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“Not later than January 1, 2007, and biennially thereafter, the board shall review and, if necessary, revise the strategy adopted pursuant to subsection (a) of this section. A report describing any revisions and the reasons for them shall be submitted to the Governor and, pursuant to section 11-4a, the General Assembly. Such report shall include a prioritized list of projects which the board, in consultation with the commissioner, determines are necessary to implement the recommended strategy, including the estimated capital and operating costs and time frame of such projects. Not later than January 31, 2007, the joint standing committees of the General Assembly having cognizance of matters relating to transportation, finance, revenue and bonding and planning and development shall meet with the Commissioners of Transportation and Economic and Community Development, the Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management, the chairperson of the Transportation Strategy Board and such other persons as they deem appropriate to consider the report required by this subsection”.







Public Act 06-136 and Section 14(j)
This page is intentionally left blank 

Table of Contents
Section








      Page  






Transmittal Letter
















Introduction










Guiding Principles and Strategies






Transportation and Air Quality







Responsible Growth








Interstate Cooperation








Highways










Public Transportation








Rail Freight










Aviation










Maritime










Congestion Mitigation and System Management




Funding and Finance








Evaluation










Transportation Strategy Board Recommendations




Project Priority List








Transportation Strategy Board Members and Staff

Bruce Alexander
Chairman

Karen Burnaska




John Filchak

Jill Kelly





Sean W. Moore

Matthew Nemerson




Robert Congdon
Lyle Wray





Mary Glassman
Ex-Officio Members

    Jeffrey A. Parker

    Commissioner

Department of Transportation

Brenda L. Sisco




James Thomas
Secretary 





Commissioner

Office of Policy and Management


Department of Public Safety

Amey Marella




Joan McDonald
Commissioner 




Commissioner

Department of Environmental                             Department of Economic and

Protection                                                            Community Development

Designees of Ex-Officio Members

Philip L. Smith




David Rosado
Under Secretary




Lieutenant

Office of Policy and Management


Connecticut State Police

Staff
Robert W. Hammersley





Transportation Strategy Board Manager

Department of Transportation

Susan Simmat

Policy Development Coordinator

Office of Policy and Management

This page is intentionally left blank

TRANSMITTAL LETTER
INTRODUCTION
It has now been almost a decade since the Transportation Strategy Board was established.  During that time much has changed. The state’s transportation programs have become much more multi-modal, services have been initiated or expanded and billions of dollars in new transportation investments have been approved. Those investments have included:

· Over 300 new railcars for use on the New Haven Line;

· New rail maintenance facilities in New Haven to support the new railcars;
· New rail stations in West Haven and Fairfield
· $187 million for operational improvements on Interstate 95;

· $150 million for transportation improvements other than those on I-95;

· Commuter rail service between New Haven, Hartford, Springfield and intermediate points;

· Additional funding for the New Britain-Hartford busway; 

· Improvements on the New Haven Line branch lines; and

· Station and parking improvements on the New Haven Line, the branch lines and Shore Line East.

However, those initiatives are not self implementing.  A great deal of work will be required in order to make each of them a reality.  For that reason, implementing initiatives already approved is the Transportation Strategy Board’s highest priority. 

Achieving that goal will require aggressive action by the Department of Transportation and other state agencies involved in transportation, economic development and environmental issues.  It will also require the state to ensure those agencies have the capacity to get the job done.

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that:

· The Department of Transportation continue to establish detailed public project schedules leading to the timely implementation of the 2005 and 2006 transportation initiatives;

· The Governor and the General Assembly provide adequate staffing and resources for the Department of Transportation in order, consistent with workload and productivity models,  implement the transportation initiatives included in the 2005 and 2006 transportation legislation and in this strategy; and

The last decade has also seen a shift in emphasis away from highways and toward public transportation as a means of addressing Connecticut's transportation needs.  While the Transportation Strategy Board recognizes the importance of maintaining, modernizing and in some cases expanding the state highway system it believes that the new emphasis on public transportation is necessary, proper and appropriate.

Each strategy prepared by the Transportation Strategy Board has identified a need for significant additional operating and capital funding. This report is no exception. As discussed in the report, billions of dollars in expenditures will be required over the next decade in order to maintain our transportation system in a state of good repair.

Additional resources will also be required in order to meet increased operating costs, including additional Department of Transportation staffing and bus and rail operating subsidies, all of which continue to grow faster than revenues.
Over the last decade the Governor and the General Assembly have demonstrated a commitment to meeting Connecticut's transportation needs.  The Transportation Strategy Board recognizes that further leadership will be required in order to meet the challenges that lie ahead. This strategy represents the Transportation Strategy Board’s roadmap for moving the state forward.
Guiding Principles & Strategies
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIES

Early in its deliberations, the Transportation Strategy Board adopted a series of eight guiding principles which are the central themes of this strategy, report and recommendations. Taken together their goal is the creation of a balanced, intermodal transportation system which provides for the efficient, cost effective movement of people and goods.

These are the guiding principles:

· A balanced transportation system is essential to Connecticut’s economic and social health and welfare. That system must provide mobility for people and goods in a way which meets the needs of users, business and commerce.

· Connecticut’s transportation system must be multi-modal and provide options to the single passenger automobile.

· Connecticut’s transportation system represents an investment in the state’s future which must be maintained and preserved. It requires both strategic investments and on-going operating and capital support. It also requires efficient, cost effective, management and operations which make the best use of available resources.

· Transportation policy does not exist in a vacuum; it must also reflect the economic, social and environmental needs and policies of the state. Transportation investments, or the lack of them, can be an important factor in influencing economic development and job growth. Likewise, proper planning of transportation infrastructure and improvements can positively influence housing, land use and commutation patterns. It must support both economic development and a sustainable environment. 

· Connecticut’s transportation system must be flexible and responsive enough to meet the transportation needs of a wide variety of customers, including those with special needs. It must leverage innovation and advances in technology in order to improve service and control costs.

· The provision of accurate, timely, information about transportation systems and services is essential to the success of Connecticut’s transportation system.

· Connecticut’s transportation and development investments must support responsible growth, transit oriented development and the State Plan of Conservation and Development.

· Transportation planning, at all levels, must be comprehensive, inclusive and visionary and must maximize the options available to decision makers. Cooperation between local, state and federal organizations and entities must be encouraged. Whenever possible, transportation investments should be coordinated with similar planning and investments in neighboring states.

The Transportation Strategy Board also adopted broad strategies dealing with economic development, movement of people and movement of goods.  All three adopted strategies are substantially similar to those adopted by the Transportation Strategy Board in 2003.  

The strategies are:

· Ensure that the State’s regions remain vibrant and competitive economic engines for Connecticut and attractive gateways to the State by leveraging existing transportation and other infrastructure assets, especially in Connecticut’s urban centers, and by focusing appropriate resources on the mitigation and management of road congestion throughout the State with a focus in the near term on the Coastal Corridor.
· Facilitate the movement of people within and through the State by: expanding the quality and quantity of options (e.g. air, bike, bus, ferry, flex-time, rail, ridesharing, telecommuting) to single occupancy automobile trips; encouraging employer participation in demand management programs; enhancing the customer’s transit experience; improving transit travel times through better integration of all transportation options; increasing capacity of roads through continued focus on information, safety, and incident management tools; and expanding targeted portions of certain roads.
· Facilitate the movement of goods to and through the State by: expanding and coordinating the State’s air, rail, road and water infrastructure; improving the flow and safety of commercial truck traffic; and providing a broader range of competitive options to commercial trucks.

Transportation & Air Quality
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TRANSPORTATION AND AIR QUALITY

Connecticut’s transportation choices play an important role in achieving the state’s air quality goals.  Integration of air quality considerations into transportation planning is the best way to assure Connecticut achieves its multi-faceted goals for our State’s transportation sector.

In accordance with the federal Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) must establish health-based National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for certain pollutants.  Once EPA sets the standard, states must submit State Implementation Plans (SIPs) to attain and maintain air quality within their borders consistent with the NAAQS requirements.  Currently, the entire state has been designated as a non-attainment area for the federal, health-based standard for ozone. Fairfield and New Haven Counties have also been designated as non-attainment areas for the fine particulate NAAQS standard.  Non-attainment designation means that the air quality exceeds the maximum limits for ozone and fine particulate established by EPA.  

Under federal law, Connecticut must identify legally binding strategies to attain the federal NAAQS.  Failure to attain the federal health-based standards within prescribed time frames, or failure to maintain that level of air quality once achieved, can result in the loss of federal highway funds.

Connecticut’s non-attainment status for ozone and particulate matter require strategies designed to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and fine particulate matter (fine particulate).   The mobile source sector, which includes cars, trucks, buses, locomotives, and construction equipment, is a significant source of NOx, VOC, and fine particulate emissions.  Minimizing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and single-occupancy vehicles are important strategies to improve Connecticut’s air quality.  

Mobile sources are also significant carbon emitters.  State efforts to address climate change recognize the substantial contribution of mobile sources to the state’s total annual carbon emissions.  Similarly, the state has recognized that diesel-powered engines produce toxic emissions of concern as well as carbon and fine particulate.

State-wide plans have been developed as part of an integrated approach to addressing air quality impacts from transportation sources.  These plans include The Climate Change Action Plan, The Governor’s Energy Plan and the Connecticut Diesel Plan, as well as the state’s on-going SIP efforts.

Key transportation initiatives identified in these plans include:

· Reducing VMTs by encouraging transit, bicycle and pedestrian components for the strategic transportation network

· Encouraging inclusion of climate modeling data in repair/replacement of transportation infrastructure

· Developing an infrastructure plan for providing alternatives to freight trucks, including enhanced freight rail infrastructure and intermodal transfer facilities

· Reducing emissions from legacy fleets, in the transit, construction, school bus and motor transport sectors
· Enhancing education and enforcement of the state’s existing anti-idling strategy

The Transportation Strategy Board supports integrating Connecticut’s air quality goals into the state’s transportation planning.

Responsible Growth
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RESPONSIBLE GROWTH
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Interstate Cooperation
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INTERSTATE COOPERATION

The reach and impact of Connecticut's transportation system is not limited to within the state itself.  It is also part of larger regional and national transportation systems. For that reason, Section 20 of Public Act 06-136 provides that:

“The state of Connecticut, acting through the Governor or the Governor's designee, shall initiate ongoing formal discussions with the commonwealth of Massachusetts and the states of New York and Rhode Island regarding opportunities to enhance commuter and freight mobility throughout the region. On or before January 1, 2008 and biennially thereafter the Governor or the Governor's designee shall report to the General Assembly on such discussions and any actions taken or recommended as a result of such discussions”. 

A number of the Transportation Strategy Board’s recommendations involve, or potentially involve, other states.  They include:

· Including business and community leaders from Western Massachusetts in Bradley Airport planning and service development.

· Implementing commuter rail service between New Haven and Springfield by 2010

· Supporting the development and implementation of a “smart card” based transit pass program that can be utilized across the entire public transportation network.

· Improving integration of the New Haven Line, the branch lines, Shore Line East and the New Haven to Springfield Line so that seamless service is provided regardless of the entity responsible for operating a particular line.

· Purchasing 24 M8 electric rail cars for use on Shore Line East by 2013.

· Purchasing additional electric rail cars for use on the New Haven Line to increase reliability and support additional service.

· Specifying, funding and purchasing new rolling stock for use on the New Haven-Springfield rail line.

· Supporting cost effective proposals for Metro North access to Penn Station and intermediate stops.

· Supporting the efforts of DOT, the Governor and the General Assembly to: 

· Obtain voting representation for Connecticut on the Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the Metro-North Board of Directors;

· Until voting representation is obtained continue DOT’s participation on a non-voting basis; and

· Take other actions necessary to ensure the long term financial and operational vitality of the Metro-North line as one of the most critical components of the State’s transportation infrastructure.

· Supporting DOT’s continued monitoring of the future of Amtrak and its effects on operations and operating agreements for SLE and New Haven–Hartford– Springfield rail service.

· Supporting the state’s acquisition of the New Haven-Springfield rail line currently owned by AMTRAK.

· Developing a comprehensive analysis of the potential for enhanced rail freight service to and through Connecticut, including, but not limited to: (1) the market for enhanced rail freight services; (2) the impact of enhanced rail freight service on traffic and congestion; (3) obstacles to enhanced rail freight service and ways to address them; and (4) the impact of enhanced rail freight service on commuter rail service, including scheduling and track availability, safety and physical infrastructure. 
· Supporting continued federal funding for development and completion of a Dredged Material Management Plan for Long Island Sound.

· Reviewing the feasibility and viability of the proposed Bridgeport to New York feeder barge service. Entertain, and potentially fund, proposals for feeder barge services from ports other than Bridgeport.
· Finalizing and implementing a plan to increase available truck rest stop parking spaces, to increase the safety of Connecticut’s highway system. Include support systems necessary to comply with state anti-idling laws.

· Supporting the expansion and improvement of Automated Traveler Information Systems, and other technologies that provide more comprehensive and timely information to travelers. 

· Continuing the development and build out of the Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Network.

The Transportation Strategy Board believes that effective partnerships with our neighboring states and their respective transportation systems are essential to Connecticut’s development of a sound and effective state transportation system.  The Transportation Strategy Board specifically endorses the interstate initiative required by Public Act 06-136 and recommends that the State explore and, where appropriate, implement regional planning, cooperation and operating partnerships wherever they will enhance Connecticut's transportation system.
Highways
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HIGHWAYS

Overview

With 3,733 miles (9,775 lane miles) Connecticut’s state highway and roadway system provides the backbone to the transportation network.  These state owned and maintained roadways include 376 ramp miles and connectors and 3,701 state maintained bridges.  The state’s road network also includes 16,852 miles of roads maintained by local municipalities.  

The Connecticut Department of Transportation is responsible for the operation and maintenance of the entire state highway system.  This includes the design and construction of roads and bridges; directing, managing and coordinating all engineering and support; administration, supervision and coordination of all highway related maintenance programs and activities; and managing construction activities for the State highway network.  

