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Purpose
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to assess hazard risks at the regional and local levels, review existing mitigation strategies, and
recommend additional strategies that can help to reduce economic disruption, loss of life, and

destruction of property resulting from natural disasters.

Natural disasters can and do inflict damage on the same locations year after year, requiring
repeated reconstruction efforts that become more expensive as the years go by. Hazard mitigation
breaks this expensive cycle of recurrent damage and escalating reconstruction costs by preventing
damage up front and taking a loAgrm view of rebuilding and recovery following natural disasters.
This requires londgerm strategies including planning, poliapaking, programs, projects, and other

activities.

The plan will take into consideration the following natural disasters: floods, dam failure,
winter storms (ice and snow), hurricanes and tornadoes, drought, wildfires, and earthquakes. Each of

these risks will be evaluated for likelihood of occurrence and potential for loss of life and property.

Municipalities in the region currently have a variety of formal and informal hazard mitigation
strategies in place. The Plan identifies and assesses these existing strategies, and proposes new
strategies that address identified gaps in current mitigation efforts. Lastly, the Plan prioritizes the

mitigation strategies and proposes an overall implementation strategy.

Authority and Funding

This Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan is authorized under the provisions of Sectiob 228(2)
of the General Statutes of Connecticut, and complies fully with all regulations and requirements of the
National Flood Insurance Prograg@4 CFR Subchapter B (NFIP) and the Pisaster Mitigation
Program, Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 5133 et seq). Funding for this Plan was provided
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (as administered by the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection) per P.L. 1890, Section 102, with the required match from the Central

Connecticut Regional Planning Agency.



Regional Overview

The Central Connecticut Region is small, but richly varied. One of 15 planning regions in
Connecticut, it consists of seven municipalities that span two counties (Hartford and Litchfield): the
cities of New Britain and Bristol, and the towns of Berlin, Burlington, Plainville, Plymouth, and
Southington. These seven towns are urban, suburban, and rural; hilly and flat; young and old; dense
and sparsely populated. They have differing levels of wealth, educational attainment, and diversity;
different accessibility via highways, rail lines, and bus routes; and different characters. But they share
many common goals, including a strong commitment to protecting their populations from the

ravages of natural hazards.

Geography & Transportation

Burlington

Bristol 1
Plainville New Britain

Plymouth

Berlin
Southington

The region is located, appropriately, near the center of Connecticut, at the southwestern

corner of Hartford County (and the southeastern corner of Litchfield County). It is west of the



Connecticut River and roughly 13 miles southwest of Hartford, 107 miles from Boston, 88 miles from
New York City, and 77 miles from Providence, Rhode Island.
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Hartford, to the northeast, bordered by the city of New Britain; Waterbury, to the southwest,
bordered by Plymouth; and New Haven, far to the south but accessible via Rte 5/15, a major road in
Berlin Interstate84, which serves % of the state and connects Interstafiéthe Massachusetts
Turnpike) and northern New England with major highways in New York, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania, passes through New Britain, Plainville, and Southington. In Hart#84dcdnnects to
OEA OO A-épAudidderstaie, @, Ehich provides a connection to New Haven aB88.IRoute 9 is
another major freeway which passes through Berlin and New Britain and provides a connectiéh to |
that bypasses Hartford. Burlington, Bristol, and Plainville access these freeways via Route 72, a small
freeway connecter that joins84 in Plainville and terminates near the Bristol border. Route 72 is
currently being extended to the center of Bristol. To the west of the region, Route 8 provides a north

south connection to Waterbury.

Residents of the region spend, on average, 46 minutes per day commuting to and from work
on these freeways, as the majority of the region is not well served by public transit. According to the
2000 Census, of the 110,309

. _ Public Transit in Central Connecticut
residents of the region who

worked outside their homes,

o
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86% drove to work alone, 9% \ ~

carpooled and 1% (1 373 \ No Bus Service Ea(_:h color represents a bus route
! ! \ Towns in gray do not have bus service

people) took the bus. Other

modes of transportation R
included walking twice as

many people walked as rode

the busz bicycling, and taking /

the train. \ /// | ?
4 E A O A g E .I. T 6 \\//N;\ No Bus Service
transit consists primarily of bus /
service. (Berlin has Amtrak J
| \

service which connects to
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Hartford, northern New England, New Haven, and New York via the Northeast Regional and
Vermonter routes.) Busses do not serve all the towns in the region, and transfers between routes are
notoriously difficult. Due to low demand, service hours are limited and wait times between busses can

be long, making the bus an often inconvenient and difficult option even for those without cars.

