 6, Rt. 229, and Jerome Ave. intimp U — C L

Rt. 6, Rt. 69 to Vanderbilt Rd. accCtl U — C L

Rt. 72, Rt. 229 to Memorial Blvd. intimp, U $2.475m C M
Bridge

Rts. 69 and 72 TBD-s U — C L

Stafford Rd. and Maltby St.; Maltby St. and Mix St.; Mix St., rndAbt U — C L

Maple Ave., and Jerome Ave.; Maple Ave., Peacedale St., and

Burlington Ave.

South St., Church St., and Union St. intimp U $0.550m C S

South St.; Route 69 at South St. and South St. Ext. intimp U — C M

Wolcott St. Recon P — C M

Woodland St. at King St. intimp U — PE M

BURLINGTON

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time

Bridging of gaps in the Tunxis Trail hikeTrail N — C M

Burlington town center bikePed, N — C L
stScape

Farmington River Trail, Burlington Ave. to Rt. 4/179 parking lot Recon P — C M

Multi-use trail, Rt. 179 to Burlington Ave. Trail N — C L

Rts. 4 and 179 TBD-s U — C L
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NEW BRITAIN

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
Broad St. Recon P $6.550m C M
Design/construction of an on-road bicycle network bikePed U — C M
East St., East Main St., and Newington Ave. intimp U — C M
Ellis St. and various (South Main St.; Stanley St.) rndAbt U — C L
Glen St. pedestrian improvements bikePed U $0.220m C S
Multi-use trail from busway trail to CCSU Trail U — C M
Multi-use trail from busway trail to Westfarms Trail U — C L
Rt. 174 and East St. intimp U $7.500m C M
Rt. 372 and Corbin Ave. accCtl, intlmp U — C M
Rt. 372 and various (Steele St.; Black Rock Ave.; rndAbt U — C L
Lincoln St., Monroe St., and 10 Acre Rd.)

Rt. 372, Route 72 ramps to West Main St. TBD-s U — C L
Rt. 71, North St., and Stanley St. TBD-s U — C L
Rt. 71, Route 9 ramps to businesses TBD-s U — C L
Rt. 71, Rt. 175, and Allen St. TBD-s U — C L
PLAINVILLE

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
Camp St. and various (Washington St.; Bradley St.) rndAbt U — C L
Farmington Canal Heritage Trail, Farmington to Southington Trail N $6.990m C M
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Pedestrian improvements in Cooks Gap and land preservation onthe  bikePed u — C M
New England Trail

Rt. 372 and Rt. 10 TBD-s U — C L
Rt. 372, Cook St. to Hooker St. Widen U $8.000m C M
Rts. 10, 177, and 372 bike improvements and sidewalk bikePed U — C M
PLYMOUTH

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
Acquisition of Plymouth Reservoir and Leadmine Brook properties, hikeTrail N $2.000m ROW S
creation of Leadmine Trail

Allentown Rd., Fall Mountain Rd. to Wolcott Rd. Recon U $3.000m C M
Beach Ave. (including culvert) Recon U $1.250m C M
Bemis St., Rt. 72 to High St. Recon U $3.000m C M
Creation of downtown municipal parking Parking N $0.600m C M
East Plymouth Rd. and Matthews St. intimp P $3.000m C M
Greystone Rd. Recon P — C M
Harwinton Ave., Rt. 6 to Armbruster Rd. Recon U $3.500m C M
Lake Plymouth Blvd. Recon U $1.000m C M
Main St. stScape P $2.000m C M
Rt. 6 and Harwinton Ave. intimp U $4.000m C L
Rts. 6 and 72 intimp U $8.950m C L
Scott Rd., Cross. Rd to Washington Rd. Recon U $1.000m C M
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S. Main St., N. Main St., and Agney Ave. intlmp U $5.750m C L
Seymour Rd., Rt. 6 to Harwinton Ave. Recon U $2.500m C M
South Main St., Rt. 6 to Beach Ave. Recon P — C M
South Main St. (soften 90° curve) Recon U $2.100m C S
Todd Hollow Rd., Rt. 6 to end Recon U $4.000m C M
Terryville Center to Plymouth Center Sidewalk bikePed U $0.430m C S
Wolcott Rd. Greystone Rd. to Wolcott Town Line Recon U $2.000m C M
SOUTHINGTON

Where What Type Est.cost Phase Time
East St., Meriden Ave. to Kensington Ave. Recon P — C M
Farmington Canal Heritage Trail, Trail N $2.500m C M
Lazy Ln. to Plainville Town Line

Mt. Vernon Rd., Marion Ave. to Prospect St. Recon P $5.600m C M
Plantsville Business District beautification (Rt. 10) stScape U $1.500m C M
Rt. 10 and various roads in town center, Center St. to Flanders St. intimp U — C L
Rt. 10, Plainville Town Line to Lazy Ln. accCtl U — C L
Rt. 229, -84 ramps to Executive Blvd S. TBD-s U — C L
South End Rd., Rt. 322 to Cheshire Town Line Recon P $3.800m C M
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Finances

Sound financial planning is pivotal to the

success of any transportation project.
This Plan is required by federal
regulations to be financially
constrained, which means the
estimated total cost of

all planned transportation
expenditures, both for preservation
and upgrades, may not exceed the expected
revenue available.

Although projections should be taken with a grain of salt—

they are essentially educated guesswork—this Plan strives to

provide a most probable estimate of available funding and project costs

over its twenty-five year time period. Funding for government-sponsored transportation projects comes from three levels of gov-
ernment: federal, state, and local. The following sections present these sources in current-year (2010) dollars.
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Federal funding

The largest source of funding in Connecticut is the federal
government. (This is not always true in other states or coun-
tries, where state/provincial and local governments may con-
tribute a larger share.) The principal body of law dictating the
disbursement of federal funds for transportation is the Mov-
ing Ahead for Progress in the 21t Century Act (MAP-21). This
act, passedininto law in 2011, succeeds the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU), and is set to expire in 2014.

MAP-21 is a complex law, authorizing a variety programs to
fund transportation projects. The United States Department
of Transportation has three major divisions, the Federal High-
way Administration (FHWA), the Federal Transit Administra-
tion (FTA), and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA).
Notable FHWA programs include the National Highway Per-
formance Program, the Highway Safety Improvement Pro-
gram, the Surface Transportation Program, and the Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality Program. One ofFTA’s primary
funding programs is Section 5307 Capital and Operating.

FHWA, FTA, and FRA funding programs are described at:
http://www.thwa.dot.gov/federalaid/projects.cfm
http://www.fta.dot.gov/grants/12853.html
http://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/Poo021.

Preservation & upgrades ® Federal funding

Economic and political uncertainties cast the future of trans-
portation funding into doubt. The long-term solvency of the
transportation system is yet to be addressed. Figure 10 shows
the fluctuation in federal highway spending over the past half
century. In contrast, the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act (ARRA) of 2009, or ‘stimulus package,” recently

Figure 10. Federal highway spending over time
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gave the nation’s transportation system an extra infusion of
capital. The Act enabled the expedition of many transporta-
tion projects. Despite merit, some of these projects had lan-
guished or been repeatedly postponed due to shortfalls; in
other cases, however, the Act’s limitation to “shovel-ready”
projects led to the plucking of low-hanging fruit (e.g., routine
road maintenance and paving projects) rather than ad-
dressing more complex needs. (For the purposes of planning,

Table 3. ARRA-funded projects in the region

the revenue from stimulus is considered a one-time occur-
rence whose chief effect was to reduce the backlog of exist-
ing infrastructure repair needs.) Table 3 lists ARRA funded
projects in the region. All projects began in 2010 and are now
complete. In addition to these projects, the Act also funded
the resurfacing of a park and ride lot in Southington and
statewide initiatives, including the purchase of new transit
buses for the region.

Town Description Total$ Fed.$ State$ Local$
(000)  (000) (000) (000)
Berlin Reconstruction and paving: Episcopal Rd. 738 499 0 239
Bristol Reconstruction and normalization of Mix St. intersection with Maltby St. 1,500 1,500 0 0
Burlington  Linear park: Farmington River Trail 225 225 0 0
New Britain  Pavement preservation: Corbin Ave., East St., Stanley St., and Ellis St. 4,306 1,735 0 2,571
New Britain ~ Mill and overlay: Corbin Ave. (W. Main St. to Osgood Ave.), East St. 2,075 1,735 0 340
(Newington Ave. to South St.), Stanley St. (Chestnut St. to South St.)
Plainville Reconstruction and paving: Camp. St. 439 439 0 0
Plymouth Mill and overlay: Harwinton Ave., Rt. 6 to Armbruster Rd. 307 307 0 0
Southington Mill and overlay, South End Rd (4150 ft.) and Mount Vernon Rd. (3300 ft.) 1,100 1,039 0 61
Southington Linear park: Plantsville to Cheshire town line 3,342 3,342 0 0
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Table 4. Federal highway funding per capita by community, 2002-2012

Town 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 Total
Berlin $0.00 $15.80  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $9.09 $0.00 $0.00 $44.64 $0.00 $0.00 $69.53
Bristol $68.12 $36.22  $0.00 $7.96 $16.66 $204.68 $175.52 $188.51 $243.90 $7.28 $26.46 $975.32
Burlington $13.31 $13.20  $0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $51.02 $0.00 $10.32 $87.85
New Britain $0.00 $96.52  $0.00 $50.30 $47.03 $0.00 $5.07 $19.67 $28.81 $116.57  $0.00 $363.98
Plainville $858.69 $211.43  $0.00 $142.68 $43.01 $10.23 $0.00 $0.00 $24.79 $0.00 $3.61  $1,294.43

$180.69 $0.00 $168.38 $125.20 $62.97
Southington $86.25 $35.15  $0.00 $95.31 $0.00
Region $108.36 $63.90  $8.68 $52.14 $25.53

Plymouth

The distribution of federal transportation funds (from all pro-
grams) per capita are shown in Table 4 for the ten year period
from 2002 to 2012. Note that this table does not include pro-
jects classified as “statewide.” For example, Burlington may
receive money for a statewide traffic signal project but will
not be included in Table 4 if that project includes signals out-
side the region. Transit funding is also not part of Table 4
which leaves out the region’s and State’s largest projects -
$572 million for CTfastrak (bus rapid transit project between
New Britain and Hartford) and $366 million for the NHHS Rail
Corridor (high speed rail between New Haven, Hartford, and
Springfield). In addition, there are significant discrepancies in
highway spending between the towns. Some of this variation
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$9.95 $0.00 $39.40 $128.09 $4.49 $65.34 $784.53
$36.70 $1.10 $95.96  $24.13 $51.42  $53.21 $479.24
$61.65 $47.07 $74.10 $90.16 $47.67 $20.57 $599.84

may result from major state projects (e.g., upgrades to I-84 in
Plainville in 2002 and the extension of Route 72 in Bristol from
2007 to 2010) or eligibility restrictions (e.g., much of Burling-
ton not being considered part of the Hartford Urbanized Area
which excludes it from several funding programs), but it nev-
ertheless is worthy of attention, as it has distributional and
equity implications.

Data for the tables in this section is sourced from ConnDOT’s
annual summary of federal obligations (the federal govern-
ment’s legal commitment for the federal share of projects).

The Surface Transportation Program (STP), parts of which are
managed by CCRPA, is typically the largest funding source for
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transportation projects in the region. Eligible roads for fund-
ing are restricted by ConnDOT to those classified by FHWA as
collectors or arterials. (Local roads are ineligible.) STP encom-
passes several subprograms. Of these, the Surface Transpor-
tation Program — Urban (STP-U), which is based on urbanized
area, is the most significant. CCRPA is part of the Hartford ur-
banized area and receives about 25% of STP-U-Hartford funds
(84 million out of $16 million annually, although the exact
amount fluctuates). While ConnDOT administers most fed-
eral transportation funding programs, management of STP-U
for the region rests with CCRPA.

Table 5 (p. 64) demonstrates the significance of STP-U in
funding the region’s transportation system. As the table
makes clear, STP-U funding as a fraction of all TIP-listed funds
has stayed relatively constant since 2002, with an exception
in 2004, when only one project was funded in the region. An
entry of n/a indicates there were no federally-funded trans-
portation projects in the respective municipality that year.

As Table 6 shows, STP-U funding varies year-to-year and over
time among municipalities. New Britain received the largest
share of STP-U funds in the region, over one-quarter, be-
tween 2002 and 2012. Bristol and Plymouth came in second,
with Southington a close fourth.

Receipt of STP-U funds also varies on a per capita basis. As
Table 7 and Table 8 show, a difference of more than twenty-
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fold separates the municipalities with the highest (Plymouth)
and lowest (Berlin) per capita funding levels since 2002.

There are several reasons for this variation. These include:

1. Population. New Britain has eight times as many residents
as Burlington.

2. Road networks. The total mileage of roads eligible for
federal funding in Bristol is three times that of Burlington.

3. Merit. Per federal regulation, funds must be awarded on
a competitive and not per capita basis. Municipalities that
submit projects that correspond to the core principles of
this Plan and benefit the entire region are more likely to
be awarded funds than those that do not.

4. Resource constraints. Due to the high cost of projects,
the region often can only fund one or two projects (and
municipality) per year. As a result, the region’s cities and
towns may end up ‘taking turns.’

Future STP-U projects (with estimated costs) not included in
the above tables are shown in Table 9. These projects will be
added to the TIP once project development has concluded.
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Table 5. STP-U as a percentage of all TIP-listed funds

Municipality 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 Avg.
Berlin n/a 0% n/a n/a n/a 0% n/a n/a 44% n/a nfa 28.6%
Bristol 0% 31% n/a 100% 0% 19% 9% 0% 6% 0% 0% 9.1%
Burlington 0% 0% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 0% n/a 0% 0.0%
New Britain n/a 0% n/a 3% 57% n/a 0% 97% 0% 32% nfa  23.3%
Plainville 0% 34% n/a 0% 0% 0% n/a n/a 0% n/a 0% 5.6%
Plymouth 0% n/a 100% 100% 0% 100% n/a 100% 80% 0% 0%  57.0%
Southington 51% 53% n/a 0% n/a 9% 0% 12% 0% 0% 88%  25.8%
Region 7% 18% 100% 17% 33% 18% 8% 14% 12% 24% 1411% 17.0%
Table 6. Percent of STP-U share received by town

Municipality 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 Cum.
Berlin 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 15% 0% 0% 1.6%
Bristol 0% 25% 0% 23% 0% 90% 100% 0% 37% 0% 0% 22.6%
Burlington 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0%
New Britain 0% 0% 0% 6% 100% 0% 0% 58% 0% 100% 0%  26.0%
Plainville 0% 47% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.3%
Plymouth 0% 0% 100% 1% 0% 5% 0% 20% 49% 0% 0% 22.6%
Southington 100% 28% 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 21% 0% 0% 100% 21.8%
Region 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100.0%
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Table 7. STP-U funding by municipality ($ 000)

Municipality 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Berlin $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $388 $0 $0 $388
Bristol $0  $680 $0 %480 S0 $2,348 $917 $0 $948 $0 $0  $5,373
Burlington $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
New Britain $0 $0 $0 $122  $1,961 $0 $0  $1,394 S0 $2,699 $0  $6,177
Plainville $0  $1,255 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  $1,255
Plymouth $0 $0  $2,000 $1,495 $0 $120 SO $480  $1,261 $0 $0  $5,356
Southington $1,760 $755 $0 $0 $0 $144 $0 $512 $0 $0  $2,013 45,184
Region $1,760 $2,690  $2,000 $2,096 $1,961 $2,612 $917 42,386 $2,597 $2,699 $2,013 $23,732
Table 8. STP-U funding by municipality per capita

Municipality 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total
Berlin $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20 $0 $0 $20
Bristol $0 $11 $0 $8 $0 $39 $15 $0 $16 $0 $0 $89
Burlington $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
New Britain $0 $0 $0 $2 $27 $0 $0 $19 $0 $37 $0 $85
Plainville $0 $72 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $72
Plymouth $0 $0 $168 $125 $0 $10 $0 $39 $103 $0 $0 $446
Southington $44 $19 $0 $0 $0 $3 $0 $12 $0 $0 $47 $124
Region $44 $102 $168 $135 $27 $52 $15 $70 $138 $37 $47 $835
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Table 9. Future STP-U Projects (2013 and onward)

Town Project Phase Year Federal funds
Berlin Replacement of Farmington Ave Bridge (#4474) over Mattabesset River ROW 2013 $32,000
CON 2014 $2,525,000
Bristol Intersection Improvements at South, Union, & Church Streets CON 2013 $2,162,000
Bristol Intersection Improvements at Memorial Blvd and Route 72 ROW 2015 $48,000
CON TBD $2,500,000
New Britain  Reconstruction of Hart St PE 2013/14 $480,000
CON 2015 $2,500,000
New Britain  Downtown Improvements (Supplemental Funding to TCSP Grant) CON 2014 $2,000,000
Plainville Reconstruction of Cooke St CON 2014 $1,000,000
Plymouth Intersection Improvements at Main, Agney, and Route 6 PE 2013/14 $480,000
CON 2016 $2,500,000
Southington Rehabilitation of 1-84 Bridge (#01247) over abandoned Railroad CON 2013 $1,760,000
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State and local funding

Connecticut relies heavily on federal funding for its transpor-
tation programs. Currently, nearly two thirds of the money
for transportation capital projects in the State comes from
the Federal government. Most states, particularly those out-
side of the Northeast, use a much greater portion of state
and/or regional funds to pay for transportation projects.
State transportation programs are funded from the Special
Transportation Fund (STF), which collects revenues from
transportation-related taxes, fees, and revenues as well as
from the proceeds of Special Tax Obligation Bonds. Roughly
two thirds of the STF comes from state motor fuel taxes and
motor vehicle receipts. Although reliance on these sources is
desirable from both economic and environmental perspec-
tives (they function as a Pigovian tax), the revenues they
bring in are beginning to fall short of the level needed to pre-
serve the State’s existing transportation system, let alone
pay for upgrades. The widening gap between the State’s
means and its needs has various roots. These include:

1. Adecline in federal aid. The federal gasoline tax has been
frozen at 18.4 cents per gallon since 1993. The lack of an
index to inflation means that federal revenues (and po-
tential state aid) has fallen and continues to fall in real
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terms. As a consequence, a greater share of transporta-
tion costs must be borne by the states.

A reduction in the state gasoline tax. The State motor
fuel tax was cut by 14 cents per gallon, or 35.9%, between
1997 and 1999. This dramatically reduced the capacity of
the State to undertake projects onits own, or even to pro-
vide a State match for federally-funded projects. A lack of
index to inflation is also hobbling these revenues (and the
State’s ability to take on transportation projects) over the
long term.

Growing maintenance needs. Much of the State’s trans-
portation infrastructure was built at during the golden
years of the 50s and 60s, often with a 50-year design life.
As a result, a large portion of the State’s roads, bridges,
dams, and other structures are now up for replacement
(or escalating maintenance costs). The need to tackle all
these projects at one time presents a challenge: DOT has
estimated the unfunded State maintenance burden in the
near future to be on the order of $4-5 billion.

Debt service. A plurality of STF funds (39% in 2009) is used
to pay the debt on transportation projects paid for with
bonds. The need to pay for the past leaves less money
available for the present and future.
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Local governments also play a critical role in financing the lenges similar to those of the States both in revenues and ex-

transportation system. Nationally, thirty-six percent of sur- penditures: in many places, needs (particularly for mainte-
face transportation funding comes from local government. nance and rehabilitation) are growing while property taxes,
This proportion is expected to rise in the future as federal and municipal bonds, and other sources of revenue are stagnant
State finances deteriorate. Town and cities also face chal- or shrinking.
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Revenue assumptions and estimates

The DOT has projected Federal Highway and State funds for
project programming for all the RPOs in the State through
the year 2040. Total expected funding for all 15 RPOs includ-
ing CCRPA is shown in Table 10 (p. 70). Central Connecticut is
forecast to receive 2.9% of the total State funding, divided be-
tween 2.8% of the total made for system improvements and
4.3% of that for system preservation. The region is expected
to receive only 0.2% of the funds that will be made available
for major projects of statewide significance, all of which will
be dedicated to the proposed New Britain-Hartford Busway.
The region’s disproportionately small, even minimal, alloca-
tions for projects of statewide significance is curious and
begs explanation, given the region’s sizeable population and
economy, central location in the State, and function as a con-
duit among major cities and metro areas.

The ratio of funds for improvements to that for preservation
varies dramatically across the regions. For instance, the
Greater Bridgeport region has nearly 70% of those funds allo-
cated forimprovements, while Litchfield Hills and Northwest-
ern Connecticut each have 77% of their funds set for preser-
vation. Project funding in central Connecticut favors preser-
vation by roughly a two-to-one margin. This may be a judi-
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cious mix, given the region’s maturity, the age of its infra-
structure, and the State’s historical underfunding of preser-
vation in favor of improvements (Figure 11). Table 11 (p. 71)
breaks this funding out year-by-year over the thirty-year time
horizon of the forecast. DOT’s projections assume a three
percent annual increase in funding and a constant distribu-
tion between improvements and preservation. (In reality, to-
tal funding and the apportionment ratio will vary from year
to year, but this linear projection gives an idea of estimated
funding available over the timeframe of the Plan.)

Figure 11. Statewide transportation funding over time

1,000,000 -
900,000 -
800,000 -
S 700,000 -
8 600,000 -
N
£ 500,000 -
< 400,000 -
0 300,000 -
200,000 -W V ~4
100,000 - —
O =TT T T T T
~N = n o M N n o M IN @ mn
n O o N N QO o0 o o 9 o
28888229883 3
e |Mprovement Preservation
69 of 208



Table 10. Projected available transportation funds by region

Planning region System improvements System preservation Major projects of Totals

statewide significance

Southwestern
Housatonic Valley
Northwestern
Litchfield Hills
Central Naugatuck Valley
Valley

Greater Bridgeport
South Central
Central Connecticut
Capitol

Midstate

CT River Estuary
Southeastern
Windham
Northeastern
Undefined Towns

State total

$1,534,253,607
$627,376,551
$161,052,958
$157,114,970
$434,576,855
$178,687,550
$958,229,312
$1,286,428,197
$228,058,977
$1,174,630,330
$231,632,107
$144,754,404
$527,456,452
$247,982,957
$109,862,256
$44,581,813
$8,046,679,296

$772,781,361
$601,599,965
$535,268,342
$529,864,714
$580,238,962
$353,285,310
$438,601,841
$1,365,892,242
$481,940,265
$2,154,180,922
$497,239,103
$394,954,129
$1,253,541,933
$479,153,144
$589,583,780
$157,628,795
$11,185,754,808
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$1,555,260,000
$66,180,000

$0

$0
$1,904,200,000
$27,200,000
$353,068,400
$1,105,184,697
$13,500,000
$419,415,000
$320,000,000
$207,000,000
$114,480,000
$0

$0

$0
$6,085,488,097

$3,862,294,968
$1,295,156,516
$696,321,299
$686,979,684
$2,919,015,817
$559,172,860
$1,749,899,553
$3,757,505,136
$723,499,242
$3,748,226,252
$1,048,871,211
$746,708,532
$1,895,478,384
$727,136,101
$699,446,035
$202,210,608
$25,317,922,198
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Table 11. Project available transportation funds by year

Year Central CT improvement  preservation Total  Statewide improvement preservation Total
201 $2,923,400 $6,177,807 $9,274,259 $103,147,290 $143,385,892 $324,540,715
2012 $3,011,102 $6,363,141 $9,552,487 $106,241,708  $147,687,469 $334,276,937
2013 $3,194,479 $6,750,657 $10,134,233 $112,711,828 $156,681,636 $354,634,402
2014 $3,389,022 $7,161,772 $10,751,408 $119,575,979 $166,223,548 $376,231,637
2015 $3,595,414 $7,597,923 $11,406,168 $126,858,156 $176,346,562 $399,144,144
2016 $3,814,374 $8,060,637 $12,100,804 $134,583,817  $187,086,067 $423,452,022
2017 $4,046,670 $8,551,530 $12,837,743 $142,779,972  $198,479,609 $449,240,250
2018 $4,293,112 $9,072,318 $13,619,562 $151,475,272 $210,567,017 $476,598,982
2019 $4,554,563 $9,624,822  $14,448,993 $160,700,116  $223,390,548 $505,623,860
2020 $4,831,935 $10,210,974 $15,328,937 $170,486,753  $236,995,033 $536,416,353
2021 $5,126,200 $10,832,822  $16,262,469 $180,869,397 $251,428,030 $569,084,109
2022 $5,438,386 $11,492,541 $17,252,853 $191,884,343  $266,739,997 $603,741,331
2023 $5,769,584 $12,192,437 $18,303,552 $203,570,099  $282,984,463 $640,509,178
2024 $6,120,951 $12,934,956 $19,418,238 $215,967,519 $300,218,217 $679,516,187
2025 $6,493,717 $13,722,695  $20,600,809 $229,119,940 $318,501,506 $720,898,723
2026 $6,889,185 $14,558,407 $21,855,398 $243,073,345  $337,898,248 $764,801,455
2027 $7,308,736 $15,445,014 $23,186,392 $257,876,511 $358,476,251 $811,377,863
2028 $7,753,838 $16,385,615  $24,598,443 $273,581,191  $380,307,455 $860,790,775
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Year Central CT improvement  preservation Total  Statewide improvement preservation Total
2029 $8,226,047  $17,383,499  $26,096,488 $290,242,286  $403,468,179 $913,212,933
2030 $8,727,013 $18,442,154  $27,685,765 $307,918,041  $428,039,391 $968,827,601
2031 $9,258,488 $19,565,282 $29,371,828 $326,670,249  $454,106,990  $1,027,829,202
2032 $9,822,330  $20,756,807 $31,160,572 $346,564,468 $481,762,105  $1,090,424,000
2033 $10,420,510  $22,020,897 $33,058,251 $367,670,244 $511,101,418  $1,156,830,822
2034 $11,055,119  $23,361,969  $35,071,498 $390,061,362  $542,227,494 $1,227,281,819
2035 $11,728,375 $24,784,713 $37,207,353 $413,816,098 $575,249,148  $1,302,023,282
2036 $12,442,634 $26,294,102  $39,473,280 $439,017,499 $610,281,822 $1,381,316,500
2037 $13,200,390 $27,895,413 $41,877,203 $465,753,665  $647,447,985  $1,465,438,674
2038 $14,004,294  $29,594,244  $44,427,525 $494,118,063  $686,877,567  $1,554,683,890
2039 $14,857,155 $31,396,533 $47,133,161 $524,209,853 $728,708,411  $1,649,364,139
2040 $15,761,956  $33,308,582 $50,003,571 $556,134,233  $773,086,753 $1,749,810,415
Total $228,058,979 $481,940,263  $723,499,243 $8,046,679,297  $11,185,754,811  $25,317,922,200
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People

Plans like this tend to focus on projects and payments.
There are grounds for that: if the devil is in the details,
these two aspects are particularly satanic. But
transportation systems consist of more than

physics and finances. At its most fundamental,
transportation is about people and places:

who are the people, where do they need to be,

and how do we get them there?

