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Funding and Research Partners
Funding Partners:

• Connecticut Community Foundation
• Valley Community Foundation
• Katharine Matthies Foundation
• The Community Foundation of Northwest 

Connecticut (Through NHCOG)
• US Department of Transportation
• CT Department of Transportation
• Member Municipalities 

Research Partners:
• Naugatuck Valley COG
• UConn College of Agriculture, Health & 

Natural Resources
• UConn Connecticut Center for 

Economic Analysis



Purpose of Study

• Understand how completion of the 
Greenway would:

• Change trail usage 
• Induce visitor spending
• Impact property values
• Spur development and redevelopment 

possibilities
• Deliver health benefits
• Improve quality of life 
• Generate brownfield remediation 

projects

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The NRG steering committee was interested in finding out what impact constructing the trail would have local economies. The information will be used to help convince the towns to invest in the trail. Often, they don’t want to spend local money on a recreational trail; other priorities. But the data we developed tries to show that communities benefit greatly from the investment.



Study Approach
• Literature Review – UConn Extension
• Infrared Trail Counts – NVCOG

• Placed on open sections + Middlebury Greenway & Sue Grossman Trail
• Intercept Surveys – NVCOG + Volunteers

• Conducted at trailheads – Derby, Beacon Falls, Naugatuck, Middlebury & 
Torrington

• Focus Groups – UConn Extension
• Learn best practices 
• Public health professionals, trail administrators & business owners

• Economic Analysis – CCEA
• Three Scenarios – Baseline, Current Trends & Accelerated Growth
• Direct Economic Impacts
• Indirect/Induced Impacts – REMI Model

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Five main tasks:Literature review – look at other studies that have been conducted nationwide; use the information to help direct our study. Infrared Trail counts 



Trail Counts
• Conducted during summer & fall 2015
• Installed passive Infrared counters – 4 weeks of 

uninterrupted counts
• Some limitations:

• Can’t distinguish bikes & pedestrians
• Under-counts
• Represents number of “hits” not visits

• National Bicycle Pedestrian Documentation used to 
extrapolate annual uses = ±545,000 

• Derby Greenway = ±302,000
• Naugatuck Greenway = ±58,000
• Beacon Falls = ±25,000
• Middlebury Greenway = ±95,000
• Sue Grossman Trail = ±64,000

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Talk about the difference between machine hits and visits or people. It’s likely that the machines recorded the same person twice – once entering the trail and a second time when exiting. To discount the machine counts we adjusted by dividing by 2. 



Estimated Annual Uses (Baseline)
• Assumes full build-out
• Annual uses based on open 

NRG sections
• Set per-mile use rate
• 2 uses = 1 visit

2.6 Million 
Annual Visits
(2031)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Projection of trail use based on applying the current usage rate per mile to newly constructed sections. 



Intercept Survey
• Conducted during October 2015; 2 hour windows over 

12 separate days
• 383 surveys were completed
• 74% use trail one or more times per week
• 71% travel by car – alone or with someone
• <3% were bicyclists
• 88% use the trail for exercise
• Average spending = ±$14 (including travel costs)
• 97% consider the trail an asset to the community

Presenter
Presentation Notes
About ¾ quarters of the respondents use the trail at least once a week or more; important for the health benefits. People need to be using the trail frequently in order to realize health benefits.Only a little over half of the respondents traveled to the trail by car alone but another 18% were a passenger; about 24% walked or jogged. Less than 3% rode a bicycle. The low number of bicyclists is not unexpected as the short trails are not conducive to bicycling and are sufficiently long to attract bicyclists.It is important to note the high percentage that responded that they use the trail for exercise; demonstrates that trails are a good place to get exercise and may encourage people to exercise more and reduce health risks.Average spending was based on all respondents not just those who answered the questions. Only about 43% of the respondents provided an answer to this question – some indicated that they didn’t spend anything.