Across the region, 3% of owner Vehicle Access

occupied households and 18% of renter Percent of Percent of
. . Housing Units
occupied households did not have access to a Housing Units  \yithout vehicle

that Lack Vehicl Access that are

vehicle in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau; SF3 H4. .
Access Renter-Occupied

While the carless are largely concentrated in  (Byrlington 1% 0%
New Britain and Bristol, cities that do have bus|Berlin 3% 46%
: . L Plymouth 4% 72%
service, 1% of ownesccupied units without Southington 29 509,
access to cars and 7% of carless rewiezupied |(plainville 6% 569%
units are located in the three towns without any Bristol % 119
transit service whatsoever. These individuals State — L0 £l
New Britain 16% 819

may find it difficult to evacuate or access Source: Census 2000, Summary File 3, Table H44.

designated shelters in the event of a natural

hazard.

The Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency, as the MPO for the region, provides ADA
compliant paratransit service that parallels the available mass transit in the region. Accordingly, the
service is available in those towns that have regular bus service: Berlin, Bristol, New Britain, and
Plainville. Evacuation assistance for special needs populations in the seven municipalities is handled
differently from town to town, and it is unlikely that paratransit service users would require bus service

in the event of an evacuation.

Demography

At 1,363 persons per square mile, the Central Connecticut region is roughly twice as densely
populated as the State, although this density varies greatly across the seven towns. At one extreme is
the city of New Britain, where 71,538 people live in only 13.4 square miles, at a density of 5,339
persons per square mile (nearly twice that of Bristol, the seemdt-dense area). At the other end of
the spectrumOOOAT " OO1 ET ¢cOI1 EAO 1T AAOI U OEOAA OEI AO

its population, with only 269 persons per square mile. Three of the towns have densities higher than

. A



OEA OACEI whdeO APopulation Density in Central Connecticut

five have densities higher than Total Area Population
OEA OBOAOAB O _ Population (Square Miles) Density
New Britain 71,538 13.4 5,339
According to the Bristol 60,062 26.8 2,241
Connecticut Department of Plainville , 17,328 9.8 1,768
.. . |Central CT Region| 226,695 166.3 1,363
4 OAl OBl OOAOET lgoythington 39,728 36.6 1,086
projections, the Central Berlin 18,215 27 675
. o State 3,405,565 5,092.90 669
Connecticut region is
Plymouth 11,634 22.3 522
expected to grow at a Burlington 8,190 30.4 269

moderate pace Source: United States Census Bureda000 Census of Population and Housing, Summary

(approximately 4.4%) over the

.Ax " OEOAEI

expected to increase the most (by 15% and 9.7%, respectively), while Bristol and Plainville are

next twenty yearsProjections for individual townsvayy AO1 ET AT A

projected to lose population.

Projected Population Change in the Region, 2000 - 2030

Percent
Change
2000 2010 2020 2030  2010-2030
Berlin 18,113 19,536 20,878] 22,490 15.19
Bristol 59,291| 58,556| 58,167 57,738 -1.49%
Burlington* 8,178 8,802 8,982 9,095 3.39
New Britain 68,467 66,951| 69,917 73,462 9.7%
Plainville 17,145 16,657 16,164 15,635 -6.1%
Plymouth 11,564  11,997] 12,229 12,355 3.0%
Southington 39,132 40,455 41,219 42,073 4.0%
IREGION | 221,890 222,954| 227,555 232,847 4.4%

Source: Connecticut Department of TransportatidPgpulation Projections for Connecticut Municipalities fi
2010 to 2030 by Age, Ethnicity and Sex Distributidag, 2007.
* data is preliminary

Within the growing and shrinking town populations, there are structural shifts afoot. As the
entire state of Connecticut is aging, so too is the Central Connecticut region. In every town, the
percent of the population aged 60 years old and older will increase by 2030. In Burlington, the most

dramatic example, the number of residents aged 60 years old and older is projected to increase by



84% (from 862 persons to nearly 3,000), and the percent of the population aged 60 and older will
increase from 10.5% in 2000 to 32.1% in 2030.

Population 60 years old and older Percent
Change
2000 2010 2020 2030  2010-2030
Berlin 3,681 4,260 5,703 7,332 72%
Bristol 10,629| 11,752] 14,209| 16,033 36%
Burlington* 862 1,586 2,370 2,916 84%
New Britain 12,592| 13,242 16,617] 16,965 28%
Plainville 3199 3694 4411] 4,615 25%
Plymouth 1,846 2,213  3,005] 3,649 65%
Southington 7,166] 9,282| 11,100 13,828 49%
* data is preliminary
IREGION | 39975 46,029| 57415 65,338 429%

Source: Connecticut Department of Transportatiddgpulation Projections for Connecticut Municipali
from 2010 to 2030 by Age, Ethnicity and Sex Distributidays. 2007.