Because of this, any discussion of a transportation
system without mention of people or places would be
incomplete. (Understanding of both is essential if a
transportation system is to perform well.) To this end,
this chapter reviews the human part to this

question; Systems (p. 94) covers the places side.

People




Population

According to the 2010 Census, 235,878 people live in central
Connecticut. This compares to 227,676 as of the 1990 Census
and 226,695 as of Census 2000. The region’s population as a
whole has stayed remarkably stable over the last twenty
years.

On the intra-regional level, however, the situation is not as
stable. As Table 12 (p. 74) makes clear, despite arelatively sta-
ble total population, the region is experiencing a high degree
of internal migration. In the last two decades, the population
of the region’s and older suburbs cities has steadied (in the
case of Bristol and Plainville) or shrunken (New Britain).
Rapid growth in outlying areas, such as the suburbs of Berlin
and Southington, and especially the exurb of Burlington, has
balanced this loss.

Table 12. Population by municipality

While the stability of the region’s population may, at first
glance, seem healthy and sustainable—the premise of stabil-
ity after all underlies sustainability—these internal shifts re-
veal an environment that is anything but. These shifts run
contrary to the principles of smart growth; they represent a
massive population migration and bring a slew of problems,
including a loss of forests, fields, wetlands, and the critical
ecosystem services that these open spaces provide; disin-
vestment in and the decay of downtowns and older neigh-
borhoods; declining social capital and public health; and, last
but not least, major transportation challenges, such as auto-
mobile dependency, congestion, and high travel costs.

Population may be diffusing from the region’s historic cores
into suburbs and exurbs, but this process is not yet complete.

Year Berlin  Bristol  Burlington  New Britain  Plainville  Plymouth Southington Total
1990 16,787 60,640 7,026 75,491 17,392 11,822 38,518 227,676
2000 18,215 60,062 8,190 71,538 17,328 11,634 39,728 226,695
2010 19,866 60,477 9,301 73,206 17,716 12,243 43,069 235,878
Change, 1990-2010 18.3% -0.3% 32.4% -3.0% 1.9% 3.6% 11.8% 3.6%

People = Population
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Figure 12. Population growth by decade
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Total population and population density continues to vary
considerably across the region’s municipalities, as Figure 13
(p. 76) shows. Despite considerable shrinkage in recent
years, New Britain remains the region’s largest and densest
municipality, followed by Bristol. (If current trends continue,
Bristol may wrest the first title from New Britain in the fore-
seeable future.)

Projections suggest (Figure 125, p. 75) the region will shrink
over the next ten years, albeit at a slower rate than Hartford
County, and then rebound with growth faster than the
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county over the succeeding decade. The Center forecasts
that the regional growth rate will lag the nation but be ex-
ceed with the state by 2030. However, given that past projec-
tions for the region have often failed to come to pass, these
too should be taken with a large grain of salt. It seems most
likely that the population of the region will remain stable.
Whether the trends of urban flight and suburban sprawl that
have defined the region to this point will continue defies fac-
ile augury, as it depends on a complex of factors that includes
the performance of the regional, state, and national macro-

*51990-2010 growth rates derive from Census population counts; 2010-2030 rates are 2007 projections from the Connecticut State Data Center.

People ® Population
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economies, the size and character of the housing market and
banking sector (including buyers’ preferences and the availa-
bility of financing), federal and state policies, local land use
regulations and building codes, redevelopment projects, and
the cost and availability of transportation options.

RELEVANCE

The high variation in density and development patterns
throughout the region has implications for its transportation
system. Rural and suburban areas are notoriously challenging
for transit. In most cases, concentration—of origins and des-
tinations—is a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for
successful bus or rail operations. Given their relatively high
population density, Bristol and, especially, New Britain have
the greatest potential of the region’s municipalities for
transit. (The confluence of CT TRANSIT’s current bus lines in
these cities reflects this. See Local, p. 120, for details.) That
said, if the present trend of dispersal continues, with origins
and destinations moving beyond transit’s reach, the system
may slip into a vicious cycle of dwindling ridership and service
cuts. If steps are not taken to arrest this, the long-term viabil-
ity of transit in the region may be called into question.

The sprawl trend also has implications for the roads. Where
distances are great, people cannot walk or bike, and when
there is no bus or train, people must drive. Replacing trips

People = Population

Figure 13. Population density (persons per square mile)
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that would otherwise be taken by foot, bicycle, bus, or train
intensifies congestion. Although some areas have sufficient
capacity to absorb additional cars without deterioration in
transportation system performance, many of the region’s
highways are at the breaking point: they are near, at, or
above capacity. (See Traffic and congestion, p. 153.) Due to the
nonlinearity of congestion, in these cases even slight addi-
tions can turn heavy traffic into gridlock.
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Economics

In 1999, the median household income for the region was
$64,095.2% By 2008, it had risen to $70,637.% This figure would
seem to indicate that the region is faring well economically,
as it lies not only above the statewide median household in-
come of $68,411 but is a full 35% higher than the national me-
dian household income of $52,175. However, this figure
masks three important facts:

1. Inflation. Incomes have not kept pace with inflation, so
real purchasing power is falling.

2. High cost of living. The region’s cost of living is higher
than the nation, so earnings do not go as far in central
Connecticut as an equal amount would elsewhere.

3. Uneven distribution. Although incomes are high, there is
wide variation within the region.

4. Out-of-date statistics. The infrequency of economic data
collection means they no longer reflect actual conditions
(the boom of the 1990s versus the ‘Great Recession’ to-

day.)

26 According to Census 2000.
7 CERC Town Profiles.

INFLATION

Although earnings have risen in the region, the value of
money has fallen at the same time. According to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, inflation over the last ten years has been
so high as to more than nullify the above cited gains. To keep
up with inflation from 1998 to 2008, a household earning
$64,095 would have to earn $72,794 in 2008. >8 Given that the
true inflation rate—that experienced by households 2% —
tends to lead the official rate (the federal government tends
to understate true inflation for political reasons), the loss in
real earnings may be double the $2,157 difference between
the actual income of households in the region and what they
would have earned, had income merely kept up with infla-
tion. Thus, in terms of real earning power, median household
income did not stagnate over the last decade; it fell by a strik-
ing margin (likely on the order of $4,000.) The region is, in
other words, getting poorer—and noticeably so.

28 Annual U.S. inflation from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index. http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm.

*? Many basic household expenses have undergone hyperinflation in the last ten years, doubling or more in price, e.g. housing, fuel, health care, and education.
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COST OF LIVING Figure 14. Annual unemployment rates

Households in the region may take in more money than their 4% -
national counterparts do, but they must also give out more.
Central Connecticut is no Gold Coast, but most of the region 129
is a more expensive place to live than the nation as a whole.

Figure 16 (p. 82) maps the cost of living in the region relative 10% -

to the nation.3° Downtown New Britain, with a score of 91.3 gy
is 8.7% cheaper than the national average; Burlington, at 129.9
is nearly 30% more expensive. The region’s higher living ex-
penses partially erode the advantage its higher pay gives.
Households in the region are financially better off than the 4% -

rest of the nation, but not a full 35% so.

UNEVEN DISTRIBUTION

Income is not evenly distributed across the region. Figure 17 0% ; ; ; . . . T T T T s
(p- 83) shows that census block groups3' with the highest me- 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

dian incomes concentrate in the more suburban and rural e Berlin e Bristol e Burlington

parts of the region, Burlington, Berlin and Southington. e New Britain e==Plainville  e===Plymouth
Those with the lowest median incomes cluster in central New e SOUthINGON
Britain.

3° Cost of living for the United States as a whole is 100. Data taken from Sperling’s BestPlaces, Cost of Living Comparison.
http://www.bestplaces.net/col/.

3" As of 1999, per Census 2000.Census block groups represent an intermediate, submunicipal level of aggregation between Census blocks and tracts.
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Figure 183 (p. 84) maps the inverse of wealth, poverty. The
figure reveals the highest concentration of low-income
households (defined as below 150% of the poverty line33) in
downtown Bristol and, above all, New Britain. Poor house-
holds exist in other parts of the region; however, unlike in
these two areas, they are not visibly concentrated.
Employment is the primary source of most households’
income. Employment rates therefore have a large effect on
the economic well-being of households throughout the
region. Figure 14 reveals that unemployment rates have
climbed over over the last three years in all of the region’s
cities and towns. This corresponds to the onset of the ‘Great
Recession.” While rates have risen more or less in parallel
across the region, New Britain and, to a lesser extent,
Plymouth, Bristol, and Plainville began at a higher baseline.
(Even in the best of times, unemployment was a problem for
New Britain.) As a result, unemployment rates are
substantially higher in these communities—as of this Plan,
they top 10% in all four communities. This suggests that
households in these four areas may be experiencing
considerably greater financial duress.

32 As 0f 1999, per Census 2000.

OUT-OF-DATE STATISTICS

As the past few years have demonstrated, the economy can
turn upside-down seemingly overnight. Yet with the excep-
tion of unemployment statistics, economic data often suffer
from considerable lag. (The Census is held once every ten
years, for instance.) As a consequence, the data get out-of-
date. The last Census was conducted at the azimuth of the
go0-go ’90s. As a consequence, the data portray what could
be described as best-case scenario for the economy; they do
not reflect the soberer reality that reigns as of this Plan’s writ-
ing. Because of this, the conservative assumption should be
that the situation on the ground is significantly worse than
most of the statistics educed herein would otherwise lead
one to believe.

RELEVANCE

In recent years, the region has developed physically, with for-
ests and farms giving way to subdivisions and strip malls.
While this style of development yields some benefits, it also
comes with steep costs, such as congestion, pollution, urban

33 In 1999. One-and-a-half times the federal poverty line is generally considered a more realistic measure of poverty than the poverty line itself, due to the latter

being set artificially low.
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Figure 15. Travel mode by income group
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blight, and a loss of ecosystem services. Many of these prob-
lems are passed on as hidden costs: while they cost society as
a whole, nobody in particular pays for them.

However, not all costs are so hidden. New buildings cost
money, as do cars and the fuel to drive the lengthening dis-
tances between them, and roads to link them. Yet as the re-
gion has grown physically, as the foregoing discussion re-
veals, it has failed to do so economically. Income has stag-
nated at the same time that the cost of living has exploded.

People ® Economics

90% 95% 100%

(Housing roughly doubled in price in the last decade; health
care and education have experienced even sharper hyperin-
flation.)

These trends affect, and are affected by, the transportation
system. Stagnant or declining income has left households
and communities with less to spend on preserving, maintain-
ing, and improving the transportation system, from the pri-
vate domain (automobiles, fuel, etc.) to the public (infra-
structure, services, etc.) Unfortunately, like in housing,
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health care, and many other critical needs, costs have also
risen in transportation. Fuel, insurance, and construction ma-
terials climbed in price. Alternatives to driving such as walk-
ing, biking, and transit have served as a release from this price
pressure, especially for low-income households. However, as
Figure 15 shows, even the poorest of the region’s poor—
those least able to afford a car—have become automobile-
dependent.

Moreover, the region’s continued sprawl is likely to exacer-
bate this problem, forcing households to travel longer dis-
tances, spend more time on the road (versus productively),
and own more cars, as well as driving municipalities and the
State to add capacity. In short, sprawl and a stagnant econ-
omy have given rise to a situation where needs have grown
as means have shrunk.

People ® Economics

Given the high cost of both private and public investment in
transportation (owning a car in the state runs about $10,000
per year; highways can easily top $1 million per lane-mile), if
the economic welfare of households and municipalities is to
be maintained over the long-term, and transportation is not
to crowd out all the other, essential slices of a shrinking pie,
cost efficiency should be a primary concern. The public side
of the transportation system—spanning all aspects from
planning to operations, and reaching into related fields such
as land use—should orient toward making better use of ex-
isting investments and to minimizing households’ costs of
and, where possible, need for transportation.

810f 208



Figure 16. Cost of living by ZIP code area
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Figure 17. Median household income by Census block group

/ New Hartford
Torrington a

West Hartford Hartford

Harwinton

Litchfield Farmington

Wethersfield C

Newington

Rocky Hill

I $10,000 - 20,000
N 520,001 - 25,000
W 525,001 - 30,000
[0 $30,001 - 40,000
' $40,001-50,000

$50,001 - 60,000
I $60,001- 70,000

Watertown

Middle
! 7 $70,001- 80,000

Meriden [0 80,001 - 90,000
I $90,001 - 100,000

Waterbury

Middlebury

People ® Economics 83 of 208



Figure 18. Households below 150% of the poverty level by Census block group
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Age and disability

The age of a region’s denizens is critical to its economic per-
formance as well as its transportation needs. Children and
the elderly tend to be more dependent, economically as well
as in terms of mobility (many cannot drive); mid-and late-ca-
reer employees tend to be more self-sufficient in both re-
gards, though as late career employees transition into retire-
ment, reliance on outside support increases. Young adults
may be less self-sufficient than the middle-aged but offer
good near-term prospects for income growth and reduced
need for transportation options.

Table 1334 shows that slightly over half the population of cen-
tral Connecticut (53.2%) falls in ‘workforce’ age range, 25 to
64 years old. Two thirds of this group is aged 25 to 49. To-
gether, Bristol and New Britain account for more than half of
the persons between 25 and 64 in the region. The college age
population (18-24 years old) is the smallest population seg-
ment. Its members are most prominently represented in New
Britain, most likely due to the presence of Central Connecti-
cut State University in the city. This segment of the popula-
tion tends to make up a large share of transit ridership. They

34 Data from CERC.

People ®* Age and disability

embody the characteristics of those with a high propensity to
ride transit: high densities, low income and lack of automo-
bile access.

Like income, age distribution is not consistent across the re-
gion. Figure 19 (p. 87) graphs the deviations of cities and
towns from the regional average for each age group. Aside
from the crush of college-age persons in New Britain (and
their relative absence elsewhere), perhaps the second strik-
ing trait is the overrepresentation of children and un-
derrepresentation of old people in Burlington. The former
may reflect the draw of the town’s esteemed schools, while
the latter may owe to the relative newness and automobile-
dependent character of most development in town.

Much of the elderly (aged 65 and over) and disabled popula-
tion cannot drive a personal automobile and are dependent
on other means of transportation, such as public transporta-
tion. According to the Connecticut Economic Resource Cen-
ter, just over one in seven persons in the region (15.6%) is age
65 or older. This is slightly higher than the 14.9% recorded in
the 2000 Census for the region. As of 2000, one third (32.6%)
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Table 13. Age distribution

Age Berlin Bristol Burlington New Britain Plainville ~ Plymouth Southing- % total
ton
0-17 4,619 13,059 2,354 15,518 3,496 2,505 9,321 22.1%
18-24 1,364 5,296 580 10,009 1,425 1,141 3,102 10.0%
25-49 6,709 21,340 3,349 22,357 6,247 4,055 14,003 33.9%
50-64 4,189 11,469 2,025 11,157 3,636 2,414 9,538 19.3%
65+ 3,208 8,884 765 10,819 2,632 1,543 6,067 14.7%
All 20,089 60,048 9,073 69,860 17,436 11,658 42,031 100.0%

of the mobility impaired population was age 65 and over. This
makes over one third of the region’s entire population elderly
and/or disabled. Figure 20 (p. 89) plots the elderly and disa-
bled3> by Census block group, revealing high concentrations
of both in Bristol and, in particular, New Britain.

RELEVANCE

Although non-drivers exist in every age bracket, the young,
old, and disabled face especial challenges when it comes to
driving: whether from legal, physical, mental, and financial
constraints or from choice, they drive at much lower rates

than the general public. In central Connecticut alone, 85,000
people are less than 18 or at least 65 years old. Nearly two in
five residents (36.8%) fall into either of these two groups. This
figure indicates that, of all demographic factors, age has the
greatest implications for the region’s transportation system.

The abundance of minors, seniors, and disabled persons in
the region—i.e., of non-drivers—suggests a demand and
need for forms of transportation besides the private motor-
car. Insofar as a transportation system responds to the de-

35 ‘Disabled’ refers to the number of disabled persons in the civilian non-institutionalized population at least 5 years of age.
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Figure 19. Age differences between the region and its municipalities
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mands and needs of its users and potential users, a corre-
spondingly high level of investment in pedestrian and cyclist
infrastructure as well as buses and trains is justified.

Investment in transportation infrastructure is not the only
way to serve the roughly 40% of the public that does not
drive. People demand or need transportation per se; the pur-
pose of transportation is not to move people for mobility’s
sake, but to allow them access to the goods, services, and ac-
tivities necessary to live a full life. While transportation can
facilitate access, so, too, can community design. For instance,
denser, mixed-use development can eliminate the need for
transportation by providing for all of an individual’s needs—

People * Age and disability

homes, workplaces, schools, doctors’ offices, shopping, en-
tertainment venues, and parks—within a walking distance.
Although community design has typically been treated sepa-
rately from transportation infrastructure, in reality the two
influence and are influenced by each other profoundly.

Because of this, one might expect those unable to drive to
draw towards places where one can live without a car, such
as downtowns and village centers. As the preceding maps
show, this is the case in central Connecticut: the old, disabled,
and poor cluster in downtown New Britain first and foremost,
followed by downtown Bristol and, at some distance, Plain-
ville, Terryville, and Southington centers. (See Pedestrians
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and cyclists, p. 95, for detail.) This suggests that, if one is to transit investments as well as community design efforts
enhance the quality of life and socioeconomic participation should focus on these areas.
of the most non-drivers at the least cost, foot, bicycle, and
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Figure 20. Disabled and elderly by Census block group
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Table 14. Self-identified race

Berlin
Bristol
Burlington
New Britain
Plainville
Plymouth

Southington

0% 10% 20% 30% 407%

B White mBlack @ American Indian and Alaska Native

Race and ethnicity

50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Asian or Pacific Islander ~ ®m Other W Multiracial

The region is diverse in terms of race. Roughly one in six of its
residents (16.9%) asserts a racial identity of other than ‘white
alone.” The largest minority population in the region, 26,627
persons as of 2010, resides in New Britain. Table 143® shows
that 36.4% of New Britons claim to be of non-white or multi-
racial ancestry. This is the highest rate in the region.

36 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010.

People = Race and ethnicity

The distribution of Hispanics exhibits a similar pattern, with
the largest absolute and relative populations also found in
New Britain (26,934, or 36.8% of the city’s total population).
Figure 21 (p. 91) charts the incidence of Hispanic self-identifi-
cation town-by-town in the region. Taken together, 15.5% of
central Connecticut’s residents of all races express a Hispanic
ethnic identity.

90 of 208



Figure 21.Self-identified ethnicity (Non-Hispanic and Hispanic only)
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Like many suburban areas, most of central Connecticut is
zoned for single-family housing. That said, much of the region
developed before the advent of the automobile; this legacy
is visible as the dense, walkable neighborhoods of Bristol and
New Britain. These neighborhoods often feature large num-
bers of multi-family structures such as duplexes and triple-
deckers. More than two in five (41.5%) dwelling units in the
region are part of multi-family structures. These units cluster

37 Data from CERC. “Single family-detached” includes mobile homes.
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in Bristol and New Britain. As Table 153 shows, New Britain is
the sole municipality in which a majority (65.3%) of the units
is not single-family.

Households in the region own an average of two cars. How-
ever, there is considerable variation in this statistic. Bristol
and, in particular, New Britain have large numbers of carless
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Table 15. Housing type

Municipality Dwelling units Single-family detached Multi-family/attached
Berlin 7,918 6,675 (84.3%) 1,243 (15.7%)
Bristol 26,918 15,478 (57.5%) 11,440 (42.5%)
Burlington 3,246 3,080 (94.9%) 166 (5.1%)
New Britain 31,212 10,799 (34.7%) 20,413 (65.3%)
Plainville 7,898 5,126 (64.9%) 2,772 (30.1%)
Plymouth 4,859 3,669 (75.5%) 1,190 (24.5%)
Southington 16,704 12,979 (77.7%) 3,725 (23.3%)
Total 98,755 57,806 (58.5%) 40,949 (41.5%)

households. Indeed, as Figure 22 (p. 93) shows, a majority of
households in parts of New Britain do not own a car.

RELEVANCE

The use of automobiles is related to age, ability, and income.
As discussed under Age and disability (p. 85), the young, the
old, the disabled, and the poor are less able to own and drive
a car. Because of this, what was said in that section applies
here. However, the rates of household carlessness and sin-
gle-car ownership by households in certain parts of the re-
gion, specifically downtown New Britain, is even higher than
one might predict based on the demographic and socioeco-

People ®* Housing and household vehicles

nomic data presented there. Residents of these areas are un-
able to profit from auto-centric development; if they are to
remain meaningfully integrated into the socioeconomic life
of the region, they must either be provided cars (and chauf-
feurs) or have access to useful and usable pedestrian, cyclist,
and transit infrastructure, as well as access to the full range
of goods, services, and activities that others in the region en-
joy (i.e., livable communities).
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Figure 22. Percentage of households that is carless
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Systems

This chapter lays out in brief the region’s
transportation system with an eye towards
identifying and addressing the issues the
system experiences today, tomorrow,

and in the years to come.
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Pedestrians and cyclists

FACILITIES

SIDEWALKS AND STREET CROSSINGS

As CCRPA found in its 2005 Plan for Transportation and Alter-
native Health (CCPATH), sidewalks are common in the denser
parts of the region, the Bristol and New Britain downtowns.
Sidewalks form relatively complete networks in these areas.
Sidewalks are less frequent elsewhere in the region. In the
village centers of Kensington, Plainville, Southington, and
Terryville, as well as in the more suburban quarters of Bristol
and New Britain, the sidewalk network is incomplete, with
gaps and missing facilities, such as for safe crossing of streets
(e.g. pedestrian signals, islands, chicanes, and crosswalks.) In
the most rural parts of the region, which includes most of
Berlin, Burlington, and Plymouth, provisions for pedestrians
(and cyclists) are by and large missing. Figure 2338 (p. 96)
maps municipal sidewalk networks as of 2005.

