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1.0 Introduction

Stantec Consulting Services Inc. (Stantec) was retained by the Town of Brookfield, Connecticut
to prepare a feasibility study for the extension of the Still River Greenway Trail (SRGT) from its
current end point on Federal Road (CT Route 202) to the Brookfield/New Milford town line in
order to increase connectivity in and around the Town Center. As part of this study, Stantec’s
scope was to prepare routing plans, obtain information from public information meetings, review
environmental constraints and compile cost estimates focusing on funding opportunities for the
recommended route.

The Still River Greenway is a 2.25-mile-long multi-use trail and greenway along the Still River in
Brookfield, Connecticut. The trail runs from the Brookfield Municipal Center to the Brookfield
Town Center (also known as the “Four Corners” district) while another segment of the trail loops
around the Municipal Center. The existing trail is mostly comprised of a 10’-wide bituminous
surface; however the material and width vary along Federal Road. After the town conducted a
Needs Assessment Study in 2000, the trail construction began in 2011 for Phase | while Phase
Il finished in 2016.

The existing Still River Greenway formally ends approximately 440’ south of the intersection of
Station Road and Federal Road. This existing segment here is comprised of a 10’-wide
concrete walk adjacent to the roadway with associated multi-use trail signage. The project
study area begins at the intersection of Laurel Hill Road and Federal Road and extends north,
loosely following the path of the Still River/Federal Road until it reaches the Brookfield/New
Milford town line. The Town of New Milford is also studying routes to reach the Brookfield town
line, but at this time the exact connection point is not known. The SRGT has been confirmed as
an Officially Designated Connecticut Greenway by the Connecticut Greenways Council; and
therefore, the extension must meet the guidelines of these agencies so that the extension can
also be granted this designation.



2.0 Route Options

21 ROUTE OPTION OVERVIEW

Four main options for this trail extension were selected for further evaluation after multiple
potential locations for the trail extension were reviewed. Some portions of the four options
overlap with each other and also current and/or future Town streetscape projects which are in
varying levels of design. These trail routes traverse through private properties, DOT right of
way, Town property and environmentally sensitive areas such as FEMA floodplains/floodways
and sensitive endangered species areas. It is anticipated that most of the extension would be
an 8’ or 10’ wide multi-use trail to the greatest extent possible with some areas requiring
narrowing of the trail to a 5’ sidewalk. Boardwalks and/or short bridge segments will also likely
be required in order to cross watercourses and/or wetland areas. Most of the options will
contain sidewalk segments adjacent to roadways along with segments through the woods.
Figures showing all the options can be found in Appendix A.

2.2 OPTION 1

This trail option begins at the intersection of Laurel Hill Road and Federal Road. Currently there
is a development under construction east of this intersection which will provide a new parking lot
for the trail along with a new traffic light and crosswalk. The trail will cross Federal Road and
head west along the east side of Laurel Hill Road along the newly built Streetscape 5 and 3
projects which end approximately 500’ from Federal Road. This location is where the formal
trail extension would begin. The new trail along Laurel Hill Road would be comprised of an 8’
wide concrete sidewalk with a 3’ wide brick shelf. Due to the narrow road and grades adjacent
to the road several easements would be needed to install the trail. The trail would continue
north up to the intersection with Station Road where it will cross to the north side of Station
Road. From this point the trail would run east and enter a private property (20 Station Rd)
which is currently planned to be remediated. Heading north/east through several private
properties the trail would then connect to Federal Road approximately 840’ north of Station
Road. At this point the trail would require a mid-block crossing of Federal Road by utilizing a
Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon (RRFB) system. The trail will then cross the road with a
new painted crosswalk at this location. The trail would continue along the east side of Federal
Road it would head east and then north along the edges of a private property which is currently
being redeveloped. The trail would be adjacent to the Still River and would run north for
approximately 3400’ at the back of multiple properties including two multi-unit developments.
Continuing north, generally adjacent to the Still River, the trail enters a wetland/FEMA floodplain
area. Boardwalks and/or a small bridge crossing would be required in this sensitive
environmental area. The trail would then continue north to the Brookfield/New Milford Town
line.
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View of Laurel Hill Road — Streetscape 3, looking west

Challenges:

» Multiple easements and private property impacts in a residential setting (Laurel Hill
Road)

» Impacts to privacy at areas behind Riverview Apartments and Newbury Village
* Longer trail length/cost
* Northern portion runs through environmentally sensitive areas and floodplains
+ Significant disturbance to wooded areas

Benefits:
» Trail extends from currently built streetscape projects
* Provides a significant amount of length next to the Still River

» Connects Laurel Hill Neighborhood to Four Corners area



2.3 OPTION 2

This option begins at the end of the current multi-use trail 440’ south of Station Road on the
west side of Federal Road. The existing sidewalk would be utilized to extend the trail to the
north through the Station Road intersection, therefore no new construction would be needed to
this point. Once on the north side of the intersection, new trail construction would widen the trail
as much as possible given the right of way constraints. This sidewalk north of Station Road is
also part of a future streetscape improvement (Streetscape 4). At a point 870’ north from
Station Road, the trail would require a mid-block crossing of Federal Road by utilizing a Rapid
Rectangular Flashing Beacon (RRFB) system and would head east/north behind two building
complexes and continue north along the same route described in Option 1 above.