By 2030, residents over 60 Percent of Population 60 years old and older

years of age will comprise at least
2000 2010 2020 2030

30% of the population in five of the

R L Berlin 20.3% 21.8% 27.39 32.6%
OACET T GiCevedyltowtt@s  [gristol 17.9% 2019 2449  27.8%
cohort will comprise more than Burlington* 10.59 18.0% 26.4% 32.19
20% of the population, with New NeYV Bﬁtain 18.4% 19.8% 23.8% 23.19

Plainville 18.79 22.2% 27.39 29.5%
Britain having the smallest percent, Plymouth 16.0% 18.4% 24 6% 29 594
at 23.1%. In Plainville, which will  |Southington 18.39 22.9% 2699  32.9%

* data is preliminary
IREGION | 1809 20.6% 25294 28.1%
older residents (a 25% mcrease), Source: Connecticut Department of TransportatidPgpulation Projections for

Connecticut Municipalities from 2010 to 2030 by Age, Ethnicity and Sex Distribt
May, 2007.

see the smallest overall increase in

this cohort will nonetheless

comprise 29.5% of the population

in2030A0A OiF OEA Oi x160 bHOI EAAOCAA piI POI AGEIT 1100
This demographic shift presages not only economic difficulty for the towns, whose labor

forces will decline as their senior populations rise, and a need for increased services, but also potential

difficulties in hazardous conditions. An older population may be less mobile, more dependent on

neighbors and family, and less able to evacuate or survive in isolation, or without heat or electricity,

for extended periods of time. Elder care facilities need to be equipped with supplies that can allow



Race, Ethnicity, Income, Vehicle Access, and Language Spoken at Home

Top 2
Median % Population  Languages %

household Speaking other than Population

% Minority income as Language other English  Speaking

or Mixed % Hispanic % of state  than Englishat Spokenat Language

Race (Any Race)  median Home Home at Home
. Polish 4%
Berlin 3.0% 1.5% 126% 15% o1 ;i
Italian 3%

0
Bristol 8.4% 5.3% 88% 16% French i
Spanish 5%

i 0,
Burlington |  2.6% 1.3% 153% 7% =Rl i
French 2%

1 0,
New Britain | 30.6% 26.8% 63% 43% Spanish 22%
Polish 12%

i 0,
Plainvile |  6.5% 3.6% 89% 19% Polish Lis:
French 4%

0
Plymouth 2.7% 1.3% 100% 8% French 3%
Polish 1%

0,
Southington | 3.6% 2.0% 112% 10% AGE 2
Italian 2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 Summary File 3: PCT10, P53; Summary File 1: P3, P4.

senior populations to shelter in place; meanwhile, towns must also consider added need for medical
sheltering. Hazard mitigation plans for an aging population must address protection of critical

facilities and vulnerable populations to ensure that all residents are able to weather the storms.

Vulnerable populations may include not only senior citizens and persons who are less mobile,
but also lowincome and minority populations, some of whom may have difficulty evacuating or
protecting their homes, or may miss critical information due to limited ability in English. In four of the
OACET 1 énore dank5h 6 the population does not speak English at horfew Britain in
particular has large Spanish (22%) and Polish (12%) speaking populations. Public education efforts
i 600 OAEA ET O AAAI O1T 6 AAAE OiI x1 860 DPAOOEAOI AO 1 A]
made available to them, so that mitigation planning efforts do not systematically discriminate against

non-English speaking communities.

Land Use & Development Patterns

Towns in the region exhibit a typical development pattern for New England: dense population



centers (often more than one per town) cluster around rivers, where mills and other businesses were

once located. These population centers may have a rich mix of uses, with additional residential
development spiraling outward, creating relatively compact villages. While this historic pattern results

in picturesque town centers, it also increases the potential for flood damage. Development in recent

years has largely abandoned the traditional centralized pattern, and followed a more sprawling

pattern, with new development radiating out ever further from traditional population centers, and

filling in the open space and former agricultural fields that once separated village centers. By

consuming land formerly reserved for open space and agriculture, development covers amnigiver
DAOAAT OACA T £ OEA OACET 1By @stricthg the natuEadiiEw df stobnh OOET OO0
water, increased impervious surfaces and other amaade obstructions contribute, over time, to

increased flooding.

Much of the development the region has seen since 1985 has come at the cost (mainly) of its
agricultural land and deciduous and coniferous forests. The maps below, from the UConn Center for
Land-Use Education and Research (CLEAR), show differences in development from 1985 to 2006. The
corresponding table (following page) highlights percent increases and decreases in different kinds of
land cover.

