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We hope that all our Policy Board members and alternates will plan to join us for the 

CRCOG Goal Setting Retreat, to be held from 8:00 a.m.-12 noon on Wednesday, February 

24, 2010.  The retreat will be held directly before the noon CRCOG Policy Board Meeting. 
 

Our member municipalities and the Capitol Region Council of Governments are facing 

difficult financial times in FY 2009-2010, and the four years that follow.  At the same time, 

there are great needs in our region that must be addressed, and opportunities to work 

together to initiate policy and programs that can save our communities money, help them 

function more efficiently, and help them develop in a manner that builds a stronger, more 

economically-competitive, more livable, and more sustainable Capitol Region.  But how 

can we get to where we want to be in FY 2014—as individual municipalities and as a 

Capitol Region? 
 

These are the important challenges and questions that we will work on at the CRCOG Goal 

Setting Retreat. The goal of this retreat is to establish CRCOG’s direction and priorities for 

the next five years, identifying both 1-3 year and 5 year goals.  Our work this day will also 

be incorporated into the CRCOG Budget for FY 2010-2011.   
 

We will begin the day with a presentation by Tom Condon of the Hartford Courant to 

challenge our thinking on what is possible as an agenda for the Capitol Region.  We will 

then use the introductory presentation, background materials, and your responses to a 

recent survey on how CRCOG can serve its members better and/or differently over the next 

five years to inform our discussion.  Most of our morning will be spent in a facilitated 

discussion of the following key questions, led by Philip Schenck, former Town Manager of 

Avon: 

 What needs to be done in the Capitol Region during the next five years on which 

CRCOG should lead or help? 

 What should CRCOG be doing more of, or doing differently, during the next five 

years to provide better value to its member municipalities? 

 How can CRCOG continue to fund the good work that it is doing now, or 

could/should be doing in the future? 
 

Following is the agenda for the Goal Setting Retreat, and background materials to help you 

prepare for the discussion.  This Goal Setting Retreat can only be successful with your    

participation.  Please join us. 
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CRCOG POLICY BOARD 

GOAL SETTING RETREAT 

 

 DATE: WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2010 
 

 TIME:      8:00 a.m.-12 Noon (prior to CRCOG Policy Board Meeting) 
 

 PLACE:  CT CENTER FOR ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY 

  222 Pitkin Street, East Hartford 

 

AGENDA 

 

1. 8:00-8:30 a.m.—Registration/Continental Breakfast 

 

2. 8:30-8:40 a.m.—Call to Order and Welcome by Board Chairman, Melody A. Currey 

and Lyle Wray, Executive Director 

 

3. 8:40-9:10 a.m.—Presentation by Tom Condon, the Hartford Courant:  A Regional 

Agenda for Connecticut’s Capitol Region 

 

4. 9:10-9:30 a.m.—Presentation by Lyle Wray:  Issues and Opportunities Facing the 

Capitol Region 

 

5. 9:30-11:30 a.m.—Facilitated Discussion Led by Philip Scheck, Former Avon Town 

Manager.  This discussion will focus on the following key questions:   

 What needs to be done in the Capitol Region during the next five years on which 

CRCOG should lead or help? 

 What should CRCOG be doing more of, or doing differently, during the next five 

years to provide better value to its member municipalities? 

 How can CRCOG continue to fund the good work that it is doing now, or 

could/should be doing in the future? 

 

6.  11:30-12 Noon—Wrap-Up Discussion and Summary of Goals 

 

Background Materials 

 

 Issue Papers: 

 

 Financial Outlook 

 Promoting Shared Services and Regional Initiatives 

 Creating a New England Regional Purchasing Cooperative 

 Promoting Livable and Sustainable Communities 

 Survey Results: CRCOG’s Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 

 

 Hartford Courant Articles: Capitol Region Agenda Six-Part Series 

 



 

 



 

 

Issue Papers 
 

 

 

 

1. Financial Outlook 
 

2. Promoting Shared Services and Regional Initiatives 
 

3. Creating a New England Regional Purchasing Cooperative 
 

4. Promoting Livable and Sustainable Communities 
 

5. Survey Results: CRCOG’s Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 
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Issue Paper:  Financial Outlook 

 
Overview 
 
As is the case with our member municipalities, the Capitol Region Council of Governments is facing 
financial challenges in FY 2010-2011, and the four years that follow.  At the same time, there are great 
needs in our region that must be addressed, and opportunities to work together as a region to initiate 
new programs that can benefit our communities.  This issue paper presents five-year revenue 
projections for CRCOG that will be incorporated into the FY 2010-2011 CRCOG Budget.  It also discusses 
the implications of revenue trends for the work of our agency.  The financial projections are presented 
in spreadsheet and chart form at the end of this Issue Paper. 
 