In doing so it must deal with an aging infrastructure, the effects of New England weather, increasing auto use, and, most of all, traffic congestion.  Addressing that congestion through alternatives to single passenger auto trips
, operational and safety improvements, and selected additional capacity has been, and continues to be, a central focus of the State's transportation strategy. 
Connecticut’s Interstate highway system poses a special challenge because most of it was built in the 1950s and 1960s.  Bridges and other structures built in that time period are 40-60 years old and nearing or at the end of their design life.  
For example, as the chart shows, Connecticut built 657 bridges in the 1950s and 1047 bridges in the 1960s.  The sum represents almost half of our highway bridge inventory.  Many of the bridges built in [image: image28.png]


these two decades were part of the Interstate highway building surge that began in the 1950s and peaked in the 1960s.   The federal government, which financed much of the development of the Interstate system, has shown little interest in financing the renewal of that system and states must now bear much of that cost.

Recognizing the difficult challenges facing Connecticut's interstate highways, the Transportation Strategy Board reiterates its recommendations that the State develop a master plan for the maintenance, capacity and future operations of the State’s interstate highway system.

System Preservation and Renewal

Two years ago, the Department of Transportation assessed the level of resources needed to restore the state’s highway infrastructure to a good state of repair, and to maintain that infrastructure going forward.  The DOT assessment included two parts: (1) a preservation and restoration needs analysis, and (2) a maintenance needs analysis.  

The preservation and restoration needs assessment evaluated existing conditions, identified the work needed over the next decade to restore conditions to an acceptable level, and estimated the costs for those treatments. DOT estimated that the State needs to spend $75 million/year to restore about 350 miles of road annually, and about $129 million/year to restore 50 highway bridges annually.  
Major ‘reconstruction’ and ‘replacement’ projects are not included in the ‘preservation’ cost estimate. These costs are in addition to on-going annual maintenance costs, which DOT estimated at $50 million a year for roads and $25 million for bridges.
Congestion   
Highway congestion impacts virtually every urban area in Connecticut, but it is particularly severe in the Bridgeport-Stamford area.  It is also a serious problem in the Hartford and New Haven areas, and a regular occurrence in the Danbury, Waterbury, and New London areas.  
According to the Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report (UMR) congestion causes over 32 million hours of delay annually in Connecticut’s three largest urban areas. This congestion imposes an enormous cost on state residents and businesses.  A conservative estimate is that the annual cost of congestion exceeds $670 million
.  
To fully appreciate the potential impact on businesses, it is necessary to consider the duration as well as the extent and severity of congestion in the I-95 corridor.  Congestion has become pervasive and affects much of the corridor over an extended portion of the day.  Planning deliveries and travel to meetings requires building in lots of extra travel time, or taking advantages of relatively small windows of opportunity during the day when congestion is normally absent.   

For example, in the traffic back-ups on I-95 southbound begin shortly after 6:00 am on a typical morning and last until almost 11:00.  The length of the back-up reaches a maximum of over 20 miles around 8:30, but is still 10 miles in length at 10:00 am.  This means that if you choose to travel I-95 at 10:00 am on a weekday morning, you should expect to encounter stop-and-go conditions in at least 10 miles of the corridor.  
It is important to remember that this analysis reflects only the congestion on I-95 and does not take into consideration congestion on the Merritt Parkway (Route 15) and the Boston Post Road (Route 1). When those roads, as well as the major north-south feeders (Routes 7, 8 and 25), are taken into consideration the total congestion in the region is even higher. Further, the level of congestion on these roads reduces the alternatives available to drivers seeking alternatives to I-95.
The impact of this congestion and the resulting delay on businesses can take many forms.  For example, businesses might need to offer higher wage rates to attract employees, and recruiting can become more difficult.  Productivity is reduced when employees arrive late, time needed for travel to business meetings increases, or meetings in certain parts of the state are avoided entirely.  Inventory costs increase if deliveries become less reliable or require longer lead times.  Delivery services become more expensive when delivery companies increase fleet size and hire more drivers to cope with increased traffic delays that directly reduce driver productivity by reducing the number of deliveries they can make over the course of a day.  

Because of its central role in the state’s highway system, the impact of the congrestion on I-95 is felt throughout all of Connecticut.   As the state’s primary link to New York markets, economy, and transportation hubs, congestion in the I-95 corridor reduces the entire state’s access to this global economic and transportation center.  
While congestion is most severe in Southwestern Connecticut it is also an issue in the New Haven and Hartford areas. We are working with DOT to better define the extent of the problem in those areas.

Transportation Demand and System Management
States, including Connecticut, employ a variety of strategies and methods to deal with the causes and effects of existing and predicted congestion, including a mix of physical improvements to highways, in the form of either capacity or operational improvements; transit services that match demand with markets; and transportation demand management (TDM) and transportation system management (TSM). Those strategies are discussed more fully in another part of this report.
Major Roadway Projects

The 2005 transportation initiative provided $187 million for a series of operational and safety improvements on Interstate 95.
. While several of these projects have been approved by the State Bond Commission implementation has been slower than expected. The Transportation Strategy Board again recommends that the State expeditiously implement the safety and operational improvements authorized and funded by Public Act 05-4 and Identify and implement similar improvements on other state highways.

The expansion of I-95 east of Branford, has been a TSB recommendation since its initial strategy. The project implements recommendations of the Interstate 95 Branford-Rhode Island Feasibility Study, which was completed in August 2004.  The study presented an assessment of the existing transportation and environmental conditions, an analysis of future transportation conditions (projected to 2025), recommended improvement concepts and an implementation plan of action for the I-95 corridor improvements that involved a mix of capacity improvements (additional lanes) and interchange access modifications.   

The 2005 state transportation initiative provided funding for the environmental assessment of the most strategic section of the corridor, from Old Lyme to New London.   Full design and construction funding is not currently available.  In 2007, the TSB recommended that “the State continue to support and fund the capacity expansion of the I-95 between Branford and North Stonington consistent with on-going environmental study of that project”.
The Transportation Strategy Board has also considered a number of other strategic highway projects, including:  
· Route 6.  This project, which was intended to address safety, access and mobility issues on the principal state highway connecting Willimantic to Hartford, has been delayed for a number of years as the result of disagreements between state and federal transportation and environmental officials over the layout of the road. During the delay the Department of Transportation has undertaken safety improvements along the existing highway. However, highway access to and from Willimantic remains problematic and presents both an economic development and a mobility challenge. In 2007 the TSB recommended that “the state support the funding and construction of the Route 6 Expressway from Bolton Notch to Windham and urged DOT, DEP and federal agencies to resolve outstanding issues”.

· Route 11.  This project, which is among the region's top transportation priorities, involves construction of a limited access highway from the current terminus of Route 11 in Salem to Interstate 95.  The Department of Transportation recently completed an updated environmental assessment of this project, which is currently in the review process.  DOT's most recent estimate of the cost of this project is $850 million. Construction funding is not currently available and the Department is not advancing the project at this time.  This project includes interchange improvements between I-95 and several highways, including Route 11, which will need to be incorporated in the planned I-95 improvements if this project does not move forward.

· I-84 west of Waterbury.  This project involves the design and construction of an additional lane in each direction between Waterbury and the New York State line in Danbury.  An environmental assessment of this project is currently underway. The 2006 transportation initiative provided funding for the preliminary design of the improvements.  Construction funding is not currently available and the Department of Transportation does not expect construction to begin before 2017.  In 2007 the TSB recommended that “the state support and fund the widening of Interstate 84 west of Waterbury”.  

Interstate 84/Route 8 Interchange.  This project involves the rehabilitation or replacement of the elevated interchange between Connecticut and Route 8 and Interstate 84 in Waterbury.  The Department of Transportation estimates the construction of the project will not begin ollowing statement:

ress long term rail car needs.-four for use on Shore Line East.

· to I-95.th f for a decade.  The cost estimate is about $2 billion. In 2007, the TSB recommend that “the State support and fund the feasibility and environmental studies for the reconstruction of the interchange of Routes 8 and I84 in Waterbury”. Those studies are currently underway.
Recommendations?

Town Aid Roads

The Town Aid Road (TAR) Grant funding is provided to municipalities to assist in the construction, reconstruction, improvement or maintenance of their local roads, highways and bridges.  This includes snow plowing, the sanding of icy pavements, trimming and removal of trees, the installation, replacement and maintenance of traffic signs, signals and markings for traffic control and vehicle safety programs, and the operation of essential public transportation services and related  facilities.  The chart below shows the history of Town Aid Road funding from FY 1998 to FY 2011.
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Recommendation?
Public Transportation
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
Nowhere has progress last decade more evident than in the field of public transportation.  Over that period the State of Connecticut has committed over two billion dollars to support transportation projects, facilities and services, the largest such investment in at least a generation.
Public transportation, both rail and bus, has been a central focus of this transportation strategy. Among the challenges facing the state’s public transportation system are implementation of the initiatives already approved; continuing to build on the progress made in recent years; better integrating bus and rail services into a true statewide transportation system; maintaining our existing infrastructure; dealing with new federal policies an spending bills; and providing and funding an adequate level of bus and rail service.

Coordinated Service

Several past Transportation Strategy Board recommendations focused on coordinating and integrating a variety of public transportation services with the goal of providing a seamless statewide transportation system.  Central to this approach is the recommendation to:
· Identify a statewide Strategic Transportation Network linking rail and transit services and determine the basic level of service necessary to provide statewide mobility.

Both the rail and bus transportation systems involve a variety of services, provided by multiple operators.  Recognizing the advantage of coordinating and integrating those services, the Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State:
· Improve integration of the New Haven Line, the branch lines, Shore Line East and the New Haven to Springfield Line so that seamless service is provided regardless of the entity responsible for operating a particular line.

· Design and implement, as part of the Strategic Transportation Network, an integrated multimodal transit network that uses  common brand identity and that takes into account all forms of bus service and provides links to the state’s rail system.

Much of this strategy deals with traditional public transportation systems. But, the Department of Transportation, the transit districts, and rail services are not the only entities providing publicly funded transportation services to Connecticut residents.  For example, the Department of Social Services and local aging and social service agencies provide transportation services to their clients. The 
Department of Transportation has recently undertaken an effort to better coordinate those services. The Transportation Strategy Board recommends and encourages the Department of Transportation’s efforts to ensure coordination of all state funded transportation services regardless of the program or agency responsible for administering and/or funding such services.

In order to help make the state’s public transportation system truly intermodal, the Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State support the development and implementation of a “smart card” based transit pass program that can be utilized across the entire public transportation network.

Employee Transit Incentives

As a major employer, especially in the Hartford area, the State of Connecticut is in a position to encourage its employees to utilize public transportation while at the same time serving as an example for other employers.  That effort should begin, as several Transportation Investment Areas have suggested, with the transportation benefits the State provides to its own employees.

The current state employee transit benefits take the form of a fairly minimal three dollar per month reduction in the price of bus and rail passes.  To put that figure in perspective, federal employees are provided with a transit benefit capped at $100 per month.  The Transportation Strategy Board believes that, over time, the existing employee transit benefit should be increased to a level that provides a significant incentive to transit use. In addition, the state should consider other such incentives. The State should also encourage municipal and private employers to provide transit benefits and incentives to their employees. 

Passenger and Commuter Rail
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PASSENGER AND COMMUTER RAIL

Connecticut’s rail passenger system consists of five elements:
· The New Haven Line main line between New Haven and Grand Central Terminal in New York City

· The New Haven Line branch lines which run between Stamford and New Canaan, South Norwalk and Danbury, and Bridgeport and Waterbury;

· Shore Line East, which provides service between New Haven and New London;

· The New Haven-Hartford-Springfield commuter rail service which the Governor recommended and the General Assembly approved in 2006; and

· AMTRAK, whose Northeast Corridor service between Washington and Boston makes stops in Stamford, Bridgeport, New Haven, Old Saybrook and New London and which provides feeder service between Springfield and New Haven?
The New Haven Line service is operated by Metro North Commuter Railroad (Metro-North), a subsidiary of New York’s Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), under a contract with the Connecticut Department of Transportation and the MTA. AMTRAK operates its own service and operates Shore Line East Service under a contract with the Connecticut Department of Transportation.  The operator for the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield rail service has not been selected. Public Act 06-136 requires that the operator of that service be selected through a competitive process.
The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the Department of Transportation and service providers continue to improve integration of New Haven Line, the branch lines, Shore Line East and the New Haven to Springfield Line so that seamless service is provided regardless of the entity responsible for operating a particular line.

New Haven Line
The New Haven Line main line service between New Haven and New York City is the oldest, the busiest and, by any measure, the most productive of the Connecticut’s commuter rail lines. Indeed, it is one of the most productive commuter railroads in the nation. It runs between New Haven and New York’s Grand Central Station. The 46.8 miles between New Haven and the New York state line are owned by the State of Connecticut. The MTA owns the portion of the line within New York State. There are eighteen mainline stations in Connecticut with two others, in Fairfield and West Haven, under construction. 

According to Metro North during 2009 about 37.8 million passengers used the main line and branch line service. About 25 million of those trips began and/or ended in Connecticut.

The New Haven Line includes branch lines running between Stamford and New Canaan; South Norwalk and Danbury and Bridgeport and Waterbury. All of these branch lines are owned by the State. During calendar 2009, the branch lines carried about 2.5 million passengers.

Table 1
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The New Canaan branch operates between Stamford and New Canaan, a distance of about eight miles. It is by far the shortest of the branch lines and the only one which is electrified. In many ways it functions more like an extension of the main line than a true branch line.
For example, because the line is electrified, New Canaan line trains utilize the same electric rail cars which operate on the main line. Unlike the other branch lines, most New Canaan branch trains continue beyond Stamford to Grand Central Station without the need for passengers to change trains. Indeed, the Metro North timetable treats the New Canaan service as a part of the main line service, rather than as a branch line.

The New Canaan branch is the most productive of the branch lines, carrying about 1.45 million passengers in 2009. However, it has not experienced the same growth in ridership which the main line, the other branches and Shore Line East have experienced over the last few years.

The Danbury Branch operates between South Norwalk and Danbury
, a distance of about 24 miles. There are seven station stops on the line, which carried about 761,000 passengers in   2009. The line was at one time electrified, but the electrification was eliminated in the 1950’s. 