Intersection of Federal Road and Station Road — looking west

Challenges:
» Trail would narrow to a sidewalk (5 minimum width) requiring bikes to dismount
» Impacts to privacy at areas behind Riverview Apartments and Newbury Village

» Northern portion runs through environmentally sensitive areas and floodplains requiring
extensive permitting

+ Significant disturbance to wooded areas



Benefits:
» Trail extends the currently built streetscape projects

* Provides a significant amount of length next to the Still River

2.4 OPTION 3

Option 3 begins at the same location as Option 2 where the current multi-use trail ends 440’
south of Station Road on the west side of Federal Road. Again, the existing sidewalk would be
utilized to reach the intersection of Station Road and Federal Road. The trail would then cross
Federal Road and run east along an existing sidewalk along Whisconier Road and would cross
the Still River at the existing bridge/sidewalk. Once over the river, the trail would cross
Whisconier Road along an existing crosswalk and RRFB. From this point the trail would head
north adjacent/along an existing road partially owned by the Town. The trail would then
continue north adjacent to the Housatonic Railroad Property and traverse several private
properties as it heads north along wetland areas and partially in a FEMA floodplain/floodway
until it reaches the Brookfield/New Milford Town line. An existing pedestrian bridge could
potentially be used to cross the Still River at the northernmost point of this trail route; however,
this bridge would need to be upgraded to be code compliant and load rated.

Existing RRFB crossing at Whisconier Road



Challenges:
e Trail would narrow to a sidewalk (5’ minimum width) requiring bikes to dismount

* Northern portion runs through environmentally sensitive areas and floodplains requiring
extensive permitting

» Significant disturbance to wooded areas

» Sight distance concerns at existing crosswalk east of Federal Road and Station Road
Intersection

* Proximity to Housatonic Railroad with easements likely required
» Limited public engagement done to date

Benefits:
* Reduces impacts and privacy concerns at residential properties

* Provides a significant amount of length next to the Still River

2.5 OPTION 4

This option begins at the end of the current multi-use trail 440’ south of Station Road on the
west side of Federal Road. It continues north across Station Road by utilizing an existing
crosswalk and utilizes the existing sidewalk on the west side of Federal Road and the future
Streetscape 4 extension which ends with a mid-block crossing at the Newbury Village
development. From this point the new trail extension would continue north on the east side of
Federal Road for approximately 1450’ until it reaches an existing culvert over Limekiln Brook.
This segment would match the Streetscape 4 segment (3’ brick pavers and 8 wide concrete
trail/sidewalk). In order to cross this culvert running under Federal Road, it is anticipated that a
wall will be required due to grading challenges along with a boardwalk running above the
existing culvert in order to avoid filling in the floodplain/floodway (actual crossing design to be
determined). After this crossing it would continue east along the watercourse with a 10’ wide
trail section until it reaches a point where Options 1 and 2 join and then continue to head north.
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Limekiln Brook crossing/Newbury Village at Federal Road
Challenges:
» Majority of the work on CTDOT R.O.W. requires coordination/reviews with CTDOT

* Northern portion runs through environmentally sensitive areas and floodplains requiring
extensive permitting

» Significant disturbance to wooded areas at northern end
Benefits:
» Reduces impacts and privacy concerns at residential properties

* Reduced overall length of trail and cost



3.0 Design Considerations

31 RIGHTS OF WAY AND EASEMENTS

Easements should be avoided or reduced to the greatest degree possible however, all of the
trail options noted above will involve some private property impacts. The Town has been
working with some of the owners which are redeveloping properties in order to get agreements
for easements. In some cases, formal easements are already in place and could be used for
the trail construction (such as 20 Station Rd. and Newbury Village) while in other cases property
owners will need to be engaged to evaluate the potential for an easement. On-road routes
present a more favorable property acquisition since the takings or easements are strips of land
which are needed to achieve the required width of the trail. Generally, easements from
commercial/industrial properties are easier to obtain than residential ones.

When the trail runs through or adjacent to residential properties, several design considerations
are reviewed to lessen the impacts. Fencing can be utilized in these situations. Different types
are used such as chain link fencing (with slats), vinyl fencing and wood fencing. These options
serve to provide screening and also address safety/trespassing concerns. Screen trees can
also be utilized in these areas. Evergreen trees are typically better suited for this application
since they offer screening for the entire year. Signage is also a tool that is used to prevent
people from trespassing or from parking in private properties to enter the trail.

Property map information can be found in Appendix H.

A table summarizing the trail length and approximate property impacts for each option is shown
below. Additional easements may be required depending on design/location of trail.

Figure 1
Lengthon Length on
Total Total Length  Roadway Private Easements
options (ft) (ft) Property (ft) Required
Option 1 11,800 2,400 9,400 15
Option 2 9,500 1,600 7,900 6
Option 3 9,500 1,000 8,500 7

Option 4 7,100 1,700 5,300 3



3.2 PUBLIC INPUT

Public participation and feedback are incredibly important for a trail project potentially impacting
residential properties. A public hearing was held on October 20, 2022, at the Brookfield Town
Hall. Mailings were sent out to property owners adjacent to all the routes presented in this
report. In total there were 39 attendees, with 27 of these attendees present in person during the
presentation. The majority of people who attended the meeting live in either Riverview LLC or
Newbury Village.