Change in Land Cover, 1982006

I:l Barren Land I:I Agriculture I:I Non-forested Wetland - Utility ROWs
|:\ Developed - Deciduous Forest I:I Forested Wetland
|:| Turf & Grass - Coniferous Forest I:I Tidal Wetland Source: UConn CLEAR data

|:| Other Grasses - Water

Source: UConn Center for Laridse Education and Research (CLEAR)



% Change in Land Cover Categories, 1985-2006

Berlin Bristol Burlington New Britain Plainville Plymouth Southington
Developed 24% 17% 38% 5% 16% 16% 23%
Turf & Grass 13 %) 11 %) 72% -5% 3% 35%) 17%|
Other Grasses 46% 1% 33% 14% 48% 26% -36%
Agricultural Field -32% -24% -32% -73%) -77% -25% -18%
Deciduous Forest -10% -15% -6% -15%) -18% -5% -14%
Coniferous Forest -3% -13% -4% -17%) -27% -2% -9%
W ater -9% -3% -5% -11% -16% -6% -8%
Non-Forested Wetland 60% 55% 14% -63% 0% 59% 9%
Forested Wetland -10% -17%| -8% -26% -9% -9% -9%
Tidal Wetland 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Barren 46% -22% 34% 697% 22% 87% 39%

Source: Uconn CLEAR, "Connecticut's Changing Landscape, Version 2," http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/your/town.asp, acce
8/17/2009.

The majority of development in the region is occurring on previously undeveloped land. The
most endangered land, by far, is agricultural land. The region is home to some prime farmland soils
and farming operations, but the majority of this land is zoned residential, which opens the door to
development. With the exception of Southington, every town in the region lost a higher percentage of
its agricultural acreage to development than any other type of land cover. This holds even where a
town lost more total acres of forest than farmland, since farmland makes up a smaller overall
DAOAAT OACA T £ 11 00 O1 x1 08 1 AT A

Development of formerly open space is driven, in part, by population increase. Increased
populations lead to more home construction, school expansions, and potential commercial
development. New development may not be limited to communities actually experiencing population
increases; commercial development or even housing development may occur in other towns hoping to
DOl £ZEO &£OiT I OEAEO T AECEAT 006 OOAAAOOAO

Between1990and2000 O E OA A 1 £ O E ABern/B@ihgtdn&rd Sdihimgtod
gained in population. On average, these towns developed .4 acres of land for each new resident during
this time. Between 2000 and 2005, four towns (Berlin, Burlington, Plymouth and Southington) had

population increases, with an average increase in developed land per additional person of .28 acres.

The towns varied in the number of acres developed per person; Southington added between.8
and.32 acres per person, while Plymouth added only .09 acres per person. On average, however, over

the 15 years, towns that gained in population added .28 acres of development per person. (Increased

9



Population and Land Cover Change, 1990-2005

1990-2000 2000-2005
Increase in Increase in
Developed |Acres Developed |Acres
Population [Acres (1990|developed pelPopulation [Acres (2002{developed pef
Increase* [2002)** added person|Increase* 2006)** added person
Berlin 1324 307 0.23 749 111 0.15
Burlington 11572 186 0.16 399 97 0.24
Plymouth - - - 294 27 0.09
Southington 614 502 0.82 722 232 0.32

*Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 and 2000 Decennial Census, PO01.

**Source: UConn CLEARGonnecticut's Changing Landscape Versjdittp://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape. Years are actually
1990-2002 and 2002-2006.

development was not isolated to the towns that gained in population; overall the region saw an

increase in developed land of 8%, or 2,389 acres, despite losing over 6,000 people. This may indicate
Al

residents on neighboring towns, or unrelated events, such as business expansions.)
#1118/ 480 PI DOl AGET T DOT EADBBpedpe byBRAEAO A OA

development continues apace, averaging .28 acres developed per additional resident (in towns that

gain population, 16% @,770acreg1 £ OEA OACEI 160 1T AO AAOROIEGAATI A 1A

increased population and residential development in one town triggers additional development in

neighboring towns that do not gain population, this number may be higher.) This additional

development will not be equally distributed across the towns, but will be concentrated in towns with

more developable land# # 2 0 2067Plan of Conservation and Development for the region

estimated developable land per town as follows:

Net Developable Land

Berlin 1754 11% 10%
Bristol 1759 10% 10%
Burlington 335§ 18% 20%
New Britain 280 3% 2%
Plainville 940 149% 5%
Plymouth 3907 28% 23%
Southington 5224 23% 30%

Net Developable
Land (NDL) inAcres - OT EAEDPAIT EOU Total NDL for Region

NDL as a Percentage of

NDL as a

Percentage o

Source: CCRP/lan of Conservation and Development for the Central Connecticut Region, 2009g2017

10



Net Developable Land represents the currently undeveloped land in each municipality that is
available for development (e.g. does not have conservation easements) and not hampered by build
out constraints (such as wetlands, stream buffers, floodplain areas, water bodies, protected open
space, and areas with prohibitive slopes). Net Developable Land of 30%ndobieslicate that a town
is 70% built out.
. A0 $AOGATTPAATA ATA AO A PAOAAT OAcCA 1T &£ A 101
towns could develop in the futurén Plymouthup to28%1 £ OEA O x1 80 1 AT A AT O1 A
development, whereas in New Britain, only 280 acres remain that could be converted. Southington
has the most land available for conversips,224 acreg and will likely see the greatest concentration

of development.