The longest (27 miles) and the least utilized of the branch line is the Waterbury branch, which operates between Bridgeport and Waterbury with station stops in Derby, Ansonia, Seymour, Naugatuck and Waterbury. During 2009, the branch line carried  about 290,000 passengers.

As Table 2 shows ridership on all three branch lines rose in 2008 before declining in 2009.

Table 2
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Over the last five years, the Department has completed studies of potential service and facility improvements on all three New Haven Line branches. 

The mainline and the three branch lines were all part of the former New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad, which went bankrupt during the 1960’s
. 

The State of Connecticut’s involvement with the New Haven Line dates back to the mid-1960’s when Connecticut Governor John N. Dempsey and New York Governor Nelson Rockefeller agreed to provide public subsidies in order to ensure the continuation of commuter rail service between New Haven and New York. Initially the two states’ participation took the form of subsidy payments to the private carriers operating the commuter service. Under the original agreement each state paid 50% of the operating deficit for both the main line and the branch lines.

In 1970, the State of Connecticut began providing capital grants to support the improvement of the commuter rail service both directly and utilizing federal funds. At about the same time the state acquired ownership of the New Haven line tracks and other infrastructure within the State of Connecticut.

In 1983, as the result of federal legislation, the two states were forced to accept responsibility for the actual operation—as opposed to the financial subsidization—of the New Haven Line. They agreed that Metro-North, a newly created subsidiary of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, would assume operational responsibility for the line
. 

While the two states agreed about who would operate the service, they were unable to agree how much each state would pay and that issue eventually went to arbitration. That arbitration, and another a few years later, resulted in a substantial change in the original 50/50 division of expenses. 

Under the current formula, the State of Connecticut pays about 65% of the operating deficit and moveable capital and some other capital expenses of the main line service and 100% of the operating debt and moveable capital expenses for the branch line
. It also continues to pay 100% of the cost of fixed capital equipment located in Connecticut
.
Shore Line East
The creation of Shore Line East was approved by the General Assembly in the late 1980’s and the service began operations in 1990. It offers weekday service between New Haven and Old Saybrook. It primarily operates westbound (toward New Haven) in the morning and eastbound (toward New London) in the evening. The service is supposed to operate from New Haven to New London. However, until recently restrictions on bridge use forced most trains a day to stop in Old Saybrook.

Over the last several years, Shore Line East has seen a dramatic growth in ridership, which has risen from 299,000 in FY 2000 to projected FY 2011 ridership of about 550,000.

  In early 2007, the Department of Transportation submitted a report to the Governor and the General Assembly obstacles to improved service on Shoreline East
. The report offered a three-phase plan for implementing expanded Shore Line East service:

· Phase 1: Weekday Evening and Weekend Service between New Haven and Old Saybrook;

· Phase 2: Extend all Shore Line East service to New London; and

· Phase 3: Provide regular bi-directional train service.

Phase 1 of the recommended improvements, which established night and weekend service between New Haven and Old Saybrook was implemented in the summer of 2008, six months ahead of schedule. At the same time, DOT implemented an agreement under which AMTRAK honored SLE tickets on six of its New London trains.

Phase 2 has been partially implemented with ten trains extended to New London. The start of bi-directional service (Phase 3) is still several years in the future.

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that (1) the state continue to implement the Shore Line East service improvements recommended in the Department of Transportation’s 2007 study and  continue to work with the Department of Environmental Protection, the United States Coast Guard and other responsible entities to address bridge issues limiting or potentially limiting rail service especially on Shore Line East.

New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Commuter Rail Service
In 2006, Governor Rell recommended, and the General Assembly authorized, the initiation of commuter rail service between New Haven, Hartford and Springfield, which would be supplemented by the existing AMTRAK rail service
 on that line. The service was originally scheduled to begin in 2010.
The original plan was to provide commuter rail service to eight existing and three new stations between New Haven and Springfield. The service would also be linked to the New Britain – Hartford busway. The existing stations were in New Haven, Wallingford, Meriden, Berlin, Hartford, Windsor, Windsor Locks and Springfield
.  The new stations were proposed for North Haven, Newington, and Enfield.  Transit oriented development will be a key aspect of the planning for each station.

Under the original plan service was to begin by 2010. However, that date was pushed back as a result of the time required for environmental documents and a change in the state's implementation strategy as a result of the federal government's high-speed rail initiative. 

The current plan is to integrate the commuter rail service with a high-speed rail initiative. To date the state has committed $280 million in state bonds funds to support the initiative.  It has received $40 million in federal high-speed rail funding and has applied for an additional $200 million in assistance.  

If Connecticut receives the additional federal assistance, those funds will be combined with the state funds to create a combined high-speed/commuter rail corridor.  If not, the state funds will be used to implement the commuter rail service between New Haven and Springfield.

As a result of the new implementation strategy the start of service is expected to be delayed until sometime between 2012 and 2016, depending upon whether the high-speed rail plan is implemented.

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the state implement commuter rail service between New Haven and Springfield.
Amtrak


Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor service operates between Boston, Washington D.C. and intermediate points, including stops in Stamford, Bridgeport, New Haven, Old Saybrook, New London and Mystic. It also operates feeder service between New Haven, Hartford and Springfield, with Connecticut stops in Wallingford, Meriden, Berlin, Hartford, Windsor and Windsor Locks. 
State Financial Support

Table 5 compares the cost of rail and bus operations since the state’s 2000 fiscal year
 (FY 2000). During that period the cost of rail operations has risen from just under $61 million in FY 2000 to a projected cost of about $138 million in the current fiscal year. In FY 2010 the cost of rail operations exceeded bus operations for the first time. That trend is expected to continue over at least the next several years. 
Table 5
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Two years ago Congress passed and the President signed the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008, which authorized the high speed rail corridor program, reauthorized AMTRAK and made changes in its finances and governance.  The legislation also gave states a larger role in the planning and funding a rail passenger service and required the states to provide operating and capital assistance when their commuter route lines operate over AMTRAK owned right-of-way.

Specifically, the law requires the development of a standard nationwide cost allocation methodology for operating and capital costs and compensation, which would specify the costs to be paid by commuter rail lines
.  AMTRAK is required to adopt that standard by October 16, 2000.  If it doesn't, that responsibility passes to the surface transportation Board (STB). A number of states are asking Congress to extend the deadline for AMTRAK to act as a on the cost allocation methodology.

Two Connecticut rail lines are potentially impacted by this requirement.  Shore Line East (SLE) operates over AMTRAK right away between New Haven and New London.  The New Haven-Hartford-Springfield commuter rail service, which is now in development, will also operate primarily over AMTRAK right away. It is unclear how the state’s proposed investment of over $200 million to improve and update infrastructure on the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield line.

No Metro North train's currently operate over AMTRAK right of way.  But, that would change if Metro-North service is extended to Penn Station.

Connecticut may end up being one of the few states to benefit from the new cost allocation formula.  That is because AMTRAK operates over state owned right-of-way between Greenwich and New Haven and it appears that, for the first time, it will be required to compensate the state in the same way Connecticut is required to compensate AMTRAK when it operates over AMTRAK owned infrastructure. This could significantly offset the state’s required payments to AMTRAK.
Recommendation?
Rail Cars
The Department of Transportation is the process of receiving and testing the first of the new M8 rail cars intended for use on the New Haven Line and Shore Line East. The first of those cars are scheduled to go into service by the end of the year. The remaining cars will be delivered at the rate of 10 cars per month, or 120 cars per year, with the last car scheduled for delivery in 2013.  

In 2005, funding was authorized for 342 new cars for the New Haven Line. In 2007 funding was authorized for an additional thirty-eight cars, including twenty-four for use on Shore Line East
. Three hundred of those cars have been ordered
 and the state has an option to purchase for up to 80 additional cars. 

The Transportation Strategy Board reiterates its recommendation that the state purchase additional rail cars for the New Haven Line, Shore Line East and the New Haven-Springfield rail service and that funding be set aside for the design of the next-generation electric rail car for use on the New Haven Line. 

Maintenance Facilities

In 2005, at the same time funding for the new M-8 rail cars was approved, the General Assembly  authorized funding for  “rail maintenance facilities to support” the new rail cars. The estimated cost of those facilities was $300 million. Over time, as the result of the enlarged scope of the project, the addition of new facilities, and the passage of time, the cost grew to an estimated $1.2 billion.


Faced with a cost estimate that far exceeded the available funds, Governor Rell directed the Office of Policy and Management to retain an outside engineering firm to audit the project develop an independent cost estimate and recommend ways to reduce costs.


Hill International’s Transportation group was selected for the assignment and delivered its report
 in early 2009. Hill recommended that the New Haven Rail Yard project be divided into three tiers:

· Tier One ($849.3 million) included facilities “critical for the maintenance operations of the expanded fleet”.

· Tier Two ($56.9 million) included enhancements to the Tier One facilities. It included one project, a car wash facility.

· Tier Three ($160.2 million) included projects which Hill believed could be deferred or eliminated.
The General Assembly subsequently authorized an additional $250 million in bonding for the rail maintenance facilities in order to allow the Component Change Out shop (CCO), the centerpiece of the new rail yard, to move forward. Construction of the CCO is expected to be completed in the fall of 2012.

Because of national economic conditions, construction bids for the CCO were substantially lower than expected. That has allowed DOT to proceed with some additional portions of the maintenance facility project. However, additional bond authorizations will be required in order to complete the Tier One projects. 

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the funding be provided for the balance of the Tier One projects.
Rail Parking

There are an estimated 16,700 parking spaces at rail stations on the New Haven line. Utilization of those spaces is generally high. For example, parking utilization on New Haven Line mainline exceeds 80%. Waterbury Branch parking utilization ranges between 72% and 10%. Parking utilization ranges between 90% and 58% on the Danbury Branch and between 88% and 82% on the New Canaan Branch. On Shore Line East the parking utilization ranges between 113% and 22%
.

The State of Connecticut owns almost all rail stations and the associate parking facilities between New Haven and Greenwich.  However, most station facilities and parking are operated by local communities under long-term leases with the Department of Transportation.  Under those arrangements each community generally establishes its own rules and parking rates and is responsible for collecting the fees and maintaining local parking and Station facilities.  This arrangement has led to a wide variety of local rules, charges and station and parking conditions.

In 2004, the Department of Transportation commissioned a rail governance study to “develop a Governance Policy and Financial Policy which improves current conditions and offers improved quality of service for our riders”
. The study identified options for governing rail stations and the parking supporting them. It also recommended that the Department of Transportation develop a Standards and Practices Manual (S&P) which would be utilized regardless of which governance model was selected.

The three potential governance models identified by the study were:

· Minimal Strategy, in which governance is basically left the same as it is now, but incorporating improved leases and the use of the S&P;

· Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), in which CDOT negotiates with owners of non-CDOT parking to develop standard operations across all facilities, including use of the S&P; and 

· State Governance of stations and parking by a single entity, in which the management of all stations and parking (including the purchase of parking CT does not now own) is assumed by the state and operated by CDOT either with its own employees, under a contract or a created authority
.

No action was taken on the recommendations, including the development of a Standards and Practices Manual.

More recently, the Department established a rail parking task force which, according to the department is developing recommendations “regarding capacity maximization, parking expansion, pricing, permit management, customer information, and bus and jitney access strategies”.

In 2007 the TSB recommended that the State:

· Develop, in consultation with local officials and commuters a uniform policy concerning rail station governance and implement it as existing leases come up for renewal.  The policy should provide for centralized oversight of rail stations and parking, uniform policies, permits and fees; consistency with low-impact environmental standards; design of attractive enclosed structures that are in harmony with abutting structures and should ensure adequate funding for station and parking area improvements; and 

· Implement planned rail station parking initiatives in Bridgeport, Stratford and New Haven; expedite replacement of the Stamford rail station parking garage; and maximize the amount of parking associated with new rail stations.(emphasis in original)
Recommendation?
Branch Lines

Several years ago the State undertook studies of potential improvements to facilities and services on the New Canaan, Danbury and Waterbury branches of the New Haven Line.  Those studies were recently completed and are being evaluated by the Department of Transportation. 
Among the issues being addressed as part of the studies are the extension of Danbury branch service to New Milford; electrification of the Danbury branch; service and facility improvements and the evaluation of the Branch Line “collector" stations recommended by the Board in 2003. 
There is some funding included in the 2006 transportation initiative for branch line improvements. However, environmental evaluations will be required before most projects move forward.

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the state fund and implement priority improvements on all three branch lines.
The 2007 TSB strategy recommended that the installation of a modern centralized train control (CTC) on the Danbury branch be made a high priority. That project is currently underway, using federal stimulus and state and federal transportation funding. Construction began in the summer of 2010 and is expected to take about two years. The estimated cost is about $67.2 million. 

Infrastructure

There are a number of other critical rail infrastructure projects which will be needed over the next decade. These include the rehabilitation of rail bridges in Norwalk and Westport
; completion of other scheduled bridge replacements and rehabilitations; continued work on the replacement of the catenary system on the New Haven mainline; replacement and improvement of the electric substations; replacement and enhancement of the Main line signal system, including establishing a positive train control system; and lengthening the platforms at all stations so they can accommodate at least 10 coaches.

The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that funding be provided for priority capital investments in the state’s rail infrastructure, with special emphasis on projects effecting the safety and reliability of the system.
Penn Station Service

Currently all Metro North rail service operates into Grand Central Station with no direct service to Penn Station. However, the MTA is studying the potential for such service.  Metro North service to Penn Station would potentially benefit Connecticut in two ways.  First, it would provide commuters with direct service to the west side of Manhattan.  Second, it would also create the potential for commuters from Long Island and Queens to access southwestern Connecticut using Metro-North rather than passenger automobiles.  
Metro-North is currently conducting an environmental assessment of alternatives for providing access to Penn Station from the New Haven, Harlem and Hudson lines. The Transportation Strategy Board recommended that “the State support and encourage cost-effective proposals for Metro-North access to Penn Station and intermediate stations.
Service Coordination

As previously noted, the New Haven Line service, is operated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority's Metro-North subsidiary, while AMTRAK operates the Shore Line East service.  An operator has not yet been selected for the New Haven to Springfield rail service.  