The primary concerns shared by the residents related to the proximity of the trail to the
residences. They felt that this would impact safety and privacy. Disturbance to existing wooded
areas was also raised as a concern.

The trail was deemed to run too close to the buildings of Newbury Village and Riverview
Apartments by the attendees which would impact the resident’s privacy. Possible screening
vegetation and fencing was discussed to address this concern.

Another major concern expressed by the residents was overall safety. Attendees stated that
having a public trail near their homes may solicit crime, primarily trespassing. The trespassing
concerns were not just limited to trail users accessing the residential properties from the trail,
but also illegal parking. Some solutions noted by Stantec included fencing, screening, and
signage such as no trespassing/parking signs, as well as an increased police presence.

A third major concern shared by the attendees included the impacts to the environmental
sensitivity of the corridor. Impact to beaver habitat and birds in the areas was discussed.
Stantec suggested conducting a study on the native wildlife and vegetation relevant to the area
to get a better understanding of the species and how to least impact them.

The public hearing provided important feedback on public opinion for the three options
presented. Options 1, 2 and 3 were presented at the public meeting. From the comments
received, Stantec was able to produce the fourth Still River Greenway Extension option (Option
4). This option generally addresses the privacy concerns made by the residents from the public
hearing.

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL AND PERMITTING

Certain sections of the trail will be located within or adjacent to wetlands, watercourses, and
other environmentally sensitive areas. The segment on the northern portion of all options will
have the most impact. The trail in this area may require a bridge and boardwalks which will
have permanent wetland/watercourse impacts. Any impacts to wetland areas (or upland review
areas) are likely to trigger Local Inland Wetlands Permits along with Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) permits. A local wetlands permit will be required when wetlands or upland review areas
are impacted. ACOE permits will be required only if wetlands are impacted. If impacts are less
than 5,000 square feet, a Self-Verification (SV) permit will likely be required. If more than 5,000



square feet are impacted, an ACOE Pre-Construction Notification Permit (PCN) would be
required. Other parameters/impacts may trigger an ACOE PCN aside from the impact area.
These permits will require a wetlands evaluation and flagging of the area along with formulation
of feasible and prudent alternatives which may provide for less of an impact while still achieving
the overall goal of the project. Low impact construction using helical piles, smaller equipment
and hand work can help to mitigate these concerns.

The trail in the northern portion of the route also enters an area of special concern based on the
CTDEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) mapping. These are areas where protected
species are likely present and additional measures will need to be incorporated into the design
to ensure no impacts to these species. At this time, it is not known what the
protected/endangered species are, and a formal request is recommended in the next phase of
this project.

A FEMA floodplain and floodway is also present at the northern section of the trail. The Still
River has been modeled in detail by FEMA and an AE flood area and floodway have been
established for this segment. These areas are closely regulated by CTDEEP and local
floodplain boards. Adverse impacts are generally not allowed when working in these areas and
a hydraulic analysis may be required. A Flood Management Certification may be required from
DEEP or CTDOT depending on the type of funding and who owns the property where the work
will take place.

Another aspect of permitting that is critical to projects like these pertains to potential
archaeological significance at the project area. Typically, for State funded projects, DOT wiill
conduct a cursory review of the route to determine if archaeological impacts may be possible. If
this is the case, a Phase | and possibly Phase Il and Il archaeological investigations may be
required along with coordination with SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office). Depending on
the findings, the trail route may need to be adjusted to avoid historically sensitive areas.

Additionally, construction taking place in the right of way of Federal Road (State Route 202) will
require an encroachment permit from the CTDOT District Office.

The following permits are anticipated to be needed for the project (depending on the funding
source and option chosen). However, other permits may be required depending on the scope of
the project:

* Local Inland Wetlands (Town of Brookfield)

* ACOE General Permit (Self Verification or Pre-Construction Notification depending on
impacts)

* FMC (Flood Management Certification depending on floodplain impacts and funding)
» FEMA CLOMR/LOMR (if adverse hydraulic impacts are not eliminated)

 NDDB Coordination/Request



 Encroachment Permit from CTDOT District Office

3.4 STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS

All the trail options will require boardwalks or possibly a small pedestrian bridge. Boardwalks
are recommended to be used through environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands to
reduce the physical impact to these areas. Bridges will likely consist of prefabricated pedestrian
structures supported by piles or standard foundations depending on the existing soil conditions.
Boardwalk structures will consist of timber framed components and be supported by shallow
foundations or helical screw piles as required by subsurface conditions. The advantage of this
type of construction is that piles can be driven from previously installed boardwalk segments
reducing the direct or temporary impacts to wetlands. An existing bridge on an Eversource
property close to the Town line could potentially be utilized by the trail, however, further
investigation will be required. Retrofitting code compliant railings along with load rating
investigations would be anticipated.