Geology & Hydrology

One concern raised by this continuinggyj| Types in Central Connecticut

a-centric development pattern is its impact ot
natural systems, particularly hydrologic
systems. Due to its geographic location,
actions taken in the region have the potential

to impact areas that are quite distant.

The Central CT Region sits at the

OOAT OEOEIT 1 & #111AK 8 A0
to its Central Valley. The Highlands are ‘
characterized by rolling hills, and thin, rocky
soil, with rugged slopes in the northwest
corner of the state. The Central Valley is a :
flatter expanse that lies between the Westerr | 'y
and Eastern Highlands, and boasts rich Source: CT Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) GIS files
agricultural soils. The Valley is divided by the rocky Metacomet Ridge (orange and red on the Soll
Types map, above). According to OEP:

The fertile soils of the Central Valley were formed through a combination ofdiraned glacial

lake sediments and loamy or sandy alluvial deposits. Glacial till soils in the Western and Eastern

Highlands, derived from crystalline rocks, tend to be rocky with little organic accumulafion.

DER#1 11T AAOEAOOBO #1 1 POAEAT OE200523)ET Al EEAA #1171 OAOOAOGET T 30
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Towns at the western end of the region (Burlington and Plymouth) have hilly topography and
forested slopes. Other towns are relatively flat, with higher concentrations of prime and statewide

important farmland soils. The Metacomet Ridge divides the easternmost towns in the region (New
Britain and Berlin) from the rest, and provides a recreational and scenic amenity.

7A0A0 EOT I OEA OACEIT AOAET O EIT Olhe DEOAA 1T £ OE
Housatonic, Connecticut, and South Central Coast. En route to its final destination, the water

navigates five regional and 23 subgional basins that reach from Massachusetts nearly all the way to

Sub-Regional Watershed Basins in the Central CT Region

Source: CT Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) GIS files

In 2005, CCRPA conducted a boldt analysis that examined the impact of different degrees
of build-out upon these sulsegional drainage basins. Development brings impervious surface, and
increased impervious surface means trouble for the health of a watershed:

12



Impervious surfaces in a watershed adversely impact the health of the watershed. These effects
include adverse impacts on water quantity, degraded water quality, changes to habitat,
diminished stream and landscape aesthetics, bank erosion and flash fl&addarly,

impervious surfaces dramatically increase peak discharges during storm or snowmelt

events, resulting in the increased flow and possible downstream floodingAccording to

different studies, biological integrity and habitat quality of streams are inversely affected by the
amounts of impervious surfaces adjacent to them (Arnold & Gibbons1996; Klein1979;
Schueler1994)A watershed is considered to be impacted when the impervious surface

exceeds 10% of the total watershedSchueler 1994 CCRPA, Pequabuck River State of the
Watershed Report, July 2004 [emphasis added].

The table below reveals the impact that the impervious surfaces associated with varying degrees of
regional buildout would have on the health of sulegional watersheds. According to the buitait
methodology, the region would be 25% budut (according to residential zoning requirements and

other factors) with the addition of 18,251 peopleoughly twice the population increase expected by

2030. If development occurs as projected, once the region is 25% built out, 12 of tihegsoibal

Percent of Impervious Surface of Sub-Regional Basin Land Area within the Central CT Regic

Map
Existing (2005) 25% Buildout 50% Buildout 70% Buildout Code
Bass Brook 14.659 14.90% 15.15% 15.34% J
Belcher Brook 20.08% 21.089 22.08% 22.88%9 U
Burlington Brook 13.63% 15.32% 17.01% 18.37% E
Copper Mine Brook 18.989 20.079 21.16% 22.039 G
Eightmile River 16.49% 18.189 19.889 21.23% N
Farmington River 0.249% 0.319 0.379 0.42% A
Hancock Brook 8.76% 10.87% 12.99% 14.689 H
Leadmine Brook 0.78% 1.039 1.29% 1.509 C
Mad River 0.52% 0.53% 0.549% 0.55% M
Mattabesset River 9.88% 10.429 10.96% 11.40% V
Misery Brook 21.299 22.93% 24.56% 25.87% S
Naugatuck River 0.54% 0.719 0.87% 1.019 L
Nepaug River 0.579 0.65% 0.739 0.79% B
Pequabuck River 22.619 23.589 24.56% 25.349 I
Piper Brook 9.69% 9.779 9.84% 9.90% K
Poland River 5.19% 6.18% 7.17% 7.96% F
Quinnipiac River 9.49% 10.15% 10.809 11.32% R
Rock Brook 0.03% 0.04% 0.04% 0.04%9 D
Sodom Brook 1.60% 1.839 2.06% 225% T
Tenmile River 3.51% 3.98% 4.46% 483% Q
Webster Brook 11.78% 11.87% 11.95% 12.029 P
Willow Brook 28.459% 29.60% 30.76% 31.68% O