Although the completeness of a network is important to the
functioning of a transportation system, it is not the only cri-
terion by which a system should be judged. Efficiency is also

a concern, as resources are invariably limited, and every in-
vestment in infrastructure has a price. A dollar spent in one
place is a dollar not spent elsewhere, with, perhaps, a higher
return. In addition, even whenresources are available, invest-
ments should be sensitive to context, i.e. respond to local
needs and respect the environment. Given the heterogeneity
of the region, a ‘one-size fits all’ to transportation would be
inappropriate. When it comes to sidewalks, the challenges
the region faces differ by the pattern of development. They
are roughly as follows:

1. Downtowns. Dense, mixed-use urban areas possess high
concentrations of people and places, such as schools,
workplaces, shopping centers, and entertainment ven-
ues. These dispose an area to high levels of non-vehicular
transportation, provided that one can safely walk or bike.
In downtowns with existing sidewalk networks, the em-
phasis should be on keeping them in a good state of re-
pair (broken sidewalks and signals make for a hazardous
environment that discourages walking), plugging gaps,

38 This image is taken from CCPATH, the Central Connecticut Plan for Alternative Health and Transportation. It should be used for references purposes only, ds

the conditions depicted may no longer hold. (CCPATH has not been updated since publication in 2005.)
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and upgrading facilities to make for a more pleasant and Figure 23. Municipal sidewalk networks
inviting street experience.

Farmingtan

2. Retail strips and office parks. Commercial developments

gurlingtan

tend to draw many visitors but often lack accommoda-
tions for non-vehicular users. Since most strips and office
parks in the region perforce exclude a residential compo-
nent—often due to single-use zones—these areas are

constrained in the levels of walking and biking they can

obtain. However, given the crowds which frequent these piymouth__
areas, they offer substantial potential to popularize walk-
ing and biking. This goal should guide investments in
these areas. The emphasis in existing strips and office
parks should be on retrofit, installing facilities where they
are desirable but wanting (such as walkways between
buildings and to nearby neighborhoods and transit
stops), as well as infill, i.e. building homes around strips
and office parks to create a market within walking dis-

tance of those businesses. New commercial development

should designed on a human scale, so that they are easily =
accessible not just to automobiles but also to walkers and R : " ]
bikers from the ground up. ' i ¢ i

3. Suburban neighborhoods. Thanks to single-use zoning,
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many residential areas consist exclusively of single-family

homes on relatively large parcels, on disjointed roads and

dead ends. While this template insulates residents from
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the negative externalities of city living (e.g. through traf-
fic and noise), it also means few, if any, destinations are
within walking distance. As a consequence, sidewalks in
these areas may not be prudent investments: not only are
they unlikely to catalyze much non-motorized transporta-
tion, but the roads they would front carry such low vol-
umes of traffic that they may serve as walking streets. In
these areas, the emphasis should be on making streets
work as shared space that welcomes vulnerable users
such as pedestrians and cyclists. In other words, while
sidewalks may not be necessary in most places, 39 all new
residential streets should be built, and existing streets re-
constructed, to calm traffic so that all users may pass
without fear of harm.

4. Rural areas. The extremely low population densities and
long distances of rural areas make it improbable that side-
walks and street crossings installed here will experience
substantial use. Absent any overriding factor, these areas
are poor candidates for cost-effective investment.

Despite the shortcomings identified by CCPATH, the region is
making progress in certain places. Bristol, Plainville, and
Southington have undertaken streetscape improvement pro-
jects that have calmed traffic and improved the pedestrian

Figure 24. Potential student walkers and new sidewalks by
road segment
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environment. All three communities as well as New Britain
are in the process of planning further upgrades and enhance-
ments (Main Street in Bristol, downtown in New Britain and
Plainville, and Plantsville in Southington). In addition, Plain-
ville, Plymouth, and Southington have undertaken a sidewalk
construction projects with CCRPA under the umbrella of the

39 Sidewalks and crossings will be merited in some places, such as on heavily-trafficked streets, streets that lead downtown or to commercial centers, or between

proximate but disconnected streets, such as the ends of cul-de-sacs.

Systems ® Pedestrians and cyclists

97 of 208



Safe Routes to School program. Figure 244° (p. 97) presents a
map of a pedestrian network analysis conducted for these
projects.

MULTI-USE TRAILS

The region is short on multi-use trails, which include bicycle
paths and greenways. As of this Plan, trails exist in three lo-
cations in the region. These are the Farmington Canal Herit-
age Trail in Southington, which follows the former railroad
right-of-way; the Farmington River Trail in Burlington, a spur
of the Heritage Trail, and parts of Northwest Drive and Route
10 in Plainville. Figure 2 (p. 21) depicts these. Although these
facilities lie in close proximity to one another and could form
the north-south spine of a regional pedestrian and bicycle
network, they are disconnected at present. The project Farm-
ington Canal Heritage Trail (p. 19) aims to remedy this by plug-

ging the gaps.

When complete, the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail will give
residents and visitors an invaluable alternative to the region’s
congested and often accident-prone roadways, including
Routes 10 and 177. However, the trail’s north-south axis is in-
congruent with the largest component of trafficin the region,
which travels southwest-northeast, from Bristol through

New Britain to Hartford. The trail altogether bypasses the re-
gion’s two largest municipalities and those with the highest
rates of walking and biking and lowest rates of vehicle own-
ership (Bristol and New Britain), failing to connect these cities
with each other, Hartford, or with major trip generators in
the region (such as CCSU and Westfarms Mall).

This suggests that, should the region desire walking and bik-
ing to become areal alternative to driving, at least one more
multi-use trail will be necessary in addition to the Farmington
Canal Heritage Trail. Happily, plans and concepts have been
proposed to address these concerns. The New Britain-Hart-
ford Busway is set to include a multi-use trail between its
western terminus in downtown New Britain and Route 173 in
Newington. This trail is slated to join on-road routes and West
Hartford’s Trout Brook trail; it should also pass within a mile
or two of CCSU and Westfarms. To bolster safety and foster
trail use, this Plan recommends building connectors between
the trail and both destinations. Figure 3 (p. 27) depicts these
connections with dotted, green lines. To provide a link to Bris-
tol and connect to the Farmington Canal Heritage Trail, this
Plan also strongly urges the creation of an east-west trail be-
tween Bristol and the busway terminus in New Britain. Given
topographic, infrastructural, and development constraints,

4 Numbers reflect the total potential volume if all students in the neighborhood were to walk to school. Thick black lines indicate road segments lacking but

needing sidewalks; officer symbols show where traffic guards are recommended.
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the exact routing of this trail will like pose more of a chal-
lenge; however, its general course is shown in yellow in Fig-
ure 2 (p. 21).4'

SHARED FACILITIES

None of the region’s seven municipalities have designated
pedestrian or bicycle route networks. The State’s Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Board has identified at least two cross-
state routes that pass through the region; however, they
were selected without consultation of local stakeholders.
What such identification will mean in terms of policy and fa-
cilities remains to be seen. These routes, which were con-
ceived for recreational, long-distance cycling (e.g., ‘century
riding’), by and large wend their way along country roads;
they tend to skirt downtowns, universities, commercial ar-
eas, and other potential hotbeds of commuter and utility cy-
cling activity.

Neither the State nor the region’s municipalities have made
any physical or operational improvements to roadways be-
sides the aforementioned streetscape improvement projects
and multi-use trails: no bicycle lanes, shoulders, or sharrows
exist in the region. This stands in contrast with cities and
towns such as New Haven and Mansfield, which, through

their expanding pedestrian and bicycle networks, have
demonstrated that such facilities can and do work in Con-
necticut.

On the other hand, in areas with low pedestrian traffic but
sidewalks, the latter often de facto serve as bicycle paths. Alt-
hough some counsel against riding on the sidewalk, in places
it can be appropriate and safer than riding on the road, pro-
vided that minimum conditions are met. (Sidewalks should be
relatively empty of pedestrians or sufficiently wide to accom-
modate passing; curb cuts should be as level as possible and
crossings, ramped; cyclists should travel at reasonable
speeds, signal approach, and exercise caution when crossing
roads.)

Sidewalks must be well-maintained and complete to ensure
safe riding. Imperfections, such as cracks and bumps, can
dash cyclists to the ground just as they trip pedestrians. In
many cases, the injuries bikers sustain on a fall exceed those
suffered by walkers in severity. (Cyclists’ higher speeds, to-
gether with their foreshortened reaction times and the
greater distance they have to fall, are to blame for the ele-
vated risk.) In addition to surface conditions, sidewalk riders
are particularly affected by contiguity. Sidewalks that turn to

# The trail depicted follows the course of the existing trail line; a trail by rail may be possible; however, the diagram should is for illustration only and does not

reflect a decision to collocate the facilities.
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grass or mud, or that lack ramps at curbs, present hazards to
riders. (These can cause bike riders to slide or come to an ab-
rupt stop and fall.)

HIKING TRAILS

Parts of the region are rich in hiking and mountain biking
trails. A map of long-distance woods trails in the region is
printed Figure 25 (p. 103) for reference. One of the country’s
eleven National Scenic Trails, which are trails that, on account
of their especial natural beauty and preservation value, have
been designated as a National Scenic Trail, passes through
the region. This trail, the New England Trail, runs from Long
Island Sound through Connecticut and Massachusetts to
New Hampshire, passing through Berlin, New Britain, Plain-
ville, and Southington on the way.

Hiking trails, like all types of transportation infrastructure,
constitute a network. Breaks in the network impair its utility
and limit its use. While dead ends and cul-de-sacs can affect
the efficient functioning of the transportation network, they
never create impassable discontinuities. Such roads always
connect to other streets that allow a way out or through. This
is not the case for hiking trails. As Figure 25 (p. 103) makes
clear, many the trails in the region are discontinuous. These
include the Tunxis Trail, whose northern and southern sec-
tions in Burlington and Southington Bristol interrupts, and
the Mattatuck Trail, which nearly but not quite connects with
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the Tunxis in Wolcott. Given the proximity of these trail heads
and the open space and undeveloped land that lie between
them, it may be feasible to forge connections among them to
make for a continuous and integrated trail network.

Opportunities also present themselves for the development
of new trails, above all to the north and west of the region,
where tracts of undeveloped land remain, but also to the re-
gion’s east, whose ridges the New England Trail traces.
Preservation and promotion of existing trails as well as new
trail building in these areas could bring a host of benefits.
These include enhancing residents’ quality of life; drawing
visitors and tourists; and promoting economic development;
as well as assisting in the preservation of open space and in
the maintenance of ecosystem services. Protection and ex-
pansion of hiking trails (p. 25) describes two projects that
have been identified as of special significance to the region,
preservation of the New England Trail and the creation of the
‘Leadmine Trail’ (see p. 25). Figure 25 depicts both of these
projects, in addition to all existing and potential long-distance
trails and associated connectors in the region.

MAINTENANCE AND MANAGEMENT

Sidewalks, bike paths, and other forms of pedestrian and cy-
clist infrastructure, like roads and railways, require mainte-
nance and management if they are to function safely and ef-
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ficiently. For the most part, the facilities that exist in the re-
gion are in satisfactory condition. However, individual sites
do exhibit the following problems:

1. Environment. Many roadways seem to have been de-
signed with the automobile in mind, with pedestrian and
cyclist facilities an afterthought. The result is streetscapes
that are hostile or unsafe to these users. Many sidewalks,
especially those along multi-lane commercial strips, lack
functioning pedestrian crossing signals, are broken up by
curb cuts (e.g. for drive-thrus), and are separated from
the roadway by no more than the curb.

2. Connectivity. Many pedestrian and cyclist facilities have
been installed piecemeal, often on a parcel basis. As a
consequence, gaps interrupt the sidewalk network. Some
of these occupy critical locations, including to and from
popular destinations, such as schools, parks, and shop-
ping and employment centers.

3. Repairs. Deferred maintenance on trails in certain areas
has led to the appearance of cracks, humps, and other im-
pediments. To some, these may be an annoyance, but to
those with limited mobility, the frail, and persons travel-
ing at higher speed (e.g. joggers and bikers), these can
pose a real obstacle or hazard.

4. Snow removal. Municipalities do not plow most pedes-
trian and cyclist facilities in the region. That task is left up
to property owners. While this saves money, it also treats
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pedestrians and cyclists as second-class citizens vis-a-vis
car drivers, whose roads municipalities do clear: while
some owners shovel straightaway, others tarry. The re-
sult is a dysfunctional network of unsalted slicks and
snowdrifts that render sidewalks, crossings, and the like
useless and force pedestrians to walk in the streets.

These problems, while isolated, bespeak a dearth of lasting
attention to pedestrian and cyclist issues. No concerted ef-
forts have been taken to better the pedestrian and cyclist ex-
perience in the region. Although CCRPA did identify and map
some of the above facilities and deficiencies for CCPATH in
2005, the plan constitutes a one-time snapshot of non-motor-
ized transportation and not an ongoing program of improve-
ment. A systematic approach, as is practiced by the region’s
municipalities and the State with regard to facilities for auto-
mobiles, has been lacking. However as Complete Streets im-
plementation (p. 17) lays out, this is set to change: with the
enactment of the State’s ‘complete streets’ law, pedestrians
and cyclists are to be integrated into all stages of municipali-
ties’ and the State’s road management. Further hope for im-
provement is given by the advent of technology like
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SeedlickFix 4%, which dramatically simplifies the process of
gathering feedback from transportation system users, in-
cluding pedestrians and cyclists, tracking issues, and provid-
ing responses. Although such technology is not widely used

# See http://seeclickfix.com
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in the region, given its popularity and deployment in nearby
communities, there is reason to expect that it may be in the

near future.
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Figure 25. Hiking trails in the region
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Figure 26. Walking and biking over time
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The prevalence of walking and biking is hard to quantify. In
contrast with the traffic count programs run by DOT and
CCRPA, nobody counts pedestrians and cyclists. Statistically,
they are invisible. The only source of information on them in
the region is Census’ commute to work data. Figure 26 shows
the percentage of workers aged 16 and over who commute
to work by foot or bicycle in the region’s municipalities.*3 Pri-
vate automobiles account for the lion’s share of transporta-
tion in the region. Even in New Britain, the densest of the re-
gion’s municipalities, and thus putatively the most ideal place

New Britain

Bike 2007

Plainville Plymouth Southington

for non-motorized transportation, 3.3% of commuters go by
foot or bicycle. In Burlington, just 0.3% do. With figures this
low, one could argue that the region is justified in not provid-
ing more comprehensive facilities to pedestrians and cyclists.
On the other hand, safety is often cited as the first priority in
highway funding. Given that pedestrians and cyclists account
for approximately fifteen percent of all crash fatalities in the
state and region, it could also be argued that facilities for
these vulnerable users have been grossly underfunded.

Without such large-scale investment, trends in walking and
biking over time are mixed: walking seems to have de-
creased, while biking has increased as a share of all com-

4 Legend numbers refer to the years 1990, 2000, and 2007, respectively. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census, Census 2000, and American Community

Survey 2005-2009.
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mutes. This may reflect the ongoing decentering of commu-
nities in the region through pedestrian-unfriendly suburban
and exurban sprawl as well as the growing popularity of cy-
cling.

The prevalence of these modes in the region has changed
over the last two decades. As the Figure 26 shows, there is no
clear trend in walking—New Britain and Southington have
lost sharply in that regard, while Bristol has gained slightly.
Cycling has grown substantially and consistently in Bristol
and New Britain. However, overall rates of walking and biking
remain abysmal. Several reasons may be given for the low
levels of walking and biking. These include:

1. Density and separation of uses. Most development in the
region since the mid-20t" century has taken a sprawling
form that strews buildings over distances that are hard to
walk or bike (as well as serve via transit) and intentionally
separates origins from destinations. (Single-use zoning
isolates homes far away from schools, workplaces, and
shopping.)

2. Inadequate transit. The movement of residences and
businesses to locations that are difficult to serve via
transit creates a vicious circle, whereby a shrinking pool
of riders begets service cuts, which in turn further de-
presses ridership, leading to additional cut. Since most
transit riders use their own legs to get to the bus or the
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train, the loss of access to these modes also entails a cor-
responding diminution in walking and biking.

3. Unfriendly environments. The flipside of sprawl has been
urban renewal. Under this banner, entire downtowns and
transportation systems have been rebuilt. Until recently,
most such ‘renewal’ has cloven to a modernist template,
in which public spaces are reconstructed to prioritize
speed, distance, and private automobiles. In the process,
amenities or provisions for pedestrians and cyclists were
sacrificed, and vast transit systems were dismantled, re-
sulting in an urban environment inimical to any form of
transportation but driving (and flying).

POTENTIAL

Although this list may daunt, it also implies that levels of
walking and biking may be a cycle of sorts. The less people
walk or bike, the fewer resources will be given to facilities for
pedestrians and cyclists, and, as a consequence, the less peo-
ple will walk or bike! This suggests that the opposite may be
true, namely that ‘if you build it, they will come.” A low base-
line should not serve as a pretext for inaction. As projects
from Singapore to Copenhagen, from Portland (Oregon) to
New York City, and from Blueback Square to the Farmington
Canal Heritage Trail demonstrate, investments in pedestrian
and cyclist facilities, when coupled with well-planned land
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use, can make walking and biking viable alternatives to driv-
ing. They can literally transform the face of transportation.

The potential for walking and biking in the region varies.
Some communities, such as Burlington and Plymouth, may
never have high levels of either activity due their lack of den-
sity. (Not only do relatively few people live there, but the des-
tinations that those people frequent tend to lie beyond walk-
ing and biking distance.) Others, such as New Britain and Bris-
tol, with their historic urban cores and higher, mixed concen-
trations of residences, workplaces, stores, schools, and ac-
tive recreation are naturally more suited to and thus offer
more potential for non-motorized use.

Historically, these areas seethed with non-motorized
transport. Over the last several decades, these areas have
grown increasingly hostile towards pedestrians and cyclists
as transportation and planning have focused on the automo-
bile. However, despite these setbacks, Bristol and New Brit-
ain (and, to a lesser extent, downtown Plainville, Terryville,

and Southington) still may be fertile ground for pedestrians
and cyclists. As Figure 2744 (p. 108) shows, both Bristol and
New Britain continue to boast a high concentration of amen-
ities (libraries, shops, parks, schools, etc.) in their down-
towns. With proper planning and investment, these areas
may once again enjoy high foot and pedal traffic.

SAFETY

By themselves, walking and biking are relatively safe activi-
ties: the risks by and large consist of bruises, scrapes, and the
occasional broken bone. However, few people have the op-
portunity to walk or bike in a vehicle-free vacuum. Most walk-
ing and biking occurs around and in a transportation system
that has been designed to facilitate the efficient circulation of
motor vehicles. The great discrepancy in mass and speed be-
tween motor vehicles and pedestrians and cyclists puts the
latter at significant risk. As the chart Figure 29 (p. 110) shows,
collision speeds at which car drivers and passengers would

# Walk Score “calculates the walkability of an address by locating nearby stores, restaurants, schools, parks, etc.” According to walkscore.com, the technique

works by “award[ing] points based on the distance to the closest amenity in each category. If the closest amenity in a category is within .25 miles... [it] assign[s]

the maximum number of points. The number of points declines as the distance approaches 1 mile... no points are awarded for amenities further than 1 mile.

Each category is weighted equally and the points are summed and normalized to yield a score.... The number of nearby amenities is the leading predictor of

whether people walk.” The categories in the legend in Figure 27 are defined as follows: Walkers’ paradise, “Daily errands do not require a car”; Very walkable,

“Most errands can be accomplished on foot”; Somewhat walkable, “Some amenities within walking distance”; Driving only, “You can walk from your house to

your car.”
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survive often more likely than not result in death for vulnera-
ble users such as pedestrians and cyclists.
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Figure 27. Walkscore map of Bristol and New Britain
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Table 16. Vulnerable user injuries and deaths

Municipality

Pedestrians hurt killed Cyclists hurt killed

Berlin
Bristol
Burlington
New Britain
Plainville
Plymouth
Southington
Total

Every year, over one thousand pedestrians and cyclists are in-
jured or killed in Connecticut. Some of these accidents occur
in central Connecticut. Table 16 (p. 109) tallies walkers and
bikers injured or killed in the region by municipality over the
three year period from 2005 to 2007. During this period, a to-
tal of 274 were reported injured or killed as a result of road
accidents.#> The two putatively most pedestrians and cyclist-
friendly municipalities in the region, Bristol and New Britain,
have the worst safety records for such users. Part of this may
reflect a higher incidence of walking and biking in those cities

3 0 2 0
47 4 40 0
1 0 2 0
13 3 65 1
4 1 16 1

2 0 4 0
13 0 16 0
183 8 145 2

(and thus potentially bespeak even lower per-mile walked or
biked accident rates); however, evidence indicates that as
the prevalence of walking and biking grows, relative and ab-
solute accident rates tend to fall. Whatever the truth of the
matter, this Plan holds that every road casualty is needless,
preventable, and grounds for action.

As the table suggests, such ‘vulnerable user’ casualties are
not spread evenly across the region and its roads. As Figure
28 (p. 110) shows, while pedestrians and cyclists tend to get

# The actual number of casualties may be higher due to missing or incorrect reports.
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Figure 29. Probability of death versus impact speed Figure 28. Collisions involving pedestrians/cyclists by road type
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hurt or killed most often on state and U.S. routes in Burling-
& (p- 112) plots the locations of collisions involving such vulner-

ton and Plymouth, in Bristol and Southington, local roads are
y ’ gton, able users on State routes (including U.S. Routes but not In-

th blem. Thi ts that diff t hes to ad-
€ problem. This suggests that diiierent approaches toa terstates) and highlights ‘safety corridors’ (concentrations of

dressing these safety issues may be needed.

In addition, some areas appear to be hotspots, more prone
to collisions and riskier to pedestrians and cyclists. Figure 304°

46 Covers the five-year period from 2002 to 2006. Local roads are not included. Fatalities and injuries on limited-access expressways (e.g., Interstate 84) not
depicted due to their prohibition on pedestrian use.
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high accident activity) in the region, where improvements in
the name of safety are especially justified.4

Due to data limitations, Figure 30 does not differentiate by in-
jury severity and only depicts collisions on State highways.
This means it only tells part of the story. Most accidents in-
volving vulnerable users occur on local roads. Between 2005
and 2007, 71.9% of collisions involving pedestrians took place
onroads under municipal control; for cyclists, the same figure
is 62.2%. The upshot of this is that, if the safety of walking and

biking is to be improved, municipalities—especially Bristol
and New Britain—in addition to the State must take an active
role.

The safety corridors identified may be a good starting point.
Since local roads are not included, it may be prudent to con-
strue the corridors to encompass connecting local roads, as
it may be presumed that pedestrians and cyclists access the
State routes pictured via local roads and thus also are at risk
there.

# Safety improvements may also be justified outside the region; as these are beyond the purview of this Plan, the map does not denote these.

Systems ® Pedestrians and cyclists

111 0of 208



Figure 30. Collisions on State highways with pedestrians by victim type and number
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Public transit

Note: this Plan considers privately-owned or -operated services
transit if their primary function is to carry unrelated members
of the public between multiple origins and destinations. This
comprises services such as ADA paratransit, Dial-a-Ride, and
other vanpools as well as air and bus carriers such as Grey-
hound.

Despite high fuel prices and a national trend in favor of buses
and trains, transit ridership in the region across all modes is
low and stagnant, if not slipping. Bristol may have overtaken
New Britain as the largest employment center in the region,
but as Figure 31%8 demonstrates, the latter remains the munic-
ipality with the greatest number and proportion of transit
commuters, at an estimated 938 transit riders out of 32,478
workers, for a rate of 2.9%.