3.5 HYDRAULIC CONSIDERATIONS

A portion of the trail project is located within the FEMA (Federal Emergency Management
Agency) 100-year floodplain and floodway for the Still River and Limekiln Brook. Impacts to the
floodplain and floodway are anticipated since a bridge and/or boardwalks will likely be required
in the northern route segment for some options which will likely affect the hydraulic conveyance
of the watercourses. A hydraulic analysis will likely be required (unless the trail is installed on-
grade) which will compare existing conditions to proposed conditions. Field surveyed cross
sections will be needed and then a hydraulic model (utilizing HEC-Ras software) will be
compiled for existing conditions. The proposed trail route with grading impacts will then be
incorporated into a proposed hydraulic model. The results will show if the trail has adverse
impacts to the water surface elevations and velocities in the channel. No adverse water surface
elevation impacts greater than 1.0 feet are allowed within the floodplain and no adverse impacts
greater than 0.00’ are allowed within the floodway. If impacts greater than these are
unavoidable, a FEMA Letter of Map Revision would be required. This is time consuming effort
which should be avoided if possible.
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FEMA FIS Map at Limekiln Brook and Still River.

3.6 RAILROAD CONSIDERATIONS

Option 3 for the trail route will be in the vicinity of the Housatonic Railroad (north of Station Road
and east of the Still River). It is our understanding that this railroad track section is rarely used
and is only used for freight trains. The trail may need to run adjacent to the tracks and an
easement from the railroad company may be required. It is recommended by CTDOT Rails to
keep trails at least 25 feet from the center of the tracks since any trail portions within 25 feet of
the tracks will likely require a structural barrier. Additional safety measures may be required by
the railroad company depending on the proximity to the tracks. It has been noted that
preliminary discussions have taken place for the New Milford segment of the trail with no
progress on obtaining an easement. Further investigation and discussion with the railroad
company will be required if this alternative is pursued.



Housatonic Railroad North of Station Road

3.7 OTHER STUDY INFORAMTION

This feasibility study focused on providing the most feasible route for the trail project along the
Still River corridor. Several other alternative routes (or alternative segments of identified routes)
were reviewed through the process but were not identified as being feasible given the
constraints.

However, an alternative route to having the trail run through the wetlands/floodplain in the
northern segment was identified (Alternate 4A). This involves the trail running adjacent to the
property just north of Limekiln Brook and heading to the west towards Federal Road where it
would continue to run north along the back of several properties. This route does not offer the
aesthetic value that the options running along the river offer; however, the environmental
impacts are significantly reduced with this option.

It has been shown by multiple studies that property values increase when the property is in
proximity to a trail network. This provides alternative methods of transportation and recreation
which are generally considered an amenity to a neighborhood.



The Still River Greenway is officially designated a greenway by CTDEEP. As part of this study,
Stantec reached out CTDEEP to confirm that a sub-standard trail segment (less than 8’ in width)
would not jeopardize this designation for the extension. It was noted by Kimberly Bradley (CT
State Parks Trails and Greenways) that a sidewalk segment between two trail segments would
not impact the greenway designation as long as the general greenway criteria is met.

It is our understanding that discussions have taken place between the Still River Greenway Ad-
Hoc Committee for Brookfield and their counterparts in the Town of New Milford. The New
Milford group is continuing to explore options for extending the trail south to connect with the
Brookfield section but at this time no exact location for this connection has been established.

The Town of Brookfield has been successful in securing funding for multiple recent streetscape
projects. Several opportunities for funding could be pursued for this project. The conceptual
project cost is within the ideal range for a LOTCIP funded project. The Town is currently using
LOTCIP funds for some of the work being done or recently completed. This trail extension
would extend to the north providing additional connectivity and recreational opportunities and
would be a great candidate for the COG to endorse. Other funding opportunities that can be
pursued include CTDEEP Recreational Trail Grants.

3.8 OPINION OF PROBABLE COST

Conceptual opinions of probable cost were developed based on CTDOT Estimating Guidelines,
historic unit pricing, and current trends in construction costs. These estimates include
contingencies, but exclude any costs related to maintenance of the trail and boardwalks. Option
4 includes an additional 150 linear feet of boardwalk to be used at critical areas as the trail runs
north through the floodplain and potential wetland areas. Alternative 4A does not include this
amount since it is assumed that the wetlands will be generally avoided. Actual boardwalk length
required will depend on the final design route and associated permitting requirements.

These costs also include a 25% allowance for minor items, 25% for contingency and 25% for
incidentals (per DOT guidelines for a conceptual design phase). A summary of the costs for the
separate segments is shown below. A detailed breakdown of costs is included in Appendix G.

Section Identification Opinion of Probable Cost

Option 4: Newbury Village to Town of New $3,498,000
Milford Line

Option 4 - Alternate 4A: Newbury Village to $3,528,000
Town of New Milford Line




4.0 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

4.1 CONCLUSION

This feasibility study has been prepared to explore various trail locations for the Still River
Greenway Extension in the vicinity of the Still River/Federal Road corridor. The recommended
route in this report takes into consideration, aesthetics, constructability, cost, environmental
impacts and right of way impacts. Based on all these aspects it is recommended that Option 4
be pursued. This option reduces the amount of residential property impacts and concerns, is a
relatively short length by using the future Streetscape 4 as an extension and could provide a
reduced environmental impact if Alternate 4A is chosen. It is recommended that a more
detailed review of the selected route take place including conceptual plans, a formal NDDB
request and additional coordination with permitting agencies to further develop the trail route.
These more detailed studies for the extension could then be used for supporting an application
for funding.