The Transportation Strategy Board believes that it is essential that service between the lines be integrated regardless of which operator is responsible for the operation of a particular line.  The Transportation Strategy Board also supports and recommends the adoption of a state rail operations plan which will address this and other issues.

In 2003, the Transportation Strategy Board recommended, and the legislature endorsed, the state seeking voting representation for Connecticut on the Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s board of directors and on the board of directors of Metro-North
. This is proven to be difficult, if not impossible, because of the MTA’s status as an authority established under state law by the State of New York and the constitutional requirement that its members being nominated for the Governor of New York and confirmed by that state's Senate. 
In the absence of an agreement granting the state a seat on the MTA Board, the Department of Transportation has taken a more aggressive role in its dealings with Metro-North, treating the railroad as a vendor and insisting on its contractual rights under the existing service agreement.  For example, DOT was recently successful in blocking service reductions ordered by MTA as a cost-saving measure. It has also resisted metro North's attempt to shift some operating costs from New York to Connecticut
In 2007 the TSB reiterated its 2003 recommendation concerning voting representation and said that “until such time as voting representation is obtained the Connecticut Department of Transportation continue to participate in both boards on a nonvoting basis”. 
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BUS TRANSIT
Historically, the delivery of local bus service, including express buses, was the responsibility of private companies, many of them successors to the old trolley companies, granted franchises and regulated
 by what was then the Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
. However, during the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, state and local governments began stepping into assist failing companies.

The State of Connecticut’s involvement in local bus service evolved as the results of a declining ridership, labor disputes, fare increases and corporate failures. At the center of those developments were two large bus companies, the Connecticut Railway and Lighting Company (CR&L), which served Bridgeport, Waterbury and New Britain, and the Connecticut Company, which served Hartford, New Haven and Stamford.

In 1972, when the CR&L line faced (along with several other smaller carriers) labor disputes which would shut down and eventually bankrupt the company, state officials refused to become directly involved in providing financial assistance for companies, insisting instead that local transit districts be established and that local communities, as well as the state, provide financial assistance to companies.  As a result, a number of carriers ceased operations and/or abandoned routes.

However, state officials took another approach when the Connecticut Company, which served Hartford, New Haven and Stamford, found itself in a similar position.  This time there was no insistence on the establishment of transit districts or local financial assistance.  Instead, the Department of Transportation purchased the assets of the company; established a private-state owned holding company; and hired a contract operator.  The company did not cease operations and few routes were abandoned.

The story of Connecticut’s entry into the fixed route bus business is more than a historical footnote. It is also the root of policy and operational issues which continue to this day.
Overview
Connecticut’s bus transit system consists of six types of service delivered by a variety of providers.  They are:

· Fixed route service, which provides traditional urban bus service, operating on a fixed route with regularly scheduled service; 
· The ADA paratransit services required by federal law whenever fixed route service is offered;
· Express service, which makes one or few stops before proceeding non-stop to an end destination, (in Connecticut this service is almost exclusive to the Greater Hartford area); 

· Commuter connection, connecting rail services to residential and employment centers;

· Demand responsive and Dial-a-Ride services, providing as-needed service within a system’s service area;

· Flex route, which provides similar service as demand responsive service, however boardings are at pre-arranged times within a system’s service area.

Connecticut Transit
Connecticut Transit is the largest transit operation in the State and is owned by the State of Connecticut.  Three divisions, in Stamford, New Haven and Hartford, are owned by the State of Connecticut and operated by a management firm under a five year contract with the State (last awarded in September 2006). Also included under the Connecticut Transit banner are services provided by operators in Waterbury, New Britain, Bristol, Meriden and Wallingford.  

Connecticut Transit provides fixed route and express services.  ADA paratransit services are contracted out by Connecticut Transit to various organizations located within the respective service areas. In 2011, Connecticut Transit’s three divisions and its contract operators are projected to carry about 27.86 million passengers.

Transit Districts

Connecticut’s urban transit districts provide various types of services within the State’s urban population and employment centers.  In 2011 urban transit districts are projected to carry about 7.44 million fixed route bus passengers.

· The Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority serves Bridgeport, Fairfield, Stratford and Trumbull as well as providing limited service to Monroe, Shelton and Derby.  

· The Housatonic Area Region (HART) serves the eight towns of the Greater Danbury area and operates the Katonah shuttle, which links commuters in Ridgefield with the Metro North’s Harlem Line service to New York City.

· The Middletown Transit District provides bus transit service connecting Middletown and Meriden, in addition to servicing the Route 372 corridor in Cromwell. 

· The Milford Transit District serves the Milford area and provides Jobs Access service to Norwalk.  

· The Norwalk Transit District provides fixed route service in Norwalk and Westport; inter-town service between Norwalk and Milford and between Norwalk and Danbury; and ADA paratransit service in Westport, Norwalk, Darien, Stamford and Greenwich.  

· The Southeast Area Transit District (SEAT) serves nine towns in Southeastern Connecticut.  

· The Valley Transit District primarily provides dial-a-ride and ADA services in the four towns of the Naugatuck River Valley. 

Local transit districts also provide service in five rural service areas: 

· The Northwestern Transit District serves sixteen towns with deviated fixed (flexible) route and dial-a-ride services.  

· The Northeastern Transit District operates flex route service in the seven towns around Putnam.  

· The Windham Transit District provides rural fixed route, demand response and ADA service to ten towns in the Willimantic area.  

· The Connecticut River Estuary area is serviced by the Estuary Transit District, which provides demand response services as well the Shoreline Shuttle service, which is a fixed route service operating between Old Saybrook and Madison.  

· The Middletown Transit District provides rural fixed route service linking the rural suburbs with Middletown.  

In addition there are transit districts, primarily served by Connecticut Transit, which provide specialized transit services such as ADA and Dial-A-Ride.  These transit districts include the Greater New Haven Transit District, and the Greater Hartford Transit District.
Ridership

The table below shows the projected FY 2011 ridership for Connecticut’s fixed route bus systems. The ridership shown for Connecticut Transit is the total ridership for the Hartford, New Haven and Stamford systems.

	System
	 Ridership 

	CT Transit
	       25,622,538 

	Greater Bridgeport Transit Authority
	         4,622,647 

	Housatonic Area Regional Transit
	            677,281 

	Middletown Transit District
	            322,760 

	Milford Transit District
	              69,871 

	Norwalk Transit District
	            964,180 

	Norwalk Transit District
	              91,515 

	Southeast Area Transit
	            878,627 

	New Britain   
	            157,248 

	S Route
	              85,003 

	Bristol
	              49,038 

	New Britain   
	            578,012 

	Waterbury
	         1,411,312 

	Meriden
	            166,845 

	Wallingford
	              13,791 


 Financial Performance

One commonly used measure of the operating efficiency of bus transit services is the percentage of operating costs paid for by fares, known as the fare box ratio. The table below shows the fare box and total recovery rates for the Transit Districts which operate fixed route systems. Total system recovery includes fare box revenue and any local contribution to operating costs.
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Performance statistics for the Connecticut Transit system and the private fixed route properties under contract with DOT are shown on the chart below
. Since only one of these systems (Wallingford) is supported by local contributions only the farebox recovery is shown.
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State Financial Assistance

The State of Connecticut provides both operating subsidies and capital funding to Connecticut Transit and the urban and rural transit districts. In FY 2006 the appropriation for bus operations was $100 million.  The projected bus operations expense for the current year (FY 2011) is $ 140 million. During the same period, the cost of para-transit operations rose from  $7 million in FY 2006, to a projected $25.5 million in the current fiscal year.

The state subsidy for fixed route services varies depending upon who operates the service. For Connecticut Transit and the contract operators it is the difference between operating expenses and farebox revenues. For transit districts, the state’s contribution is limited to two-thirds of the operating deficit.The balance must come from local sources
.  The fare box recovery rate and degree of state subsidy varies from service to service and is dependent on a variety of factors, including population density and the type of service. 
The State of Connecticut also provides funding for capital needs at Connecticut Transit and the transit districts.  A majority of transit capital projects have a funding ratio of 80% federal, matched with 20% state or local matching funding.  These figures do not include the capital funding included in the 2005 and 2006 transportation initiatives, which provided 100% state funding for most capital projects funded as part of the initiatives. 

The Department of Transportation has taken steps to address several issues related to the long-term capital needs of the bus transit system.  The Department’s capital program includes plans to update and upgrade buses, the fare box and revenue collection systems; radio system improvements; implementation of intelligent transportation system technology to provide automated vehicle location, global positioning systems and geographic information systems; and fleet replacement.

Transit Districts and public transportation advocates have been critical of bus transit funding levels and services; the 67% rule (which limits the state’s funding contribution to bus systems other than Connecticut Transit); silo funding and overcrowded routes. 
The transit districts have also reported difficulty accessing available Federal funds due to a lack of matching funds.  The 2007 TSB strategy included the recommendation that “the State ensure that sufficient capital and/or operating funds are available to match the available Federal funds”.

The 2007-2009 biennial budget appropriated funds to provide matching funding for local projects which did not qualify for state bond funding. As a result of the state’s current fiscal crisis, that funding was not carried forward to the current (2009-2011) biennial budget.

Transit districts have also expressed concern about the lack of flexibility in most efficiently utilizing the available state funds.  The Department of Transportation has thirteen separate program based funding silos for transit districts. Funds can generally not be moved from one silo to another.  As a result of this policy, a surplus from program or funding source generally cannot be applied against the deficit for another program or service.  Funding silos are generally the result of program specific budgets, rules and/or funding sources.  Several transit districts argued that, subject to program accountability, they should have the ability to move funding to address needs.  The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State provide transit districts funding flexibility consistent with program accountability. 

New Britain-Hartford Busway

The New Britain-Hartford Busway was one of ten demonstration projects in the country approved by the Federal Transit Administration in 1999.  The project consists of a two-way, 9-mile exclusive busway with 12 on-line stations linking downtown New Britain and Hartford’s Union Station. Two stations will also link the busway to the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield commuter rail service.  The 2006 transportation initiative provided $50 million towards the State’s portion of the capital funding required to complete this busway.

The New Britain-Hartford will be built on active and inactive rail rights-of-way and offer four types of service: express, shuttle, neighborhood collectors and feeder bus.  The primary busway service will operate 18 hours each day using a mix of standard buses and 40-foot articulated buses.  In addition, the project includes a station area planning component with a goal to encourage transit oriented development in order to enhance the State’s transportation investment with enhanced community livability.

In 2006, construction of the busway was estimated to begin in 2008 and take two to three years to complete.  That schedule has slipped considerably.  As of early November 2010, the state’s application for a federal “Full Funding Grant Agreement”, which funds the federal government's portion of the busway costs, was pending with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The Department of Transportation expects a decision by the end of the year. Without federal funding it is unlikely that the state will be able to proceed with the busway project.

The operating budget for the busway service is estimated at $9.6 million annually, with a 30% fare box return; this results in a needed annual subsidy of $7.0 million.
  Ridership is forecasted at 16,400 daily riders upon commencement of the service.

While the most way once enjoyed broad public and political support it has become more controversial in recent years with critics contending that it is too expensive; it is not the best use of the rail right of way; and its service area is too limited.

Other Issues 
Coordination of Services

Bus transit services are funded by the State of Connecticut and delivered by a wide variety of providers, including Connecticut Transit, local transit districts and private providers.  The Transportation Strategy Board believes it is important to coordinate these largely local transit services in a way that provides an effective statewide transit service.  The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State "design and implement, as part of the strategic transportation network, an integrated multimodal transit network that uses a common brand identity and that takes into account all forms of bus service and provides links to the states rail system".

Funding

As previously discussed, officials of several local transit districts expressed concerns about the level of operating capital to support local bus transit services.  In particular, users and providers expressed concern about the level of local bus service which can be provided based on current funding levels.  The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the Governor and the General Assembly review transit district funding formulas and requirements in order to ensure adequate funding for bus transit services and parity between transit districts and state owned or operated transit services, including Connecticut Transit.
Jobs Access and Reverse Commute

The Jobs Access and Reverse Commute program originally began as a result of the welfare reform legislation in the mid-1990s and was later enhanced using state and federal funds.  It has been a transit success story, extending bus service and providing access to jobs in areas not previously served.  The Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State continue funding for the Jobs Access and Reverse Commute program, while making maximum use of federal funds to support needed services.  The state should also continue to identify and implement additional service opportunities as appropriate.
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RAIL FREIGHT

Connecticut’s rail freight network includes over six hundred miles of trackage owned by public and private parties, including about 250 miles shared with passenger rail services. About 381 miles (60%) are owned by public bodies
 and almost 250 miles (40%) are in private hands. 

Eight freight carriers, or partnerships between carriers, operate within the State of Connecticut. The lines over which each railroad operates are shown on the DOT map at the left. According to the department, about 8.5 million tons of cargo was shipped by rail in 2008, the last year for which information is available. This is down from 8.8 million tons in 2007 and the recent high of almost 9.7 million tons in 2005
. 

Rail freight cargos  include crushed stone, gravel and sand, scrap metal and paper, pulp and paper products, chemicals, soaps, cleaners, concrete, clay, construction and demolition debris, clay, steel, primary metal products and hazardous waste.

Issues impacting rail freight operations in Connecticut include overhead clearances, speed and weight limits (generally related to track conditions), changes in the state’s economy and manufacturing base, changes in business practices (for example, “just in time” delivery) and limited connectivity to the national rail network. 

Since the Transportation Strategy Board was created it has repeatedly heard from speakers, organizations and legislators who have argued for expanding the use of rail freight as a means of diverting traffic from the highways and thereby reducing congestion. At the same time, the Department of Transportation and others have expressed concern about the possible impact of increased rail freight on Connecticut's growing commuter rail system.
In 2007, the TSB identified “series of important questions and issues which need to be resolved in order for the state to properly assess the potential impact of increased rail freight service and whether to pursue that service”. They included:
· Whether a commercial market exists and will support enhanced rail  freight service;

· How increased rail freight service would impact highway congestion, particularly on Connecticut's interstate highways;

· How enhanced rail freight service would impact Connecticut's existing and planned commuter rails lines, including scheduling, track availability, safety and physical infrastructure; and

· The obstacles to enhanced rail freight service and how best to address them.