From the standpoint of capturing a maximal or growing
mode share (i.e., getting as many drivers out of their cars as

possible), the transit system in the region comes up short. As
Figure 31 (p. 114) makes clear, even the municipality with the
highest ridership in the region by far, New Britain, is dispro-
portionately transit-averse. As Figure 334° (p. 115), which
charts rates of transit ridership across various cities and re-
gions in the state, shows, ridership among commuters from
the city of New Britain is even lower than among commuters
from the full extent of any of Connecticut’s metropolitan re-
gions, or New England city and town areas (NECTAs).5° This is
an important point, since these regions span not only transit-
friendly cities but also large swaths of well-to-do suburbs and
distant rural areas, communities which are challenging for
transit service. Because of this, one might, on the face of it,
expect ridership in cities to be visibly higher than in the re-
gions that surround them, yet in the case of New Britain, the
reverse is true. Transit’s commute share in all of metro Hart-
ford was 2.7%, versus 11.8% for the City of Hartford and 2.2%

8L egend numbers refer to the years 1990, 2000, and 2007, respectively. Data from the U.S. Census Buredu, 1990 Census, Census 2000, and American Community

Survey 2005-2009.

4 NECTA names abbreviated. Official names are: Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk; Danbury; Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford; New Haven; and Waterbury, CT

Metropolitan NECTA. All data from the U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2008, save Bristol and Southington, which draw on years 2006-2008 of

the survey.
5° New England city and town areas, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Figure 31. Transit ridership as a percent of all workers by place of residence
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for the City of New Britain. This anomaly calls for investiga-
tion and suggests that the region’s transit system may be un-
derachieving.

Unfortunately, longitudinal metropolitan region data are not
available, so no comparison of trends in transit popularity
over time is possible. However, data on a municipal level are.
Figure 32 shows the change in mode share by urban commut-
ers between 2000 and 2008. These datareveal that, while use
of transit by New Britain commuters is markedly lower than
by Hartford city and metropolitan region commuters, it has
regressed by the same amount among commuters from both

5" Map shows network from 1893.
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cities. This surprises, not only because these years are gener-
ally recognized to be a period during which transit resurged
nationwide, but also because use of transit by New Haven
commuters burgeoned at the same time.

RAIL

From the middle of the 19" to the middle of the 20" century,
central Connecticut connected to and was served by an ex-
tensive rail network, depicted in Figure 345' (p. 117). The net-
work, which ran through every town and city of import in the
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Figure 33. Percent of commuters using transit in selected
regions and cities
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NECTAs (metro regions)

10%

state, included two lines in the region, one running east-west,
and the other, north-south.

The first line directly connected the region with Waterbury,
Bridgeport, Norwalk, Stamford, and New York City to the
southwest and Hartford, Manchester, Willimantic, and Bos-

Historical railroad timetables (p. 191) give times for trips to
and from these cities. Transfers were also possible to other
nearby cities, including Middletown, New Haven, Essex, New
London, Norwich, Providence, Springfield, Danbury, Torring-
ton, and Winsted.
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Figure 32. Change in transit mode share over time by urban
commuters
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ton to the northeast. Trains on this line served several sta-
tions in and around the region. These included East Water-
ville, Terryville, Bristol, Forestville, Plainville, New Britain,
Newington, ElImwood, and Parkville. (Some trains also made
stops in Greystone, Hancock, and Tolles.)

Although operations changed over time, riders enjoyed a
high level of service until the abandonment of passenger ser-
vice on this line. For instance, every Monday through Satur-
day in the mid-1920s, some 17 trains traveled from Waterbury
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to Hartford; 16 trains made the reverse trip.> (Thirteen trains
ran Sundays.) Even as late as the mid-1950s, passengers could
choose from six trains in each direction on weekdays (with
four on Saturdays but none on Sundays). Although passenger
operations between New York City and Waterbury have since
resumed and intensified under the aegis of Metro-North, the
last passenger trains in central Connecticut stopped running
in 1960.53 (Freight continues on this line, though at substan-
tially diminished capacity due to track deterioration.) As a re-
sult, New Britain and Bristol now hold the distinction of being
the largest cities by population in the tri-state area (New
York, New Jersey, and Connecticut) without functioning train
stations.

52 Holidays excluded.

53Service to Boston ended after the floods of 1955; service between Waterbury and Hartford ended in 1960.
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Figure 34. Historical train network

The second line linked the region with greater New Haven,
the Farmington Valley, and Massachusetts’ Pioneer Valley.
Passengers could switch to the east-west line in Plainville;
trains on this line also stopped at three additional stations in
the region (namely Milldale, Plantsville, and Southington), as
well as New Haven, Mt. Carmel, and Cheshire to the south
and Farmington, Avon, Simsbury, Granby, Congamond,
Southwick, Westfield, Southampton, Easthampton (Massa-
chusetts), Northampton, and Williamsburg to the north.
(Flag stops were available at Brooksvale and Weatogue.)
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Figure 35. Historical tram network
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Trains on this line never attracted as high ridership as those
between Waterbury and Hartford; as a consequence, passen-
ger service ceased in 1925. Freight ran until the early 1980s,
when floods damaged the tracks. Since then, much of the
right-of-way has been converted into a greenway, the Farm-
ington Canal Heritage Trail, with plans to convert the as-yet
unimproved sections to rail trail. Freight operations persist
only along a stub segment of the line between Robertson Air-
port in Plainville and the northern end of Southington.
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In addition to the heavy rail network, a shorter-distance
tram>% system connected the communities of central Con-
necticut with each other and greater Hartford, shown in Fig-
ure 35. The trams enabled travel over shorter distances and
transfers to the heavy rail system at major nodes, including
downtown Berlin, Bristol, New Britain, and Plainville. With
the rise of car culture, this system was dismantled in the
1930s. Nothing of it remains.

Although there have been repeated calls over the years for
restoration of passenger rail to central Connecticut, including
from this Plan (for details, see Integration with New York, p.
25), no commuter or express trains serve the region. The sole
community with passenger rail is Berlin, at whose Kensington
station Amtrak’s Vermonter and some of its Northeast Re-
gional trains stop. Due to the Vermonter’s leisurely speed and
awkward schedule, which partly result from track removal
and deterioration, the service is unable to satisfy the com-
muter or high-speed rail market. (It essentially fills the same
niche as long-distance bus service, only at higher cost.) The
New Haven-Springfield Shuttle, which began after electrifica-
tion of the Northeast Corridor, complements this service and

provides an alternative to commuters from Hartford to New
Haven.

(Current timetables do not facilitate a commute for most
workers in the reverse, i.e., northbound, direction.) Amtrak
also runs a limited number of through trains between Wash-
ington, D.C. and Hartford/Springfield. Table 18 and Table 19 (p.
120) reproduce the schedule as of writing for the Vermonter
and Northeast Regional trains.

Statistics on ridership and mileage for the Amtrak’s and
DOT’s operations on the line are as follows. 5> As the numbers
show, ridership is relatively low. The poor turnout reflects the
condition of the line, which, since the removal of additional
tracks, limits the speed of trains as well as their frequency
and ability to make schedules that respond to a larger market
(e.g., the New Haven to Hartford commuter and high-speed
long-distance markets, which at present the Amtrak trains do
not serve).

Projects are underway to return the line to a state of repair
sufficient for more frequent and higher-speed service. Table
17 quantifies the changes, a tripling to quadrupling in both

54 Trams are also known as ‘streetcars’ or ‘trolleys.” Map shows network from 1920. Lines to Terryville are depicted truncated. Rail lines, some of which followed

the same corridors, are not shown. Image taken from Hartford County Trolleys, published by the Connecticut Trolley Museum (2005).

55 Figures taken from the Northeast Corridor Master Plan. Only selected stops are shown. Blue cells represent Amtrak shuttles. ‘NER’-type trains are Northeast

Regional; ‘v’ are Vermonter. Vermonter trains originate in or terminate at St. Alban’s, Vermont.
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service capacity and ridership, that are planned. (Also see

New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Rail, p. 31, as well as Excerpt

Table 17. Operating statistics for the New Haven-Springfield rail corridor

from the Northeast Corridor Master Plan, p. 188). This Plan
supports those projects.

Operator Avg. weekday trains Train miles (000) Passenger mi. (000) Ridership (000)
Year Now 2030 Now 2030 Now 2030 Now 2030
DOT 0 36 0 571 0 43,129 0 617
Amtrak 12 28 245 571 54,598 152,698 1,215 3,399
Total 245 1,142 54,598 195,827 1,215 4,016
Table 18. Amtrak trains, northbound

Train 190/490 150/450 170/470 160/460 54 56 164/464 88/488 176/476 140 94/494 “8 132432 146 136
Type NER NER NER NER \% \ NER NER NER  NER NER NER NER NER NER
Days Mo-Fr SaSu  Mofr SaSu  SaSu  MoFr SaSu SaSu  Mofr SaSu  MofFr Mokr Su Sa Fr
Wash. 315 3:15 5:02 525 730 810 9:25 1:25 12205 1225 1405 1502 1525 1625 17:05
Phil. 5:13 5:15 6:52 718 920 958 118 1318 356 1418 1556  17:00 1718 1818  19:02
NYC 6:55 7:00 8:30 9:00 1MM30 1133 13:00 15:00 1530 16:30 17:40 1843 1930 20:00 21:07
NHvn 8:38 8:37 10:15 1043 1320 13:22 1450  16:50 1715 1821 1925 20:30 2120 2150 23:00
Berlin 914 9:08 10:44 M4 1354 1356 15224 721 1750 19:03 1958  21:06 2156 2024 2334
Hfd 9:27 9:20 10:57 127 1408 1410 15:41 17:36 18:05 19:19 202 2120 20:10 20:38 2348
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Train 190/490 150/450 170/470 160/460 54 56 164/464 88/488 176/476 140 94/494 “¥8 132432 146 136
Spfld 10:10 10:00 1:35 1205 1458  15:00 16:16 18:15 1845 20:00 20:50 2200 2250 2318 0:30
Table 19. Amtrak trains, southbound
Train M 143 95495 195/405 147 83/93/493 161/401 163/463 57 55 165465 175/475 167/467 179/479 169/469
Type NER NER NER NER NER NER NER NER \ \% NER NER NER NER NER
Days MoFr SaSu  Mofr SaSu Sa Mo-Fr  SaSu SaSu SaSu  Mofr SaSu  Mofr Sa  Mofr SaSu
Spfid 6:00 6:30 710 730 8:00 1040  10:40 1240 1450 14:50 1610  16:05 17:25 19:20 19:40
Hfd 637 7:.08 7:45 8:05 837 118 14 B16 1526 1532 16:47 16142 18:04 19:56 20:15
Berlin 651  7:21 7:58 816 850 1:30 1:25 B:28 1540 1545 16:59 1654 1814  20:09 20:26
NHvn 738 & 845 omn 94 2M 2M “n 164 16:41 17:48 17:48 19:16 2115 21
NYC 935 10:05 1035 105 12:05 1405 1405 16:05 1855  19:05 19:55  20:00 21:05 22:45 23:05
Phil. 108 133  12:00 1231 1333 1535 1533 1733 2025 20:25 21:23 2128 2233 0:30
Wash. 1259 1325  14:00 1425 1530 1725 1730 1928 2215 22220 2320 2325 0:29 2:25
BUS New Britain, Newington, and Plainville. Operations split three
ways: CT TRANSIT (HNS) runs the Hartford division (one
LOCAL

CT TRANSIT manages the region’s local bus system, which
serves parts of Berlin, Bristol, Hartford Farmington, Meriden,

Systems ® Public transit

route in the region); the New Britain Transportation Com-
pany and DATTCO are under contract to operate the New
Britain/Bristol division buses (two and ten routes, respec-

120 of 208



tively.) Service is not offered in Burlington, Plymouth (includ-
ing Terryville), or Southington. Figure 36 (p. 122) depicts CT
TRANSIT routes in and near the region. Buses run Monday
through Friday from about 6 AM to 6 PM, with extended ser-
vice to 9:30 PM in parts of Berlin, New Britain, and Plainville.
There is no Sunday or holiday service.

Single transfers between CT TRANSIT routes, including to and
from the New Britain/Bristol, Hartford, and Meriden/Walling-
ford divisions are possible at no cost. Multiple transfers and
transfers to or from Middletown Area Transit buses are also
possible but require the purchase of additional ticket(s). Pas-
sengers may also board or alight from Amtrak trains at the
Berlin-Kensington station. Transfers can be time-intensive, as
schedules are not always coordinated. The complexity and
duration of making transfers may depress ridership; a solu-
tion to this, which this Plan recommends studying and imple-
menting, is through-routing (see Bus line rationalization, p.

36).

Systems ® Public transit

Due to service gaps, no direct transfers are possible to transit
operations in and around Waterbury (including CT TRANSIT’s
Waterbury division and Metro-North’s Waterbury branch
line) and Torrington (namely the Northwestern Connecticut
Transit District local buses).

The lack of through-routing and the predominantly local na-
ture of the bus service make interregional trips lengthy to
nigh impossible. Table 20 (p. 123) lists common origins and
destinations, the bus lines necessary to make the trip, and the
respective one-way total travel time.

As the table suggests, buses are not competitive on travel
time for any of the above routes: the bus takes a median of
four times as long for a given route. (Travel times for specific
routes range between twice and twelve times as long.) This
leaves bus ridership to those who have no other choice and
bus aficionados for whom time is a luxury. Together with in-
frequent service, limited hours, and minimal signage on many
routes, this likely accounts for the low ridership on CT
TRANSIT buses in the region.

121 0f 208



Figure 36. Local bus routes
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Table 20. Common routes and travel times (minutes) by mode

Destination from Bristol Bus Car from New Britain Bus Car
Bristol Downtown — — — PB 30 18
Farmington Mall PB>41->S 90 21 S 30 1
Hartford Train station PB>41-2>60-66 103 28 412>60-66 49 16
Manchester Downtown PB>41->83 141 38 41->83 100 28
Meriden Train station PB>AR—>A 120 29 AR>A 60 21
Middletown Downtown PB>41->55 148 35 41->55 98 18
New Britain Downtown PB 29 21 — — —
New Haven Green PB>AR>A>C 217 54 AR>A>C 157 44
Train station (above)>S 245 544  (above)>S 185 44
Southington Green Impossible o 19 Impossible o 14
Terryville Green Impossible o 8 Impossible o 24
Waterbury Green PB>AR2>A>(C>) 345 29 AR2>A>C>) 285 26
Train station (above)—>40 363 28 (above)—>40 303 25
West Hartford Center PB>S->60-66 115 28 S->60-66 55 18
Windsor Locks Airport PB>41-2>30 131 45 41->30 17 35

All transit routes minimize on-bus time and depart as close to 9:00 AM as possible. Commuter buses (express routes) are not included. Driving directions and

times given by Google and have been inflated by 25% to simulate more realistic traffic conditions. Other paths are possible for many of these routes but are often

impractical due to scheduling or routing situations. For instance, the BK 2E C from New Britain to Middletown takes about the same time outbound but is

drastically longer in the other direction; AR 2 M-Link is faster at 60 minutes but only runs thrice daily. Southington and Terryville lack local bus service.

Systems ® Public transit
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Figure 37. Passenger trips per operating hour
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As Table 21 (p. 126) shows, the extent of service differs sub-
stantially among the various fixed-route bus operators cur-
rently active in the state. (Statistics for rural, flexible route,
commuter, and shuttle bus operators are not given.) As one
might suspect given such diversity in operations, the opera-
tors also vary considerably in how efficiently they perform
their services. Figure 37 through Figure 39 (p. 124) chart sev-
eral common performance measures.

Empty buses do not garner revenue. In general, if an operator
is to maximize earnings (and thus to minimize subsidies), it is

Systems ® Public transit

Figure 38. Cost per passenger trip
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in his interest to fill buses with as many paying fares as possi-
ble at all times. As Figure 37 (p. 124) indicates, the New Haven
division of CT TRANSIT carries the most passenger trips per
hour of operation on average (27.2), followed by the Stam-
ford, Hartford, Bridgeport, and Waterbury systems in that or-
der. New Britain Transportation’s New Britain buses fall in the
middle of the pack, with 15.9 trips per hour, slightly below the
Middletown, Meriden, Danbury, and Norwalk systems.
DATTCO’s New Britain and New Britain Transportation’s Bris-
tol routes perform substantially worse than most of the other
systems, at 12.0 and 8.9 trips per hour. These figures imply
that bus service is supplied with respect to demand or that
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the service does not fit the needs of potential customers.
Given the accessibility challenges the region faces, this Plan
considers the latter more likely. In any event, Figure 37 should
give one pause. As examples from Hartford on down make
clear, from the standpoint of filling buses, there is room for
improvement in the region.

Buses’ satiety is not the only performance measure worthy of
consideration. Vacant buses may not be efficient on a per-
mile basis, but in some cases they can be cost-effective. (If
the costs of operation are low, then ticket sales need not be
high.) From this point-of-view, the bus operators in the re-
gion fare somewhat better. Figure 38 shows that bus opera-
tions in New Britain are roughly competitive with most other
operations in the state when it comes to the actual cost to
transport a single passenger. Per-passenger costs are mark-
edly higher for the Bristol part of the system; as before, this
implies that there may be opportunities to wring additional
efficiency out of these routes.

Few, if any, transportation facilities and services cover their
costs. This holds not only for all modes of transit but also for
roads and airports. However, the degree to which transpor-
tation facilities and services require outside funding varies
dramatically. In transit, the percentage of operating costs
that tickets sales pay for is termed the “farebox recovery ra-
tio.” Aratio of 100% would indicate that fares cover the entire

Systems ® Public transit

Figure 39. Farebox recovery ratio
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cost of providing that service; one of zero would imply the
service is completely subsidized (i.e., gratis). Figure 39 (p. 125)
reveals great discrepancy among the ability of fixed-route
bus operators to recover costs through fare revenue (or, put
another way, their dependence on government subsidies.)
As Figure 39, Bridgeport’s GBTA leads in financial perfor-
mance. New Britain Transportation Company’s New Britain
routes come in a close second, with a high ratio of 35.0%.
DATTCO’s routes in the city and New Britain Transportation’s
Bristol routes perform far worse, however, with ratios of
16.0% and 12.0%, respectively. These poor showings indicate
that these routes may be overly dependent on subsidies and
may be prime candidates for review.
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Table 21. Fixed-route bus operations in Connecticut

Contractor Region Bus Hours Passenger Trips Miles

CT TRANSIT (HNS) Hartford 501,119 12,697,727 6,203,945
CT TRANSIT (HNS) New Haven 325,264 8,848,609 3,626,240
CT TRANSIT (HNS) Stamford 124,467 3,195,477 1,381,958
DATTCO New Britain 13,152 157,248 164,428
GBTA Bridgeport 194,490 4,622,647 2,399,542
HART Danbury 39,788 677,281 508,069
Middletown Transit District Middletown 18,218 322,760 264,481
Milford Transit District Milford 9,676 69,871 142,300
New Britain Transportation Co. Bristol 5,504 49,038 73,322
New Britain Transportation Co. New Britain 36,284 578,012 549,249
North-East Transportation Co. Waterbury 68,171 1,411,312 897,844
North-East Transportation Co. Meriden 9,697 166,845 159,125
North-East Transportation Co. Wallingford 2,150 13,791 40,792
Norwalk Transit District Norwalk 58,477 964,180 589,997
Norwalk Transit District Westport 18,083 91,515 239,929
Southeast Area Transit Southeast 63,368 878,627 1,024,276
DATTCO + NBT combined Bristol/New Britain 54,940 784,298 786,999

Systems ® Public transit

126 of 208



These statistics paint a picture of a system that functions but
could function better. Several problems have been identified
as potential hampers to the utility of and depressors to rid-
ership in the system. These include the following:

1. Convoluted routes. Many bus routes in the region do not
follow linear paths but veer from the main axis of travel
to sites such as big box retailers, office parks, and apart-
ment complexes. Although these sites can generate trips
in quantity, serving them necessitates taking detours that
considerably increase the complexity of the route and de-
crease the speed of service. These factors reduce the ef-
fective level of service to such an extent that they may
drive away more potential riders than they draw.

2. Lack of bus stops. In most of the region, buses run on a
flag-down system without any defined bust stops. While
this in theory can make travel more convenient by allow-
ing pickups and drop-offs closer to origins and destina-
tions, in reality it produces a system where stops are un-
reliable (the determination whether to stop is made at
the discretion of the driver) and scheduling unpredictable
(the ability of riders to embark and disembark at any point
often yields a situation where buses have to stop every
block or two, greatly slowing service).

3. Lack of signage. Where there are no bus stops, there also
tend to be no signs. The absence of appropriate signage

Systems ® Public transit

(including timetables and maps) in the region makes for a
bus system that is practically invisible.

4. Poor connectivity. As discussed, although buses in the re-
gion do allow transfers, transfers are often complex and
long in duration, as schedules are not always coordinated.
In addition, the lack of through routing and exclusively lo-
cal nature of the bus service makes interregional and in-
termodal trips lengthy and impractical.

All of these factors undermine the utility, efficiency, ridership,
and solvency of the transit system. However, none of them
are insoluble, and Public Transit (p. 28) proposes upgrades to
help fix them.

EXPRESS

CT TRANSIT runs a series of express buses for commuters.
Three of these serve the region. Hours of service and loca-
tions for the routes are extremely limited. Express buses pri-
marily run during rush hour and travel between the stops
listed and downtown Hartford only. With the exception of
the Plainville Library, they do not stop at downtowns or town
centers. At present, no express bus visits the cores of down-
town Bristol, Southington Center, and Terryville. These gaps
may depress transit ridership and certainly limit the utility of
the express bus system for non-driving commuters.
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Figure 40 maps the routes of these buses, save 41X. (CT
TRANSIT treats local buses that make some express runs sep-
arately from those that only provide express service.) Figure
42 through Figure 43 (p. 129) illustrate the efficiency of the re-
gion’s express buses relative to similar operations through-
out the State. As the figures show, these routes vary widely
in ridership and cost-efficiency. In general, express buses
carry fewer passengers per hour and entail higher costs per
passenger trip (up to $125.67!) than local buses. While ticket
prices and, in many cases, farebox recovery are higher, ex-
press buses remain expensive to provide on a passenger-trip
basis. If the efficiency of the worst-performing routes cannot
be improved, it may be worth studying reallocating the sub-
sidies behind them to other transportation services that de-
liver more bang for the buck.

Systems ® Public transit

Figure 40. Hartford-area express bus network
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Figure 41. Cost per passenger trip Figure 42. Farebox recovery ratio
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Table 22. Express bus routes

No. Name

Stops

In-/outbound runs

9  Unionville St. Mary’s Park & Ride, Unionville 3/3
Farmington Park & Ride, t. 4 and Town Farm Road 3/3
23 Plainville/Bristol Lake Ave. & Rt. 229, Bristol 7/8
Plainville Library, East Main St., Plainville 5/8
24 Cheshire/Southington Park & Ride, Rt. 10 north of 1-691, Cheshire 3/5
Park & Ride, Rt. 10, Plantsville (Southington) 3/5
41X Hartford/New Britain via Newington = Same as 41, but no pickups between 4/3
New Britain/Newington Aves and Central Row
Table 23. Commuter bus operations in Connecticut
Contractor Route (stars indicate Hartford destination) Bus Hours Passenger Trips Miles
Arrow Bus Company Willimantic* 7,586 51,567 142,578
Collins Bus Company Vernon* 10,106 150,716 210,099
CT TRANSIT (HNS) Hartford* 45,832 880,725 1,072,030
CT TRANSIT (HNS) Stamford-White Plains 12,152 146,364 242,981
DATTCO Cheshire* 3,805 41,354 91,456
DATTCO Hartford-Old Saybrook 4,323 36,990 130,817
DATTCO Bristol* 9,699 72,691 172,495
DATTCO Hartford-New Haven 3,442 13,369 112,772
GBTA Shelton Flyer 1,300 24,149 16,496
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Contractor Route (stars indicate Hartford destination) Bus Hours Passenger Trips Miles
John Nason dba Kelley Torrington* 5,362 26,466 106,164
Meriden TD Meriden* 2,570 17,521 53,259
Southeast Area Transit Mystic-Pawcatuck 630 459 1,172
Windham Region TD Willimantic-Danielson 1,000 1,029 20,382

RAPID

Since 1997, CCRPA, together with CRCOG and the DOT, has
been working on the development of a $573 million, 9.4-mile
bus-only highway between Hartford and New Britain, the
New Britain-Hartford Busway. The project emerged from a
study that examined ways to relieve traffic on Interstate 84
between Plainville and Hartford, which is the most heavily-
congested expressway segment in the state. The busway will
run along the New Britain Secondary, a historic railroad right-
of-way that until about 1960 carried trains between Hartford,
New Britain, and beyond. Using the Secondary will enable the
busway to bypass traffic on this segment, giving persons rid-
ing between Hartford and New Britain a faster transit alter-
native than CT TRANSIT’s local buses, and giving commuters
to the Hartford suburbs and through-drivers a better experi-
ence by shifting traffic from the highway.