It is recommended that the Town revise and resubmit the LOTCIP grant application
documentation for Streetscape 4 to widen the sidewalk project to include an 8 wide multi-use
trail to meet CT Greenway criteria and incorporate a trail section to allow for different uses of
this segment. It is also recommended that the Town seek to formally expand the Greenway
Trail Designation through CT DEEP for the currently built segments of the trail (Streetscapes 1-
3 as applicable) to have these segments added to the formal greenway mapping.

The SRGT segment described in this report is a vital connection between the trail that ends on
Federal Road and the Town of New Milford. The project design will encounter several difficult
design elements such as hydraulic/environmental issues and private property impacts.
However, with an environmentally sensitive approach, significant public outreach and extensive
coordination with all stakeholders, the project can be a successful link between the Town of
Brookfield and the Town of New Milford. It will provide active recreation opportunities for
residents and will expand alternative transportation modes within the Town.
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5.0 Appendices

The following supplementary information is included in the Appendices for reference:

Appendix A — Trail Layout Maps

Appendix B — Photographs

Appendix C — Environmental/FEMA Information
Appendix D — Public Meeting Information
Appendix E — Boardwalk or Bridge Information
Appendix F — Preliminary Opinion of Probable Cost
Appendix G — Property/ Easement Maps

Appendix H — Other Information
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Appendix A - Trail Layout Maps
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END OF EXISTING SRGT LOOKING SOUTH



bmai
Text Box
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VIEW OF STILL RIVER FROM THE EASTERN BANK, LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE HOUSANTONIC RAILROAD
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VIEW OF BEAVER HABITAT NEAR LIMEKILN BROOK
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VIEW OF CLEARED PATH ADJACENT TO NEWBURY VILLAGE 
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VIEW OF BEAVER HABITAT NEAR LIMEKILN BROOK
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VIEW OF BERM LOCATED IN FRONT OF NEWBURY VILLAGE FACING NORTH
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VIEW OF EXISTING BRIDGE NEAR NEW MILFORD BORDER


VIEW OF FEDERAL ROAD ADJACENT TO LIMEKILN BROOK
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VIEW OF FEDERAL ROAD ADJACENT TO LIMEKILN BROOK CULVERT CROSSING
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TARA CARR
FIRST SELECTMAN

100 POCONO ROAD
BROOKFIELD, CT 06804

OFFICE OF THE FIRST SELECTMAN
TOWN OF BROOKFIELD

October 7, 2022

To Whom It May Concern:

Reference: Still River Greenway Trail Extension Feasibility Study
Public Information Meeting

Since its opening in 2016, the Still River Greenway has become one of Connecticut’s most popular
Greenways used by over 90,000 people a year. The Town has retained the services of Stantec, a
professional engineering company with much experience in trail design, to conduct a planning study for
the extension of the Still River Greehway Trail from the vicinity of Laurel Hill and Federal Reads north to
the New Milford Town line. As part of this study, several route opticns are being reviewed. You are invited
to a public information meeting to be held on Thursday, October 20, 2022, from 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.
at the Brookfield Town Hall, 100 Pocono Road, in Room 133. This meeting can also be attended via zoom
by using the link below. The various trail routing options will be discussed to receive feedback from various
stake-holders including property owners along the various routes being evaluated.

The project is in the early planning stages. Your input will be important to the decision making process.

loin Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/823510585247pwd=WE9QMmMZCWmIidXVWWHBUecmt1L1ZyQT09
Dial by your location

+1 646 518 9805 US (New York)

+1 646 558 8656 US (New York)
Meeting 1D: 823 5105 8524

Please feel free to reach out to Greg Dembowski {gdembowski@brookfieldct.gov) at 203-740-3865, if
you have any questions at this time.

Sincerely,

ra Carr
First Selectman

LETTER SENT TO ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS

P (203) 775-7301 « F (203) 775-53 16
TCARR@BROOKFIELDCT.GOV * WWW.BROOKFIELDCT GOV
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Brookfield Town Hall Public Meeting Notes 10/20/22

*FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING, DUPLICATE COMMENTS AND COMMENTS REGARDING
BLIGHT/AND OR TRASH WERE OMITTED SINCE BLIGHT WAS NOT THE PRIMARY SUBJECT OF THE
MEETING

Resident comment — resident wanted to see cross section for Newbury Village
e Resident Comment — resident concerns about safety for extending trail for property
owners and trail users
o Will there be enough of a police presence?
o Stantec response —enforce no trespassing through signage and increased police
presence, as well as placing fencing to separate trail and property
e Resident comment- Resident feels that north of Brookfield is “neglected”
o Consider trail to run through Laurel hill Rd, past intersection at station?
e Resident comment —resident concerns about safety for people using trail- especially
children
o Children will potentially jump into river from trail and injure themselves
o Steep slope makes trail dangerous for people walking who fall
o Stantec response- consider placing fencing along the steep sections of trail to
prevent accidents and harm
e Resident comment- Resident concerns about flooding with Still River during storms-
would potentially wash away people using trail
o Stantec response- floodplain hatch shows trail in floodplain however trail is
elevated high
e Resident comment- what to do about building over wetlands?
o Stantec response — cantilever bridge is an option to avoid those areas
e Resident comments- concerns about endangered species and native vegetation being
destroyed. Species mentioned were beavers and some form of bird.
o Stantec Response- presented alternative route that avoids endangered species.
Also made comments on avoiding taking down native and existing trees and

vegetation as much as possible.