The TSB went on to recommend “that the State develop a comprehensive analysis of the potential for enhanced rail freight service to and through Connecticut, including, but not limited to: (1) the market for enhanced rail freight services; (2) the impact of enhanced rail freight service on traffic and congestion; (3) obstacles to enhanced rail freight service and ways to address them; and (4) the impact of enhanced rail freight service on commuter rail service, including scheduling and track availability, safety and physical infrastructure”.

Funds for that study were initially approved by the Governor and the General Assembly, but were last rescinded as a result of the state’s fiscal crisis.

The Transportation Strategy Board repeats its recommendation concerning the need for a comprehensive analysis of the potential for enhanced rail freight service to and through Connecticut and urges the Governor and the General Assembly to restore funding for that purpose.
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AVIATION
Connecticut’s statewide aviation system consists of over 150 facilities of various types, including:

· Six State Airports;

· Six Municipal Airports;

· 13 Private Airports which are open to the public; and

· 130 Private Airports and Landing Areas.

The State owned airports are:

· Bradley International Airport in Windsor Locks, which is the largest airport in the state and the only state owned airport with scheduled commercial air service;

· Brainard Airport in Hartford, a general aviation airport and a reliever airport for Bradley;

· Groton-New London Airport in Groton, a general aviation airport which had scheduled commercial air service until 2004;

· Oxford, a general aviation airport which serves the corporate aviation market in Western Connecticut;

· Windham Airport, a general aviation airport serving the local aviation community; and

· Danielson Airport, a general aviation airport serving the local aviation community.

The municipal airports are:

· Tweed-New Haven Airport is owned by the City of New Haven and located in New Haven and East Haven. It is the only Connecticut airport other than Bradley with scheduled commercial air service;

· Sikorsky Memorial Airport is owned by the City of Bridgeport and located entirely in the Town of Stratford. It is a general aviation airport which had scheduled commercial air service until 1999;

· Danbury Airport, owned by the City of Danbury, is a general aviation airport which serves as the base for a substantial amount of pilot training; 

· Meriden Markham is a general aviation airport owned by the City of Meriden and located in Meriden and Wallingford; and

· Robertson Airport is owned by the Town of Plainville and is primarily used for charter flights and flight training.
Connecticut residents are also served by a number of commercial airports outside the state, including Logan Airport in Boston, T.F. Green Airport in Providence, Kennedy, LaGuardia, Stewart International and Westchester Airports in New York and Newark Airport in New Jersey.

Airport Funding
Funding for publicly owned airports depends on who owns the airport and the services which it provides.

Bradley International Airport is primarily funded through airport fees, including landing and gate fees and rental charges paid by the airlines, and concession fees. Those fees and rentals are deposited in an enterprise fund which supports the airport’s operations. The airport’s annual operating and capital budgets are approved by the Bradley Board of Directors and the Commissioner of Transportation and the Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management, but are not part of the state budget process and are not subject to legislative approval.

Because the airlines fund a large part of the airport’s operations the current master agreement between Bradley and the major carriers which use the airport gives the airlines a role in the approval of the airport’s operating budget. That provision is fairly typical of agreements between airlines and other airports that were negotiated at the same time as the Bradley agreement. However, it has proven problematic at times and has led to disagreements over issues such as how much, and what type of, marketing is required. The current operating agreement expires next year and the State is seeking to follow the lead of other airports and eliminate the requirement for aitline budget approval.
Seventy-five per cent of the cost of most Bradley capital projects is paid for by the federal government with the balance coming from a combination of revenue bonds and “Passenger Facility Charges”, which are ticket surcharges paid by passengers using the airport.

Other State Airport’s operating costs are paid from the Department of Transportation’s budget and, unlike Bradley, are subject to the state’s annual budget process. Ninety-five per cent of approved capital project expenses are paid by the federal government, with the balance coming from Department of Transportation’s annual capital program.

Municipal Airport operating costs are, with one exception, paid entirely by the community owning the airport. The sole exception is Tweed-New Haven Airport which has, for a number of years, received a $600,000 operating grant from the State of Connecticut.  In 2007, the TSB recommended a continuation of the grant, which has since been raised to about $ 1.4 million
 a year. 
For municipal airports, ninety-five per cent of the costs of approved capital projects are paid by the federal government. The State of Connecticut pays three and three quarters per cent of the federally approved costs and the balance are paid by the local community.

Bradley International Airport
Bradley International Airport is, by far, the largest and busiest airport in the State of Connecticut. It ranks:

· 60th of 193 Airports nationwide in terms of passenger volume


· 33rd of 169 airports nationwide in terms of cargo volume

The figures below show Bradley’s passenger and cargo service areas
.
Passenger Service Area
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Cargo Service Area
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As these figures demonstrate, a significant part of Bradley's service area is outside Connecticut.  Recognizing the interstate nature of Bradley's market, the  TSB recommended that that business and community leaders from Western Massachusetts be involved in airport planning and service development.

Bradley Board of Directors

In 2001 the same legislation which created the Transportation Strategy Board created a Board of Directors for Bradley International Airport. The Bradley Board of Directors is composed of:

· A Chairperson, appointed by the Governor;

· The Commissioner of Transportation;

· The Commissioner of Economic and Community Development;

· A representative of the Transportation Strategy Board, appointed by the Speaker of the House;

· A member of the Bradley International Airport Community Advisory Board
, appointed by the Minority Leader of the House of Representatives;

· One member appointed by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate; and

· One member appointed by the Minority Leader of the Senate.

The Bradley Board of Directors shares responsibility for the management of the airport with the Department of Transportation. The Board of Director’s duties include:

· Developing an organizational and management structure that will best accomplish the goals of Bradley International Airport;

· Approving the annual capital and operating budgets of Bradley International Airport;

· Establishing a procedure to review significant contracts;

· Approving Bradley International Airport’s master plan;

· Ensuring the establishment of service standards, performance targets and performance assessment systems;

· Establishing and reviewing policies and plans for marketing the airport and for determining the best use of airport property,

· Advocating for Bradley International Airport’s interests and ensure that Bradley International Airport’s potential as an economic development resource for the state and region are fully realized;

· Developing an appropriate mission statement and set of strategic goals for Bradley International Airport and that progress toward those goals is regularly assessed;

· Ensuring appropriate independent expertise is available to advise the Bradley Board of directors;

· Approving community relations policies and ensure that the community advisory board operates effectively to ensure that community comment and information is regularly and fully considered in decisions related to Bradley International Airport;

· Creating a code of conduct for the Bradley Board of Directors consistent with the Code of Ethics;

· Acting in cooperation with the Connecticut Transportation Strategy Board ; and

· Reporting to the Governor and the General Assembly on an annual basis.

In 2007, the TSB voiced support for “the strategies and tactics (including the traffic improvement recommendations) adopted by the Bradley Board of Directors to strengthen Bradley as the State’s major commercial airport for both passenger and air freight services for the State and the rest of Western New England.  

The Transportation Strategy Board also encouraged the Bradley Board of Directors to work with the appropriate State agencies and neighboring municipalities to:

· Define economic development goals and priorities for Bradley;

· Establish procedures to pre-approve development sites on Bradley property; and

· Encourage support for complementary and coordinated multi-town economic development plans.

Passenger and Cargo Trends

Figure 13 shows Bradley passenger trends since 1997.  From 1997 though 2000 passenger use rose steadily to a record of 7,338,744 passengers in 2000. Through the first eight months of 2001 the airport seemed certain to set a new passenger record. Then came the events of September 11, 2001 and their impact on the airline industry. By 2003 annual passengers had fallen to 6,261,807. In 2004, Bradley saw its first increase in passenger travel since 2001 and in 2005 the Airport set a record of over seven million passengers.  
The impact of changes in the airline industry and the the global economic crisis on Bradley resulted in a 15% decrease in the number of seats available in 2009 compared to 2008.  Nationally the decline was 6%.  There were 11.2% fewer passengers (5% nationally) and and a 9.9% decrease in fares (9.7% nationally).  DOT believes Bradley experienced downturns greater than the national average due in part to the airport’s position in the highly competitive markets of New York, Boston and Providence.
While passenger numbers had decreased since 2005, the most recent statistics indicate passenger numbers at the Airport are rebounding.
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Figure 13

Passenger Trends 1999-2009


Cargo volumes at the airport dropped from 1999 to 2000 and remained fairly level for several years before rising in 2004 and again in 2005 with a record high of freight handled in 2006.  Since 2006 the national economic climate has negiatively impacted the Airport’s freight tonnage.

Figure 14

Cargo Trends 1999-2009
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In 2007, the Transportation Strategy Board recommended the establishment of improved cargo service as a priority for the Bradley Board of Directors and the Department of Transportation.

Infrastructure and Initiatives

Over the last decade Bradley has undertaken a number of initiatives aimed at improving the airport’s physical infrastructure, including a new terminal and terminal improvements; a new on-airport parking garage; an electric cogeneration facility designed to reduce energy costs; and a new customs and federal inspection station.  Planned improvements include replacement of Murphy Terminal, the oldest part of the current terminal facilities; expansion of the parking garage; a high speed taxiway and consolidated cargo and rental car facilities.  All of the planned projects are to be funded from the airport’s state and federal resources.

Bradley International Airport has also undertaken a number of marketing and route development initiatives designed to increase the markets, especially in the western United States and Europe.  The evolution of these efforts now include serious discussion of additional programs that may be necessary to secure international service to Europe.

In recent years several direct services have ended, these include: Amsterdam, Salt Lake City, and Phoenix .  However Bradley International Airport has added direct flights to a number of destinations including Cancun, Denver, Los Angeles and Milwaukee.  In addition, JetBlue recently began daily service to Fort Lauderdale and Orlando.

In 2007 t the Transportation Strategy Board recognized the success of Bradley’s marketing and route development efforts and supported continuation of those efforts.
Recognizing the value of Bradley International Airport as a major economic resource for the Capitol Region and the State of Connecticut, the Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) undertook a comprehensive analysis of current and future traffic conditions and land use in the airport area.  The Bradley Area Transportation (BAT) Study identifies transportation improvements that are needed to accommodate growth and to develop a strategic plan for maintaining safe and efficient access to the airport area.

 

Improvements identified in the study are categorized as regional or local (primarily of town concern) based on the nature of their impacts and/or benefits.  The following four improvements were identified as being of regional significance:
· Northern Bradley Connector Roadway - provides a direct connector (4.3 miles) for industrial and commercial parcels on and adjacent to Bradley Airport by connecting Route 75 near Bradley Airport to Route 190 over the Connecticut RiverRoute 75-Bradley Airport Gateway - recommended to provide access from the rear of businesses to Route 75 and Schoephoester Road at existing signalized intersections, and helps to alleviate traffic and unsignalized left-turns on Route 75.  Bradley Park Road - improves access and safety to existing cargo and industrial land uses along Perimeter Road, and unlocks the potential for new cargo and industrial development on land north of and on Russell Road. Improved Transit Service to the Bradley Area - incorporates several transit enhancements of CRCOG’s Regional Transit Strategy, including the Griffin Busway, New Haven-Hartford-Springfield Commuter Rail
, additional Bradley local bus service and bus connections to Hartford and Springfield.
In 2007, The Transportation Strategy Board supported the funding and implementation of the Bradley Area Transportation Study. 

The Capitol Region Council of Governments (CRCOG) subsequently allocated STP Urban funds for the relocation of Bradley Park Road, however efforts to secure the necessary 20% nonfederal share fell short.  Currently the Air National Guard is pursuing funding through military sources, although funding is not likely in the near term.

The recommendation to evaluate and if feasible implement express bus service from Hartford to Bradley International Airport has been completed by ConnDOT.  As part of ConnDOT’s evaluation they met with business groups from the Hartford area.  Based on the dialogue of these meetings, the Department determined that at this time there was not the demand for express bus service from Hartford to Bradley International Airport.

 In order to encourage airport related economic development, earlier this year the legislature Public Act 10-98, which creates a multi-town development zone around the airport and extends enterprise zone tax incentives to manufacturers and other specified businesses that develop or acquire property in the zone and create jobs. The zone, called the Bradley Airport Development Zone (BADZ), encompasses specified contiguous census tract blocks in Windsor Locks, Suffield, East Granby, and East Windsor. The act designates these blocks as “distressed municipalities,” a designation that qualifies projects in BADZ for other economic assistance.
Other Airports

Tweed-New Haven Airport is the only other state airport which currently has scheduled commercial air service. The other two airports which have had scheduled commercial service are Groton-New London Airport and  Sikorsky Airport in Stratford. All three airports are located along the coast and face a similar issues and challenges.