* Many sub-regional basins extend past the perimeter of the region (see map, pg. 12). Land area outside the region was not e\
Source: CCRPA, Plan of Conservation and Development for the Central CT Region, 2007-2017
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basins affected by flow in the region would be adversely impacted, including the three biggest rivers in

the region: the Quinnipiac, the Mattabesset, and the Pequabuck. Flooding from these rivers already

EAO AOAI AOEA EI bAA@faging in réspoAsibld Ae@dbpriedt frachzés tolag@rt

ET AOAAOAA Ei PAAOO 11 OEA OACEI T80 xAOAOOGEAAO EO
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Natural Hazards: Risks to the Region

Floods

Flooding, the hazard encountered with the greatest frequency in Central Connecticut, can and
does happen at any time. Rain storms are common throughout the year, and each season brings its
own source of floods: from midummer through fall, hurricanes bring wind and torrential rain; winter
.1 06 AOOAOO DI O1 A OE fsnod@del llndatesIded Bydrddgit systetns ih OAE
early spring; and summer thunderstorms can bring flash floods in minutes. Historical development
patterns encouraged dense construction of town centers near water bodies; consequently many areas
with chronic flooding problems are in population centers. Most towns identified flooding as the

natural hazard of most concern in their communities.

All seven towns in the Central Connecticut region participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program, and have done so since 1974.FIRMs for the six towns in Hartford County are quite recent,
dating to September of 2008. Plymouth, located in Litchfield County, has FIRMs a decade older (last
updated November 1998). Each town has worked with FEMA to update its FIRMs and established a
floodplain ordinance that limits the amount and kind of development that can occur in ffmote
areas. Towns continue to assist their residents in acquiring flood insurance, providsitediood

water storage, and otherwise protecting their assets through responsible practices.

Regional Participation in NFIP

Init FHBM Init FIRM Current Effective

Identified Identified Map Date
Berlin 8/16/1974 7/16/1980 9/26/2008§
Bristol 5/17/1974  11/18/198[L 9/26/2008§
Burlington 7/19/1974 6/1/1981 9/26/2008§
New Britain 5/24/1974 7/16/1981 9/26/2008§
Plainville 5/31/1974  11/19/198D 9/26/2008§
Plymouth 8/16/1974  10/15/1982 11/6/199¢
Southington 5/10/1974 7/16/1981 9/26/200§

Source: Fema, National Flood Insurance Community Status Book.

All the towns in Central Connecticut feel the impact of flooding on a regular basis. The
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Pequabuck, Quinnipiac, and Mattabesset Rivers flow through the region, and all havepitond

areas. Impacts from flooding vary according to the severity of each flood event, but can range from
minor damage of personal property to dam failure, septic and sewer system failure, and even the
destruction of homes and loss of lives. Flood damage is predictable in its location, however, and every
town in the region has one or more specific properties that are damaged by flooding on a regular

basis.

Historically, the region has seen a great deal of floodiige A . AOET 1 Al #1 Ei AOEA
Storm Events Database lists many flood events for Hartford and Litchfield Counties. Some events with

particularly significant impacts on the region were:

January 28, 1996 Gale force south winds with gusts to 60 mph, heavy rainfall of from 1 to 2
inches, and very mild temperatures rising into the 50s preceded a sharp cold front that was
approaching from the west. A peak wind gust to 61 mph was reported in East Windsor and a
gust to 60 mph was reported in East Hartford, both in Hartford County. In New Britain, a brick
facade of a six family apartment house was blown down. In Windham County, trees were blown
down, blocking several roads. Street flooding was reported in the town of Thompson, closing
several roads. Falling trees and tree limbs cause scattered power outages throughout the
region. Power outages affected 60,000 electric customers statewide. Minor river flooding
occurred in Hartford County along the North Branch of the Park River in Hartford, which crested
at 9.9 feet at 8:30 PM on the 28th; flood stage is 8.0 feet. Flooding occurred along the
Connecticut River at Thompsonville, which crested at 6 PM on the 28th at 5.7 feet; flood stage is
5 feet. At Hartford, a crest of 20.7 feet occurred at 10 AM on the 29th; flood stage is 16 feet. The
Farmington River crested at Simsbury at 1 AM on the 29th at 13.7 feet; flood stage is 12.0 feet.
The Quinnipiac River crested at 3.5 feet at Southington at 1 AM on the 28th; flood stage is 3.0
feet.