Resident comment- concerns Riverview is too close to trail

o Stantec response- showed prepared cross section slide and explained how
existing trees and vegetation will be used for cover, and the actual trail would be
10 feet below base of building

= Resident response- resident still doesn’t seem pleased
Resident comment — concerns that Newbury village is too close to proposed trail.
Resident from the three complexes closest to trail location believes there is only “25 ft”
until it is too steep to build over
Resident comment — resident suggested having trail run through middle of Newbury
village instead of their “ backyard”
Resident comment — resident doesn’t see the purpose in extending the trail in the first
place

o Resident believes their way of live is being sacrificed for “bikers”

Resident comment- Resident expresses concerns that still river trail extension is a waste
of money

o Response- trail is primarily funded through state, 20 percent max of money will
come from Brookfield residents

Resident concerns- will SRGT extension still occur if New Milford doesn’t commit to
connecting?

Resident comment — resident expressed interest to keep Still River Greenway Trail along
federal road continuing from streetscape 4 due to “impacting less people”

o Stantec/town comment- The design for Still River Greenway trail is to be
considered a “greenway”, keeping road along federal would keep trail away from
the aspects which make it a greenway. Option is not written off however.

Resident comments- Resident expressed concern for RFB to be placed across from
Agora liquor store. Expresses concern since there will be an upcoming development in
the general vicinity, and the addition of an RFB in that busy location will impact traffic in

location.



o Stantec/ Town response — traffic study will be done to see if placing RFB will
allow roadway to meet minimum standards set by the state.

Resident comments- concerns of public use of trail along 1055 federal Rd. Resident is
concerned where people will park, and if people will park illegally in adjacent areas.

o Stantec response- Increased police presence is proposed to tell people to not
park in non designated areas. Signage for trespassing is also an alternative
option.

Resident comment- resident likes option 3 more due to the railroad having to be flat.
More likely to meet ADA requirements. Train runs approximately 3 times per week.

o Resident suggest trail extending adjacent to railroad as it “alleviates a lot of
issues”

o Stantec/Town response — We need an easement from Railroad company first,
and it is not guaranteed whether we will get it. Jay comments how a section of
the railroad approximately .75 miles from start of option 3 is too narrow to fit a
trail through.

Resident comment- resident says that the people affected by option 2 in Riverview and
Newbury village are mostly elderly. Resident stated to not care about increase of
property value from trail, since they believe it to be their forever home.

Resident comment- resident from Riverview states that the conservation area can never
be touched due to potential of indigenous people remains being found. Resident asks if
study will be conducted in the area to determine if indigenous people once lived there.

o Stantec response- a study will be performed if the option is likely to ensure
construction is within federal regulations

Resident comment- resident believes that from the results of the survey (90,000 people
use trail last year, 85 percent of users from Brookfield) suggests too many people would
be intruding in their privacy.

Resident comment- resident believes that although the length of trail is going through
less private property through option 2, there are more inhabitants of the complex not

being accounted for



o 120 families from Newbury village, and 45 families from Newbury village
Resident comment- resident suggests looking into rail trail house bill 5255
Resident comment — resident expressed concern about liability for crime, will
homeowners be at fault if any crime occurs on their private property adjacent to trail?
o Stantec response- Most likely not, however we are engineers not lawyers
Residents appeared to be indifferent to the idea of having 5-foot sidewalks instead of 8
ft multiuse trail
Resident asked about connection to Danbury

o Stantec/Town response- Danbury is the last phase for SRGT trail due to difficulty.



Stantec
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CONCEPTUAL OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
STILLRIVER GREENWAY TRAIL EXTENSION - OPTION 4

Major and Minor Contract Items

Item No. Item Unit Quantity Unit $ Total Cost
0202000 Earthwork cY 5200 S 25.00| $ 130,000.00
0202100 Rock Excavation cY 260 S 150.00| $ 39,000.00
0219001 Sedimentation Control System LF 7200 S 4.00( S 28,800.00
0506026 Retaining Wall SF 540 S 70.00| S 37,800.00
0813021 6" Granite Curbing LF 1450 S 55.00| $ 79,750.00
0906202 Wood Fence LF 850 S 100.00| $ 85,000.00
0913016 6' Chain Link Fence LF 1600 S 50.00| $ 80,000.00
0921001 Concrete sidewalk (8' wide) SF 14000 S 13.00| $ 182,000.00
0921018 Brick Pavers (3' wide) SF 3900 S 35.00| $ 136,500.00
0922001 |Bituminous Concrete Sidewalk (10' wide trail) SY 4750 S 60.00| $ 285,000.00
0922103A [Boardwalk (10" wide) SF 3100 S 130.00| $ 403,000.00
0950029 New England Seed Mix SY 4000 S 3.00| $ 12,000.00
0944106 Stockpiling and Placing Topsoil cY 667 S 45.00| S 30,000.00
A |Major Items Subtotal 5 1,528,850
B |Minor Items Subtotal 25 % of Line "A" 3 382,213
C [Major and Minor Contract Items Subtotal (A + B) | $ 1,911,063
Other Item Allowances
Clearing and Grubbing 5 % of Line "C" S 95,553
M & P of Traffic 2 % of Line "C" S 38,221
Mobilization 5 % of Line "C" S 95,553
Construction Staking 1 % of Line "C" S 19,111
D [Other Items Subtotal S 248,438
E |CONTRACT SUBTOTAL (C + D) | S 2,159,501
Inflation Costs (Simple Method)
Date of Estimate Oct-23
Anticipated Bid Date Oct-24
Annual Inflation 8%
F |Inflation Subtotal 8.0% ofLine "E" [s 172,760 |
G [TOTAL CONTRACT COST ESTIMATE (E + F) (Rounded to nearest $1000) IB 2,332,000 |
LOTCIP Project Costs Summary
Contract Cost Estimate (Line "G") S 2,332,000
Contingencies 25% S 583,000
Incidentals 25% S 583,000
ROW LS N/A
Utilities LS N/A
TOTAL PROJECT COST S 3,498,000