Focus Groups
• Discussions focused on:

• Trail uses & users
• Community impacts of trails
• Challenges
• Recommendations

• Emphasized:
• Potential for increasing use by promoting & supporting the trail
• Use as venue for public health education & events
• Add value to adjacent properties
• Business impacts can be positive & negative
• Actual vs. perceived safety & security issues
• ADA compliance & access issues
• Maintenance issues 
• Provide more amenities, wayfinding/information signs & maps

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Convened and conducted by UCONN extension; comprised of people with experience with the Farmington Canal Trail – based on the idea that they have insights because the trail is longer and somewhat mature.Three groups: Health professions (wanted to see the trail used more for education and health related events)Business owners – wanted to get a sense about whether the trail  has been positive or negative for business; trails generate amenities that can be marketed to attract people.Administrators – trails used in winter; women use, perceive as safe; promote community ownership; add value to adjacent properties; lack of organizational capacity; maintenance issues.



Economic Analysis

• Trail Construction & Maintenance Costs
• Direct Spending by trail users – from Intercept Survey
• Consumer Surplus
• Health Benefits
• REMI economic model
• Three Analysis Scenarios:

• Baseline
• Current Trends
• Accelerated Growth 

Amenity Benefits

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Trail construction based on preliminary cost estimates from previous studies and high level concepts for future trails; not adjusted for inflationDirect spending = average spending x visitsConsumer surplus = the value people have for an amenity;



Construction Costs
• Additional Expenditures to 

Complete Entire Trail
• 41.4 miles to complete
• Estimated Timeline

• Completion by 2030
• Fully Operational 2031

$77.2 Million

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Preliminary schedule – needed to have a timeline for the analysis; based on completing the trail by 2030 with full operational by 2031.Several projects underway: short section of trail in Seymour expected to be built this spring and Waterbury is completing the final design plans for Phase I of the greenway through the city. NVCOG working on a project to renovate the Derby-Shelton bridge to accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian facility and a cycletrack is included in the reconstruction of Route 34 project in Derby. Working with Beacon Falls about extending the path in downtown south towards the new Riverbend Park.Routing study for Torrington to Thomaston including determining the alignment through Litchfield and Harwinton.



Direct User Spending (Baseline)
• Travel Costs
• Meals
• Refreshments
• Gear & Equipment
• Retail Items
• Activities
• B:C = 4.2

$42.6 Million 
(2031)

Cumulative Spending = $77 million 

Cumulative Spending = $323 million 



Consumer Surplus (Baseline)
• Consumer surplus is the value 

that consumers are willing to 
pay over and above what 
they actually pay for 
consumption of a good or to 
participate in an activity.

• Calculated based on avoided 
transportation costs

$34.6 Million 
(2031)



Monetized Health Benefits (Baseline)
• Measured in terms of lives 

saved & extended life years
• Reduced incidence:

• Obesity
• Diabetes
• Cardiovascular Disease

• Based on:
• Regional incidence rates
• Number of users that use the 

trail frequently enough to 
realize health benefits

• Surgeon General’s report

$259.6 Million 
(2031)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This was the most intriguing aspect of the analysis. Based on a estimate of incidence rates from the wellness survey and the potential reduction if people get enough exercise based on Surgeon General’s report. The change in the graph represents incremental changes not cumulative because the health benefits are spread over time. Doesn’t include the value of reduced health car costs that would accrue to those who were healthier because they used the trail.



Total Direct Economic Benefits (Baseline)
• Direct User Spending
• Consumer Surplus
• Health Benefits
• Excluding Indirect & 

Induced Impacts
• Benefits far exceed 

investment

$336.8 Million 
(2031)



REMI Modeling 
• Simulates county & state 

economies based on Direct 
Expenditures & Construction 
Costs

• Indirect and Induced 
Impacts - By County

• Population
• Employment
• Real Domestic Gross Product 

(RGDP)
• Personal Income
• Personal Income Tax
• Fiscal Impacts

Summary Total Economic Impacts in 2031 by County and Growth Scenario

Baseline Scenario Current Trend Scenario Accelerated Growth 
Scenario

Economic Indicator Litchfield New Haven Litchfield New Haven Litchfield New Haven