Figure 44 (p. 133) depicts the path the busway will follow. The
physical busway will run from Union Station in Hartford to
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the Main Street and Columbus Boulevard in New Britain. Nine
stations are planned for between these terminuses; two of
these (East Street and Cedar Street) are in or near to New
Britain. The busway corridor passes by several large destina-
tions. While unfortunately none of these—Central Connecti-
cut State University, Westfarms Mall, the University of Con-
necticut Health Center, and West Hartford Center—lie di-
rectly on or within easy walking distance of the busway, the
flexibility afforded by buses, which are not bound to a fixed
guideway such as railroad tracks, means that buses on the
busway will be able to serve these locations. Preliminary ser-
vice plans developed by DOT and CT TRANSIT provide for
shuttles to meet and local routes that enter and exit the bus-
way in order to serve these and other attractions.

Should funding and construction proceed as planned, the
busway will open in 2013. DOT has estimated that busway, in
tandem with modifications to local bus routes, will attract
13,400 passenger trips per day at its opening and an addi-
tional 4,900 daily passenger trips by 2030.
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Table 24. Long-distance bus terminals

Terminal New Britain Farmington
Address Jimmy’s Smoke Shop Bonanza Bus Terminal

64 W Main St. 12 Batterson Park Rd.

New Britain, CT 06051 Farmington, CT 06032
Hours of 5:45 AM - 10 PM daily 5:00 AM - 5:30 PM Mon-Fri
operation 6:30 AM - 6:30 PM Sat-Sun

LONG DISTANCE

Though often neglected by transportation planners, long-dis-
tance bus services play a critical role in the transit-poor envi-
ronment of central Connecticut. They provide much-needed
mobility to people—including the young, the old, the disa-
bled, and the poor—who would otherwise be trapped.

Greyhound Lines and Peter Pan Bus serve central Connecti-
cut. Both services stop at two terminals in or near the region.
Hours and locations for the terminals are as follows. The

Farmington terminal gives convenient access from Interstate
84 and Route 9 for car-bus intermodal transfers; the down-
town New Britain one allows connections to and from local
CT TRANSIT buses (described on p. 120).5¢

Greyhound and Peter Pan run direct and transfer buses to lo-
cations throughout North America, including New York City
and Boston as wells as Providence, Springfield, and Worces-
ter and to the municipalities and sites in Connecticut given in

Table 25 (p. 134).

56 The convenience of and potential for transfers to and from long-distance and local bus services has not been studied.
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Figure 44. Busway route
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Table 25. Locations with long-distance bus service

Greyhound Lines

Peter Pan Bus

Bridgeport
Brooklyn
Canaan
Danbury
Danielson
Enfield
Farmington
Foxwoods Casino
Hartford
Manchester
Mohegan Sun Casino
Mystic

New Britain
New Haven
New London
Southbury
Stamford
Storrs
Torrington
Waterbury
Willimantic
Winsted

57 . . e
Certification may be performed by chmg;&gaother transit district in the State.
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Branford
Bridgeport
Brooklyn
Canaan
Danbury
East Hartford
Enfield
Fairfield
Farmington
Glastonbury
Hartford
Manchester
Milford
Mystic

New Britain
New Haven
Southbury
Stamford
Storrs
Stratford
Torrington
Waterbury
Willimantic

OTHER PROVIDERS

PARATRANSIT

Under the Americans with Disabilities Act, where public
transit is provided but is deemed not to be accessible to per-
sons with disabilities, equivalent, disabled-accessible service
must be made available (‘paratransit’). Paratransit often
takes the form of demand-responsive vans. These vehicles,
which are designed to be more accessible to persons with
limited mobility or other handicaps, carry riders within a fixed
service area, generally three-quarters of a mile from an exist-
ing transit line. (Service expansions sometimes go beyond
this.) Due to the extremely high cost and logistical complex-
ity of providing the service, paratransit is only open to those
who have been certified as eligible>” under the Act’s guide-
lines and booked trips in advance.

CCRPA manages paratransit for central Connecticut. DATTCO
is under contract to operate the service, including trip book-
ing, scheduling, and bus operation. The service covers all of
Bristol, Plainville, and New Britain, as well as the parts of Ber-
lin, Burlington, Cromwell, Farmington, Meriden, Middletown,
Newington, and West Hartford that fall within three-quarter
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miles of CT TRANSIT Bristol/New Britain division bus routes.
Areas served by CCRPA’s paratransit are tinted green and yel-
low in Figure 45 (p. 136). Like the public buses, paratransit
runs from 6 AM to 9:30 PM, Monday through Saturday, ex-
cept in yellow and purple areas on the map, where service
runs from 6 AM to 6 PM and 9 AM to 6 PM, respectively.
There is no service on Sundays or holidays. (Paratransit mir-
rors the hours of regular transit service; as New Britain local
routes run later, so, too, does paratransit there.)

Historically, trips that cross regional boundaries (e.g., from
New Britain to Hartford) have enjoined passenger transfers.
Given the physical and mental challenges that many riders
face, as well as the frequently low marginal cost of transport-
ing a rider all the way to his final destination in one vehicle,
CCRPA and Greater Hartford Transit District (GHTD) have be-
gun offering single-seat rides to some locations. This pro-
gram, whichisin the pilot stages, allows CCRPA to ferry a pas-
senger to or from a site in GHTD’s service area, provided the
origin or destination lies within CCRPA’s service area, and
vice-versa. These areas, which encompass parts of Farming-
ton and West Hartford, as well as all of Hartford, Newington,
Wethersfield, Rocky Hill, Cromwell, and Meriden, are tinted
red in Figure 45. CCRPA will offer transfer-free rides to or from

58 The average client makes .73 trips per weekday and .86 per weekend.

these ‘expanded’ areas provided the origin or destination lies
within the green or yellow area. Trips that originate and termi-
nate exclusively within the red area lie outside CCRPA’s pur-
view and continue to be handled by GHTD. (Likewise, CCRPA
will continue to serve those that remain solely in the green
and yellow areas.)

Between 250 and 300 persons make use of CCRPA’s para-
transit service in a given three-month period, though this fig-
ure is rising quickly.>® The number of local clients enrolling in
the service in 2009-2010 is up 163.6% over the preceding fiscal
year.>? The tally of passenger trips made by the service is up
74.7% over the same period. These increases likely owe to
growing awareness of the service, better operational effi-
ciency, and demographic shifts in the region (namely aging).
With continued improvements to the service and graying of
the population, demand is expected to surge further.

59 This figure does not include GHTD customers transported by CCRPA’s paratransit service to or from the region.
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Figure 45. Paratransit service area
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Table 26. ADA paratransit operations in Connecticut

Contractor Region Expenses  Bus Hours Passenger Trips Miles
CCRPA New Britain-Bristol $1,128,485 18,546 43,841 264,528
Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority Bridgeport $2,466,548 28,084 77,268 505,292
Greater Hartford TD Hartford $9,082,985 185,569 342,813 2,178,537
Greater New Haven TD New Haven $5,099,846 81,915 114,095 1,306,906
HART Danbury $253,493 4,491 13,145 55,680
Middletown TD Middletown $249,934 6,932 12,348 67,138
Milford TD Milford $652,541 15,545 43,714 220,081
North-East Transportation Co. Waterbury $1,954,622 40,401 64,684 546,522
North-East Transportation Co. Meriden-Wallingford $582,022 8,993 13,225 162,658
Norwalk TD Stamford $2,459,188 44,190 68,576 412,930
Norwalk TD Norwalk $969,193 20,176 27,545 192,145
Norwalk TD Westport $264,771 4,030 5,673 30,562
SEAT New London $150,655 2,727 3,013 42,654
Valley TD Derby-Seymour $249,286 4,983 16,807 61,421
Windham Region TD Windham $43,732 1,099 1,858 5,937

Paratransit is not as efficient as other forms of transit. Para-

transit vans are considerably smaller than other transit vehi-

cles and must provide space for bulky wheelchairs and scoot-

ers. This limits their passenger capacity to a fraction of what

Systems ® Public transit

public buses and train cars can carry. In addition, paratransit
vehicles do not follow concise, prescribed routes that have
been developed to maximize ridership on a per-mile or per-
dollar cost basis. Instead, they provide on-demand, curb-to-
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Figure 47. Passenger trips per operating hour
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curb service much like a shared cab. This means that para-
transit vehicles must often travel long distances to pick up
and drop off riders. As the Figure 47 (p. 138) shows, para-
transit in consequence transports far fewer passengers per
hour than—between one half and one tenth as many as—
buses. The region’s paratransit makes an average of 2.36 pas-
senger trips per hour of operation, which lands well above
the middle state’s paratransit services but still below the
leaders.

These factors conspire to make paratransit is expensive. The
total cost of running the paratransit service in the region for

6 This likely owes, at least in part, to their tightly-circumscribed service area.
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Figure 46. Cost per passenger trip
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the current fiscal year (2009-2010) is $1.2 million; for the next
fiscal year, it is estimated at $1.5 million. One-way tickets cost
$2.50, which is double the corresponding bus fare. Even at
this price, they only cover about one-tenth of the cost of
providing each trip. Figure 46 evinces that the region’s para-
transit service has lower than average costs per passenger
trip ($25.74) but still lags the leaders in the state by a large
margin. (Valley and Milford Transit Districts are able to offer
trips for under $15 each.®°)
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In Connecticut, the passenger fare for paratransit has been
set at double that for an equivalent local bus trip. Given that
local buses generally charge between one and two dollars for
aride, this leaves a huge gap between income and expenses
for all paratransit operators. Subsidies from the state make
up the difference. Figure 48 indicates that the state bears ma-
jority of costs for all paratransit service in Connecticut. Once
again, Milford and Valley Transit Districts lead the pack; the
region’s paratransit service falls squarely in the middle with a
subsidy of 93%, for a per-ride subsidy of $23.25.

The actual cost—and thus subsidy per individual trip—de-
pends on manifold factors, including the quantity, spacing,
and location of pickups and drop-offs; cancelations and no-
shows; traffic conditions; the weather; and the clients’ disa-
bilities. One in five (18.5%) paratransit trips involves a client in
a wheelchair or scooter. The remaining 81.5% are ambulatory.
The latter (as well as wheelchair users who are unencum-
bered by additional handicaps) represent an opportunity: if
they can be successfully helped to take advantage of existing
bus service, paratransit expenditures may be saved accord-

ingly.

Figure 48. Subsidy as a share of total cost of operations
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Growth in ridership has stretched the paratransit system. As
Figure 49 (p. 140) reveals, at rush hour, the paratransit fleet is
essentially maxed out, with nil capacity for extra trips at cer-
tain times (7:45 to 8:45 AM and 2:15 to 3:15 PM). ¢ The result
is low to no tolerance for incidents, such as tardy customers,
traffic congestion, or breakdowns. When such a contingency
does arise, the results are often considerable delays that cas-
cade through the fleet for the remainder of the day. Enlarging
the size of the fleet could remedy this problem, but it would
also come at a large cost. It may also be unnecessary, for the

® Each interval includes a window of one quarter hour before and after the printed time. In other words, the column labeled ‘7:30” comprises all trips booked for

pickup between 7:15 and 7:45. Weekend trips are Saturdays only.
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Figure 49. Average weekday trips per half-hour
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fleet enjoys considerable overcapacity during all other hours
of the day. A more cost-effective approach to better the re-
sponsiveness of service would be to practice transit-demand
management, where clients are encouraged to book their
trips for the troughs rather than the peaks charted in Figure

49.

As Figure 50 reveals, ridership patterns differ on Saturday.
Any demand- management strategy adopted will have to
take this into account.
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Figure 50. Average weekend trips per half-hour

DIAL-A-RIDE

All seven municipalities in the region and the Red Cross oper-
ate Dial-a-Ride services for senior citizens and, in some cases,
the disabled. These services, which are state-subsidized, in
part overlap with the region’s paratransit (they operate in the
same area with similar operating hours) but are notinte-
grated with that service. Integration between these services
may offer significant opportunities for improved customer
service, better access to origins and destinations, and cost
savings through economies of scale.
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Table 27. Municipal Dial-a-Ride service clientele, area, and times

Municipality Eligible riders®? Area covered Hours of operation Fare®
Berlin Residents 60+ Berlin Mo-Fr 8:30 AM -4 PM None
Bristol Residents 60+ Bristol Mo-Fr 8:30 -5 PM None
Burlington Residents 60+ Burlington MoTuTh 8:30 - 4 PM None
We 8:30 - 6:30 PM
Fr 8:30 AM - 1:30 PM
New Britain ~ Residents 60+ New Britain Mo-Fr 8:30 AM - 4 PM None®4
Plainville Residents 60+ and Bristol, Farmington, New Britain, Mo 9 AM - 6 PM None/
caregivers Southington, Newington V.A. TuWeTh 9 AM -5 PM $1.005
Fr9 AM -1PM
Su (for services)
Plymouth Residents 60+ and Bristol, Torrington, Waterbury Mo-Th 11:30 AM - 4:00 PM None
disabled residents Newington V.A. Fr 9:00 AM -1:00 PM
Su 8:30 AM -11:30 AM
Southington  Residents 55+ Southington Mo-Fr 8:30 AM - 4:30 PM None
Red Cross Residents 60+ of Berlin, Farmington, Berlin, Bristol, Mo-Fr 9:-30 AM - 4:30 PM $2.00/
New Britain, and Plainville  New Britain, Newington, Plainville $5.00%°

62 All services allow disabled riders if they can be carried; however, only Plymouth also allows non-senior disabled persons to ride.

83 Cost to riders for a single, one-way trip.
%4 Suggested donation of $1.50.
% No fee except $1.00 charge for Sunday rides.
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EASY STREET

The Connecticut DOT also sponsors a system of vans for com-
muters named ‘easy street.” These vans, which are operated
by The Rideshare Company, and whose survival depends on
the desires of paying ride sharers and the availability of will-
ing drivers, currently serve the following routes in the region.
(These are subject to change at any time.) Each route makes
one run daily.

Table 28. Easy street routes

No. Origin Stops Destina-
tion
000597 New Brit-  Hartford Enfield
ain
000135 New Brit-  Newington West Haven

ain

088029 Southing- Hartford
ton

066036 Southing-  Plainville Windsor
ton

099630 Southing-  Wallingford New Haven

ton

066005 Terryville Bristol, Farming-  Hartford

ton

SCHOOL BUSES

All seven municipalities in the region directly operate or con-
tract with private providers to operate school bus fleets.
These services, which are state-subsidized, in great part over-
lap with the region’s public bus services. Integration among
these services may offer significant opportunities forim-
proved customer service, access to origins and destinations,
and cost savings through economies of scale.

% Trips within the local area, which comprises Berlin (including East Berlin and Kensington), New Britain, and Plainville cost $2.00. Rides to or from Bristol, Farm-

ington, or Newington cost $5.00. To use the service, a $30.00 annual membership fee is also to be paid.
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Private vehicles

Transportation in the region skews heavily towards the auto-
mobile. As Figure 51%7 (p. 144) demonstrates, cars account for
the overwhelming majority of transportation used in the re-
gion. Most of the time, these vehicles are parked; however
when they are in use, by a huge margin they more often than
not contain a single driver and no passengers. More persons
carpool than ride transit to work in the region, but both are
relatively rare phenomena.

The proportion of workers who commute to their jobs by au-
tomobile has changed over time. However, comparison of
Figure 51 with rates of walking, biking, and transit riding (Fig-
ure 26 and Figure 31, p. 104 and 114) does not reveal an over-
arching trend toward one particular form of transportation.
Unlike the nation and much of the developed world as a
whole, automobile use does not seem to on the retreat; if an-
ything, it may be—unsustainably—still on the advance.

Overall, rates of driving, especially of single-occupancy vehi-
cles (driving alone), remain very high. The roots of the poor
showing for carpools, which plunged 32.2% across the region
between 1990 and 2007 (Figure 53%, p. 145) and walking, bik-
ing, and transit are manifold but likely include, as discussed
above, a relative underinvestment in alternatives to driving,
as well as the development of a decentered suburban land-
scape that does not lend itself to carpools or transit, migra-
tion of jobs out of the region, and the expansion of labor and
residential markets. That is, not only have businesses moved
to pedestrian-, cyclist-, and transit-unfriendly office and in-
dustrial parks outside of historic downtowns, but they also
draw their employees from a larger geographical area, or
‘workshed.’

Figure 57 (p. 149) illuminates the extent to which work and
life have diverged. While the majority of a town’s denizens
once lived and worked within its boundaries, today®® that is

%7 Legend numbers refer to the years 1990, 2000, and 2007, respectively. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census, Census 2000, and American Community

Survey 2005-2009.

%8 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 Census and American Community Survey 2005-2009.
%9 Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics (Beginning of quarter employment, 2nd Quarter,

2009).
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Figure 51. Percent of workers commuting by automobile
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the case in only ten of the state’s 169 towns and cities. As Fig-
ure 57 shows, only thirty of these provide enough employ-
ment to satisfy the resident labor force (i.e., at least one job
per worker who lives in town). In other words, a fraction of
the State’s residents live within a short drive of their work;
even fewer live within a walk.

Part of this massive, quotidian to and fro, reflects individuals’
lifestyle choices. Some prefer not to live close to work. How-
ever, part of it may result from a spatial disequilibrium be-
tween employment, the labor market, and housing. For vari-
ous reasons, including exclusionary zoning, transportation
systems, among other policies and subsidies, housing and
businesses are often separated by great distances.
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New Britain

B Drive alone 1990
M Drive alone 2000

= Drive alone 2007

m Carpool 1990
[ Carpool 2000

Carpool 2007

Plainville Plymouth

Southington

Whatever the cause, most of Connecticut’s municipalities—
all those towns and cities shaded inred in Figure 57—have be-
come bedroom suburbs to a small number of regional em-
ployment centers: the 1-91 corridor between New Haven and
Massachusetts (especially Hartford, Farmington, and the
suburbs north of Hartford to Bradley International Airport),
the corporate and financial centers of southwest Fairfield
County, and the maritime, gambling, and pharmaceutical
centers of southeastern Connecticut.

Central Connecticut is no exception to this pattern. Figure
5259 visualizes how unbalanced the picture is. Farmington
supports 2.38 jobs for each member of the labor force who
resides in town; in contrast, Bristol has 0.58, and Burlington,
a mere 0.21. As the inverted columns indicate, with none of

144 of 208



Figure 53. Change in percent of workers commuting by
carpool, 1990-2007
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the region’s municipalities but for Berlin provides jobs suffi-
cient fully to employ its resident workforce. With such a re-
gional shortage and overall statewide imbalance of jobs, high
rates of commuting, levels of congestion, and transportation
expenses are to be expected.

As Figure 54 (p. 146) shows, nowhere in the region do even
one in four of any town’s employed residents work in that
same town. Bristol has the highest daytime retention, with
23.8% of its employed residents working in town. Burlington
(as would be expected, given its exurban development pat-
tern) has the lowest, with 6.3%. New Britain trails Bristol by a
substantial margin, at 19.6%. This is surprising, given the city’s
dense, walkable urban form; other cities in the state exhibit
markedly higher rates. (The loss of much of New Britain’s
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Figure 52. Jobs in town per resident worker
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economic base and its proximity and excellent highway con-
nections to employment centers may explain this.) Overall,
these percentages represent a decline from earlier periods.
From 2002 to 2009, the region lost jobs for residents faster
than it gained residents. Figure 55 (p. 146) charts the percent
change in the fraction of employed residents who work in
each municipality. Figures range from 6.3% in Burlington (the
only increase) to -27.9% in Berlin (the greatest decrease). In
other words, growing numbers are, either by need or choice,
having to go outside the region for work.

While this separation can deliver individual households some
benefits, such as access to higher-ranked schools, the vast
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Figure 54. Percentage of working residents who work in the

same town
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amount of travel it necessitates can overburden the trans-
portation system and incurs significant costs for the econ-
omy, society, and the environment.

Figure 567° (p. 147) connects the dots between workers’ ori-
gins and destinations. As the figure makes clear, Greater
Hartford, including central Connecticut, is one of the com-
mute-heaviest parts of the state. Only the I-95/New Haven
Line corridor between the New York state line and the Ha-
vens rivals it for commute volume. (Line thickness symbolizes

Figure 55. Change in percentage of working residents who work
in the same town, 2002-2009
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the number of people traveling between any two municipali-
ties.) The figure also shows the degree of interconnection in
Greater Hartford and their relative disconnection to the New
York metropolitan area: while Hartford and its surrounding
communities are tied together by thick lines, only wispy ones
run from any part of it to New Haven and Waterbury.

Figure 587" (p. 150) enlarges the flows to show detail at the
regional level. The map indicates that the communities of
central Connecticut are tied to each other as well as sur-
rounding municipalities by commute flows. (Again, line width

7° Only flows of at least two hundred commuters are depicted. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.
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is proportional to flow volume, with the thinnest line repre-
senting a flow of two-hundred persons.) The heaviest com-
mute flows in the region orient southwest-northeast. This
bias accounts for the heavy levels of traffic and congestion on
the highways that ply this corridor, notably Routes 6 and 72,
Interstate 84, and parallel arterials.

Although the heaviest flows orient northeast, not everybody
commutes in that direction. Many people also work to the
south. The most popular workplace destinations (i.e., those
denoted by thick lines) are Waterbury, Meriden, and Mid-
dletown, as well as—to a slightly lesser extent—Cheshire
and Wallingford. Given the size of these communities, their
proximity to the region, and the highway infrastructure link-
ing them with the region, these patterns are to be expected.
Figure 58 (p. 150) also reveals sizeable commute flows run-
ning from towns in the region farther south than this first tier
of destinations. The thickest of these runs to New Haven, but
flows to Hamden and North Haven, as well as Bridgeport,
Danbury, Norwalk, Stamford, and Westport are also visible.

Most of these cities and towns, together with Hartford, have
become more important as commute destinations for the re-
gion in recent years. Table 297" shows that these many of

Figure 56. Commute flows within Connecticut

these areas have attracted workers from the region. Some of
these may be new to the workforce, but given the employ-
ment losses evident in the table (all of the regions’ municipal-
ities, bar Burlington shed jobs), it is more likely that the re-
gion’s workers are having to go farther to find work. The fail-
ure of the region to produce jobs for its existing labor force,
let alone for new workers, has serious implications for State’s

7' Only flows of at least two hundred workers are shown. Data from the U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment

Statistics (Beginning of quarter employment, 2nd Quarter, 2009).
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already-burdened transportation system, as well as for soci-
ety and the environment, especially given that virtually all the
added travel must, by necessity, have taken the form of auto-
mobiles. (Walking and biking are not feasible over such great
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distances; and, as Integration with New York and Public

transit, p. 25 and 112, respectively, discuss, transit connec-

tions to these locations are lacking.)
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Figure 57. Jobs in town per resident worker (statewide)
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Figure 58. Commute flows to/from the region
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Table 29. Top commute destinations for workers from the

region

Workers  change, Z%ofallworkers %change,
Municipality ~ fromregion 2002-2009 fromregion 20022009
Bristol 10786 10.1% -8.9%
New Britain 10590 9.9% -5.9%
Hartford 10206 9.6% 11.9%
Farmington 7469 7.0% 1.0%
Southington 6595 6.2% -11.0%
Plainville 4152 3.9% -12.6%
Berlin 3540 3.3% -15.3%
Newington 3367 180 3.2% 5.6%
West Hart-
ford 2971 142 2.8% 5.0%
Waterbury 2908 374 2.7% 14.8%
Middletown 2751 97 2.6% 3.7%
Meriden 2344 -7 2.2% -0.3%
East Hart-
ford 2334 -91 2.2% -3.8%
Cheshire 2085 239 2.0% 12.9%
Wallingford 2048 382 1.9% 22.9%
Rocky Hill 1600 -17 1.5% -6.8%
Bloomfield 1480 -48 1.4% -3.1%
Windsor 1473 62 1.4% 4.4%
New Haven 1273 204 1.2% 19.1%
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Workers  change, %ofdllworkers %change,
Municipality =~ fromregjon 20022009 fromregion 2002-2009
Manchester 1250 12 1.2% 9.8%
Avon 1200 -13 1.1% -1.1%
Simsbury 1024 -89 1.0% -8.0%
Plymouth 1009 -100 0.9% -9.0%
Glastonbury 965 161 0.9% 20.0%
Cromwell 914 14 0.9% 1.6%
Torrington 880 -113 0.8% -11.4%
Wethersfield 806 -5 0.8% -0.6%
North Haven 757 14 0.7% 17.7%
Stamford 714 26 0.7% 3.8%
Hamden 595 125 0.6% 26.6%
South Wind-
sor 577 67 0.5% 13.1%
Danbury 576 i 0.5% -1.2%
Watertown 536 -31 0.5% -5.5%
Burlington 457 50 0.4% 12.3%
Milford 440 17 0.4% 4.0%
Norwalk 412 128 0.4% 45.1%
Bridgeport 407 18 0.4% 4.6%
Thomaston 404 24 0.4% 6.3%
Canton 370 171 0.3% NS5
Manhattan,
NY 370 167 0.3% -
Naugatuck 367 7 0.3% 1.9%
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Workers  change, Z%ofallworkers %change,
Municipality =~ fromregion 2002-2009 fromregion 20022009
Shelton 359 29 0.3% 8.8%
Enfield 352 -15 0.3% -4.1%
Stratford 350 57 0.3% 19.5%
Wolcott 343 55 0.3% 19.1%
Westport 334 225 0.3% -
Vernon 326 125 0.3% 62.2%
Norwich 310 79 0.3% 34.2%
Windsor
Locks 270 -71 0.3% -
Trumbull 257 40 0.2% 18.4%
Orange 249 59 0.2% 31.1%
Southbury 240 -57 0.2% -19.2%
Fairfield 232 38 0.2% 19.6%
Branford 215 -10 0.2% -4.4%
ROADS

The street network in the region is approximately 1,575 miles
in length and comprises everything from dirt roads to limited-
access expressways. Many roads in the region fall under the
federal aid system (approximately 20.8% by mileage).” Table

30 (p. 154) lists the total mileage of roads in the system by
town, functional classification, and rural/urban split.