Revenue Assumptions and Issues 
 
General Observations 
 

 Income sources for CRCOG are highly dependent on intergovernmental revenue which comprises 
close to 68% of the operating revenue budget. The bulk of this is from the Federal government 
(55%) as opposed to the State of Connecticut, which is now at 12% and expected to decline in future 
years as programs such as State Grant in Aid for Regional Planning (SGIA) Grant are eliminated, 
scaled back, or are limited in terms of their ability to cover overhead costs.  Local Revenues are 
primarily derived from the Local Assessment and user fees, and comprise about 1/3 of all revenue.  

 CRCOG’s fiscal challenges are to recover all of its overhead and direct costs and get the state and 
federal government to approve and fund an appropriate level of overhead. 

 Future operating revenues are projected to be flat, while CRCOG’s fixed costs, particularly health 
costs, are expected to increase significantly.     

Local Revenues 
 

 Local revenue sources comprise 1/3 of all operating revenue, and include the following sources:  
o Local Assessments to member towns 
o Capitol Region Purchasing Council dues and fees for service 
o Public Safety Mobile Data System fees 

 The Local Assessment to Member Towns, which totals approximately $450,000, or about 50% of all 
the Local Sources, has not been proposed for an increase in the current year due to the continued 
fiscal constraints facing the 29 CRCOG municipalities.   

 Capitol Region Purchasing Council dues from non-CRCOG towns and fees for service generate about 
$135,000 annually. The Capitol Region Purchasing Council Programs generate in excess of $2.5 
million annually of real savings to the 81 participating members.   

 The CRCOG Public Safety Program’s Mobile Data System (CAPTAIN) contributes about $270,000 in 
operational revenue from 64 Police Departments.   

 
State Revenues 
 

 The State of Connecticut revenue has been declining in recent years to a level of about 12%. In the 
two year period of 2009-2011, State aid dropped by 45%.  The major factors for this decline are:  
o The loss of the SGIA grant (-$138,000 annual funding), which is used to fund regional planning 

activities.  
o The proposed elimination of the Jobs Access Welfare to Work transportation program in FY 

2010-2011 Governor’s  Budget (-$60,000 annual funding)  
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o In the revenue projections, management and administration revenue associated with the 
service sharing grants was capped at 3%, despite the ongoing need to administer these projects 
through completion. 

 The major source of State revenue ($143,000) is from ConnDOT for their 10% match of FHWA 
programs.  
 

Federal Revenues 
 

 The two major sources of federal revenues are the Transportation and Homeland Security programs.  

 CRCOG staff estimate that these two programs will continue to be funded at current levels. Within 
Homeland Security, the new Urban Area Security Initiative Program (UASI) program was added in 
FY 2009-10 and staff assume that this program will be re-authorized.  The Metropolitan Medical 
Response Systems Program (MMRS) is assumed to continue at the current $60,540 level.   

 FEMA Pre-Disaster Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan funding is eliminated for years FY 2009-2010 
forward, as that plan was completed. Brownfields funding is continued at the current level of 
$54,000 throughout the projection, as CRCOG has been successful in applying for and obtaining 
annual grants to continue the MetroHartford Brownfields Assessment Program.  

    
Fund Balance 
 

 As a major conduit for the region’s state and federal funds,  CRCOG must maintain an unreserved 
fund balance in order to:   
1. Have sufficient working capital in the first several months of the year until reimbursed expenses 

are received and available to fund operations;  
2. Fund any unforeseen expenses that may occur during the course of the year or unpredicted one 

time expenditures; and  
3. Protect against the need to reduce service levels or raise local assessment fees due to 

temporary revenue shortfalls. 
 

 CRCOG strives to maintain a targeted level of three (3) months of operating expenses in reserve or 
approximately $725,000 in 2010-11. As the following chart indicates, CRCOG fund balance is within 
this parameter but has decreased in recent years to fund some key one-time expenses, such as solid 
waste initiatives, job order contracting and capital items.  

 
CRCOG Fund Balance 
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CRCOG Operating Revenue Trends 2009-2014 (projected) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Operating Revenue by Source 2009-2010 
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CRCOG Operating Revenue Details 2009-2014 (projected) 
 

 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

 ADOPTED ADOPTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 

Local 
Local Assessment  452,517  453,915  453,915  467,532  481,558  496,005  

FEES  FOR SERVICES:        