Population (N of People) 590 1,933 1,143 3,747 2,017 7,668

Percent Increase 0.30% 0.20% 0.60% 0.40% 1.05% 0.85%

Employment (N of Jobs) 258 1,157 500 2,244 972 4,568

Percent Increase 0.25% 0.20% 0.50% 0.45% 0.95% 0.85%

RGDP ($1,000,000 2009 
Constant) $21.66 $106.24 $42.00 $311.00 $85.77 $633.88 

Percent Increase 0.25% 0.20% 0.45% 0.35% 0.90% 0.70%

Personal Income ($1,000,000 
Nominal) $45.39 $160.40 $88.00 $311.00 $168.20 $633.88 

Percent Increase 0.20% 0.15% 0.35% 0.30% 0.70% 0.65%

DPI ($1,000,000 Nominal) $36.88 $128.94 $71.50 $250.00 $134.81 $509.42 

Percent Increase 0.20% 0.15% 0.35% 0.30% 0.70% 0.65%



Brownfields 
• Discussion about obstacles and 

opportunities presented by the 
Naugatuck Valley’s industrial legacy

• Environmental Regulations
• Technical Assistance Available
• Funding Opportunities

• EPA Revolving Loan Fund
• EPA Assessment Grants
• EPA Cleanup Grants
• DECD Municipal Grant Program

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Included a overview of the brownfields program in the region and the potential synergy between redevelopment and trail construction. Many former factories near the river so opportunity to use the trail as a way generate investment in cleaning up adjacent properties.Years ago the river was so polluted that it was viewed as a liability, now that it has been cleaned up it is viewed as an assessed and opportunities are being considered on how to get people back to the river. The greenway has the potential generating that interest and changing the river front from industrial past to a walkable and attractive environment.



Community Impacts
• Disaggregated economic 

benefits by community
• Used a multiple regression 

analysis to estimate use and 
infer impact:

• Population density
• Population within 5 miles of 

the trail

• Adjusted based on county 
population and totals

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Wanted to disaggregate benefits to a local level – most metrics accrue to the region or larger area. To estimate, we used multiple regression to identify which variables were better predictor of trail use. Not exact but gives an approximate value to each host community. 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Developing town-based summaries – 1-to-2 pages that we can hand out to CEOs and commission members.



Recommendations
• Safety 

• Engage public safety officials early
• Provide for easy locating along 

trail

• Amenities 
• Wayfinding and Signage  are 

essential
• Provide for connections to 

pedestrian network

• Demonstrate Value
• Educate leaders and the public 

about trail benefits

• Maintenance
• Create plan and budget from the 

beginning
• Engage volunteers

• Business/Community Engagement
• Help businesses capitalize on the trail
• Integrate the trail into community 

planning
• Program events and activities

• Routing and Planning
• Integrate other uses like playgrounds
• Create destinations



Funding Opportunities

State Programs Federal Programs
• Surface Transportation Block 

Grant Program STBG
• Transportation Alternatives Set-

Aside Program (TAP)
• Congestion Mitigation and Air 

Quality Program (CMAQ)
• National Highway Performance 

Program (NHHP)
• FTA Section 5307 Capital 

Program

• Community Connectivity
• Multipurpose Trails Program
• Recreational Trails Program
• Local Transportation Capital 

Improvement Program (LOTCIP)
• Urban Action Bonds
• Small Town Economic 

Assistance Program (STEAP)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Funding is very limited . The federal programs provide dedicated funds but spread thinly and not sufficient to build all of the planned trails.More State funds being provided but the focus is on completing gaps in the system that are beyond the means of the local community



Next Steps
• Publish Report
• Publicize findings
• Finalize Community Summaries
• Present findings to town boards 

and community groups



Questions?
• Mark Nielsen, Assistant Director, 

NVCOG
mnielsen@nvcogct.org
(203) 489-0369

• Aaron Budris, Senior Regional 
Planner, NVCOG
abudris@nvcogct.org
(203) 489-0362

• Laura Brown, Community & 
Economic Development Educator, 
UConn Extension
Laura.brown@uconn.edu
(203) 207-0063

mailto:mnielsen@nvcogct.org
mailto:abudris@nvcogct.org
mailto:Laura.brown@uconn.edu
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