Tweed-New Haven

Tweed-New Haven Regional Airport provides both scheduled commercial and general aviation services.  The Airport is situated on 396 acres in New Haven and East Haven.  Tweed is owned by the City of New Haven and leased to the 15-member Tweed New Haven Airport Authority, established by state law in 1997.  The annual operating budget is approximately $3.0 million of which about $1 million is on-airport revenue.
Tweed’s facilities are in good to excellent condition, with two runways and up to five airline gates.  The Authority has implemented over $36 million in FAA-funded capital improvement projects since 2007 as part of Tweed’s overall Airport Master Plan.  These improvements standardize the airport under FAA regulations.  The City and State both provide operating support and matching grants for ongoing and future capital projects.
Tweed is one of just two Class I facilities in Connecticut and is a significant part of the state’s transportation infrastructure.  In 2005, the Transportation Strategy Board adopted a two-airport strategy supporting high quality service at Bradley International Airport and regional service at Tweed.
Historically, Tweed-New Haven’s location led to a number of controversies between the New Haven and East Haven, including a legal dispute about the implementation of runway safety areas. The action was resolved in 2008 by a Federal Court ruling which held that matters of airport safety are governed by Federal law and upheld Tweed’s right to proceed with the runway safety area project. Subsequently, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed by the City, the Town, and the Authority in March 2009 put to rest many of the disputed issues and the municipalities now work cooperatively on many airport projects and initiatives.   
US Airways provides scheduled commercial service of five flights daily to its major hub at Philadelphia.  From there, passengers connect to 84 domestic and 36 international destinations.  Current passenger volume is just a fraction of the air traveling public in the region.  An estimated 47% of the regional New Haven market uses out-of-state airports.  Local companies spend over $36 million on air travel and much of this spending likewise leaks to out-of-state facilities.  
Improved commercial air service to New Haven is vital to Connecticut’s success as a knowledge economy.  Tweed service is closely tied to attraction of future investment in technologies developed at Yale University and Yale-New Haven Hospital.  Reliable local air service is known to facilitate the recruitment and retention of world-class talent to the university and medical research businesses.  Bioscience and other growing companies need quick access to global product and financial markets.  With these core business needs in mind, the Airport Authority is aggressively seeking airline service to additional hubs.
Recommendations
With respect to Tweed’s economic development and transportation role in south central Connecticut, the Transportation Strategy Board recommends that the State:
· Support Tweed’s ability to serve the travel needs of business, institutional and leisure travelers in Southern Connecticut as a complement to service at Bradley.
· Increase the State’s annual operating assistance grant to the Tweed-New Haven Airport Authority to $2.0 million.
· Release the State bond funds ($4.25 million) originally approved in 2001 and reauthorized in 2010 for airport infrastructure and community benefits, as outlined in the City/Town/Authority Memorandum of Agreement.
· Assist the Airport Authority with the removal of off-airport obstructions as enabled under State law.
· Support the Airport Authority’s ongoing capital improvement and master plan for the airport.
Groton – New London

Groton – New London Airport, located in Groton, is owned by the State of Connecticut and operated by the Department of Transportation’s Bureau of Aviation and Ports.  It previously had scheduled air service provided by US Air through its Philadelphia regional hub.  The airport currently has no scheduled commercial air service and operates as a general aviation facility.

Sikorsky Airport

Sikorsky Airport is owned by the City of Bridgeport and is located entirely in the Town of Stratford, a fact which has, as in the case of Tweed New Haven, led to a long running series of disputes between the city and the town over taxes, zoning, obstructions, runway safety areas and other issues.  The airport is managed by an Airport Commission composed of Bridgeport city officials and the mayor of Stratford.

Sikorsky had scheduled commercial air service, provided by a variety of carriers, until 1999.  It currently operates as a general aviation facility and has more total aircraft based at it than any other airport in the state.

As previously noted all three airports are located along the Connecticut coast and two out of three are located, in whole or in part, in communities other than the one which owns it.  This combination tends to make proposals involving physical alterations of any kind highly controversial.  It has also effectively prevented any serious consideration of expansion possibilities. Indeed, officials at both Tweed New Haven and Sikorsky airports have experienced difficulty implementing proposals for enhanced runway safety at least partially because of concerns that they will ultimately lead to runway expansion and/or use by larger aircraft.

The issue of runway safety areas is not limited to coastal airports.  Four of the five state general aviation airports have at least one runway which is shorter than the Federal Aviation Administration standards, as do two of the four municipal airports.

Improvements described in Phases III and IV of the Master Plan 
Other issues facing Connecticut's general aviation airports include zoning in areas adjoining or near airports, which can affect airport access, and difficulties encountered dealing with both natural and man-made obstructions which are located off the airport property but impact airport operations
In 2007, the Transportation Strategy Board recommended that the State assist airport operators in addressing obstruction issues which cannot be resolved locally.

The Board also expressed concern about the potential loss of privately owned airports which are open to the public, especially those which serve as relievers for other public airports.  The Board recommended that the State support efforts to retain and preserve private airports open to the public, including an adequate number of reliever airports. .  The State of Connecticut currently provides Grant in Aid funds to municipalities to evaluate and possibly purchase privately owned airports.  Legislation was passed to provide funding to certain privately owned, public use airports for capital improvements.  The legislation provided for a cost sharing program with airports.  To date, no funding has been allocated for this program.
Maritime
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MARITIME 

The State of Connecticut’s maritime programs support the movement of both people and goods by water.  They function as a part of the State’s larger maritime transportation industry.  

Connecticut’s port system handles just over 19 million tons of cargo annually, with about 87% handled at the State’s three deep water ports
.  A recent study commissioned by the Maritime Coalition estimates that waterborne cargo represents the equivalent of 950,000 truck trips annually. Connecticut is also served by several smaller commercial ports as well as numerous recreational ports and facilities.

In addition to goods and cargo transportation, Connecticut also has several passenger ferry services, which together transport over 2 million passengers and close to 82,000 vehicles annually.  These services operate out of Bridgeport and New London as well along the Connecticut River.  The Connecticut River ferries are owned and operated by the Department of Transportation and operate on a seasonal schedule; while the Bridgeport and New London based services are privately owned and operated on a year-round schedule.

Connecticut’s Ports
Connecticut’s three deep water ports
 account for the bulk of the State’s maritime commerce.  These ports each have several unique features which include their geographical location, ownership and operating entities.

Geographically, Connecticut’s deep water ports are located at the mouth of rivers.  This feature is most important when considering dredging issues due to silt and sediment build-up which occurs more quickly than at other areas, including Long Island.  A vast majority of the port facilities in Bridgeport, New London and New Haven are privately owned and operated, which too is a unique feature in comparison to other commercial US ports. 

The Port of Bridgeport is located at the mouth of the Pequannock River and operates as a port district organized by the City of Bridgeport, and managed by the Bridgeport Port Authority.  More than 5 million tons of goods flow into Bridgeport’s harbors, the second most active port in the state. Cargo typically has included fruit , coal, sand, gravel, stone, gasoline, and oil.
The Port of Bridgeport also receives 250 barges of petroleum products annually and houses commercial passenger ferry service to Port Jefferson, NY.  There is no rail connection to the Port of Bridgeport..
The Port of New Haven is located on the east side of the Quinnipiac River.  Like Bridgeport its nine terminals are owned and operated by private entities.  The New Haven Port Authority was formed in 2003 and governs a 366-acre port district.

The Port of New Haven is the State’s busiest port and a leading port of call on the Atlantic Seaboard.  New Haven primarily receives petroleum (handling over 70% of all petroleum movements at Connecticut’s ports); in addition the port handled 98% of all manufactured goods shipped through the State’s ports.  Other significant commodities include steel products; sand and gravel; copper and other non-metallic materials.  All tonnage is handled through the nine private terminals at the port.  An almost invisible part of the port operation is the petroleum products received in New Haven and moved via pipeline to inland users.  Exports that flow through the Port of New Haven include scrap metal.  In addition, the port houses several large storage facilities.  

Currently, the rail connection to the Port of New Haven stops at a loading dock  which the Department of Transportation constructed on Waterfront Street. The development of potential rail spur links from the Waterfront Street rail extension into the individual port operators is in development. Rail extension is identified as a priority project in the 2006 transportation initiative (Public Act 06-135).  This rail line is serviced by Providence & Worchester Railroad.

The Port of New London is located at the mouth of the Thames River.  Unlike the State’s other two deep water ports, the port’s primary dry cargo facilities and piers are owned by the State of Connecticut, which leases the facilities to private operators.  In addition to housing a commercial fishing fleet, the State Pier handles lumber and copper products.  Additionally, the State Pier accomindates major cruise ships calling on the Port of New London.  The State Pier facility is very land constrained, a fact which helps define its market niche.  New London also has three passenger ferry operations, serving Orient Point and Fisher’s Island, NY as well as Block Island.  There are also several other port petroleum product facilities and a major naval facility located on the east side of the Thames River. 
The State Pier facility in New London is serviced by a direct rail connection operated by New England Central Railroad and indirectly by the Providence and Worchester Railroad, providing relatively seamless intermodal linkage. It is the best rail connection of the three deep-water Connecticut ports.

According to the Army Corps of Engineers’ Navigation Data Center, Connecticut’s ports accounted for just over 18 million tons of freight traffic annually.  As noted, the Port of New Haven handled about 50% of this commerce.  Between 2004 and 2008 the flow in the freight traffic has increased on a steady and significant basis, most notably at Bridgeport.

Freight Traffic-CT Ports 2004 -2008

	PORT
	FREIGHT TRAFFIC
(TONS)
CY2004
	FREIGHT
TRAFFIC
(TONS)
CY2007
	% 
CHANGE

	BRIDGEPORT
	5,671,230 
	7,627,957
 
	+34%

	NEW HAVEN
	10,855,934 
	9,574,406 
	-12%

	NEW LONDON 
	1,534,648 
	1,255,763 
	-18%


Connecticut’s 5 other commercial ports house gravel and stone operations as well as several other activities.

The State’s recreational facilities, which are primarily marinas, house and support the 113,000 registered recreational boats in Connecticut.

ISSUES

Dredging

The degree of accessibility  to Connecticut’s ports and waterways is controlled by the depth of the navigational channels.  Most, if not all of the ports’ channels have an authorized depth established by Congress.  It is the responsibility of the US Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) to maintain the authorized depth of a channel, commonly referred to as the controlled project depth.  The ACOE receives funding from Congress for specific projects.  However, Congress does not provide the ACOE with enough funding for all project needs within any specific fiscal year and has historically underfunded the ACOE for maintenance dredging projects for decades.

The Connecticut Maritime Coalition, at the request of the Connecticut Maritime Commission and with funding from the Department of Economic and Community Development, conducted an Economic Impact Study of the maritime industry on Connecticut’s economic health.  This study, released in 2010 and entitled “Economic Impact Study of Maritime Industries in Connecticut” documents that Connecticut’s maritime dependant industries, their suppliers and related economic activity accounted for over $5 billion in business output within the State.  Additionally, the study concluded that the State’s maritime industry employs over 30,000 people, and is responsible for $1.7 billion in annual household income nd $2.7 billion in State GDP. Furthermore, the study found that the net result of direct, indirect and induced economic effects within the state economy maritime industries annually account for over $56 million in taxes paid to local communities, $54 million in state tax revenues and over $224 million in Federal tax revenues.

The most pressing issue facing Connecticut's ports is a need for maintenance dredging, which is the process of restoring channels and pier areas to their previously permitted or authorized depths.  While this need is the most pressing in Bridgeport it exists at other ports as well.

Maintenance dredging is necessary in order to ensure that ships can safely enter and leave the port.  Failure to maintain proper depths will (1) limit the types and size of ships able to use the ports, which affects their competitiveness and/or (2) require multiple handling of cargo, such as loading the cargo onto smaller barges in order to get it to port, which adds to the cost and reduces the competitiveness of the Port as well as presenting potential environmental risks.

The US Army Corps of Engineers has the primary responsibility for the scheduling, funding and undertaking of maintenance dredging in federally authorized channels.  The cost of maintenance dredging in federally authorized channels has historically been borne by the Federal government, while port operators have paid to dredge their pier areas. Historically, state transportation officials have played little or no role in the dredging process.

However, the Federal government has changed its system for prioritizing and funding dredging activities from one based upon regional cooperation and priorities to one based on national competition.  In effect, this means that Connecticut's ports will be competing with all ports nationwide for federal funding. In addition, the Federal government is increasingly looking to state and local governments to pay a portion of the cost of dredging projects.

Dredging projects are also subject to environmental regulation at the state and federal level through the permitting authority of the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Each dredging project is unique, therefore the material to be dredged must be tested to determine the physical characteristics of the sediment and to identify any contamination of concern.  The character of the sediment information is then used by regulators to determine the appropriate method and location of reuse or disposal.   The method of  disposal choosen directly affects the cost of a dredging project.  

In determining the suitability of dredged material for open water disposal in Long Island Sound, state and federal regulators apply criteria established under the authority of the federal Clean Water Act, including the State’s water quality standards, and for some projects by the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (“MPRSA”).  One of the primary federal environmental regulations affecting dredging and disposal of dredged sediments in Long Island Sound results from the so-called “Ambro Amendment” to the MPRSA. This legislation, named after the Long Island congressman who proposed it, applies the inflexible requirements of the MPRSA to open water disposal in Long Island Sound from all Federal dredging projects and non-federal dredging projects disposing more than 25,000 cubic yards of sediment. This unique application of MPRSA singles out the Long Island Sound estuary for regulation the same way that material is regulated for disposal in the open ocean.  Such regulation limits the state of Connecticut's ability to use existing disposal sites in Long Island Sound (shown in Figure 16) for the disposal of dredged materials.  In other words, Connecticut has less control of what happens in our state waters then other states around the country. 

There are several alternative methods to treat or dispose of dredged materials which do not meet these standards or the State water quality standards. Disposal of dredged materials may require confinement by “capping” with cleaner dedged sentiment at a Long Island Sound disposal site with cleaner dredged sediment, or, if determined unsuitable for open water disposal in Long Island Sound, require upland disposal.  To be eligible for upland disposal, contaminated sediments are subject to solid waste and possibly hazardous waste disposal regulations and may require pretreatment by methods such as washing or chemical treatment.  The costs of alternative treatment methods are generally significantly higher than those for open water disposal and may not be eligible for federal payment

Under the Ambro Amendment, Connecticut’s four open water disposal sites must be “designated” as disposal sites by the federal Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”).   The designation process was completed for two of the sites in June 2005.  As a result of the disposal site designation process the EPA has required by federal rule the development of a Long Island Sound Dredged Materials Management Plan (LISDMMP) for Long Island Sound in cooperation with New York and Connecticut by 2013.  The LISDMMP will be developed by the Army Corp of Engineers utilizing federal dollars in coordination with the States of Connecticut and New York and the EPA.  Federal funding for this requirement has been sporadic, which has resulted in further delays in the development of the LISDMMP. The previously announced supplemental EIS by EPA to potentially designate the two disposal sites in Eastern Long Island Sound has not materialized to date.  Thus, it is expected that the New London Disposal Site will close to Ambro-regulated projects in September 2011.  

The requirements of the Ambro Amendment are just one of several layers of state and federal regulation on the disposal of dredged materials. First, the materials must be determined to be suitable for open water disposal through application of the Federal Clean Water Act and the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act.  These Federal standards address the testing criteria and are generally applicable to all disposal options and methods.  