Community Development        

Natural Gas Consortium 28,322  32,700  39,169  40,000  40,000  40,000  

Purchasing Council Dues 43,319  54,321  55,871  56,000  56,000  56,000  

E-Procurement  30,482  22,000  19,000  20,000  20,000  20,000  

Electricity Consortium  0  0  16,000  16,000  16,000  16,000  

EZ-IQC  0  0  100  100  100  100  

Filter Program  40,000  40,000  40,000  40,000  40,000  40,000  

Other  4,000  5,000  5,000  5,000  5,000  5,000  

Public Safety       

Mobile data systems fees  282,314  276,744  270,729  270,729  270,729  270,729  

Local Subtotal 880,954  884,680  899,784  915,361  929,387  943,834  

State 
SGIA 138,484  0  0  0  0  0  

Transportation       

FHWA 146,622  142,885  142,885  142,885  142,885  142,885  

Conn DOT 27,308  14,200  15,000  15,000  15,000  15,000  

Jobs Access  67,000  60,000  60,000  0  0  0  

Community Development        

Service Sharing  172,705  87,768  0  0  0  0  

State Subtotal 552,119  304,853  217,885  157,885  157,885  157,885  

Federal  
Transportation       

FHWA 1,192,177  1,207,081  1,231,223  1,255,847  1,280,964  1,306,583  

Community Development        

EPA Brownfields Programs  57,554  27,000  64,382  54,000  54,000  54,000  

FEMA  58,500  0  0  0  0  0  

Public Safety       

Homeland Security  62,452  162,986  162,986  162,986  162,986  162,986  

UASI  15,109  15,109  15,109  15,109  15,109  

MMRS   60,540  60,540  60,540  60,540  60,540  

JAG 20,000  0  0  0  0  0  

Citation 11,000  11,000  11,000  11,000  11,000  11,000  

Federal Subtotal 1,401,683  1,483,716  1,545,240  1,559,482  1,584,599  1,610,218  

 
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE 

 
2,834,756  

 
2,673,249  

 
2,662,909  

 
2,632,729  

 
2,671,871  

 
2,711,937  



 

CRCOG Service Sharing Issue Paper 

Issue Paper:  Promoting Shared Services and Regional Initiatives 

 
Overview 
 
CRCOG has been tasked by the Policy Board with helping towns save money by promoting regional 
initiatives and shared services.   These programs have a long history with CRCOG, including the CAPTAIN 
mobile data communications system and the purchasing council.  More recently we have expanded into 
GIS, e-government, electricity purchasing, solid waste, indefinite quantity contracts, and other areas. 
 
Issues 
 

 CRCOG’s ability to serve as a neutral third party and coordinating body has helped to facilitate and 
move shared services projects forward. 

 Projects that tend to succeed are: politically palatable, build on, or develop, good relationships among 
towns, can start relatively small and expand over time into new areas or to new towns. 

 Most projects either had seed funding from the state or were expansions of existing programs. 

 There appear to be significant additional opportunities for savings to towns going forward, but no seed 
money to help make this happen.  In addition, the “hard” areas (dispatch, assessment, etc.) seem to be 
the ones that may hold the most promise in terms of cost savings. 

 
Questions for the Policy Board 
 

 How can CRCOG find seed money to help staff or establish new or expanded shared service projects? 

 What new areas of service sharing are towns most interested in exploring? 

 What existing programs most merit expansion, and how? 
 

 

Setting Priorities in Service Sharing 
 

Potential for cost savings
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Contributing factors:
ÅHigh public visibility
ÅUnion / pension issues
ÅTechnical complexity
ÅLogistical complexity
ÅLegal barriers

consolidated dispatch

consolidation of fire stations

public safety equipment sharing

public works equipment sharing
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Issue Paper:  Creating a New England Regional Purchasing Cooperative 

 
Overview 
 
The Capitol Region Purchasing Council has been functioning as a cooperative since 1968.  This program 
has grown to encompass not only a long list of annual and biennial bids, but also an energy program that 
procures natural gas and electricity as well as an indefinite quantity construction program.  The 
membership of this group has grown well beyond the 29 CRCOG towns to a total of 81 members.  The 
establishment of our e-Procurement system presents an opportunity to serve an unlimited number of 
members as well as increase the solicitations offered without significant additional staff resources. 
 
Issues 
 

 CRCOG’s ability to serve Purchasing Council members is due to strong staffing expertise and 
strategic expansion into commodities and services that are needed by most municipalities. 
 

 Purchasing Council staff has routinely briefed other regional entities in New England to help foster 
cooperative purchasing for municipalities in general.  However, many of these groups lack the staff 
expertise and technology (e-Procurement) to make their efforts as efficient as possible.  They also 
do not have the initial outlay needed to launch these programs. 
 

 There appear to opportunities to expand beyond the borders of Connecticut to help facilitate other 
purchasing cooperatives with our staff and technology for a fee.  This illustrates the concept of 
“selling at the margins” where CRCOG has some limited additional capacity to add our services to 
the offerings of other cooperatives. 

 
Questions for the Policy Board 
 

 Should CRCOG investigate expanding its Cooperative Purchasing Program to serve other purchasing 
cooperatives and groups of municipalities throughout New England and/or the North East on a fee 
basis?  Service could include providing access to our bids, programs and staff to facilitate 
cooperative purchasing in other geographic areas outside of Connecticut.  This is a similar approach 
to WSCA (Western States Contracting Alliance), and the new initiative could be named NESCA (New 
England or North East States Contracting Alliance).  NESCA would overlay CRPC and then incorporate 
other subgroups throughout the region. 
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Issue Paper:  Promoting Livable and Sustainable Communities 

 
Overview 
 
Over the past decade, there has been increasing support at the local, regional, state and federal level for 
creating more livable and sustainable communities. Supporters acknowledge the importance of taking 
an integrated regional approach to environmental, housing, economic, transportation, and municipal 
services policy, planning and investment decisions in order to achieve their goals.   
 