As the figures below imply, mileage is not allotted evenly on
a per capita basis throughout the region. This is to be ex-
pected, given the differences in levels of development
among the towns, which range from a dense, urban environ-
ment (New Britain) to a sparsely-populated exurban one
(Burlington). Figure 59 (p. 153) shows the extent to which the
number of linear road feet per capita (both total and on the
federal system, i.e. functionally-classified segments) varies
between the region’s municipalities. 73 Cities such as New
Britain and Bristol, by virtue of their density, fit more people
into per unit of space and, as the figures show, per unit of
road. This explains the low ratios graphed in Figure 59. In
themselves, such low numbers are not a bad thing; indeed,
sharing the same resources among more people is to be
lauded on grounds of fiscal efficiency and smart growth.
However, more intense utilization may also subject infra-
structure to greater stresses and wear it out faster.

Population, together with the differences in eligible mileage
by town, may in part explain the substantial inter-municipal

72 Total mileage for all roads and functionally-classified roads may be calculated differently.

73 These figures reflect segment length only; not lane-miles or other multidimensional measures of roadway capacity.
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variation in federal aid received by the region’s cities and
towns over time. (See Federal funding, p. 60, for details.)

TRAFFIC AND CONGESTION

Although traffic jams do back up the region’s limited-access
expressways from time to time, congestion is not a recurring
problem for them. (The nearest choke points in the State’s
expressway system center on cities beyond the region’s
boundaries, e.g. -84 through Waterbury and Cheshire as well
as between West Hartford and East Hartford, 1-91 between
Windsor and Wethersfield, and Route 9 in Middletown.) Fig-
ure 60 and Figure 61 (p. 157 and 158, respectively) , respec-
tively) show traffic conditions for the region during Monday
morning and Friday evening rush hours. As the maps show,
with the exception of the western terminus of the express-
way section of Route 72 in Plainville, which functions as a
ramp, speeds are at least 50 miles per hour throughout the
region’s expressway system.

When the extent of study is broadened to span all state
routes, not just limited-access expressways, the picture
changes markedly. Some roads are wide open; while others
are often choked with traffic. Figure 62 (p. 159) illustrates this
with volume-to-capacity ratios. (These convey the average

Figure 59. Road feet per capita by town
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daily traffic on a road as a percentage of the design capacity
of the road; the higher the ratio, the more heavily trafficked
and potentially congested the road is.) As Figure 63 (p. 160)
shows, while volume-to-capacity ratios are acceptable in
much of the region, by 2008 volume already neared or sur-
passed capacity on several of the region’s key transportation
corridors.

74 As estimates, these figures should not be used to justify construction projects: volume-to-capacity ratios do not necessarily relate to levels of congestion

experienced. Some routes that exhibit high ratios may offer a superior driving experience than ones whose rations are lower.

Systems ® Private vehicles

153 of 208



According to DOT projections, the picture will deteriorate by
2030. Major thoroughfares in the region will reach critical lev-
els, with volume at or above capacity. The result will likely be
recurring congestion at peak hours, if not during the entire
day. Barring any large-scale capacity expansion, implementa-
tion of transportation demand management strategies
(TDM) or strict land-use controls, or provision of alternatives
to driving, it is expected the roadway system of the region
will ‘seize up.” This is neither unique nor surprising: traffic is
the predictable result of the unsustainable auto-centric pat-
terns of development that the region and, indeed, most of
the nation has pursued over the last several decades. Given
Table 30. Functional classification of roads

the infeasibility of capacity expansion in a region as devel-
oped as central Connecticut, if TDM and transportation op-
tions are not rolled out, it is anticipated that—assuming that
DOT’s counts and projections are accurate’4—worsening
traffic will seriously impair the quality-of-life and economic
wellbeing of the region. As the preceding maps make clear,
ratios do not only vary by roadway and segment; they also
change over time. By 2030, however, all state routes in the
region but 69, 71, 72, 179, 364, and 571 will be near, at, or
above capacity. This includes much of the region’s express-
way mileage

Town Functional class Rural mi. Urban mi. Total mi.
Berlin Other Freeway or Expressway 5.36 5.36
Other Principal Arterial 10.17 10.17
Minor Arterial 2.20 14.99 17.19
Collector 16.51 16.51
Maijor Collector 0.54 0.54
Minor Collector 0.30 0.30
Berlin Total 3.04 47.03 50.07
Bristol Other Principal Arterial 17.79 17.79
Minor Arterial 30.72 30.72
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Town Functional class Rural mi. Urban mi. Total mi.
Collector 13.60 13.60
Bristol Total 62.1 62.1
Burlington Other Principal Arterial 3.46 3.46
Minor Arterial 2.64 3.62 6.26
Collector 5.27 5.27
Major Collector 3.82 3.82
Minor Collector 2.55 2.55
Unclassified (Local Usage) 0.17 0.17
Burlington Total 9.01 12.52 21.53
New Britain Interstate 1.54 1.54
Other Freeway or Expressway 6.27 6.27
Other Principal Arterial 2.85 2.85
Minor Arterial 22.94 22.94
Collector 23.89 23.89
Maijor Collector 0.73 0.73
New Britain Total 58.22 58.22
Plainville Interstate 2.35 2.35
Other Freeway or Expressway 2.94 2.94
Other Principal Arterial 5.28 5.28
Minor Arterial 13.23 13.23
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Town Functional class Rural mi. Urban mi. Total mi.
Collector 4.72 4.72
Unclassified (Local Usage) 0.38 0.38
Plainville Total 28.90 28.90
Plymouth Other Principal Arterial 4.74 4.74
Minor Arterial 7.60 7.60
Collector 15.14 15.14
Major Collector 6.53 6.53
Plymouth Total 6.53 27.48 34.01
Southington Interstate 9.38 9.38
Other Freeway or Expressway 0.58 0.58
Other Principal Arterial 9.18 9.18
Minor Arterial 20.06 20.06
Collector 32.87 32.87
Minor Collector 1.39 1.39
Southington Total 1.39 72.07 73.46
Grand Total 19.97 308.33 328.30
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Figure 60. Expressway traffic, Monday, 8:30 AM
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Figure 61. Expressway traffic, Friday, 5:30 PM
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s, 2008

Figure 62. Volume to capacity ratio
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Figure 63. Volume to capacity ratios, 2030 (projected)
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PARKING

No inventory of parking supply and demand has been under-
taken in the region, so conclusions are difficult to reach.
Based upon anecdotal evidence, it appears that, with few ex-
ceptions, there is no parking shortage in the region. If any-
thing, in many areas, parking facilities may have been over-
built. Overprovision of any resource is often counterproduc-
tive, as capital, maintenance, and opportunity costs are in-
volved. An artificial surfeit of parking, which municipal ordi-
nances often force developers to build, often has negative
consequences, decreasing the cost of car use while increas-
ing other costs. This results in artificially-elevated levels of
driving, with its attendant ills (traffic congestion, air, water,
and noise pollution; traffic congestion; asthma, stress, obe-
sity, and cardiovascular disease; loss of open space) as well
as communities that are unfriendly to pedestrians and cy-
clists.

Systems ® Private vehicles

PARK AND RIDE LOTS

Though free parking tends to raise the driving rate, park and
ride lots can lower vehicle miles traveled. DOT maintains sev-
eral park and ride lots in and around the region. These lots
allow commuters to meet for carpools and to board local and
express buses. They also serve important off-peak custom-
ers, too, such as persons rendezvousing for shared interstate
segments on mid- to long-distance trips.

lists the park and ride lots of the greatest probably use to
commuters to and from central Connecticut; observed utili-
zation is also given. As the table reveals, park and ride lots
with the highest utilization are located at expressway ramps
(chiefly 1-84, but also Route 8). Several of these lots exceed
their capacity on a frequent basis, denying commuters the
ability to park and therefore ride, either by carpool or transit.
Where possible, this Plan holds that expansion of lots at ca-
pacity and/or the creation of new lots to address the same
need (e.g. up or down the highway by an exit or two) should
be considered.
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Table 31. Park and ride lots of use to the region

Municipality  Location Attributes?> Capacity Count?® Average

1 2 3 4  utilization??
Berlin Kensington Train Station No data 30 27 21 — —
Bristol Mix St., Barnes Field Lot P 57 3 15 13 3 15%
Bristol Route 229 (Middle St.) @ Lake Ave. PLE 58 u/C U/C U/C UJC —78
Bristol Todd St. u/c7 76 99 154 U/C —
Cheshire I-84 @ Route 70 (Exit 26) PLTE 146 21 66 65 58 36%
Cheshire Route 10, % mi. north of 1-691 (Exit 3) PLTE 118 41 39 51 54 39%
Farmington -84, Fienemann Rd. (Exit 37) PLT 70 48 44 35 — 60%
Farmington  Routes I-84 & 4 (Exit 39) B 15 14 6 16 16 87%
Farmington Route 4 @ St. Mary's Church PLE 40 12 13 24 2 32%
Farmington Route 4 @ Town Farm Rd. LSEB 72 6 15 15 1 20%
New Britain Route 71 south of West Farms Mall PLSEB 227 71 75 86 — 34%
Plainville Grace Lutheran Church No data 0 6 5 5 —
Southington  1-84 @ Route 10 (Exit 29) PLTE 102 47 50 61 56 52%

75 P: paved; L: lit; T: telephone; S: shelter; E: express bus service; B: local bus service; R: rail service; RRS: railroad service.

76 Single-time point vehicle counts from the following sources: 1, Bird’s Eye, Bing Maps; 2, Aerial, Bing Maps; 3, Satellite, Google Maps; 4, Street View, Google Maps.

77 As observed from counts 1-4.

78 This lot was relocated, so use may have been artificially depressed.

79 Under construction.
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Southington  Route 322 @ Waterbury Turnpike PL

Thomaston Route 8 @ Route 6 (Exit 39) PLT

SAFETY AND STATUS

ACCIDENTS

DOT tabulates accidents on State highways. Accident rates
are calculated on a per vehicle-mile basis and compared to a
critical accident rate for a given location.®° Should the actual
accident rate exceed the critical accident rate, and at least fif-
teen accidents have occurred, at a given location, the high
rate of accidents is deemed to be statistically significant (i.e.,
probably not a fluke), and the location is added to DOT’s Sug-
gested List of Surveillance Sites (SLOSS). Figure 64 (p. 165)
plots all road segments and intersections in the State high-
way system that are on the SLOSS. Lines and points are pro-
portional to the ratio of the actual to the critical accident rate,
so the thicker the line or point, the more extraordinary the
rate is.

As the map shows, 8 sites with abnormally high accident
rates fall into three types, in order of descending prevalence:

8 The latter is computed by the rate-number quality control method.

105 44 24 43 36 35%
46 10 25 44 25 57%

Commercial strips. Land-use decisions by municipalities
have led to massive development on major thorough-
fares. This development has predominantly taken the
form of strip retail. While such development can support
a municipality’s grand list, it also impairs the utility of the
State’s numbered routes as a transportation network.
Strip retail not only generates large motor vehicle traffic
volumes. It also tends to produce a proliferation numer-
ous turning movements and lanes, curb cuts, signals, and
stopping, which impede the safe and efficient flow of ve-
hicular through-traffic and non-motorized transportation
such as walking and biking. A high incidence of accidents
is a consequence. Examples of dangerous strips in the re-
gion include Route 372 in New Britain between Corbin Av-
enue and Russwin Avenue, Route 6 in Bristol, Route 372
in Plainville, and Routes 10 and 322 in Southington.

Ramps, interchanges, and environs. Due to high traffic
volumes, frequent turning movements, and large dispari-
ties in speed, busy expressway ramps, interchanges, and

8 Data from DOT’s Traffic Accident Surveillance Report, 2005-2007, for the Central Connecticut Region.
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the roads they feed into, especially when they are com-
mercial strips and multilane highways, also tend to be the
site of abnormally high accident rates. The ramps be-
tween Routes 9 and 71 south of Westfarms Mall in New
Britain, the Route 72/177 ramps and 72 expressway termi-
nus in Plainville, the 1-84/72 interchange in Plainville, the
[-84/229 ramps in Southington, and the Route 15/372 inter-
change in Berlin exemplify this.

3. Rural and lower-traffic roads with design problems. Alt-
hough infrequent, certain roads in the region suffer from
design issues that, while they do not render the road un-
safe per se, may disconcert or induce drivers to operate
their vehicles in an unsafe manner. These include the
curved sections of Routes 69 and 4 in Burlington, as well
as Route 6 approaching the Plymouth town line, and sev-
eral intersections in the region (e.g. the Routes 4 and 179
in Burlington, Route 177 and Northwest Drive in Plainville,
Route 69 and East Road in Bristol, Routes 229 and Wood-
land Street in Bristol, Route 174 and East Street in New
Britain, and the Route 372 six-way intersection in Berlin.)

Unfortunately, comparable accident data for local roads is
not available. As a consequence, while the SLOSS may be
used to justify safety improvements, it should not serve as
the sole criterion. (To provide a better basis for project eval-
uation and selection, this Plan proposes to Improve data col-
lection, p. 12)

Systems ® Private vehicles

164 of 208



Figure 64. Sites with abnormally high accident rates
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PAVEMENT CONDITION

The region’s transportation network may resemble a circula-
tory system, but unlike arteries and veins, it does not heal it-
self. If it is to continue functioning in a safe, efficient manner,
it must be maintained. Roads make up the largest part of the
transportation network and, as such, require the most atten-
tion (and funding) in order to maintain them in acceptable
condition.

Road maintenance schedules are determined based on pave-
ment condition. The two primary metrics DOT uses to assess
pavement condition are the Pavement Condition Index (PCl)
and International Roughness Index (IRI).8 DOT measures
and records pavement data for 142 miles of road segments in
the region. Table 32 gives weighted averages of the pavement
condition metrics of the road segments in each town and the
region as a whole. The figures indicate that the roads in the
region are generally fair to good, although there is variation
among the towns. Burlington roads are in the best condition,

while Bristol roads rank the poorest. (These data are derived
from only a sample of road segments and should be inter-
preted accordingly.) No road segments have a PCl lower than
4, but 39 segments are reported to have an IRI higher than
170, which makes them ‘unacceptable.” The table also gives
the average pavement year, which represents the mean date
of last paving for all measured segments in each town. On av-
erage the pavement on the roadways in the region is about
ten years old.

Table 32. Measured pavement condition by town

Municipal-  Average Average. IRl  Avg. Pavement
ity PCI (in./mi.) Year
Berlin 6.03 128.07 1998.8
Bristol 5.76 175.05 1998.2
Burlington 6.76 122.13 2003.9
New Britain 6.64 133.08 2002.0

82The PCl is a numerical index between o and 9 that measures the structural operational condition of the pavement. It is a statistical measure and requires a

manual survey of the pavement. The relationship between PCl and the overall rating of the pavement is shown in the table below.

PCI 0,1 2 4 6 7
Rating FAILED VERY POOR FAIR GOOD
POOR

9

VERY EXCELLENT
GOOD

The IRl is used to define a characteristic of the longitudinal profile of a traveled wheeltrack and constitutes a standardized roughness measurement. The index

is measured in inches per mile. The FHWA declares an IRl acceptable if it is less than 170 and good if it is under 95.
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Plainville 6.30 141.27 1999.0
Plymouth 5.99 160.66 1999.8
Southing- 6.39 144.81 1999.5
ton

Region 5.97 140.07 1999.9
BRIDGES

Bridges are an integral part of any transportation system,
both to cross land features and to provide grade separation
over other transportation infrastructure. There are 234
bridges total in the region. Ninety-seven of these have a span
of at least twenty feet, which is the minimum necessary in or-
der to qualify for federal funding. High material and labor in-
puts make bridges costly to build and repair; however, the
risks aging bridges pose also means they require safety mon-
itoring and, when called for, rehabilitation or replacement.
DOT inspects and issues sufficiency ratings for all bridges in
the region. Table 33 (p. 168) gives an overview of the region’s

bridge stock by municipality. (Bridges, p. 197, lists all bridges
in the region of at least twenty feet.)

Within the region are three historic bridges:

1. New Britain: 1925—A concrete arch bridge on Stanley
Quarter Park Road.

2. New Britain: 1936—A concrete arch bridge on Stanly Park
Road “C”.

3. Plymouth: 1910—A concrete arch Bridge on Tunnel Road,
Allen Street and South Main Street.83

The primary reasons bridges deteriorate are weather, loads,
volume of traffic, and deicing operations. As a bridge deteri-
orates, its condition ratings gradually decline to poor. Pre-
ventive maintenance can extend the useful life of a structure
substantially. However, a major rehabilitation or replacement
will ultimately be required. When a structure receives a poor
sufficiency rating, the bridge is identified as a candidate for
rehabilitation or replacement.® Table 34 (p. 168) lists all such
bridges in the region as of writing.

8 Connecticut Historic Bridge Inventory, Final Report: Inventory Phase. State of CT, Department of Transportation. December, 1990.

84 A bridge with a sufficiency rating of less than 80 percent is eligible for rehabilitation. One with a rating of less than 50 is eligible for replacement. Should the

bridge be deemed useful, the bridge is programmed for rehabilitation or replacement. (Some bridges may no longer be necessary.) This can take several years

due to social and environmental issues as well as legal and engineering concerns that must be addressed prior to construction. Initiating this process when the

first poor rating is identified generally allows sufficient time for design and construction.
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Table 33. Bridges by municipality

Bridge length Berlin  Bristol Burlington New Britain Plainville Plymouth Southington Region

Number <0 ft. 21 40 12 23 4 17 20 137
of bridges 220 ft. 16 25 7 1 4 15 19 97
Al 37 65 19 34 8 32 39 234
Average <0 ft. 67.6%  62.4% 84.7% 55.6%  60.2% 57.3% 28.7%  62.0%
sufficiency rating 50 ft, 76.2%  80.5% 72.9% 74.5%  76.2% 80.3% 77.2%  77.7%
Al 720.8%  74.4% 74.6% 66.4%  73.0% 77.0% 747%  73.4%
Average ADT <0 ft. 502.4  501.4 87.5 206.5 187.5 212.5 228.4 3261
220 ft. 2,459.7  4,936.3 341.1 3,751.6  2,138.8 753.3 3,815.8  3,066.0
Al 1,348.8 2,349.3 180.9 1203.6  1,163.1 474.2 2,021 1,482.9
Average <0 ft. 1957.0  1949.5 1962.2 19551  1964.3  1946.2 1961.1  1954.4
year built 220 ft. 1961.9  1946.7 1966.0 1968.4  1971.8 1971.2 1958.9  1960.2
Al 1959.1  1948.4 1963.6 1959.4  1968.0  1957.5 1960.0  1956.8

Table 34. Bridges with poor sufficiency ratings

No. Town Feature carried Feature crossed Location Year Year Inspect. Rating
built  recon. date

4473 Berlin Bumham St. Sebethe River 600 ft. west of Rt. 372 1960 1989 1/4/2007 59.73%

4474  Beriin FarmingtonAve. Sebethe River 500 ft. fromjct. w/Rt. 372 1928 5/14/2008 38.10%
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No. Town Feature carried Feature arossed Location Year Year Inspect. Rating
built  recon. date

4091 Bristol Jerome Ave. Negro Hill Brook 200 ft. south of Coolidge St. 1964 12/52006  58.87%

2972  Bristol Route 72 Pequabuck River Btwn. Riverside Ave. & 1972 6/7/2004 58.35%
(MainSt.) School St.

3634 Bristol MapleAve. Polkville Brook .20 mi. east of Rt. 69 1956 7/17[2007 57.29%

4105 Bristol Memorial Bivd. Pequabuck River Over Pequabuck River 1921 1987 3302006  48.58%

5916 Burlington Vineyard Rd. Burlington Brook 300ft. westof Rt. 4 1954 11242005  52.84%

6077 New Britain Paul Manafort Dr. Stream 0.1Tmiwest ofjct. w/Rt. 175 1970 1994 7142008 58.45%

6542 New Britain Kensington St. &ArchSt. ~ Willow Brook Culvert 1996 8/4/2004 58.45%

6078 New Britain Oakwood Dr.No.1 Stream 1970 7/12/2006 57.73%

4561 Southington  SouthEndRd. Misery Brook 300ft. fromjct. w/ Maxwell 1900 1931  10/312008 59.16%
Noble Dr.

4564 Southington  WestQueenSt. Quinnipiac River 400ft. fromjct. w/Redstone 1969 126/2008 46.37%

St.
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Freight

Over 200 million tons of freight pass through the Hartford
metro area annually. Nearly all of this (98%) in the region trav-
els by truck. This figure is higher than the 79% national aver-
age. Only 2% of freight in the region travels by rail, which is
one tenth of the national average. The results of this bias to-
wards road freight are congestion, high maintenance costs,
and safety hazards on the region’s highways, as well as air
pollution, an overdependence on fossil fuels, and an econom-
ically limiting dearth of transportation options for local ship-
pers and receivers. Figure 67 and Figure 66 (p. 171) depict the

Figure 65. Annual tons of truck freight traffic from the

Hartford metro area
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volumes of freight that move from and to the Hartford metro
area and surroundings (shaded gray), respectively.

Both figures show that the primary route in the region along
which locally-sourced or -destined freight travels is I-84. This
corridor leads by a large margin and skews slightly towards
inbound freight i.e., deliveries). The Route 6/72 corridor be-
tween Route 8 and |-84 comes second, but carries more
pickups than deliveries. (This likely reflects the continued
presence of manufacturers in the region.) Route 9 south of

its interchange with 72 and I-691 round out the rest, both with
Figure 66. Annual tons of truck freight traffic to the Hartford

metro area

Inbound
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relatively low volumes (although 9 does skew towards
pickups). Both of these highways serve as alternates for I-84,
which suffers from high levels of congestion in and around
Hartford.

Figure 65 reveals a different picture. The only road of conse-
quence to freight through-traffic in the region is 1-84. This
route constitutes the most direct path between New York
and Boston; it is not surprising that it is as popular with truck-
ers as with car drivers. However, as the figure also shows,
considerable volumes of freight continue southwest through
the densely-populated eastern seaboard and to the Gulf
Coast ports, northeast of Boston toward Maine and Canada,
and west toward the Great Lakes, Midwest, and Pacific Coast
ports. (Admittedly, some outbound and, in particular, in-
bound freight also serves these locations.) This indicates that
the region’s other highways, even expressways such as 9, 72,
and 1-691, are of limited utility to the mass of through freight.