CTDOT FUNDING COMMITMENT (DATE) $ -




CONCEPTUAL OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
STILLRIVER GREENWAY TRAIL EXTENSION ALTERNATIVE OPTION 4A

Major and Minor Contract Items

Item No. Item Unit Quantity Unit $ Total Cost
0202000 Earthwork cY 6000 S 25.00| $ 150,000.00
0202100 Rock Excavation cY 300 S 150.00| $ 45,000.00
0219001 Sedimentation Control System LF 7800 S 4.00( S 31,200.00
0506026 Retaining Wall SF 540 S 70.00| S 37,800.00
0813021 6" Granite Curbing LF 1450 S 55.00| $ 79,750.00
0906202 Wood Fence LF 650 S 100.00| $ 65,000.00
0913016 6' Chain Link Fence LF 4300 S 50.00| $ 215,000.00
0921001 Concrete sidewalk (8' wide) SF 14000 S 13.00| $ 182,000.00
0921018 Brick Pavers (3' wide) SF 4350 S 35.00| $ 152,250.00
0922001 |Bituminous Concrete Sidewalk (10' wide trail) SY 5500 S 60.00| $ 330,000.00
0922103A [Boardwalk (10" wide) SF 1600 S 130.00| $ 208,000.00
0950029 New England Seed Mix SY 4350 S 3.00| $ 13,050.00
0944106  |Stockpiling and Placing Topsoil cY 722 S 45.00| S 32,500.00
A |Major Items Subtotal 5 1,541,550
B |Minor Items Subtotal 25 % of Line "A" 3 385,388
C [Major and Minor Contract Items Subtotal (A + B) | $ 1,926,938
Other Item Allowances
Clearing and Grubbing 5 % of Line "C" S 96,347
M & P of Traffic 2 % of Line "C" S 38,539
Mobilization 5 % of Line "C" S 96,347
Construction Staking 1 % of Line "C" S 19,269
D [Other Items Subtotal S 250,502
E |CONTRACT SUBTOTAL (C + D) | S 2,177,440
Inflation Costs (Simple Method)
Date of Estimate Oct-23
Anticipated Bid Date Oct-24
Annual Inflation 8%
F |Inflation Subtotal 8.0% ofLine "E" [s 174,195 |
G [TOTAL CONTRACT COST ESTIMATE (E + F) (Rounded to nearest $1000) IB 2,352,000 |
LOTCIP Project Costs Summary
Contract Cost Estimate (Line "G") S 2,352,000
Contingencies 25% S 588,000
Incidentals 25% S 588,000
ROW LS N/A
Utilities LS N/A
TOTAL PROJECT COST S 3,528,000

CTDOT FUNDING COMMITMENT (DATE) $ -
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From: DiCamillo, Antonio

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2022 2:50 PM
To: Mai, Brian
Subject: FW: Still River Greenway - Brookfield CT Greenway Designation

From: Bradley, Kimberly <Kimberly.Bradley@ct.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 1:54 PM

To: DiCamillo, Antonio <Antonio.DiCamillo@stantec.com>

Subject: Still River Greenway - Brookfield CT Greenway Designation

Hi Antinio,

Thank you for reaching out. As we discussed the criteria for establishing CT Greenways are
summarized on the following DEEP websites:

Establishing Greenways Criteria (ct.gov)

Official Connecticut Greenways

There is no reason for concern that specific design aspects of the trail corridor could impact CT
Greenway designation.

Still River was designated as a CT Greenway back in 2002. | am going to check with Laurie
Giannotti and Bruce Donald from the CT Greenways Council, but | anticipate we can include
expanded sections of the trail into the Greenway designation. It is exciting to hear the project is
continuing to grow.

Please feel free to reach out if you have any additional questions.

Kim Bradley

Kimberly Bradley

CT State Parks Trails & Greenways Program
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 EIm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127

P: 860-424-3938 | C: 203-915-5201 | E: kimberly.bradley@ct.gov
Recreational Trails Program