CRCOG has a long history of creating policies, plans and programs—and funding projects—that support 
sustainable development and sustainable communities.  Recent examples include: planning for transit 
oriented development on the New Britain to Hartford Busway and obtaining funding for busway design 
and construction; planning for and investing in roadway improvements that support economic growth; 
helping our towns create bicycle and pedestrian-friendly communities; assembling a livable communities 
toolkit; educating the region on best practices in community design; assessing brownfields sites to assist 
in their redevelopment; helping towns save money on green energy through cooperative purchasing; 
leading efforts in regional disaster response planning; advising towns on strategies to create farm-
friendly communities; or most recently, producing the region’s first set of sustainable development 
guidelines.  This is only a partial list of CRCOG activities that support livable and sustainable 
communities.  
  
Issues 
 

 Other than transportation planning/projects, there is no guaranteed and predictable stream of 
income to finance any of these efforts.  Public Safety/Homeland Security and Community 
Development programs (including the Capitol Region Purchasing Council), fund their activities 
through a variety of grant programs, many of which are competitive rather than entitlement. Local 
dues also support a portion of all department activities, including Transportation.  The Capitol 
Region Purchasing Council and the CAPTAIN Public Safety Communications System are the only two 
CRCOG initiatives that are supported by user fees. 
 

 The State of Connecticut has withdrawn its financial support for all 15 Regional Planning 
Organizations.  In past years, RPO’s received a State Grant in Aid for Regional Planning, which 
provided CRCOG with approximately $150,000 per year.  This was one of CRCOG’s most flexible 
funding sources. 

 

 Fortunately for CRCOG and its member communities, support for Livable and Sustainable  
Communities Initiatives is a priority of the Obama Administration and its executive agencies.  There 
is also support in the Federal Legislative Branch through S.1619, The Livable Communities Act, co-
sponsored by Senator Dodd.  Transportation and Homeland Security grant programs will provide 
additional funding for planning and projects that support livable communities.  Key opportunities 
include: 
 
o Creation of HUD-DOT-EPA Partnership for Sustainable Communities (June 2009) 
o Creation of New T-HUD Program—funded at $150 million, with $100 million available for 

regional integrated planning initiatives.  T-HUD funds will be awarded through a competitive 
grant program.  We expect that funding applications will be accepted in late spring, 2010.  The 
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purpose of this program is to support multi-jurisdictional regional planning efforts that integrate 
housing, economic development, and transportation in decision-making in a manner that 
empowers jurisdictions to simultaneously consider the interdependent challenges of economic 
growth, social equity and environmental impact.  There will be three categories of grants under 
this program:  Regional Plans for Sustainable Development; Detailed Execution Plans and 
Programs; and Implementation Incentives.   

o S.1619, The Livable Communities Act (introduced in Congress).  The purposes of the Act are to 
improve the coordination of housing, community development, transportation, energy, and 
environmental policy in the United States, and to encourage comprehensive regional planning 
for livable communities and the adoption of sustainable development.  The Act as drafted 
proposes an allocation of $400 million over four years for Comprehensive Planning Grants, and 
$3.75 billion over three years for Challenge Grants to help communities carry out the 
implementation of projects outlined in the comprehensive regional plans.   If approved, we 
expect that funds will be available in FY 2010-2011. 

o New Transportation Funding for Livable Communities.  For FY 2011, the Department of 
Transportation has requested a total of $78.8 billion, which is a modest 2 percent increase over 
the $77 billion appropriated last year. The administration has restructured many programs to 
reflect its new emphasis on transportation safety, livable communities, and place-based 
development.  A significant change includes the creation of the Livable Communities Program, 
which would be funded at $527 million. This funding comes from three separate pots: $307 
million in transit funding to increase planning and project development capabilities, $200 million 
in highway funding for a competitive livability grant program, and $20 million to establish an 
Office of Livable Communities in the Office of the Secretary. As part of the Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities Initiative, this funding will be combined with $150 million in planning 
grants from HUD and $10 million for technical assistance from EPA. 

o Continuation of Homeland Security Funding.  We anticipate continuation of the State 
Homeland Security Grant (federal dollars that pass-through the state to regions) and Urban Area 
Security Initiative (UASI) Funding. 

 

 Foundation Funding.  Another source for funding these types of activities is private foundation 
funding that may be accessed through the CRCOG Foundation. In addition, Hartford area businesses 
have occasionally used the vehicle of the CRCOG Foundation to contribute directly to specific CRCOG 
projects.  Partners in future grant applications may include CRCOG member municipalities and non-
profit agencies who are working on similar issues, with partners being identified as project ideas are 
formulated. 
 

Questions for the Policy Board 
 

 Should CRCOG aggressively pursue new federal funding sources to support livable and sustainable 
communities initiatives? 