Figure 68 (p. 173) shows state routes by the percentage of ve-
hicles that are trucks. Interstates 84 and 691 exhibit vehicle
mixes with the greatest proportion of trucks. Route 6 be-
tween 10 and 229 and Route 229 also possess above-average
high truck shares, as does Route 15 south of Kensington. Alt-
hough other roadways in the region may not carry a large
amount of freight in absolute terms, trucks do account for a
significant proportion of the vehicles that travel on them.

Systems ® Freight

Figure 67. Annual tons of truck freight through the Hartford
metro area

Figure 68 also depicts the historic rail network in the region.
The railroads that ferried passengers as described under Rail
(p. 114) also carried freight. Railroads traversed three inter-
connected routes through the region:

1. Bridgeport through Waterbury and both Newington and
Kensington
(via Waterville, Hancock/Greystone, Pequabuck, Bristol,
Forestville, Plainville, and New Britain)

2. New Haven to Springfield
(via Meriden, Kensington, and Newington)

3. New Haven to Northampton along the path Farmington
Canal/Route 10 corridor
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(via Cheshire, Southington, Plainville, Farmington, Sims-
bury, and Westfield; as well as northwest to Unionville,
Collinsville, Winsted and into Massachusetts and New
York state)

These routes are indicated in Rail (p. 114). Together, these
routes knitted the region into the northeastern and national
rail networks, from New York to Boston and beyond.

CCRPA, together with CRCOG and MRPA, contracted with a
consultant to study freight movement in the Hartford metro-
politan area. According to this report, “[t]raffic in the [re-
gional] freight rail system... is shaped by the position [of the
region] in the eastern and national rail network, and by the
structure of the network itself. Ownership, connection, and
distance combine to influence the pattern and character of
current and prospective freight volume. While [the region] is
a crossroads for highway traffic, it is poorly accessible from a
freight rail standpoint. As such, the ability of rail to relieve the
highway, and to act as a mitigant to deficient air quality and

Systems ® Freight

growing congestion, is constrained by network position, ver-
tical clearances, facility capacity, and institutional factors.”

“[T]here is an opportunity for regional rail intermodal expan-

sion. These are found in lanes with annual truck densities of
100,000 t0 400,000 annual tons and lengths of haul in excess
of 1500 miles, and in lanes of greater than 400,000 annual
tons and lengths of haul of greater than 750 miles.”

Air freight is not a major player in the region. None of the re-
gion’s airports possess sufficient capacity to support volume
freight operations; even Windsor Locks’ Bradley Interna-
tional Airport, which is the second-largest airport in New Eng-
land can only offer limited potential to heavy cargo (due to
the narrow-body planes and regional jets that serve the mar-
ket). It is expected that most air freight will continue to be
trucked in from larger airports in New York, Newark, and Bos-
ton, though certain lighter air freight activities may seek out
Bradley as a more economical alternative to those airports.
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Figure 68. Freight rail lines and truck share on State roads
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Background

Structure and process

In every urbanized area with a population of at least 50,000
in the United States, at least one metropolitan planning or-
ganization (MPO) is designated. MPOs are responsible for re-
gional transportation planning, including the creation and
maintenance of a Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP)
such as this document, as well as the approval and, in some
cases, selection of transportation projects for funding by the
federal government. MPO involvement is integral to trans-
portation project development and funding. Projects must
be endorsed by the MPO and included in its LRTP in to be eli-
gible for federal funding. The particulars of the federal trans-
portation planning and funding system are laid out in the
Safe, Accountable, Flexible and Efficient Transportation Eg-
uity Act — A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).

Background * Structure and process

THE CENTRAL CONNECTICUT REGION

Due to the 2000 Census findings, the former New Britain-Bris-
tol Urbanized Area is now a part of the Hartford Urbanized
Area. The Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency
(CCRPA) is the designated MPO for a portion of the Hartford
Urbanized Area and is responsible for transportation plan-
ning in the municipalities of Berlin, Bristol, Burlington, New
Britain, Plainville, Plymouth, and Southington. Figure 69 (p.
175) shows the location of the region within the Hartford Ur-
banized Area.
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Along with CCRPA, the Capitol Region Council of Govern-
ments, the Midstate Regional Planning Agency, and the Cen-
tral Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments represent the
Hartford Urbanized Area. Since the expansion of the urban-
ized area, these MPOs convene to discuss such items as fund-
ing coordination, joint planning initiatives, and issues of com-
mon concern. Issues these agencies have discussed include
interregional rail service (reinstatement of commuter rail ser-
vice between Bridgeport and Hartford via Waterbury, as well
as between New Haven, Hartford, and Springfield); bus rapid
transit; highway congestion, Jobs Access and Reverse Com-
mute programs; and coordination in the areas of freight plan-
ning and the congestion management process.

PLANNING TRANSPORTATION

The MPO transportation planning process includes several
related phases that produce various planning documents,
one of which is this Plan, the LRTP. The LRTP is intended to
focus discussions in the region by identifying current and fu-
ture needs in terms of general and specific changes to the
transportation system. The LRTP covers a 29-year period
(20112040 for this document) and must be updated and
adopted every four years. The last LRTP was adopted in May
2007 and amended in September 2008.

The LRTP serves as the basis for many other MPO efforts, in-
cluding the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The

Background ® Structure and process

Figure 69. Central Connecticut region

[ Municipalities in the region | Hartford Urbanized Area

TIP is the schedule for the spending of federal funds on trans-
portationin the region over a five-year period. The TIP derives
from this Plan, in the form of actual projects with assigned
funding.

PRODUCTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

The Plan is the product of collaboration between CCRPA, its
members, and the public. (CCRPA’s Public Participation Plan
details the public involvement process the Agency follows in
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the development of this Plan.) This Plan has been informed
by research and analysis as well as consultation with stake-
holders throughout the region. (CCRPA gathered input from
the diverse groups that make up the region via a variety of
means; accounts of this consultation can be found in the doc-
ument Public input on the Long-Range Transportation Plan for
Central Connecticut, 2011-2040.) Preparation of the Plan is step
one in the comprehensive, continuing, and coordinated
transportation planning program practiced by CCRPA.

To ensure that the Plan remains an apt, living document,
CCRPA monitors the region on an ongoing basis. The
Agency’s activities to this end include:

1. ldentifying, quantifying, and prioritizing transportation
needs in the region

2. Developing proposals and scrutinizing projects

3. Working towards the next Plan update
Coordinating with DOT and other State and regional
agencies, the Federal Highway Administration, the Fed-
eral Transit Administration, the region’s members, and its
transportation providers

OTHER PLANNING

In addition to the LRTP and TIP, CCRPA undertakes a variety
of other planning tasks. These are spelled out in detail in the

Background ® Structure and process

Agency’s Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). The UPWP
lays out the transportation planning activities the Agency ex-
pects to undertake over a two-year period. The current
UPWP, which covers fiscal years 2011 and 2012, spans ongoing
and one-time activities, or ‘special projects’. Many of the lat-
ter correspond to projects identified in this Plan. These in-
clude:

Recurring activities

1. Pedestrian, cyclist, and vehicular traffic counts
2. Congestion monitoring

3. Transportation studies

4. Statistical and quantitative analyses

One-time activities

-

Development of updated project selection criteria
Development of cyclist and pedestrian route network
Waterbury-Bristol-New Britain-Hartford transit study
Bus line rationalization study

Bus stop improvements plan

Electronic highway sign improvements plan

Local street reconnection study

Roundabout retrofit pilot and plan

© ®N oV B W

Automated traffic enforcement study/plan
10. Rail freight line improvements
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Environmental and social concerns

While transportation can be an end in itself—to wit boule-
vard cruisers; runners, joggers, walkers; and recreational pi-
lots, sailors, and cyclists®>—by and large it serves as a means
to an end. Indeed, through American history, economic de-
velopment has stood as the primary end of transportation.
This past is reflected in shape of the places we live, work, and
play, from ports at the mouths of rivers, to cities at major rail-
road junctions, to commercial strips and clusters on arterials
and at expressway ramps.

While not all transportation projects have yielded economic
development—poor investments seldom pay off—they all
have consequences. Some of these are pecuniary. Resources
are limited, making trade-offs inevitable. A dollar spent on
transportation is dollar that could have been spent else-
where, potentially with a higher rate of return. Transporta-
tion can be a good investment, improving our lot, but it can
also be a ruinous one, depriving other needs and shortchang-
ing the future. Every investment in one project represents a
decision not to invest in other possibly as, if not more, meri-
torious ones. That is, transportation has an opportunity cost.

If transportation investment were cheap, the opportunity
cost would not be worth writing about. However, that is
rarely the case. Transportation investments, especially major
capital projects, have escalated in price to the extent that
covering all transportation needs could very well break the
bank. While accounting practices may obscure the big pic-
ture, funds expended on one transportation project do not
just subtract from another transportation project; in the end,
they take away from all spending on all the other services we
expect and demand of our government. While it may be im-
practical definitively to quantify the opportunity costs of any
investment (opportunities are limitless), these costs should
be borne in mind when reviewing transportation invest-
ments. This Plan attempts to do so by proposing only projects
that it determines feasible, i.e. fit within the region’s financial
constraints and do not represent a disproportionate or ineg-
uitable drain on its resources. (For more information, see Fi-
nances, p. 58.)

However, these are not the only costs that investment in
transportation. Transportation projects, like all actions, have
real consequences beyond the ‘what-if’ speculation about

8 Even in these cases, transportation is not always the sole end. Other common ends include pleasure, fitness, and income.

Background ® Environmental and social concerns
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whether state funds would be better spent on something
else. Some of these consequences are intended, such as a re-
duction in congestion (for instance as a result of capacity ex-
pansion), but others are not, such as a subsequent rebound
in congestion (e.g., due to the demand that expansion can
induce). Nor are they necessarily confined to the transporta-
tion sector and system alone. Transportation projects can
and have had consequences for the economy, society, and
the environment. Such consequences, which redound to an
otherwise uninvolved third party, are called externalities. Ex-
ternalities may be positive (benefits) or negative (costs).
Both crop up regularly in transportation. External benefits
(for example, property appreciation and development) have
often figured, overtly or covertly, in the push for one or more
transportation projects (e.g., a highway ramp); conversely,
external costs historically have been glossed over orignored.
While external benefits, the undue profiting of certain parties
may at times rankle on equity grounds, they do not entail an
absolute loss on anybody’s behalf. External costs, in contrast,
do: they leave people or places worse off. The extent and in-
tensiveness of the transportation system makes for an espe-
cially high potential for such loss; indeed, the growth and op-
eration of the transportation system arguably have imposed
the greatest external costs of any human action over the
course of the last century.

Background ® Environmental and social concerns

This section addresses these concerns. While it may not be
able to give solutions, it seeks to begin a discussion of the
problems that transportation can produce. The intent is to
draw attention to these negative externalities so that future
investment may be conceived of and pursued in such a way
that internalizes (i.e., pay the real costs) or, even better, pre-
vents them.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

Transportation can have adverse impacts on air, land, and
water. These may arise in all stages of system development
and use, from construction to operations and maintenance.
Adverse impacts can include, but are not limited to:

= Air pollution

= Acidrain

= (limate change

= Decreased aquifer recharge

= Disruption of wildlife corridors and migration
* Endangerment of indigenous species
* Flooding

= Habitat fragmentation

= Heatislands

* Landscape change

= Light pollution

= Loss of biomes

= Loss of open space
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* Noise pollution

= Oil spills

= Resource exhaustion

= Soil erosion

= Spread of invasive species

= Sprawl

= Surface and groundwater pollution
= Wildlife mortality

It is CCRPA’s policy to review investment in the transporta-
tion system for adverse impacts such as those listed above
and to, the greatest extent feasible, avoid them. (Mitigation
may be considered where impacts are unavoidable.)

CLEAN AIR ACT AND AMENDMENTS

A high percentage of the nation’s air quality problems relate
directly to pollutants emitted by transportation sources. Con-
cern over this problem gave rise to the federal Clean Air Act
of 1970, which established national ambient air quality stand-
ards for the carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx)
and others. NOx, along with various hydrocarbons (HC), is a
cause for concern due to its reaction in the presence of sun-
light to form noxious photochemical oxidants, otherwise

known as ‘smog.’

The Clean Air Act, as amended over the years, established a
process of designation and classification for areas around the
country with regard to the attainment of national ambient air

Background ® Environmental and social concerns

quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and particu-
late matter. There are five levels of non-attainment: marginal,
moderate, serious, severe and extreme. The Hartford Urban-
ized Area, of which central Connecticut is a part, is classified
as a moderate non-attainment area for ozone and a Limited
Maintenance Plan status area for carbon monoxide.

Regional transportation plans and programs, including this
Plan, must be consistent with federal and State laws, regula-
tions, and plans relating to air quality. All Long-Range Trans-
portation Plans and Transportation Improvement Programs
issued to date since the inception of this program have been
found in conformity with these requirements. DOT has re-
viewed the major projects enumerated in this Plan and deter-
mined them to be in conformity with the budgets in the cur-
rent State Implementation Plan for air quality. A copy of the
pertinent analysis can be found in the document Ozone Air
Quality Determination of the 2011 Regional Long Range Trans-
portation Plans, and the FY 2010-2013 Transportation Improve-
ment Programs for the Greater Connecticut Ozone Nonattain-
ment Aread.

SOCIAL CONCERNS

Transportation may also have negative effects on society, cul-
ture, and the economy. As with the environment, effects may
arise at any point in system development and use. Potential
negative effects include:
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* Automobile dependence

= Death, injury, and property damage

= Decreased physical activity

= Dependence on foreign resources

= Disinvestment in existing areas

= Erosion of property values

* Exclusion of disadvantaged groups from participation in
society and the economy (e.g., non-drivers, drivers)

* Health complications (e.g., respiratory diseases)

* Higher household expenses

* Higher public service costs

= Lifestyle-related illnesses (e.g. obesity, diabetes)

= Loss of asense of place

= Loss of livelihoods

= Loss of recreational amenities

= Loss of social capital

= Loss of scenic value

= Loss of property and taxable assets

» Loss of time

= Public and private debt

= Socioeconomic and cultural segregation

=  Sprawl

= Stress

8 U.S. Department of Justice,

http://www.usdoj.gov/crt/cor/coord/titlevi.htm.
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It is CCRPA’s policy to review investment in the transporta-
tion system for adverse impacts such as those listed above
and to, the greatest extent feasible, avoid them. (Mitigation
may be considered where impacts are unavoidable.)

Executive Order 12898, Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act,
and related federal and State guidance have informed this
Plan, including project selection and development. These are
briefly described below. Further detail on CCRPA’s Title VI and
environmental justice activities may be found in its Public Par-
ticipation Plan for the Central Connecticut Region and Unified
Planning Work Program.

TITLE VI OF THE 1964 CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act prohibits discrimination on
the basis of race, color, and national origin in programs and
activities receiving federal financial assistance. 8¢ This indi-
cates that it is important to make sure that federally-spon-
sored projects do not serve certain groups and ignore or neg-
atively affect others. Transportation projects are meant to in-
crease mobility and safety for the traveling public. If funding
only helps (or disproportionately hurts) people of a particular
group or groups, Title VI has been violated.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898 directed every federal agency to make

environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and

addressing the effects of all programs, policies and activities

on minority and low-income populations. Effective transpor-

tation decision making depends upon understanding and

properly addressing the unique needs of different socioeco-

nomic groups. There are three principles of environmental

justice that must be addressed:®7

1.

Avoid, minimize or mitigate disproportionately high and
adverse human health and environmental effects on mi-
nority and low-income populations. In transportation
planning this means evaluating the amount of disturb-
ance caused by various transportation projects to deter-

87 U.S. DOT Environmental Justice,

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/ej2000.htm
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mine whether a disproportionate share of this disturb-
ance is occurring in minority and/or low-income popula-
tion clusters.

Prevent the denial of, reduction in or significant delay in
the receipt of benefits by minority and low-income popu-
lations. Here the existence of public transportation in mi-
nority and low-income population clusters can be evalu-
ated.

Ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially af-
fected communities in the transportation decision-mak-
ing process. The intent is to enhance the public-involve-
ment process, strengthen community-based partnerships
and provide minority and low-income populations with
opportunities to learn about and improve the quality and
usefulness of transportation in their lives.
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SAFETEA-LU Planning factors

SAFETEA-LU contains eight planning factors which are de-

signed to guide the direction of MPOs in terms of compo-

nents of transportation that should be considered in every

planning activity. Plans should:

1.

Support the economic vitality of the United States, the
States, nonmetropolitan areas and metropolitan areas,
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productiv-
ity, and efficiency. A sound transportation system is vital
for the region’s economic health. Roads, public transpor-
tation, rail, alternative transportation and air transporta-
tion all work to increase efficiency in bringing goods and
workers into and out of the region.

Increase the safety of the transportation system for mo-
torized and non-motorized users. Every year, many
deaths and injuries occur on the transportation network.
It is important that transportation funding and project
prioritization include measures to reduce injuries and fa-
talities, which may occur on routes that do not have the
highest accident numbers. It is equally important to ex-
amine and plan for the safety of non-motorized transpor-
tation users as they coexist with the automobile.
Increase the security of the transportation system for mo-
torized and non-motorized users. In the light of the

Background ® SAFETEA-LU Planning factors

events of 9/11 and subsequent transit-based terrorism in
London and Madrid, the transportation system needs to
secure from domestic and international terrorism. The
disabling of transportation systems is a well-worn tactic
in any war. Increased vigilance by providers and users of
all modes of transportation is essential to a secure sys-
tem.

Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to
people and freight. It is important to increase mobility in
order to improve personal mobility. As human mobility in-
creases, so does access to jobs, shopping and recreation.
As freight mobility increases, so does economic viability.
It is important to recognize that many residents do not
have automobile access and that public transportation,
bicycle and pedestrian projects can increase mobility.
Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy
conservation, improve the quality of life, and promote
consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth and economic develop-
ment patterns. While transportation systems get people
to where they want to go and provide for economic de-
velopment, it isimportant to remember that they also can
cause pollution, over-consumption of energy and other
negative externalities. Transportation systems can be
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planned in a way that minimizes environmental damage
and the negative effects on quality of life.

Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transpor-
tation system, across and between modes throughout
the State, for people and freight. Many trips involve more
than one transportation mode. It is important to connect
all modes safely and efficiently. Examples include: im-
proved automobile access to an airport, improved truck
access to a railroad and the inclusion of bicycle racks on
public transportation vehicles.

Background ® SAFETEA-LU Planning factors

7. Promote efficient system management and operation. Ef-

ficient system management and operation increases the
system’s overall safety and efficiency.

Emphasize the preservation of the existing transporta-
tion system. In the name of achieving enhanced mobility,
it is natural to want to expand upon the current transpor-
tation system. However, limited resources can cause the
need to weigh system expansion against maintenance of
the current system. Without maintenance of the existing
system, the system cannot perform optimally.
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Project selection

Certain federal transportation programs allow for MPOs to
select projects directly for funding. To ensure that funds are
directed to the most deserving and feasible projects, CCRPA
has developed evaluation criteria for candidate projects.®
The selection process is designed to satisfy federal require-
ments for the respective funding program, as well as meet
State and federal regulations for public involvement.89

As of writing, STP-Urban and its Transportation Alternatives
(TA) subcategory represent the only funds over which CCRPA

8 The document Project Evaluation Criteria details the evaluation process.

has direct authority. CCRPA is generally allotted between
three and four million dollars in STP-U and -TA funds per year.
A wide variety of projects may be funded under STP-U and
TA. Details STP-U and TAP project eligibility may be found at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/guidance/guidestp.cfm and

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/guidance/guidetap.cfm.

89 The document Public Participation Plan details CCRPA’s public involvement activities.

Background ® Project selection
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Appendixes

Acronyms
The following acronyms are used in this Plan. LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization
CAA Clean Air Act NHS National Highway System
CAAA  Clean Air Act Amendments RPO Regional Planning Organization
CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program RR Railroad
DEMHS Connecticut Department of Emergency Manage- SIP State Implementation Plan

ment and Homeland Security STIP State Transportation Improvement Program
DOT Connecticut Department of Transportation STP Surface Transportation Program
EJ Environmental Justice TD Transit District
EPA Environmental Protection Agency TDM Transportation Demand Management
FAA Federal Aviation Administration TIP Transportation Improvement Program
GIS Geographic Information Systems TMA Transportation Management Area
GPS Global Positioning Systems TOD Transit-Oriented Development
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UPWP  Unified Planning Work Program
USDOT United States Department of Transportation

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
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Excerpt from the Northeast Corridor Master Plan

The following is taken from Part Il: Current and Future Service
and Infrastructure by Segment (p. 59-63) of The Northeast Cor-
ridor Infrastructure Master Plan:

PHYSICAL ASSETS

This 60-mile branch of the NEC is owned and operated by
Amtrak and runs parallel to Interstate 91 through Hartford.
The Springfield Line connects to the NEC Main Line at Mill
River Junction near New Haven and CSXT’s Boston Subdivi-
sion at Springfield. The branch line is two tracks between Mill
River and Cedar interlockings and single-track with sidings be-
tween Cedar Interlocking and Springfield Union Station.

Springfield Union Station, at the northern terminus of the
branch, is served by two Amtrak intercity routes including the
Lakeshore Limited operating between Chicago and Boston
and Vermonter between Washington and St. Albans, Ver-
mont. Union Station New Haven at is the branch’s southern
terminus and shared by Amtrak Acela Express, Regional, the
Vermonter and intercity services, as well as SLE and MNR
commuter rail services. The segment is part of the larger, fed-
erally?designated multi-route Northern New England High-
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Speed Rail Corridor which runs through the states of Ver-
mont, New Hampshire, Maine, Massachusetts, Connecticut,
and New York.

CURRENT OPERATIONS

Amtrak (passenger) and CSXT, Connecticut Southern, and
Pan Am Southern (freight) operate in the segment. Amtrak
operates 12 trains (six round trips) daily between Springfield
and New Haven including round trips for Vermonter and Re-
gional services, providing service to New York and points
south. The remaining eight trains (four round trips) are Shut-
tle routes which operate each weekday between New Haven
and Springfield connecting to NEC Regional trains at New Ha-
ven. There is no commuter rail service currently operating on
the segment. Current and future passenger rail operating sta-
tistics are provided in Table 11 [omitted] above.

Future Plans Connecticut is developing plans for New Haven-
Hartford-Springfield (NHHS) commuter rail service along this
segment. Initial plans call for 36 trains (18 round trips) each
day, providing half@hourly service during the peak hours and
approximately hourly service throughout the day. This ser-
vice would be supported by an electrified, double-track infra-
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structure. Initially, service would operate along the Spring-
field Line, with additional service possible to Stamford, CT.
The Springfield Line is part of the federally-designated North-
ern New England High-Speed Rail Corridor.

Daily Amtrak service between Springfield and New Haven will
increase from 12 trains (6 round trips) to 28 (14 round trips)
providing near hourly service throughout the day. Alternate
trains will terminate at New Haven, or continue to Penn Sta-
tion New York or Washington D.C. Service on the line would
be further integrated with emerging corridors such as the In-
land Route via Boston and Worcester and the Knowledge
Corridor to Greenfield, MA. Other improvements include re-
routing Vermonter service to the Connecticut River Line as
part of the overall Knowledge Corridor service plan. This will
improve trip times while serving the Holyoke, Northampton,
and Greenfield communities and eliminating the required di-
rection reversal in Palmer, MA.

MAJOR ISSUES

Electrification, double tracking and potential third-track sid-
ings are needed to support new commuter and increased in-
tercity rail services in the segment. Fixed bridges and the
Hartford viaduct require rehabilitation or replacement to ac-
commodate increased traffic along the segment. Existing and
new interlockings need to be designed to accommodate the
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electrification and doubleftrack program, affording in-
creased speed and operating flexibility. Capital Investment
Programs Connecticut and Amtrak are jointly developing cor-
ridor improvements between New Haven and Springfield
which will accommodate the introduction of commuter ser-
vice and expanded intercity corridor service. Vermont, Mas-
sachusetts, Connecticut and Amtrak are developing plans for
the Knowledge Corridor service, which extends services from
the Springfield Line northward, paralleling 1291 through Mas-
sachusetts and Vermont. Massachusetts is advancing plan-
ning for the development of the Inland Route service be-
tween Boston, Worcester and Springfield which would per-
mit the extension of Springfield Line corridor services to Bos-
ton. These three distinct but interrelated programs will be
subject to capacity analysis leading to the identification of
recommended improvements and programs.