April 16-18, 1996:Two to 3 inches of rain fell on April 16th in northern Connecticut, with totals
of 3to 5 inches in the south portion of Hartford and Tolland Counties. All of the rain fell in about
a 12hour period. The ground had remained saturated from heavy snowmelt during the

previous week and this combined with the heavy rain to produce urban flooding, flooding of
small streams, and finally minor to moderate flooding of the major rivers. After a record
snowfall during the first ten days of the month, wet and milder weather returned, resulting in
the most significant mainstem river flooding along the Connecticut River in 9 years. A flash
flood occurred in Berlin, where boats were needed to rescue people stuck in two cars on Route
71 at about 3 PM on the 16th. The North Branch of the Park River crested at Hartford at 12.9
feet at 4:23 PM on the 16th; flood stage is 8 feet. Moderate flooding was reported along the
South Branch of the Park River at Hartford. The Farmington River crested at Simsbury at 12.17
feet at 9:30 PM on the 17th. The Connecticut River crested at Thompsonville at 6.61 feet at 1:15
AM on the 18th; flood stage is 5 feet. The Connecticut River crested at Hartford at 22.06 feet at
1:30 PM on the 18th; flood stage is 16 feet. Moderate flooding was reported along the
Quinnipiac River at Hartford around 3 PM on the 16th. In general, during this eveihyilagyv
riverfront land and some roads were flooded, but no significant damage was reported.

March 11, 1998A powerful storm system moving slowly northeast from the Ohio Valley to the
eastern Great Lakes brought strong winds and heavy rainfall to Connecticut, which resulted in
urban street flooding, basement flooding, small stream flooding, and main stem river flooding.
At times, the rainfall was torrential, especially in thunderstorms during the evening of March
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9th. Rainfall totals of 3 to 5 inches were reported across northern Connecticut. Some of the
greatest totals included: Storrs, 4.86"; Willimantic, 4.50"; South Windsor, 4.00"; Glastonbury,
3.86"; Woodstock, 3.80"; Wethersfield, 3.77"; Newington and Scotland, 3.60"; and Southington,
3.56". A new record daily rainfall total for March 9th was established at Bradley International
Airport, Windsor Locks, with 2.40". Several small streams flooded. The Quinnipiac River at
Southington reached flood stage of 3.5 feet at 1:00 PM on March 9th, crested at 5.0 feet at 9:45
PM and then fell below flood stage at 11:00 AM on March 10th. One unidentified stream
reached flood stage at 1:20 PM on March 9th at West Hartford. Another unidentified stream
reached flood stage in Newington at 1:25 PM on March 9th. In Windham County, at Warrenville,
the Mount Hope River reached flood stage of 7 feet at 1:00 PM on March 9th, crested at 8.5 feet
at 12:00 AM on March 10th, then fell below flood stage at 6:00 AM on March 10th. The
Connecticut River reached flood stage of 16 feet at Hartford at 1 PM on March 11th, crested at
16.9 feet at 10 AM on March 12th, then fell below flood stage at 11 PM on the 12th. The
Farmington River at Simsbury crested at 11.7 feet at 9 PM on the 10th, just shy of flood stage,
which is 12 feet. Strong south winds occurred after the passage of a warm front during the mid
to late morning hours. Winds gusted to 40 to 55 mph.

September 16, 1999:Farmington River Tropical Storm Floyd brought torrential rainfall and
strong winds to northern Connecticut, as it tracked up the Connecticut River valley into central
Massachusetts. Although many areas received torrential rainfall, with totals between 4 and 8
inches, the heaviest rain fell in western Hartford County where as much as 10.80 inches was
reported in Bristol. The rainfall produced widespread flooding of low lying areas, especially in
Hartford County. Smaller rivers such as the Quinnipiac, North Branch Park, and Burlington
Brook rose rapidly out of their banks as the heavy rain arrives late in the afternoon and early in
the evening on the 16th. Crests of 2 to 3 feet above flood stage occurred by daybreak on the
17th. The Farmington River went into flood at Unionville from 11 pm on the 16th to 413 am on
the 17th, cresting a foot above flood stage at 1 am on the 17th. At Simsbury, the Farmington
went into flood at 715 am on the 17th and crested about a foot over flood stage at 930 pm on
the 17th, before returning to its banks at 215 pm on the 18th. The longer responding
Connecticut River rose out of its banks in Hartford at 1259 am on the 18th, and crested at 17.2
feet at 130 pm on the 19th, which is about a foot over its 16 foot flood stage. It returned to its
banks at 132 am on the 19th. Farther downstream at Middletown, the Connecticut went into
flood at 1050 am on the 18th, and crested at 8.8 feet at 1115 am on the 19th, almost a foot
above its 8 foot flood stage. It returned to its banks at 846 pm that same day. Surprisingly, no
flood damage was reported, even in those areas where the smaller rivers rose rapidly. Strong
winds were also felt in northern Connecticut as Floyd passed. There were scattered reports of
small trees or branches downed, which did not cause significant damage.