 Should CRCOG use the vehicle of the CRCOG Foundation to access private foundation funding for 
livable and sustainable communities initiatives? 
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Feedback from Surveys – CRCOG SWOT Analysis 
 
 
 
 

STRENGTHS 
 

WEAKNESSES 
 

 
Efficient 
Effective  

Bridges the gaps between towns 
Apolitical 

Competent 
Successful track record 

Strong reputation 
 
 

 
Small Size 

Limited resources 
Convener more than a leader 

Pulled in many directions 
Large efforts for small projects 

Disconnect from central mission 
 

OPPORTUNITIES  
 

THREATS 
 

 
Strong perceived need 

Build upon current successes 
Crisis = Opportunity 

Significant momentum behind shared services 
Shift in priorities at the federal level  

 

 
Budget crisis at the state and local levels 

Retrenchment  
Competition with other regional entities 

Lack of support from the state 
Perception as “another layer of bureaucracy” 

 
 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

Capitol Regional Agenda Six-Part Series  
 

Part 1: Little Fiefdoms Or Powerhouse Region? 

Part 2: Share Services Where It Makes Sense 

Part 3: How To Act Regionally 

Part 4: Revenue-Sharing Enables Smarter Growth 

Part 5: Who Will Do The Work? 

Part 6: Connections Empower Metro Area 

 



 

 

 

Region Agenda, Part 1: Little Fiefdoms Or Powerhouse Region? 

December 27, 2009 

Is 2010 the year that regionalism ceases to be a four-letter word in Greater Hartford and instead 

becomes a way of doing business, a way of presenting ourselves to the world? Is this the year 

Greater Hartford starts to become a metropolitan region instead of a quilt of municipal fiefdoms? 

 

It may be a matter of necessity. The state is projected to face a nearly $6 billion budget deficit by 

2013, with no rainy day fund and little borrowing capacity left to offset it. Cuts in municipal aid 

will be on the table. Legislative leaders have just created a blue-ribbon commission headed by 

Rep. Brendan Sharkey of Hamden to work with local leaders to find regional efficiencies across 

the state that will offset the expected budget cuts. 

 

It won't be easy. For centuries, residents of central Connecticut have carried forward the intense 

and competitive localism of their Puritan forebears. The state once had county government, but it 

eroded over the years and was finally put out of its misery 50 years ago. The notion of regional 

activity of any kind has historically evoked strong suspicion. 

 

In early October, a delegation of business, civic, academic and nonprofit leaders from Greater 

Hartford traveled to Minnesota for a "regional leadership exchange." They met with leaders in 

Minneapolis-St. Paul to talk about five areas: 

 

1. REGIONAL DELIVERY of municipal services and sharing tax revenues. 

 

2. FOCUSING on the health care sector for economic development. 

 

3. A ROBUST TRANSPORTATION infrastructure and how to pay for it. 

 

4. ENGAGING HIGHER EDUCATION in a variety of development areas. 

 

5. THE ROLE of an entertainment and sports arena. 

 

In the materials for the Minnesota trip, there's a wry definition of regional collaboration in Greater 

Hartford: "An unnatural act between unconsenting adults who have no idea why they are together 

and who always have something better to do." 

 

The point of the trip was to change the definition, to make regional collaboration "a cornerstone of 

our region's economic development strategy."As averse as the "Land of Steady Habits" is to 

change, there is growing sentiment to explore the idea of more regional activity. Smart-growth 

advocates see benefit in regional land-use and transportation policies. And many town leaders, 

faced with heavy budget pressures in a down economy, are aggressively looking for ways to share 

services and expenses. 

 

Connecticut has always been a high-cost state, but it was able to compete with other states with 

well-educated workers and a good quality of life. But there is a point at which cost trumps 



 

 

everything else. When Pratt & Whitney, the state's largest private employer, says it is moving 

1,000 jobs to Georgia because costs are 40 percent lower, leaders have to pay attention. Regional 

cooperation can help the state get leaner and more efficient. 

 

Reduced costs may not be the only benefit to regional collaboration. 

 

The Brookings Institution has begun a multiyear project called "Blueprint for American Prosperity 

— Unleashing the Potential of a Metropolitan Nation." The thrust is to get the federal government 

to realize that metropolitan regions — not the states — are the drivers of the nation's economy, and 

to respond accordingly. The country's largest 100 metro areas generate 75 percent of the nation's 

gross domestic product, according to a Brookings policy paper. 

 

Metros succeed because they have "drivers of prosperity": a preponderance of research 

universities, ports and airports, and adults with graduate degrees. They have relatively compact 

settlement patterns, which translates to more transit options, less sprawl and more bang from 

infrastructure investments. 

 

When metros are really cooking, their concentration and aggregation of economic activity 

generates new patents, new businesses and new jobs. 

 

Greater Hartford has a number of effective regional organizations — a council of governments, a 

metro business group, a water and sewer authority — but no regional governance or even a strong 

forum for regional decision-making. As a result, towns pursue their own interests and little is 

decided on a regional basis. 

 

Meanwhile, more cohesive regions around the country are funding and building transit systems 

and transit-oriented development, renewing downtowns, adding affordable housing and attracting 

new businesses. 

 

Over the next five days, this page will offer a blueprint of how Greater Hartford could coalesce 

into an active metropolitan region. We invite your comments, both in print and online, at 

www.courant.com/letters or Letters to the Editor, 241 Broad St., Hartford, CT 06115. 

