
 

NORWALK RT 1 CORRIDOR MASTER PLAN STUDY 

Project Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting 4 

October 10, 2025 

9:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.  

Microsoft Teams  

 

Attendees 

• City of Norwalk Transportation, Mobility, and Parking (TMP): Jim Travers, Garrett Bolella, 

Greg Pacelli 

• Norwalk Transit District (NTD): Richard Schreiner, Besim Krasniqi 

• CTDOT: Josh Lecar, Shraddha Joshi, Rasha Mohamed, Michael Salter, Ethan Donecker, 

Matthew Tyksinski 

• WestCOG: Kristin Hadjstylianos, Kristin Floberg, Amal Malik 

• FHI Studio: Michael Ahillen, Hannah Brockhaus  

• AKRF: Marissa Tarallo  

 

Meeting Summary 

Michael Ahillen (FHI Studio) welcomed virtual Project Advisory Committee (PAC) members to the 

meeting. He introduced the members of the consultant team and led the presentation, which 

included the following topics:  

• Project Overview 

o Vision 

o Corridor-wide Concept 

o Traffic Results  

• Concept Development Discussion 

o Ferris Ave to Taylor Ave 

o Rampart Ave 

o Richards Ave 

• Other Questions and Next Steps 

 

Please refer to the presentation for details. The following summarizes the discussion. 

Discussion 

Project Overview 

• Ethan Donecker (CTDOT Traffic) thanked the team for framing the traffic analysis. He 

clarified that for comments such as questions about the adaptive analysis, the Department 

will be looking for justification for the expense of additional technology. Marissa Tarallo 

(AKRF) responded that the adaptive model will layer onto existing adaptive corridors on 

either side of six signals in the center of the corridor (the western end of Route 1 in Norwalk 
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has adaptive signalization from the Wegmans development and east of Taylor Avenue is 

included in Norwalk’s Phase V signalization project). Additionally, the City of Norwalk section 

(including Van Buren Ave) will include Transit Signal Priority (TSP).  

• Marissa explained that Adaptive Signal Technology and TSP are complementary (because 

adaptive will smooth out the impacts of TSP). She noted that the State will be evaluating TSP 

in New Haven and in Hamden, in addition to the City of Norwalk for their portion of this 

corridor. She further explained that Synchro can’t differentiate between a bus and a car so it 

cannot evaluate TSP accurately, but since the City and CTDOT favor conditional priority, she 

doesn’t anticipate any notable deterioration. Conditional priority for TSP means that only if 

the bus is late will the bus be prioritized in the signal phasing. Comparing to the operations 

today on the corridor, pedestrian actuation is much more common and disruptive for the 

corridor than TSP would be. Marissa explained that the signal would know that the bus is 

late through GTFS feed. For understanding loads, there are options to add the technology. At 

a bare minimum, TSP on the corridor wouldn’t give priority to early or on-time buses. In the 

case where bus routing required near-side bus stops (notably network modifications from 

the recent Norwalk Transit District Comprehensive Operational Analysis), the signal can be 

programmed so it won’t sit on recall while a bus is loading at the stop. 

Ferris Ave to Taylor Ave 

• Shraddha Joshi (CTDOT Project Development Unit) highlighted several requests: 

o She requested that areas with new sidewalk be indicated with a different color or 

otherwise identified. Michael Ahillen said they could be indicated through a callout 

box. 

o She requested parcels be identified on the concept plans for technical/CTDOT 

review. 

o She suggested that “easements” language may be inaccurate as those tend to be for 

very specific purposes such as building a multi-use path. She suggested language 

such as “partial property take” or “partial property acquisition” may be more 

accurate. She noted that the cost of right-of-way (ROW) impact will be important for 

cost estimation. She also suggested it is important to differentiate between what can 

be accommodated through minimum widths without any ROW impacts versus where 

they are essential for the infrastructure proposed. Michael Ahillen clarified that for 

the multi-use path, the scale is generally 2-4’ to accommodate. She noted that this 

adds up on a long corridor especially in commercial contexts. 

o Drainage relocation is a significant cost and will need to be noted in annotations 

• Ethan requested clarification on the language “as parcels develop and land use changes” 

which appears in multiple annotations. He considered the value in highlighting items that 

may not be as implementable in a reasonable timeframe. 

o Shraddha highlighted a similar issue regarding areas where retaining walls are 

proximate to the existing curb, or where there is a steep grade in the areas being 

shown, or where existing chain link face would require replacement, for multi-use 

path construction. She also noted that drainage tends to be underestimated where 

curb lines are changed. She is concerned that cost estimates might appear lower 
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than cost-to-construct for these locations. Michael Ahillen responded that CTDOT’s 

comments regarding locations of concern will be helpful for that review. 

o Ethan also provided the example of bus shelters requiring more of a property impact 

at Taylor Avenue and Route 1. 