The Master Plan uses work already completed in these areas
as the basis for the capital costs shown. Capital projects are
grouped into programs described below. Programs are a set
of similar projects designed to deliver a defined set of bene-
fits and performance goals. Individual project information, in-
cluding scope and costs are identified in the Appendices.

SEGMENT PROGRAMS

Springfield Line Track and Interlocking Upgrades: $834m.
Electrification, double tracking and the addition of third track
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sidings are included to support new commuter and increased
intercity rail services in the segment. Fixed bridges and the
Hartford viaduct will be rehabilitated or replaced, and when
complete will permit operation of 286,000-pound freight car
service. Existing and new interlockings will be designed to
support electrification, the double track program and in-
creased speeds. Additionally, new orincreased train servicing
and layover requirements will be defined at Greenfield,
Springfield and New Haven terminals.

Positive Train Control: $8m. The Springfield Line includes in-
stallation of ACSES wayside transponders incorporating pos-
itive stop and civil speed control in areas of the corridor
where ACSES is not currently installed (operating speeds
greater than11o mph) as mandated by The Rail Safety Im-
provement Act of 2008. PTC design for the Knowledge Corri-
dor and Inland Route will be determined by Pan Am Southern
and CSXT for their respective routes.

Station Improvements: $105m. Station improvements are de-
signed to meet ADA and SGR requirements, facilitate ease of
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travel, encourage intermodalism, and integrate stations into
the economic fabric of the communities they serve. There are
seven projects in this program, six of which are related to
ADA and SGR improvements. The City of Springfield and its
metropolitan planning organization are currently evaluating
alternatives for the potential restoration of historic Spring-
field Union Station. If a decision is made to rehab the historic
station, platform and track modifications will be included to
effectively serve trains operating via the Knowledge Corridor,
Springfield Line and Inland Route to Boston.

All existing intercity stations including Hartford will require
expansion and modification to accommodate double track-
ing of the line. Modifications will include additional platforms,
ADA compliance and facilities to accommodate excess di-
mension freight traffic shipments. In addition, three new
commuter stations are proposed along with expansion of
State Street Station in New Haven.
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Historical railroad timetables

Only direct connections are depicted. (Passengers who could tolerate a short to moderate layover were able to avail themselves
of several more daily trips between the region and the New York and Boston metro areas besides those shown.) For the sake of
presentation, the timetables below have been abridged.%°

Table 35. Trains from New York City to the region, 1953

Station/train 444 448 446 8/350 54/156 136 460
Days Mo-Fr Sa  Mo-Fr Mo-Sa Mo-Sa Mo-Sa  Mo-Fr
Time of day AM AM AM AM PM PM PM
NY Grand Central 8:00 12:30

Stamford 8:47 12:24

Norwalk 12:42

Bridgeport 9:13/9:21 1:37/1:48

Waterbury 6:40 7:54 7:58 10:19/10:30 2:35/2:36 4:00
Terryville 8:08 8:1 4:14

Bristol 7:06 8:17 8:18 10:50 2:56 4:23 4:50
Forestville 7:10 8:21 8:22 10:54 3:00 4:27

9° The following information has been omitted: stops between Waterbury and New York City Grand Central other than Bridgeport, Norwalk, and Stamford; stops
between Willimantic and Boston; notation of flag stops and train changes; special holiday schedules; baggage carriage instructions; car types; and times for
trains to/from Thomaston, Torrington, and Winsted and Providence.
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Plainville 7:14 8:25 8:26 10:58 3:04 4:32

New Britain 7:25 8:36 8:34 11:06 3:12 4:41 5:05
Newington 7:31 8:43 8:40 4:47

Parkville 7:36 8:45

Hartford 7:40 8:50 8:49 1:21 3:27 4:55 5:18
Table 36. Trains from the region to New York City, 1953

Station/train 447 131 157/397 461 463 467

Days Mo-Sa  Mo-Sa Mo-Sa  Mo-Fr Mo-Sa  Mo-Fr

Time of day AM AM PM PM PM PM
Hartford 9:00 11:30 3:50 4:15 5:30 6:40

Parkville 4:18 5:33

Newington 11:43 4:23 5:38 6:48

New Britain 9:15 11:49 4:05 4:29 5:45 6:55
Plainville 9:23 12:01 4:15 4:37 5:53 7:10
Forestville 9:28  12:08 4:19 4:41 5:58 7:14

Bristol 9:32 12:10 4:23 4:46 6:02 7:18
Terryville 12:20 6:09

Waterbury 9:51 12:32 4:45/5:05 6:21 7:43
Bridgeport 6:03/6:32

Norwalk 6:57
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Stamford 7:10

NY Grand Central 8:00

Table 37. Trains from the region to Boston, 1953

Station/train 444/128 446/130 446/130 136
Days Mo-Fr Sa Mo-Fr Mo-Sa
Time of day AM AM AM PM
Waterbury 6:40 7:54 7:58 4:00
Bristol 7:06 8:17 8:18 4:23
Forestville 7:10 8:21 8:22 4:27
Plainville 7:14 8:25 8:26 4:32
New Britain 7:25 8:36 8:34 4:41
Hartford 7:40/7:45 8:50/9:18 8:45/9:18 4:55/5:00
Manchester 8:00 9:33 9:33 5:15
Willimantic 8:33 10:08 10:08 5:51
Boston South St. 10:23 12:12 12:12 7:54
Table 38. Trains from Boston to the region, 1953

Station/train 131 129/467 135

Days Mo-Sa Mo-Fr Mo-Su

Time of day AM PM PM

Appendixes ® Historical railroad timetables
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Boston South St. 8:35 3:55 6:45
Willimantic 10:42 5:45 8:57
Manchester 11:15 6:17 9:30
Hartford 11:30/11:35 6:32/6:40 9:45/10:00
New Britain 11:49 6:55

Plainville 12:01 7:10

Forestville 12:05 7:14

Bristol 12:10 7:18 10:40
Waterbury 12:32 7:43 11:10
Table 39. Trains from New Haven to Williamsburg, Massachusetts, 1921

Station/train 1104 112

Days Mo-Sa Mo-Sa

Time of day AM PM

New Haven 6:44 3:29

Mt. Carmel 7:03 3:51
Brooksvale 7:09 3:57
Cheshire 7:16 4:04

Milldale 7:24 4:1M
Plantsville 7:28 4,15
Southington 7:35 4:19
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Plainville
Farmington
Avon
Weatogue
Simsbury
Granby
Congamond
Southwick
Westfield
Southampton
Easthampton
Northampton

Williamsburgh Junction

7:47 4:26/4:32

7:58 4:42
8:09 4:55
8:15 5:00
8:28 5:10
8:36 5:19
8:46 5:28
8:51 5:33
9:02 5:43/5:50
6:05
6:17
6:34
6:40

Table 40. Trains from Williamsburg, Massachusetts to New Haven, 1921

Station/train 1103 11
Days Mo-Sa Mo-Sa
Time of day AM PM
Williamsburgh Junction 6:05
Northampton 6:15
Easthampton 6:25
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Southampton
Westfield
Southwick
Congamond
Granby
Simsbury
Weatogue
Avon
Farmington
Plainville
Southington
Plantsville
Milldale
Cheshire
Brooksvale
Mt. Carmel

New Haven

Appendixes ® Historical railroad timetables

6:35
6:50
7:00
7:06
7:17
7:28
7:34
7:42
7:58
8:12
8:25
8:30
8:36
8:46
8:51
8:58
9:20

2:10
2:20
2:26
2:37
2:51
2:56
3:03
3:18
3:30
3:43
3:47
3:53
4:04
4:09
4:16
4:40
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Bridges

The following table lists all bridges with a span of at least twenty feet in the region.

Bridge Town Featurecarried Featureqossed Location Year Yer  ADT Stucure Curbarb Inspection Suffidency
no. built recon. length  width date rating
4341 Bariin NortonRd. Amtrak 300Eof KensingtonRd. 1979 0 2,700 102 30 2/8/2007 91.60%
4062 Berlin LowerLaneRd. SebetheRiver 25mi.Sofjct FamingtonAve. 1970 0 2,100 55 30 12/10/2004 90.91%
4476 Berin WorthingtonRd.No.1  Sebethe River 3miNof WethersfieldRd. 1915 1996 250 54 27.2 2[212007  90.12%
4082 Berin (amelsBackRd. Amtrak J0mi.EofKensingtonRd. 1891 1992 600 39 26 2/8/2007  88.95%
6124 Berin MiddletownRd. SpruceBrook 045miEofjct w/SR15 1999 0 400 32 285  1/222006  86.42%
4477  Beriin WethersfieldRd. Sebethe River Jet.of Beckley Mils Rd. 1970 0 2,000 N 3.6 2/212007  86.36%
4109 Berlin OrchardRd. Amtrak 2500'Wict. Old TumpikeRd. 2000 0 600 60 26 22[2005  85.78%
4470 Berin OrchardRd. brook 5Smi.Wof BerinTpke. 1974 0 1,100 27 0 118/2007  81.96%
524 Bern BeriinSt. SebetheRiver 250'E Mattabassett St. 1981 0 900 92 28 11272006 81.78%
612 Bern WidermereRd. BelcherBrook 03mi.Eofjct w/4RodRd. 1980 0 200 21 0 1142007  69.54%
3657 Berin KensingtonRd. SebetheRiver 800'SofRt.71 1958 1990 5,900 65 282 3/122007  68.25%
613 Bern HeritageDr. StockingBrook 0Ami.Eofjct. w/SR71 1985 0 205 21 30 1142009 62.19%
5814  Beriin DemingRd. Wilow Brook 2mi.Eof ChristianLn. 1970 0 12,500 37 0 1242007 61.96%
4473 Berdn BumhamSt Sebethe River 600'WofRt.372 1960 1989 5,500 57 27.3 1/4/2007 59.73%
4474  Berin FarmingtonAve. Sebethe River 500" fromjct. w/Rt.372 1928 0 3,400 52 28 5/14/2008 38.10%
7007 Berin NortonRd. BelcherBrook 19mi.Eofjct W/SR71 1930 1950 1,000 20 27.9  6/26/1991
4486 Britol AttisanSt CopperMineBrook 500'fromijct.w/RootAve. 2003 0 1,614 5 335 462004  98.76%
4484 Bristol JacobsSt. PequabuckRiver 029miWofRt.69 1920 1956 2,700 48 36 11212006 96.80%
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4488  Bristol MellenSt.

4480 Bristol LouisanaAve.

3988  Bristol Blakeslee St

4% Bristol Mattby St.

6125 Bristol Curtiss St

4481 Bristol Frederick St.

413 Bristol (CentralSt.42

4092 Bristol StevensSt.

4487 Bristol EastSt

4104 Bristol DownsSt

4483  Bristol JeromeAve.

4086  Bristol North PondSt.

412 Bristol North MainSt. &River-
sideAve.

448 Bristol Andrews St

5741 Bristol LakeAve.

4103 Bristol West Washington St

4091 Bristol JeromeAve.

2972 Bstol Route72(MainSt)

3634 Bristol MapleAve.

4105 Bristol Memorial Bivd.

7031 Bristol PerkinsSt.

17004 Bristol EastRd.

17018  Bristol Mix St
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Pequabuck River
Copper MineBrook
Boston& MaineRailroad
Copper MineBrook
Boston& MaineRallroad
Copper MineBrook
PequabuckRiver
Copper MineBrook
PequabuckRiver
PequabuckRiver
Copper MineBrook
Boston& MaineRailroad
PequabuckRiver

PequabuckRiver

Entrance Lake Compounce
Copper MineBrook

Negro Hil Brook
PequabuckRiver

Polkvile Brook

Pequabuck River

Birge Pond Brook

South Mountain Brook
Polkvile Brook

300'SofRt. 22jct

200" fromict. w/Brook St.
ImiWofRt72
2miWof Stafford Ave.
ImiWofRt.69
50"fromijct. w/Curtiss Ave.
Jet Rt 72&CentralSt.2
2MEof JeromeAve.
Nearjct Memorial Bivd.
Nearjct Memorial Bivd.
50"fromijct. w/ShrubRd.
Near Curtis St

Jet. North Main St&Riverside Ave.

50"fromijct. w Frederick St
BristolSouthington TownLine
Jmi.EofRt. 29

200'Sof CoolidgeSt.

Btwn. Riverside Ave. & School St
2miEofRt.69

Over PequabuckRiver
Imi.Sofjct w/ChapelSt.
01mi.Eofjct w/Rt.69
03miNofictw/RL6

1956
1900
1937
1979
1992
1900
1956
1975
1900
1938
1956
1924
1972

1900
1988
1938
1964
1972
1956
1921
1945
1930
1945

1966

o O o o o

1987

2,400
3,600
2,100
8,000
2,500
2,000
12,426
4,500
2,200
1,800
3,800
3,00
12,600

9,200
5,700
6,000
4,400
8,000
8,468
14,200
200
800
1,000

77
46
62
117
65
37
80
46
63
78
77
104
33

77
38
38
39
33
21
57
23
20
20

34
36
34
34
34
30
36.2
34
34
30.7
30
30
0

40
30.5
36.8
28.6

46.4
43.2
28.1
34.3
34.8

3/23/2006 95.82%
4/192004  95.73%
1117/2006 94.83%
12/28/2006 94.77%
11/7)2008  93.80%
12/27/2006 92.09%
12/4/2006 92.07%
5/212004 90.07%
4/6/2006 84.81%
3/23/2006 82.40%
5/2512004  79.64%
11/7)2008  77.68%
11/27/2006 75.14%
11292006 71.48%
12/6/2006 67.49%
5/27/2004 63.56%
12/5/2006 58.87%
6/7/2004  58.35%
711712007 57.29%
3/30/2006  48.58%

6/6/1991

514/1991

5/28/1991
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5049 Bulngon  ReservoirHilRd.

5050 Bufngton  BeldenRd.#2

5047 Bufngton  FooteRd

5048 Bufngton  BamesHilRd.

5051 Bulngton  SouthMainSt.

5916 Buington  VineyardRd

20006 Buington ~ ManSt

4337 NewBrtan  SouthSt

6551 NewBrtan  LincolhStNo.2

5216 NewBritan  BitmoreSt

5884 NewBritan  ElisSt

5218 NewBritan  StanleyParkRd.

6077 NewBriain  PaulManafortDr.

6542 NewBrtan  KensingtonSt&Arch
St

6078 NewBritain  OakwoodDr.No.1

88006 NewBritan  BarbourRd.

5433 Panvle NorthwestDr.

4544 Painvile ShuttlemeadowRd.

4546  Painvle TomiinsonAve.

4545 Plainvile Stillwell Dr.

5044 Pymouth  WitonRd.

408 Pymouth  CreystoneRd.Ext
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Whig\vile Brook
Burfington Brook
Burfington Brook
Burlington Brook
Copper MineBrook
Burlington Brook
Whigvile Brook
Amtrak
WilowBrook
SandyBrook
Boston& Maine Rairoad
Bass Brook Spilway
stream

Wilow Brook Cuivert

stream
unnamed Stream
PequabuckRiver
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
WitonPond

Todd Hollow& Hancock
Brook

Jet.Stony HilRoad
Approx.4500’'Nof Rt 4
3500'NofRt.4

100'Nof Rt.4jct
5000'EofRt 69
300'WofRt.4
02mi.S.ofjct. w/StoneRd.

500'SofRt. 372

Atendofext. 25Rt9NB
800'E.of Starley. St.
0AmiWofict w/Rt 75

02mi.Eofjct w/Rt.71
05mi.WofRt10

100"fromict. w/CGarolDr.

600" fromCyrenus St
700"fromict. w Pinecrest Dr.
OverWiton Pondatdam

Over Todd Hollow & Hancock Brook

2005
1956
1975
1956
1956
1954
1960
1979
1996
1956
1989
1936
1970
1996

1970
1920
1983
1968
1968
1968
1999
1998

1937

O O O O O o

406
23
200
200
250

1,000
100
13,800
1,400
500

10,878
100
236

5,800

50
1,000
2,200
2,200
2,400
1,755
150
10

32
38
26
58
30
58
21
132
24
27
56
31
49
2)

22
24
60
42
25
32
43
76

26
235
26.5

2)
30.8
2.1
20.5

36

30

29

37

18

36

29.8
34.5

33.6

33.4

22.6

10/23/2006 87.35%
10/23/2006 85.11%
11312005  76.39%
112012005  75.43%
1/30/2005 60.35%
1/24/2005 52.84%

8/1/1991
3202008  93.82%
12122007 92.25%
72012006  87.41%
8/20/2008  74.88%
7/112006  73.37%
71142008  58.45%
8/4/2004  58.45%
7122006  57.73%

8/20/1991
8/9/2004  97.49%
122012004  74.99%
8/18/2008 71.46%
8/18/2008 61.00%
10/9/2003 99.22%
8/16/2005 93.92%
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5046
4050
5993
5899
%90
374
3715
1670
6129
6543
110008
3708
4563
4562
4338
5535
4336
5268
4558
4560
4559
4557
%404
3707

GreystoneRd.#1
GreystoneRd.#1
SouthEagleRd.
MarshRd.
Gnalst
BemisSt
JuddRd

North Main St
NapcoDr.
PrestonRd.
SouthMainSt.
OldTumpkeRd.
West CenterSt.
SpringSt.

West MainSt.
West CenterSt.Ext.
MarionAve.
CenterSt
LazylaneRd.
Newel St
MilSt.
CurtissSt
HartSt
OldTumpikeRd.

Appendixes = Bridges

GreystonePond
Boston&MaineRalroad
Boston&MaineRalroad
Bristol Reservoir Spilway
PequabuckRiver
Pequabuck River
Poland River

Poland River
PequabuckRiver
PolandRiver
unnamedbrook
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River

Eight Mile River

Eight Mile River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River
Quinnipiac River

Ten MileRiver

700’Eof Hancock Ct
05mi.EofRt 262

200’ No-South MainSt.
200'WofBristol T.L
2miWofRt72
TmiWofRt 72
100’EofRL 72

100'WofRt 72

Smi.Eof Harwinton Ave.
500" WofRt.72
ImSofRt6
OverQuinnipiac River
100"fromjct. w/ Sumner St.
6mi.WofRt 10
400'WofRL 10
Adjacent To -84
Intersection of West St
200'WofWaterSt

350 Wofjct w/RL 10
02mi.Nof WestQueenSt
2MiesWofRt10
2mi.WofRt.10
25miWofRt10
500’'NofRt.32

1964
1960
1991
1990
1919
2004
1955
1931
1950
1996
1945
1957
1900
1960
1979
1961
1979
1983
1950
1964
1955
1955
1987
1954

o O O O

1987

O O O O o o

1992
2000

2004

O O O o o o

1992

1,000
1,200
570
400
1,500
969
500
2,373
400
428
1,000
2,000
7,000
3,500
10,000
1,700
12,400
2,600
1,500
1,800
2,400
2,800
2,500
5,400

57
161
44
28
46
27
27
39
2)
32
22
82
55
42
34
55
33
33
46
39
25
40
44
45

28.1
28
26

215
25
26

22.2
30

30
33.3
32
34
40
35
40
527
36
30
303
30
30.2
34
36

9/28/2005 91.02%
9/27/2005  90.60%
1112007 88.90%
9/16/2005 82.92%
9/15/2007 81.46%
8/24/2007  77.00%
8/25/2005  70.29%
10/23/2007  63.38%
2/10/2006 63.33%
10/23/2007 61.33%

4/16/1991
10/17/2008  96.85%
12/202006  94.46%
12/42008  94.46%
112012008  94.46%
1/21/2009 93.87%
11/21/2008 93.10%
12/15/2008 87.23%
10/20/2008 83.30%
1/8/2009 82.65%
1222006  82.48%
12/15/2008 72.66%
10/17/2008 68.71%
9/25/2008 68.37%
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5392 Southington  ProspectSt.

5523 Southington  West Center St Ext
4157 Southington ~ AtwaterSt.

6165 Southington  Judelane

4561 Southington  SouthEndRd.

4564 Southington  West QueenSt.
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Eight Mile River
DaytonBrook
Quinnipiac River
Eight Mile River
Misery Brook
Quinnipiac River

495'Eof H84

ImiWof Jublee St.
OffRt. 10at KB4 Exit29
AMieWofict 84

300"fromijct. w/ Maxwell NobleDr.
400" fromjct. w/Redstone St

1961
1965
1961
1980
1900
1969

2006

2005

1931
0

2,000
1,700

700
2,100
4,900
5,500

83
21
58
27
25
39

39.9

2009 63.12%
2008 62.93%
2006  61.36%
2008 60.59%
2008 59.16%
2008 46.37%
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Complete Streets law (CGS 13a-153f)

(a) For the purposes of this section

(1) "Department" means the Department of Transportation;

(2) "Funds" means any funds from the Special Transporta-
tion Fund, bond allocations and any other source that is
available for the construction, maintenance and repair of
roads in this state;

(3) “User" means a motorist, transit user, pedestrian or bicy-
clist;

(4) "Bikeway" means any road, street, path or way which in
some manner is specifically designated for bicycle travel,

of highways, roads or streets, a reasonable amount shall be
expended to provide facilities for all users, including, but not
limited to, bikeways and sidewalks with appropriate curb
cuts and ramps. On and after October 1, 2010, not less than
one per cent of the total amount of any such funds received
in any fiscal year shall be so expended. The department or
municipality shall take future transit expansion plans into ac-
count where appropriate. Notwithstanding the provisions of
this subsection, such provisions shall not apply in the event of
a state or municipal transportation emergency.

including the provision of a bicycle lane, regardless of (d) Accomodations [sic] pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec-

whether such facility is designated for the exclusive use
of bicycles or is to be shared with other modes of trans-
portation; and

(5) "Total project cost" means the cost of the entire corridor
plan project.

(b) Accommodations for all users shall be a routine part of the
planning, design, construction and operating activities of all
highways, as defined in section 14-1, in this state.

(c) From funds received by the department or any municipality
for the construction, restoration, rehabilitation or relocation

Appendixes ®* Complete Streets law (CGS 13a-153f)

tion and the provision of facilities pursuant to subsection (c)
of this section shall not be required if the Commissioner of
Transportation or a municipal legislative body determines,
with respect to a highway, road or street that: (1) Nonmotor-
ized usage is prohibited; (2) there is a demonstrated absence
of need; (3) the accommodation of all users would be an ex-
cessively expensive component of the total project cost; or
(4) the accommodation of all users is not consistent with the
state's or such municipality's, respectively, program of con-
struction, maintenance and repair.
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Contacts

MUNICIPAL REPRESENTATIVES

Municipality Lead contact and title CCRPA Board members TIC members
Berlin Denise McNair, Bart Bovee Brian Griswold
Town Manager Dennis Kern, Chair Art Simonian
Bristol Art Ward, Rosie O’Brien Vojtek Donald Padlo, Chair
Mayor Donald Padlo Walter Veselka
John Pompei
Burlington Ted Shafer, Peter McBrien Scott Tharau
First Selectman Paul Rachielles (vacant)
New Britain Timothy O’Brien, Marie Lausch Mark Moriarty
Mayor Donald Naples, Secretary Steven Schiller
Steven Schiller
Plainville Robert E. Lee, Jennifer Bartiss-Earley John Bossi
Town Manager James Cassidy Jim Cassidy
Plymouth Vincent Festa, Carl Johnson Tony Lorenzetti

Appendixes ® Contacts

Mayor

Stephen Mindera

Stephen Mindera
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Southington

AGENCY STAFF

Carl Stephani

Francis R. Pickering

Timothy Malone
Kristin Thomas
Abigail St. Peter
Jason Zheng

Stefan Nickells

Garry Brumback,
Town Manager

Executive Director

Deputy Director and
LRTP Project Manager

Senior Planner

Associate Planner
Regional Planner
Regional Planner

Assistant Planner

CONTACT INFORMATION

Mailing address
Telephone/fax

Internet http://ccrpa.org

Appendixes ® Contacts

John Barry
Rudy Cabata, Treasurer

James Haigh

Amanda Ryan

Greg Ryan

Ryan Ensling
Elizabeth Esposito

Kristin Hadjstylianos

Cheri Bouchard-Duquette

225 North Main Street, Suite 304, Bristol, CT 06010-4993
(860) 589-7820

Jim Grappone

(vacant)

Assistant Planner

Paratransit Coordinator/
Emergency Planner

Planning Aide
Planning Aide
Planning Aide

Office and Financial Manager
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