Copyright © 2010, The Hartford Courant 

http://www.courant.com/letters
http://www.courant.com/


 

 

Region Agenda, Part 2: Share Services Where It Makes Sense 

December 28, 2009 

 

On Nov. 10, Canton named a new police chief, who will be paid $97,000 a year on a four-year 

contract. 

 

The new chief, John Murphy, is well qualified; that is not the point. The question is whether 

Canton should have named a police chief at all. 

 

The town has 14 uniformed officers. Neighboring Simsbury has 35 officers. If they merged into 

one department, would both towns save significant amounts of money without losing current levels 

of service? 

 

Actually, the town considered the possibility of merging with both Avon and Simsbury, said First 

Selectman Dick Barlow. But salaries in Avon and benefits in Simsbury were enough above those 

in Canton that the town would have lost money in the deal. 

 

Mr. Barlow said Canton is still pursuing a merger of 911 call service with the other two towns, 

with whom it already shares a number of other services. 

Does Every Town Need A Dial-A-Ride Van? 

If Greater Hartford municipalities are to make a serious move toward regional collaboration, they 

must do what Canton did — look at what services can be shared, and do it where it makes sense. 

 

Towns in the Farmington Valley have been in the forefront of a push to regionalize services. Avon, 

for example, is part of a remarkable 76 different regional service-sharing agreements; everything 

from tax assessor and animal control to senior meals and youth services. 

 

To get the ball rolling for the rest of the region, it would be helpful to do a study of service sharing, 

and a survey of residents to see what services they are willing to regionalize. Do you care if the 

animal control officer or the building official comes from the next town? Does it matter if the dial-

a-ride van is garaged elsewhere? Would you go for regional zoning? 

 

The state, which has named a blue-ribbon commission to study regional efficiencies, should 

initiate such a process and pay for it. It is in the state's interest to help towns operate more 

efficiently and economically, to lower the overall cost of government. 

 

The region is defined differently for different services. As a base, we should look to the federal 

definition of a metropolitan area — which is an urban core of more than 50,000, the surrounding 

county and adjacent counties that are economically and socially connected, as measured by 

commuting patterns. That would produce a Greater Hartford metro region of about 50 towns. 

 

It would be relatively easy to draft a survey listing all municipal services and asking residents 



 

 

which they would regionalize. The harder step would be the cost study. But some such studies 

have been done in Connecticut. 

Or An Emergency Call Center? 

For example, the Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency published a study in 2005 

showing that the city of Bristol and four surrounding towns could save more than $1 million a year 

among them, and probably improve service, if they created a regional emergency 

telecommunications center instead of having each town run its own. 

 

It didn't happen, because local police chiefs and others didn't want to give up their own 911 call 

centers. This may explain why the state has 107 emergency call centers, when the technology 

exists to reduce the number by at least 100, if not 106. 

 

On the plus side, a dozen towns in the Northeast Connecticut Council of Governments studied the 

mandated revaluation of taxable property, usually contracted to outside firms at considerable 

expense, and discovered that if they pooled resources and hired permanent staff, they could cut 

costs by more than 50 percent, from $50 a parcel to $23 a parcel. 

 

So they did.  
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Region Agenda, Part 3: How To Act Regionally 

December 29, 2009 

Since the end of World War II, central Connecticut has been beset by suburban sprawl. Hartford 

has lost almost a third of its peak population, while former rural towns have boomed, although 

with low-density, auto-driven development. 

 

In recent years, state government has tried to counter this trend with smart, or responsible, growth 

policies. As Greater Hartford thinks about becoming a more cohesive metro region, it must plan to 

grow smartly to save energy, cut pollution, preserve open space and save farms. The region 

should: 

 

1.REUSE AND REHABILITATE EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE by focusing development in the 

town centers and transit corridors, not in the region's dwindling open space. That means, among 

other things, encouraging historic preservation and restoring brownfield sites 

 

2. PLAN REGIONALLY. The region should have a major downtown and an array of smaller town 

centers that are compact, lively, mixed-use and walkable. 

 

3.EXPAND HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES and transportation options, including bicycles. 

 

These principles are embedded in the state and regional plans of conservation and development. 

The problem with these plans is that they are mostly advisory. (One positive step, from a 2007 

responsible growth law, is a requirement that when state agencies give a grant of $200,000 or more 

for real estate acquisition or development, the project must be consistent with the state plan.) 

 

Metropolitan Hartford cannot succeed as a region if it becomes an undifferentiated swath of strip 

malls and subdivisions. We need lively cities and towns and scenic forests and farms. The regional 

and state plans are a sensible guide. To assure that development more closely follow the smart-

growth principles in these plans, the state could: 

 

4. CREATE MODEL ZONING REGULATIONS and other land-use tools so that towns are able to 

create the kind of mixed-use town centers envisioned by the regional and state plans. Traditional 

zoning separated uses; tried to keep the smelly factories away from the homes, etc. Now most of 

the factories are gone but the zoning rules remain, prohibiting what good planning is trying to 

encourage. Hamden this year became the first town in New England to embrace a different zoning 

philosophy, adopting a new code based more on the form of buildings rather than their use. 