Disposal of dredged materials which do not meet these standards, or other State water quality standards, require the treatment, confinement or a combination of the two options (such as pretreatment, washing or chemical treatment).  There are also several alternative methods to treat or dispose of dredged materials, one of which is the use of confined aquatic disposal or CAD cell.  The costs of alternative treatment methods are generally higher than those for open water disposal and may not be eligible for federal payment.

Figure 16
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The State’s role in dredging activities is guided by the Connecticut Coastal  Management Program, the Connecticut Coastal Area Management Act, the Structures, Dredging & Fills Act and the issuance of a Water Quality Certificate and dredging permit.  

The Connecticut Coastal Management Program balances economic growth of coastal communities with the preservation and protection of coastal resources.  The Coastal Area Management Act identifies key policies and standards to be used at all levels of government in the evaluation of activities that affect the shoreline and coastal management. Additionally the adoption of the Harbor Management Act by the State in 1984, provided for a role of the State’s municipalities for determining how their coastal areas are used and developed.

Finally, the Army Corps of Engineers has encouraged the State to take a more active role in setting dredging priorities.  Historically, decisions and the setting of priorities for dredging projects were fulfilled by the Army Corps of Engineers based on regional needs as well as a variety of other factors.  As noted earlier the changes to the Federal dredging program in 2005 have significantly changed the funding formula for the districts.

The ability to implement or undertake dredging activities are also driven by factors such as cost and funding, the length of time needed to obtain the necessary permits from the federal and state sources, and testing requirements placed on the disposal or use of dredged materials which arise under federal and state regulations.  Also, the Federal budget and project appropriations process typically adds an additional layer of process to negotiate in order to facilitate these projects.

Lastly, the scheduling of dredging activities in Connecticut is affected by seasonal considerations; these include weather conditions, recreational traffic as well as reproductive cycles of marine wildlife. 

Dredging Needs at State Ports
While an essential step in the economic development of port cities, dredging is an expensive and environmentally sensitive process which demands careful attention to ecological concerns. 
The Connecticut Maritime Coalition’s 2010 report entitled “Economic Impact Study of Maritime Industries in Connecticut” estimate that “…for every $1 spent on dredging in the State, that as much as $9-$12 of economic activity will be generated through projected resultant increases in Maritime business, netting anticipated tax receipts that will cover the initial investment in the dredging…”  Further the report estimates that a state, local and private sector investment of approximately $80 million could lead to a return of as much as $1 billion in total economic benefit leading to the creation of 6,100 jobs.”

Public Act 08-101 established a Harbor Improvement Account (HIA).  The HIA is designed to provide funds to facilitate dredging projects and other harbor infrastructure improvements in support of or at times in place of Federal funds.  To date, no funding has been allocated to this account by the State Legislature.
The immediate need to address dredging issues is the greatest at the Port of Bridgeport.  Action is critical so that deepwater vessels can operate at times other than high tide. 

Bridgeport’s main channel has not been dredged since at least 1966.  Because of the lack of maintenance dredging it is sometimes necessary to offload cargo onto barges in order for them to access the port. This affects the attractiveness of the port in terms of costs and time.  

Dredging of the Port of Bridgeport is made more difficult because of the level of contamination of much of the materials located within the channel and which are difficult and expensive to dispose of.  The current main channel has an authorized project depth of 35’ according to the Army Corps of Engineers. However, the actual depth is reported to be about 29 feet.

Maintenance dredging of the federal main channel at the Port of New Haven was last completed in January 2004.  Dredging of the channel is scheduled on a 10-year cycle.  However, the city of New Haven believes that the channel needs to be improved beyond its current depth
 in order to remain competitive. Improvement projects, such as deepening the channel beyond the authorized federal depth require non-Federal cost-sharing.  In addition, to be eligible for federal funding the project must have a positive cost-benefit analysis. 
The Port of New London underwent limited dredging of the main channel north of I95 in 1996 as part of an operation by the Department of Defense in order to accommodate their needs at the US Sub Base.  However, significant maintenance dredging of the channel was last done in 1986.  The main channel into New London is maintained to a depth of 40’, with the access channel to the east side of the State Pier at 35’.  Dredging is constrained at portions of the pier by the presence of bedrock which will likely preclude the possibility of dredging for true “deepwater” capability.  Maintenance dredging of the piers at the State Pier facility is also needed at this port.  The channel has a current project depth of 35’ according to the Army Corps of Engineers.

Several other commercial and recreational ports in Connecticut also have dredging needs.  These include Norwalk which recently completed the maintenance dredging of upper Norwalk River, north of I95, and which is currently working to identify funding for the remainder.  Norwalk has received earmark funding for a third consecutive year in order to complete its dredging needs.  However the funding is between $8-$10 million short.  Dredging needs in Greenwich, Southport, Westport as well as along the Housatonic River are in various states of review by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection in cooperation with the Army Corps of Engineers.

Movement of People
In addition to freight service, Connecticut’s ports provide important passenger ferry services.

Passenger ferry services currently operate out of New London and Bridgeport and carry over 2 million passengers and 82,000 vehicles a year.  The Department of Transportation also operates two passenger ferries which cross the Connecticut River and operate on a seasonal schedule.

The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council recently completed a study of services in Long Island Sound and made a number of recommendations to grow the industry.  In addition to recommending a new service between New Haven and Long Island; proposals have been offered for new passenger high speed ferry services linking Stamford and Bridgeport to New York’s financial district, mid-Manhattan and LaGuardia Airport.

Also, Bridgeport and Stamford have received earmark funding in the FY2006 Federal Ferryboat Discretionary Program that could be used to launch a high-speed ferry service.

Issues that remain before implementation of such a service include terminal location, parking, identification of a source of capital funds and potential operating subsidy.

Other Issues

Port zoning and land use issues also have an affect on any maritime strategy.  In addition to items already reviewed, the competing interests for the use and development of the State’s coastal areas, that is the gentrification versus the commercial use of these areas, are things which need to be considered in the development of a maritime policy.  The Coastal Management Act as well as the Harbor Management Act play a role in addressing this, by discouraging the conversion of existing water-dependent facilities to other uses, such as condominiums and hotels, which could be located inland.

Recommendations
The urgent need to address and manage dredging issues will determine to a large degree, the long term sustainability of the State’s use of this natural resource as a component of our transportation strategy.  Issues which directly impact the ability to perform dredging include cost, the disposal of dredged material in compliance with Federal and State standards and the establishment and use of disposal sites.  The ability and willingness to balance these, at times competing, factors determines the degree of success in efforts to enhance the State’s maritime transportation system.
The Transportation Strategy Board’s 2007 report, Moving Forward, included recommendations related to the review of the feasibility and viability of a feeder barge service from Bridgeport to New York, as well as the completion of the rail link to the Port of New Haven’s terminals.  While these recommendations and the projects they relate to remain of interest to the advancement of a comprehensive transportation strategy for the State of Connecticut, developments since the issuing of Moving Forward as well as the current budgetary constraints necessitate that these recommendations be further reviewed and evaluated prior to taking any additional step. 
The following is a summary of the status of the  Transportation Strategy Board’s 2007 recommnedations for   maritime based initiatives and policies as part of the State’s transportation strategy:

· Inventory and prioritize statewide dredging needs and develop an estimate of the non-federal funding required for each such project.

· Expedite the long overdue dredging of Bridgeport harbor.

· Support continued federal funding for development and completion of a Dredged Material Management Plan for Long Island Sound.

· Review the feasibility and viability of the proposed Bridgeport to New York feeder barge service. Entertain, and potentially fund, proposals for feeder barge services from ports other than Bridgeport.

· Memorandum Of Agreement between ConnDOT and the Bridgeport Port Authority to initiate feeder barge service expired on April 30, 2009

· Determine the State’s role in the funding and prioritization of dredging projects.

· Complete the rail link to the Port of New Haven and evaluate the potential for improved rail connections to the state’s other commercial deep water ports.

· The rail line in New Haven across the Tomlinson Bridge and along Water Street is complete.  ConnDOT has postponed completion of the rail line connections to the individual terminals in New Haven due to budgetary constraints

Congestion Mitigation and System Management
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FUNDING AND FINANCE
This section will be revised based upon the discussion at the November meeting
SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION FUND (STF)
Background

The Special Transportation Fund (STF) is the State’s second largest appropriated fund, surpassed only by the General Fund. The General Assembly is required to adopt a balanced budget for the fund.

 The fund was established in 1983, following the collapse of the Mianus River Bridge on the Connecticut Turnpike (I-95), to provide a dedicated revenue stream for transportation infrastructure projects and programs. The following year, the Transportation Infrastructure Program was established and the first Special Tax Obligation (STO) bonds were authorized.  Special Tax Obligation bonds are special obligations of the State and are payable solely from the pledged revenues of the special transportation fund. 

Originally, the STF was designed to cover only the direct costs (including debt service) of the transportation infrastructure program.  However, starting in 1987, the legislature transferred a series of agency costs from the General Fund to the STF, in part due to growing General Fund deficits.  Currently, the fund supports the operations of the Department of Transportation and the Department of Motor Vehicles as well as associated fringe benefit costs, debt service, and workers’ compensation claim costs.
A significant feature of the original legislation establishing the fund was the decision to authorize bonding and, at the same time, approve future tax increases needed to order to make debt service payments on those bonds. Approving the tax changes upfront, rather than waiting until the year when the cash was actually needed, was designed to give investors confidence that those revenues would, in fact, be available to support the bonds. More than two decades later, the 2005 and 2006 transportation initiatives followed a similar approach.
The Special Transportation Fund is supported by revenues from a variety of sources.  These sources are considered to be "pledged revenues" under the terms of existing bond covenants.  Because the revenues have been pledged to support outstanding bond issues any revenue sources which are reduced or eliminated must be replaced by other revenues.
Special Tax Obligation (STO) Bonds
Special Tax Obligation Bonds, first issued in 1984, are a central feature of Connecticut’s system for financing transportation capital expenses, including the state’s share of capital projects primarily supported by federal funds.

STO bonds are revenue bonds payable solely from the pledged revenues of the special transportation fund, which are dedicated to the repayment of the bonds. Because they are not supported by the “full faith and credit of the state” they do not count against the state’s statutory bonding cap.

In order to ensure repayment of the bonds, the statutes and the bond covenants contain a number of requirements related to STO bonds and the Special Transportation Fund.

· Proceeds of Special Tax Obligation Bonds can only be used for the transportation purposes defined in the statute;

· The Governor and the General Assembly must adopted a balanced STF budget for each biennium;

· STF Revenues are pledged by law to the STF. If any pledged revenues are reduced another revenue source must be substituted;

· Debt service payments must be paid before all other STF expenses; and

· Pledged revenues must be at least two times the total principal and interest requirements of the bonds in each fiscal year.

At the end of the last fiscal year, there were approximately $2.0 billion in Special Tax Obligation Bonds outstanding.

Revenues
Revenue sources for the STF include:

· Motor Fuels Taxes, including the gasoline tax, the diesel oil tax (except diesel oil used for home heating purposes), and the Motor Carrier Road Tax paid by out-of-state truckers operating in Connecticut.

· A portion of the Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax, which is a tax levied on the first sale in Connecticut (generally from a wholesaler to a retailer) on a variety of petroleum products including gas and oil.

· Fees paid to the Department of Motor Vehicles for licenses, permits and fees.

· Sales tax paid on the private sale of motor vehicles (paid to the Department of Motor Vehicles).

· Interest income.

· Transfers from the general fund. 
FY 2011 Budgeted Revenue Sources- Special Transportation Fund (in millions)

Total: $1,180.0 million
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In recent years the motor fuels tax, the single largest source of revenue for Special Transportation Fund, has proven to be extremely volatile.  In FY 2005 gas tax receipts grew by over 4%. The next year, with gas and oil prices rising, receipts actually fell below the prior level, the first time since the fund was established that receipts declined in the absence of a recession.  That decline continued through FY 2007 and into FY 2008
. As the national economic decline set in receipts fell even further. While motor fuels tax receipts have begun to grow slightly they remain significantly below FY 2005 levels.
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The reduction in the price of oil during the current economic downturn has significantly reduced revenues from the Petroleum Gross Receipts Tax. However, the Special Transportation Fund has not been affected by that revenue loss.  That is because all receipts from the Gross Receipts Tax flow into the general fund and a fixed amount of money is then transferred to the Special Transportation Fund regardless of the actual receipts. 
Table 3
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EXPENDITURES
The Special Transportation Fund pays for:

· Operating expenses of the Department of Transportation;

· bus and rail operations and subsidies;

· debt service on transportation bonding;

· operating expenses of the Department of Motor Vehicles; fringe benefits for staff employed at the Department of Transportation and the Department of Motor Vehicles; and

· Grant programs.
Table 4
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One of the issues facing the Special Transportation Fund going forward is the significant difference between the growth in expenditures and the growth in revenues.  For a number of years expenditure growth has far outpaced the growth in revenues.
Because of the disparity between the growth in revenues and the growth in expenditures it has been necessary to periodically add additional revenue to the STF in order to keep it in balance.  This is been done a number of ways including the transfer of funds and/or revenues from the general fund to the Special Transportation Fund.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION BUDGET
Over the next five years, the Department of Transportation’s operating expenses are projected to be the largest, and the fastest growing, line item in the Special Transportation Fund.  

Table 5 shows the trends in DOT spending from FY 2000 to FY 2011. During that period, personnel services have been the largest single expenditure area.  

Table 5
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However personnel services are not the fastest growing line item.  By far the most dramatic growth has been in public transportation (rail operations, bus operations and ADA para transit) spending, as shown in Table 6. That has been especially true since 2005 when the last fare increases were implemented.

Between FY 2000 and FY 2011, the cost of bus operations rose from about $61.8 million to $132.9 million, with roughly two-thirds of that growth taking place since 2005. During the same period, the cost of rail operations went from just under $61 million to $142.7 million. About 80% of that increase has taken place since 2005. In percentage terms the largest cost increase was in ADA para-transit services which increased from slightly under $7.5 million in FY 2000 to an estimated $25.5 million in the current fiscal year.
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As previously noted, much of the growth in public spending has occurred in the absence of any fare increases. For example, Table 7 shows the relative growth rail operations spending and passenger fares between FY 2001 and FY 2011.