CT Greenways Program



https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fportal.ct.gov%2FDEEP%2FOutdoor-Recreation%2FGreenways%2FEstablishing-Greenways-Criteria&data=05%7C01%7CBrian.Mai%40stantec.com%7Cd9074906e2fc4da7083808dac80bc7ea%7C413c6f2c219a469297d3f2b4d80281e7%7C0%7C0%7C638042250166710363%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7obo%2F9JebnjdWgVmN2%2FnuIOXoO%2BR3GQYrDL11DveoBU%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fportal.ct.gov%2FDEEP%2FOutdoor-Recreation%2FGreenways%2FOfficial-Connecticut-Greenways&data=05%7C01%7CBrian.Mai%40stantec.com%7Cd9074906e2fc4da7083808dac80bc7ea%7C413c6f2c219a469297d3f2b4d80281e7%7C0%7C0%7C638042250166710363%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ZKNw3%2Bf%2Fg5O%2FJEUJn2bQFQS6usb6Sjv6NuK0IkOPBks%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ct.gov%2Fdeep%2Fcwp%2Fview.asp%3Fa%3D2707%26q%3D576550%26deepNav_GID%3D1642&data=05%7C01%7CBrian.Mai%40stantec.com%7Cd9074906e2fc4da7083808dac80bc7ea%7C413c6f2c219a469297d3f2b4d80281e7%7C0%7C0%7C638042250166710363%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=hcqnxKXAVRYGK1dR9fFvFvgipK7D4TizEWUazjrDsBE%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ct.gov%2Fdeep%2Fcwp%2Fview.asp%3Fa%3D2707%26q%3D323858%26deepNav_GID%3D1704&data=05%7C01%7CBrian.Mai%40stantec.com%7Cd9074906e2fc4da7083808dac80bc7ea%7C413c6f2c219a469297d3f2b4d80281e7%7C0%7C0%7C638042250166710363%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=28vwUhjduaDC8p4REQxnU0UjEIXHV6pCcG8LhpI3abI%3D&reserved=0

(/DEEP)
Connecticut
Department of Energy and Environmental

Protection

CT.govHome (/) Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (/DEEP) Outdoor Recreation (/DEEP/Outdoor-Recreation/Outdoor-Recreation)

Establishing Greenways Criteria
Criteria for the Designation of Connecticut Greenways

In 1995 the Connecticut General Assembly acted upon the recommendations of the Governor's Greenways Committee and passed
Public Act 95-335, which institutionalized Connecticut's greenways program. A highlight of this legislation was the establishment of the
Connecticut Greenways Council. One of the Council's duties is the development of criteria for the designation of greenways around the
state.

The Public Act defines greenway as a "corridor of open space" that:

1. may protect natural resources, preserve scenic landscapes and historical resources or offer opportunities for recreation or non-
motorized transportation;

2. may connect existing protected areas and provide access to the outdoors;

3. may be located along a defining natural feature, such as a waterway, along a man-made corridor, including an unused right of way,
traditional trail routes or historic barge canals; or

4. may be a green space along a highway or around a village.

In order to meet the criteria for official designation as a greenway, open spaces and/or pathways must fit at least one aspect of this
definition. The critical element, however, is connectivity. While a loop trail in a public park may fit many recreational and open space
needs, if it offers no opportunities for connecting to a greater system it does not qualify as a greenway. Conversely, a short segment of
open space along a ridgeline or waterway may be deemed part of a greenway if future plans include its linkage to a larger system.

The process of greenway designation will require not only the involvement of the Greenways Council. It will also mean that there is a
commitment on the local level to a project’s long-term success as well. Officially designated recreational greenways will receive special
signs to post at trailheads and road crossings; those that serve a resource protection function may also post these signs where
appropriate. All of the designated greenways will be forwarded to the Office of Policy and Management for inclusion in future revisions
of the State Plan of Conservation and Development, and will also be incorporated into any greenway plans developed by the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection.

Greenways can be much more than linear open spaces. They can be the links from city to country, from village to village, from state to
state. They can reconnect people to their communities, to rivers, fields, and hillsides, enhancing the sense of place that helps define the
quality of life in Connecticut. It has been said that greenways connect the places we live with the places we love. It is the hope of the
Connecticut Greenways Council that the designation process will help in the development, enhancement, and preservation of those
places.

The following are the suggested criteria for the designation of greenways in Connecticut. The Greenways Council and the Department of
Energy and Environmental Protection may designate such areas as they deem fit these criteria. Municipalities, non-profits, or other
sponsoring agencies may submit projects to the Greenways Council for designation.

Criteria for the Designation of Greenways in Connecticut

In order to be considered for official greenway designation, a project must meet at least one of the following criteria:



1. The corridor connects existing open space, trail segments, historical/cultural assets; provides alternative transportation
opportunity; may be of varying lengths, but connects neighborhoods to schools, town centers, parks and recreation areas,
transportation centers, or open spaces.

2. If the greenway is a municipal project, it must be included in local plan of Conservation and Development (or in the next revision
thereof), and must be endorsed by the local government through a municipal resolution or compact;

3. If the greenway is a regional project, it must be included in plans of relevant Regional Planning Agency, or Council of Governments,
with endorsements by the affected municipalities; or, an inter-municipal compact may be developed between towns;

4. If the greenway is a non-governmental project, it must be sponsored by organization with proven record of land use
protection/recreational use, or with proven resources needed for project success; licensing, easements, or other agreements for
use of state, municipal, or private land must be on file; it must be endorsed by the local government through a municipal resolution
or compact;

5. The segment submitted for designation may be a key link in an emerging greenway, either for conservation or recreation purposes;

6. Once designated, such greenway shall be reflected in the State Plan of Conservation and Development as revised by the Office of
Policy and Management and in any state-wide greenway plan developed by the Department of Energy and Environmental
Protection.

7. Greenway designation may be revised by The Greenways Council should the designated use change.

Content last updated November 17, 2014