Rampart Ave 

• Jim Travers (City of Norwalk) noted the recent pedestrian fatality in the vicinity of this critical 

sidewalk gap. Based on the feedback and these factors, the City administration has moved 

to fund this bridge structure and is separately engaging a consultant for that design work.  

• Ethan clarified his written comments saying that he asked OSTA about the removal of the 

right-turn lane. They indicated that since the existing development has been approved for 

that type of land use (commercial), the state wouldn’t have any means of forcing a developer 

to add a turn pocket as an example. 

o Marissa noted that further west on the corridor where there are existing turn 

pockets for more heavily trafficked businesses (i.e. Target, groceries), the volumes 

also did not warrant the turn pockets that were in the existing configuration.  

o Jim suggested the City can look at how Planning & Zoning can help with the State’s 

concerns regarding future development traffic impact assessment. He also noted 

that traffic signal operations impact this in a large way, highlighting the success of 

the Wegmans traffic signal work where there have been no public complaints about 

traffic since the opening. That was also a case where at first there was interest in 

lane widening. The City will be engaging a consultant to do an after analysis on these 

improvements. 

Richards Ave 

• It was noted that Richards Ave is proposed to have protected-permitted leading and lagging 

left turn phasing to improve operations based on observation of existing operations. 

• There was discussion regarding the eastern crosswalk across the mainline, following 

submission of CTDOT comments.  The team acknowledged that there is merit to the 

comment and will modify the crossing to bring the southern end closer to the intersection, 

such that vehicles don’t have the ability to accelerate before seeing the pedestrian in the 

crosswalk. It was noted that this will add to the crosswalk length.  

• Shraddha raised a concern about the southbound right turn on Route 1 to Richards 

northbound. She is concerned about queues building up in locations on the corridor (not 

just this one) and particularly flagged blocking driveways as an issue. Marissa noted that 

Synchro isn’t overly accurate for modeling congested corridors like this one. She explained 

that one of the quirks of Synchro’s model is that if the cycle length is increased, even if all the 

green time goes to the main road, the model translates this to longer queues. She 

highlighted that this is the case in most of the locations CTDOT has called out the queue 

lengths for further review (i.e. these are locations where existing cycle lengths are 75 to 80 

seconds which is not enough time to process all of the dedicated turn volumes at the 

intersections. This is a main reason to run the SIMTRAFFIC model and her expectation is that 

those queue length issues will be resolved with the adaptive model, based on her experience 
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comparing the two outputs. She encouraged the CTDOT team to consider this in their review 

of the Synchro outputs. She noted the final adaptive analysis will include videos and will 

allow for graphic generation, even to the level of detail of identification of which driveways 

have potential for being blocked by queues.  

• Jim noted that he will be paying attention to the left turning movements onto Richards Ave in 

the adaptive results. There are improved and acceptable LOS on the mainline but left-turns 

in conflict with throughs remain a challenge, so he wants to understand how the queue will 

be cleared with reducing a southbound (right-turn) lane pocket. Marissa noted that this is 

possible due to both adding protective permitted phasing for left turns and concurrent 

pedestrian phasing. Only with both of those things does the right turn lane removal work.  

• There was a question regarding the impact of Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) with 

concurrent phasing. CTDOT is moving to 7 second LPI. Marissa noted that compared to 

exclusive ped phasing, concurrent with LPI is still an improvement. She noted that Synchro 

cannot model LPI among other challenges and to keep in mind that the SIMTRAFFIC analysis 

will be a full apples-to-apples comparison. 

Other 

• Shraddha requested clarification on the annotation north of Belden Ave due to anticipated 

ROW constrictions. Garrett Bolella (City of Norwalk) responded that the City has identified 

this as a next step to connect the proposed multi-use path to the Norwalk River Valley Trail 

and this is north of the study area. They are currently (separately) evaluating its feasibility, 

and the annotation is to incorporate this acknowledgement of the potential connection.  
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