Officials believe the new code will encourage mixed-use development along the town's three major 

north-south corridors. Some other towns, including Simsbury, are also looking at "form-based" 

codes. 

 

5. GIVE GRANTS TO SUPPORT THE POLICIES IN THE PLAN. The state cannot tell people 

where to live or build. But it can put its own money behind the kind of development its own plan 

calls for. The legislature made $11 million in regional incentive grants available in 2008, and they 

were snapped up quickly for regional shared-service projects. Budget constraints took the funding 

in 2009, although more of the federal stimulus funds could have been aimed at regional projects. 



 

 

 

With the state facing a potential $6 billion deficit by 2013, regional budgeting might become a 

necessity. A state blue ribbon commission has been formed to work with towns in finding, and 

funding, regional efficiencies. 

 

How might this work? 

 

State Rep. Brendan Sharkey, who will head the commission, offered a hypothetical example 

involving the Education Cost Sharing grants, which bring state aid to local schools. He said it 

might be possible to keep the classroom portion of the grants going to towns, while regionalizing 

ancillary functions such as food and janitorial services. 

 

"We have to look at what makes sense to regionalize," he said. And then do it. 
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Region Agenda, Part 4: Revenue-Sharing Enables Smarter Growth 

December 30, 2009 

The task force that studied smart, or responsible, growth under a 2007 law made a number of 

recommendations to Gov. M. Jodi Rell in early 2008, including: "Be fair. Promote equitable 

sharing of the benefits and burdens of development and diminish the competition for revenue that 

biases land-use decisions." 

 

Did that mean some kind of revenue-sharing among towns? 

 

There has as yet been no proposal for local revenue-sharing in Connecticut. Nor has the idea 

exactly caught fire across the country, though more regions are beginning to study it. But in a state 

such as Connecticut that is heavily reliant on property taxes to fund local government, revenue-

sharing may help create more cohesive metropolitan regions. 

 

The idea is that each community in a region designates some percentage of a new tax stream or 

new tax base to a regional pool, where it is divided among all the towns in the pool based on some 

formula that may involve population or other variables. 

 

Perhaps the best known example is the tax-base sharing program that's been in effect in 

Minneapolis-St. Paul for more than three decades. It applies only to nonresidential development 

created after the agreement went into effect. When a development is created in a particular 

community, that community keeps 60 percent of the added assessed value, and 40 percent is placed 

in a pool to be shared by the towns in the region. 

 

Different variations of regional revenue-sharing can also be found in Dayton, Ohio; Rochester, 

N.Y.; the 14-town Hackensack Meadows District in New Jersey; and some other places. Other 

regions, Cleveland/Northeast Ohio for one, are studying the concept. 

 

The principal advantage of regional revenue-sharing, at least theoretically, is that it reduces the 

winner-take-all, beggar-thy-neighbor competition for new tax-paying development, something 

that's been a problem in Connecticut for decades. Towns desperate for property tax revenue to pay 

for schools and local government have often made poor land-use decisions — given up farms and 

scenic vistas for strip malls and other developments they otherwise would have passed on. 

 

But if all towns share the added tax revenue, the door is open for more rational regional planning 

and regional cooperation. 

 

There can be drawbacks as well. Redistribution of tax base or revenue can create winners and 

losers; a town that just landed a major employer might be reluctant to give up some of the resulting 

taxes. So revenue-sharing could be a hard sell. 

 

Nonetheless, the nature of regional planning is to put development in some places and not in 

others. If revenue-sharing helps that process, it should at least be on the table. 
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Region Agenda, Part 5: Who Will Do The Work? 

December 31, 2009 

In a discussion a few years ago about more regional activity in Greater Hartford, West Hartford 

Mayor Scott Slifka raised an important question: "Who will do the work?" 

 

His point is well taken. If Greater Hartford is to become a metropolitan region and engage in more 

sharing of services and other regional initiatives, someone — a trained staff person — will have to 

research, coordinate, direct and administer each project or program. Most town governments are 

down to the bone and don't have extra people. 

 

At the same time, there is no appetite for creating a new layer of county government; the idea of 

regional collaboration is to save money through greater efficiency and economies of scale. 

 

What does that leave? The reflexive answer in Greater Hartford is the Capitol Region Council of 

Governments, a voluntary organization of 29 towns in the Hartford area. 

 

CRCOG, or "crog," as it is widely known, has initiated and coordinated numerous regional 

programs, such as a regional purchasing council and the CAPTAIN Mobile Data Communication 

System, which links 80 police organizations to local, state and national criminal information files. 

 

But CRCOG, too, is stretched thin. The agency has 20 employees, most of whom work in either 

transportation or public safety, those areas being where the funding and planning mandates are. 

The agency has taken on the task of creating a new regional solid-waste authority, among other 

projects. 