June 30July 1, 1998:An area of heavy showers and thunderstorms associated with a slow
moving warm front brought 2 to 4 inches of rainfall, resulting in urban street, basement, small
stream, and river flooding in Hartford County. The Quinnipiac River in Southington had reached
flood stage at 6:10 PM on June 30th, crested at 4.24 feet at 8:39 PM, continued flooding
through midnight, then fell below flood stage at 8:40 AM on July 1st.The South Branch of the
Park River, a small stream in Hartford, reached flood stage of 9 feet at 9:45 pm on June 30th,
crested at 9.85 feet at 10:30 PM, and fell back below flood stage right at midnight at the start of
July 1st. Also at 9:45 PM, in West Hartford, the Trout Brook went over its banks flooding nearby
areas. Urban street flooding was reported with water four feet deep on Pen Drive and one foot
deep in some other areas. No other flooding was reported during the rest of the month of July.

January 24, 1999Quinnipiac River Rainfall amounts of 2 to 3 inches caused the Quinnipiac
River to overflow its banks. The river crested at 4.0 feet at Southington, just over the flood
stage of 3.5 feet. There were no reports of flood damage.



February 2, 1999 Quinnipiac River Low pressure moving from the Carolinas to southern New
England brought 1 to 2 inches of rain to northern Connecticut. Very wet antecedent conditions
caused significant rises on small streams throughout the region. The Quinnipiac River at
Southington rose out of its banks late on the 2nd, producing minor flooding to low lying areas
along the river. It crested at 4.17 feet around 3 am on the 3rd, which is less than one foot above
its flood stage of 3.5 feet. There were no reports of flood damage.

April 22, 2000:Quinnipiac River Low pressure moving across southeast New England brought 2
to 4 inches of rain to Hartford County, most of which fell in a 6 to 12 hour period. The
Quinnipiac River in Southington experienced a minor flood, cresting at 4.5 feet at 7 am on the
22nd, which is just over its flood stage of 4 feet. No flood damage was reported.

March 23, 2001Quinnipiac River at Southington The combination of melting snow and heavy
rain brought the Quinnipiac River into flood. It crested at 4.6 feet at 3 pm on the 22nd (flood
stage is 3.5 feet). Several roadways near the river were closed by flood waters, but no damage
was reported.

March 30, 2001Quinnipiac River Renewed flooding occurred on the Quinnipiac River. Flows
remained well above normal after the previous week's flooding, and a storm system brought 2
to 3 inches of rain to Hartford County. The river crested at 4.4 feet at 10 pm on the 20th (flood
stage is 3.5 feet). There were no reports of flood damage.

September 28, 2003:Significant urban flooding affected central Hartford County, after nearly

4 inches of rain fell in a few hours. Several cars were stranded in Berlin and West Hartford, and
Willow Brook rose out of its banks in New Britain, flooding a nearby park. This event included
flash flooding in Berlin that caused $25,000 worth of property damage.

December 12, 2008Roack Road in Burlington was closed due to flooding. EPISODE
NARRATIVE: While a major ice storm affected Massachusetts and Southern New Hampshire,
three to four inches of rain fell in Connecticut resulting in small stream and some street
flooding.

The storms listed above represent just a small sample of events affecting the region. Other
storms not listed have often inflicted greater damage on the region. In 1992, for example, New Britain
experienced a great deal of flooding from a rainstorm that, according to a report by Maguire Group,
exceeded a 10§ear storm. The flooding that resulted from the storm inundated local playing fields

and caused $654,000 worth of damage to bridges, culverts, and roads.

As a result of these regular flooding events, many properties situated near key rivers in the
region flood on aregular basis AAT OAET ¢ O &%-! 60 2APAREDEOA , 1 00
repetitive loss properties in the region have incurred $1.77 million in repairs to buildings and

replacement of building contents over the last 30 years (see table, next page).

The majority of the repetitive loss properties in the region are privately owned and have not
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FEMA Flood Zones & Repetitive Loss Properties

Source: FEMA FIRMs, 2008 & 1998
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