Table 7
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Debt Service


The second largest line item is the payment of debt service on (1) Special Tax Obligation Bonds; and (2) General Obligation Bonds issued to support transportation projects. Almost all of the debt service is for STO bonds. The line item grew by about 14.1% between FY 2000 and FY 2011 as shown in Table 7.

Table 7
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SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION FUND ISSUES
Expenditure and Revenue Growth Rates. For at least the last decade special transportation fund expenses and expenditures have grown substantially faster than the revenue sources which support the fund.  As a result, it has been necessary to periodically increase revenues in order to maintain the fund balance. 

In recent years that has been done primarily by increasing transfers of gross receipts tax revenues from the general fund to the special transportation fund.  During the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010 $165.3 million was transferred to the STF. During that same year, about $108 million in gross receipts tax revenue remained in the General Fund.

While this approach has succeeded in balancing the special transportation fund in the short term, it is problematic in the longer term.  First, it is unclear whether the general fund, which is facing a multi-billion-dollar shortfall, can continue to support such transfers. Second, the amount of gross receipts tax revenue available for transfer is limited and the annual revenue from the tax is largely driven by the price of oil and extremely volatile.

Motor Fuels Taxes. Since the Special Transportation Fund was created motor fuel taxes, and the gas tax in particular, have been a major source of revenue for the fund. However, the growth in motor fuels tax receipts was negative from FY 2005 to FY 2009.  It grew slightly (less than 1%) in FY 2010 but remains well below the 2005 level.

Significantly, the declines in 2006, 2007 and part of 2008 took place before the start of the current economic downturn. They marked the first time, other than during a recession, that the annual growth in motor fuels tax receipts has been negative since the special transportation fund was created. This trend, plus increases in the fuel efficiency of both passenger cars and commercial vehicles, and the growth in the use and availability of alternative fuels, raises questions about the long-term viability of the motor fuels tax, and the gas tax in particular, as the workhorse of the state's transportation financing system.

Growth in Public Transportation Spending. Since FY 2000 the combined budget line items for bus operations, rail operations and ADA para-transit services have risen from $130.2 million in FY 2000 to a projected $301.3 million in the current fiscal year.  As previously noted, the largest part of this growth has taken place since the last passenger fare increases in 2005.

Project Delays and the Spike in Debt Service.  Several large transportation projects and initiatives have taken longer to implement than originally expected.  These include the Pearl Harbor Memorial Bridge (Q Bridge) and related projects, the Moses Wheeler Bridge between Stratford and Milford, the new rail cars and maintenance facilities for the New Haven Line, commuter rail service between New Haven, Hartford and Springfield, the new West Haven rail station, and other projects financed under the 2005, 2006 and 2007 transportation initiatives.

This trend is problematic for several reasons.  First, because time is literally money for construction projects, the delays result in higher capital costs.  Second, to the extent that special transportation fund revenues were increased in anticipation of funding for those projects, the deferral of bond sales and resulting debt service payments makes the special transportation fund appear financially stronger than it is. Finally, if debt for many or all of these projects is issued at about the same time it will create a spike in debt service payments that will last for 20 years.

Reliance on Bonding. The special transportation fund relies heavily on the issuance of Special Tax Obligation Bonds to finance the state share of federally funded transportation projects as well as a cost of transportation projects funded solely by the state.  In the short term this allows the state to spread the cost of a project over several years and thereby reducing the amount of money required in any single year. However, that benefit comes at a cost in the form of interest payments paid over the life of bonds.

For example, using 20 year STO bonds to pay for a $10 million project reduces the annual cost of that improvement to about $1.9 million, a significant short-term savings.  But, over the life of the bonds, the State of Connecticut will pay about 9 million in interest, principal and costs, bringing the total cost of that $10 million project to about $19 million.
While the use of bonding is necessary and appropriate in many cases, the special transportation fund would benefit, in the long term, if the annual appropriation included funding to allow smaller projects and equipment purchases to be paid for with appropriated funds rather than bonding.  For example, if the state appropriated $20 million a year for ten years, instead of bonding for that work, it would, over a 30 year period, save about $ 180 million.
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	Major
	
	 
	
	Annual
	
	

	Mode
	Priority
	Project

	Capitol
	Operating
	Planning
	Timeline

	Air
	1
	Tweed Operating Grant
	
	$0.600
	
	2008-

	Air
	2
	BDL Park Road
	$5.000
	
	
	2011

	Air
	4
	Route 75
	$27.000
	
	
	2011-12

	Air
	5
	HF Shuttle Service
	TBD
	TBD
	
	TBD

	Air 
	3
	Tweed RSA
	$0.500
	
	
	2008

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BUS
	1
	Continue Section 16 Projects
	
	$2.700
	
	2008 -

	Bus
	2
	Additional TD Operational Funding
	 
	TBD
	
	2009 -

	Bus
	3
	Transit District Matching
	$0.500
	
	
	2008

	Bus
	4
	Clean Diesel
	$5.500
	 
	
	2009

	Bus
	5
	Bus Connection to MBTA
	TBD
	
	
	TBD

	Bus
	6
	Windham Bus Facility
	$6.000
	
	
	2010

	Bus
	6
	Torrington Bus Facility
	$7.500
	
	
	2011

	Bus
	8
	Smart Fare Boxes
	$10.000
	
	
	TBD

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HWY
	1
	Toll Study
	TBD
	
	
	2008

	HWY
	2
	Rest Stop Capacity
	TBD
	TBD
	
	TBD

	HWY
	3
	I-95 East
	$1,750
	
	
	2012

	HWY
	4
	CVISN Buildout
	$2.000
	
	
	2009

	HWY
	5
	Route 11
	$850.000
	
	
	2011

	HWY
	6
	I-84 East of Waterbury
	$1,000.000
	
	
	2011

	HWY
	7
	Route 6
	TBD
	
	
	TBD

	HWY
	8
	I-84/Route 8
	$2,000.000
	
	
	After 2017

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other
	1
	Town Aid Roads
	
	TBD
	
	2008 -

	Other
	2
	TOD Incentives 
	
	$5.000
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plan
	1
	Rail Freight
	
	
	$3.500
	2009-2010

	Plan
	2
	I-95 Master Plan
	
	
	$2.000
	2010-2011

	Plan
	3
	RPA-MPO Planning Funding
	
	$1.000
	
	2009 -

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ports
	1
	Dredging Needs Study
	
	
	$1.500
	2009

	Ports
	2
	New Haven Harbor Rail Connection
	TBD
	
	
	TBD

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rail
	1
	SLE EnhancedService
	$6.000
	$2.300
	
	2010

	Rail
	2
	Continue Section 16 Projects
	
	$1.000
	
	2008 - 

	Rail
	3
	Branch Line Improvements
	
	$50.000
	
	2011

	Rail
	4
	Stamford Station
	$30.000
	
	
	2009-2010

	Rail
	5
	NH-Spfld Line Acquisition
	TBD
	 
	
	TBD

	Rail
	6
	Commuter Connections
	
	$1.000
	
	2009

	Rail
	7
	Statewide Rail Operations Plan
	TBD
	
	
	TBD

	Rail
	9
	Platform Lengthening
	$8.000
	
	
	TBD

	Rail
	10
	SLE Rolling Stock
	$66.000
	 
	
	2013

	Rail
	11
	NHL Rolling Stock
	$30.000
	
	
	2013

	Rail
	12
	NH-Spfld Rolling Stock
	$74.000
	 
	
	2011

	Rail
	13
	M10 Car Redevelopment
	$5.000
	
	
	2011-2013

	Rail
	14
	NHL Bike Access
	$0.250
	
	
	2009

	Rail
	15
	Waterbury Transportation Center
	$15.000
	
	
	TBD

	Rail
	16
	Greenwich Interlocking
	$25.000
	
	
	TBD

	Rail 
	8
	Penn Station Access
	TBD
	
	
	TBD

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TDM
	1
	State Employee Benefits
	
	TBD
	 
	TBD

	TDM
	2
	Make tax credit statewide
	
	
	
	2008 -

	TDM
	3
	TDM Evaluation
	
	TBD
	
	2009

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TSM
	1
	Email System Improvements
	
	TBD
	
	TBD

	TSM
	2
	511 System
	
	TBD
	
	TBD

	TSB
	1
	Develop Evaluation Tools
	
	
	$0.150
	2008-2009





























Connecticut’s Freight Rail System


































































































� 	Ex-officio members or their designees are voting members of the Board


� According to US Census Data, the single occupancy vehicle represents the predominant mode of travel for all trip types. That fact is a major cause of highway congestion.


� The actual cost is probably much higher. It does not include smaller urban areas such as Danbury, Waterbury, and New London.  It uses assumptions and national averages that do not reflect the higher wage rates in Connecticut or the fact the congestion in Connecticut often extends beyond the traditional morning and afternoon peak periods. A study conducted for the Southwestern CT RPA, found that when local wages rates are used and a more complete accounting of congestion is done, congestion costs in Southwestern CT far exceed the costs suggested by the UMR study.  





�  The list of  planned projects included:


West of New Haven


Operational and sped change lanes:


Interchange 10 NB (on) to 11NB (off)


Interchange 11 NB (on) to 12 NB (off)


Interchange 13 NB


Interchange14 NB (on) to 15 NB (off)


Interchange 12 SB (on) to 11 SB (off)


Interchange 11 SB (on) to 10 SB (off);





East of New Haven (Specific Projects TBD)


Speed change lanes, as needed, between Interchanges 54-93


Intersection Improvements


Median Improvements


Interchange 59 NB off ramp relocation


Interchange 70 SB off lane relocation


Reconfiguration of Interchanges to Route 85


Interchange 90, widen NB off ramp and improve destination signing





� 	There have been proposals to extend the Danbury branch service from Danbury to New Milford.


� 	Following the New Haven Railroad’s bankruptcy the Penn Central Railroad took over the lines. When the Penn Central declared bankruptcy a government created corporation, ConRail, took over the lines and operated them until 1983





� 	That decision proved to be very controversial, with critics contending that Connecticut would have limited influence over a rail service operated by the MTA. It was so controversial that a legislature controlled by the Governor’s party passed legislation designed to block the plan. It was vetoed by the Governor and the legislature failed to override the veto.


� 	Until recently, the State of Connecticut’s payment was reduced by a factor intended to reflect the fact that Connecticut had been more willing than New York to hold down deficits (and subsidy payments) by raising fares. That adjustment now benefits New York.


� 	New York pays 100% of the cost of most fixed capital costs (other than Grand Central Station) which are located in that state.


� 	�HYPERLINK "http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/SLE_Service_Expansion_Report.pdf"�http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/SLE_Service_Expansion_Report.pdf�


� 	The AMTRAK service, which is designed as a feeder for the railroad’s Northeast Corridor service, does not operate at times or frequencies that meet the needs of most commuters.


� 	An additional station, in West Hartford, has since been added in order to improve connections between the Busway and the rail line


� 	July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2000


� 	AMTRAK is taking the position that this PRIIA provision requires the State of Connecticut and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to subsidize a portion of the operating and capital costs for its existing feeder service between New Haven and Springfield. Until now, AMTRAK has, for more than three decades taken the position that its New Haven-Springfield service is a feeder for its Northeast Corridor service and is not designed or intended to serve commuters.


� 	Funding for these cars was a recommended in the 2007 TSB report.


� 	The remaining 42 cars are expected to be ordered late this year or early next.


� 	�HYPERLINK "http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/documents/dconndot/hill_international_report_010209.pdf"�http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/documents/dconndot/hill_international_report_010209.pdf� 


� 	Department of Transportation, Draft State Rail Plan 


� 	Connecticut Rail Station Governance Study, Final Report, May 2005 at 1. The study can be found at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/documents/ddotinfo/ctgov/final_report_052605.pdf"�http://www.ct.gov/dot/lib/dot/documents/ddotinfo/ctgov/final_report_052605.pdf�


� 	Ibid at 78-84


� 	Both of bridge s are over 100 years old.


� 	There is no separate Metro North Board. It is overseen by a committee of the MTA.


� 	In 1979 the regulation of buses, taxis and livery companies was transferred from the Public Utilities Commission to the Department of Transportation.


� 	Now the Department of Public Utilities Control (DPUC).


�  Two operators serve the City of New Britain.


� The requirement for local contributions in areas serviced by transit districts, but not those serviced by the state owned Connecticut Transit services, has been, and continues to be, a subject of controversy.


� Operating cost estimates are in 2010 dollars


� 	The State of Connecticut, AMTRAK and the City of Bristol.


� 	State of Connecticut, Draft State Rail Plan (2010)


� 	It was increased to $1.5 million and then reduced because of the state’s financial situation.


� Source: Airports Council International, North America, 2009


� Ibid.


� Source: Connecticut Department of Transportation, Connecticut Statewide Airport Systems Plan.


� The Bradley International Airport Community Advisory Board is composed of the chief elected officials of the towns (Windsor, Windsor Locks, East Granby and Suffield) which adjoin the airport.





� The deep water ports are in Bridgeport, New Haven, and New London


� “Deep Water Port” is defined by the Army Corps of Engineers as having an authorized depth in excess of 14’


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ndc/wcsc/webpub/Part1_Ports_tonsbycomm.HTM"�http://www.iwr.usace.army.mil/ndc/wcsc/webpub/Part1_Ports_tonsbycomm.HTM�





� In the spring of 2008, Turbana, which supplies most of the bananas consumed in Connecticut, pulled out of Bridgeport because it wanted to use larger ships, and those freighters couldn't navigate Bridgeport's increasingly shallow harbor channels. Now, the company uses the port of Philadelphia and trucks its produce into the state on Interstate 95.





� Source: www.epa.gov/ne/eco/lisdreg/index.html


� Economic Impact Study, Connecticut Maritime Coalition, page 131  


�  The current main channel has a project depth of 23’-33’ according to the Army Corps of Engineers.








� 	During that time public transportation ridership was growing substantially, suggesting that we some commuters were changing how they traveled.


� $ million





� 
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