 

So how much more CRCOG can do in its current configuration is open to question. The challenge 

is to create more regional capacity without breaking the bank. Here are some ideas: 

 

1. Create a bigger CRCOG. The state is divided into 15 planning regions, which are organized as 

regional councils of elected officials, regional councils of government or regional planning 

agencies. Some are tiny; one comprises four small towns in the Naugatuck Valley, while two 

others have six and seven towns, respectively. This is too many; California has 17 planning 

regions. 

 

Reduce the number of planning regions in Connecticut to, say, five, and merge a couple of the 

smaller ones into CRCOG, and it should have more staff capacity. 

 

2. Merge with another regional entity. If CRCOG merged with, say, the Metropolitan District 

Commission, the eight-town water and sewer authority that has a municipal charter, the result 

would be a strong, multifaceted regional agency. 

 

3. Create a policy institute. Earlier this year, former East Granby First Selectman David Kilbon 

and former Hartford chief administrative officer Lee C. Erdmann proposed the creation of a public 

policy center that would focus on regional and state issues. Mr. Kilbon and Mr. Erdman have 

gained support for the proposal and appear to be on the way to establishing the center, probably at 



 

 

a college or university. It would focus on nonpartisan research, consulting, brokering or 

coordinating projects and training public-sector workers. This idea has great potential. 

 

4. Use the Web. CRCOG is rolling out a pilot program in eight towns that will allow residents to 

apply for building permits and track their progress online. There are some other Web-based 

services in the pipeline. Expansion of these kinds of services ought to increase regional efficiency. 

 

5. Get the state more involved. The state can provide incentives and technical assistance for 

regional activity; indeed, it has begun to do so. The state Office of Policy and Management will 

hold a daylong conference on Jan. 14 at Central Connecticut State University on the mechanics of 

regional service delivery. The conference will cover everything from public safety and financial 

services to emergency communication, equipment sharing and animal control. 

 

"It's best practices — how to do it," said OPM undersecretary W. David LeVasseur. 
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Region Agenda, Part 6: Connections Empower Metro Area 

January 2, 2010 

A half-century ago, Connecticut General Life Insurance Co. moved out of Hartford, to Bloomfield. 

The world has since changed. If Hartford were to lose a major employer today, the company might 

just as easily move to Des Moines, Atlanta or Austin. 

 

Since most of the people who work at Hartford's major companies live in the suburbs, it follows 

that the suburbs have a vital interest in the health of the city, and vice versa. As residents of 

Greater Hartford think more about becoming a metropolitan region, an area in a position to gain 

another major employer, it's good to remember that Hartford must be a vibrant center, not a hole in 

the doughnut. Virtually every successful metro in the country has a lively city at its core. 

 

Hartford's plan of conservation and development for the next 10 years, now being refined after 

public meetings in November, calls for "regional connectivity." How to achieve this connection? 

The Obstacle 

Yale political science professor Douglas Rae, who has served as New Haven's chief administrative 

officer, was asked at a program this fall what the biggest obstacle was for city-suburb cooperation 

in Connecticut. "Cost," he replied. Cities are hugely expensive to run and suburbs don't want to, or 

cannot, share the burden. 

 

Hartford would appear to prove his point. The city's budget has gone from $422.4 million in 2002-

03 to $535 million this fiscal year, a rate of increase that cannot possibly be sustained for much 

longer. This city and its unions are going to have to reinvent the workforce, as many private 

companies have done, and train fewer people to do more kinds of work. The city must also 

embrace sharing services with the region. 

The Opportunities 

City government is at least momentarily beset with uncertainty surrounding Mayor Eddie Perez's 

future. Mr. Perez is awaiting trial this coming spring on corruption charges. Though this is 

embarrassing and raises some trust issues among other municipal leaders, the city continues to 

function. Whatever happens to Mr. Perez, there are long-term opportunities for city-suburb 

cooperation that can increase the prosperity of the region. 

 

Transportation: The most obvious is transit, and transit-oriented development. Connection by 

transit is so important to successful regions that many have taxed themselves to pay for it. Hartford 

has two major projects in the pipeline, the New Haven-Hartford-Springfield commuter rail line and 

the Hartford- New Britain busway. 

 

It's essential that the region support both projects. Both projects will encourage travel to the city 

and set the stage for transit-oriented development in the Union Station area. New housing as well 

as new clubs and restaurants in the Union Place entertainment district can attract the young adults 

who have been fleeing the state in droves. Suburbs and city can work together to create bicycle 



 

 

trails into the city from all sides, another amenity young (and older) workers find very attractive. 

 

Economic development:  City and suburbs can work together more closely on economic 

development. In the 19th century, the Connecticut Valley was lined with gun factories. Today it 

has, among other things, major hospitals. The MetroHartford Alliance is pushing to transfer some 

of the research at these institutions to market. The region could push for a new medical research 

center in Hartford. 

 

In well-functioning metropolitan areas such as Portland, Ore., the distinction between city and 

suburb is beginning to fade. That seems an impossible goal for Greater Hartford, but let's start 

working together and see what happens. 
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