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the Highway Department to include this particular area to, which is the 
highest noise level on the turnpike in their schedule planning and I 
have to say we regret that up until this point I have had no success in 
getting the cooperation of the Highway Department in this regard. So I 
would appreciate and the residents of Byram, would very much appreciate 
your help. Thanlc you very much. 

Rep. Locke: M r . Chairman, Rep. Locke form the 49th District. I'd like to 
speak in favor of two bills 5247 and 5147 concerning the payment of 
volunteer Fire Deparmtnets on State Highways and Turnpikes. They'll 
be further testimony given by two gentlemen from the fire service at 
this time. M r . Chairman I won't take any more time, but just to say 
that I am in favor of both of these bills. Thank you. 

Rep. O'Dea: Are there any other legislatures that want to speak on any other 

bills? If not can you give us the bills as they are listed in the bulletin? 
Is Mr. Burkholder here that wanted to speak on the bill that came up 
yesterday? 

M r . Burkholder: M r . Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to speak, there 
was some confusion yesterday about the scheduling. Burkholder, I'm 
CDAP Coordinator and Assistant City Planner in the City of Norwich. I 
would like to speak in support on behalf of the City of Norwich of 
Sen. Murphys bill 375 concerning relocation of Route 2 through the City 
of Norwich. This bill would essentially just give needed flexibility 
to the Bureau of Highways in planning the relocation of this road, if 
you recall in the 1969 session there was money authorized for official 
studies on Route 2, but the language of the section of the bill was so 
specific that only, perhaps, could be considered by the Bureau of High-
ways, they have analyzed these two routes, they have very cooperative 
with the City of Norwich. The City of Norwich has rejected these routes, 
and I think the Bureaus of Highways is agrees with the cities, and the 
cities reasons for the rejections. In one case the Highway Coordinator 
suggested plans which were virtually demanded by the language of the 
legislation, would have cut our 64 acre redevolpment area into 2 - 1 7 
acre sites and one 6 acre site taking out approximately 25 of the 64 acres. 
Though the new bill will give the Bureau of Highways, flexibility it 
needs to plan the relocation of the road through the city without having 
to consider specific routes as where suggested b y the '69 legislation. 
The city council has gone on record in support of this concept. The 
Commissioner on the city plan is in the process of developing for the 
city, and it feels that the flexibility for the Bureau of Highways is 
needed and that this legislation would provide it. Thank you very m u c h . 

R e p . O'Dea: Thank you Sir. Now we will hear S.B. 254 AN ACT CONCERNING 

OPERATING OVERWEIGHT COMMERCIAL VEHICLES.' HIGHWAY WEIGHING REQUIRED. 
PENALTY. Anyone in favor of this bill? 

L t . Griffin: M r . Chairman, members of the Committee, I'm Lt. Griffin of the 
State Police Traffic Division. The State Police Department is in favor 
of S.B. 254 concerning operation overweight commercial vehicles. It 
seems it does provide for a simple method of computing fines for over-
weight violations. It also provides for a separate and simple method 
of computing overweight violations as they apply to axles. The bill 
further provides that the responsibility for any material removed from an 
overweight commercial motor vehicle to render its weight legal will 

remain with the owner or operatpr, However, we would like to propose 
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existing residences have been adequately and properly landscaped except 
where precluded by terrain conditions. The State of Connecticut should 
not be directed to accomplish screen plantings adjacent to parcels 
scheduled for future development as subdivisions, until such time as 
development takes place. Ineffective and possibly needless installations 
would probably result from such action. It is recognized that supple-
mental landscape planting installations will be required from time to 
time throughout our highway system to satisfy conditions arising from 
changes in abutting land use. We are cognizant, of these requirements 
and do accomplish such planting within the limit of available funds. 
There is no assurance that the installation of screen plantings will 
materially effect a reduction in the decibels of sound' encountered at 
residences existing in near proximity to the highway. Perhaps the 
greatest benefit of all is derived from placing the source of discomfort 
out of view. Many believe the effectiveness of screen planting installa-
tions depend upon the sensitivity of the individuals concerned and is, to 
a great extent, psychological. The Department of Transportation opposes 
Bill No. 5135 on the basis that it imposes a rather inflexible require-
ment and also on the basis that we can and do accomplish such planting 
where meaningful results can b e attained. 

Rep. O'Dea: Thank you Mr. Aryton. Anyone else opposed to 5135? The hearing 
is closed on this bill. The next one is H.B. 5147 AN ACT CONCERNING 

PAYMENT TO VOLUNTEER FIRE COMPANIES FOR CALLS ON ROUTE 8 . Rep and 
Rep. Locke have already spoken of the bill. 

Mr.Flannigan: The name is Ira Flannigan. Mr. Chairmen, representing the 
Connecticut State Farms Association talking in behalf of placing the 
State Farms Association on record as supporting H.B. 5147. I doubt if 
I should try to be repetious here because I believe that Rep. Sarsin 
has given a consise understanding as to the intent of the bill. And it 
will be very, very helpful in providing that coverage and also some 
compensation to the company for any specail equipment or materials that 
they may need and we ask that the committee kindly consider this bill 
and return a favorable report. 

Rep. O'Dea: Thank you Mr. Flannigan. Anyone else in faovr? 

M r . Reynolds: Mr. Chairman, the name is Howard Reynolds representing the 
Connecticut Association of Fire Chiefs, in support of this bill. If 
there was ever a section of highway that should be known as limited 
access its this particular piece, as was previously described by the 
Representative that introduced the bill. At places its 150 to 200 yards 
apart where they, almost vertical elevation between the roads and it does re 
present a hardship and responding comapanies having to go a couple of miles 

to make the swing over from one lane to the other, and we would like to 
support this piece of legislation. This is all this bill does, is iust 
include this little section of 8 . Thank you. 

Rep. ODea: Anyone else in favor? Anyone opposed? The hearing is closed on 
5147. Next bill is 5247 AN ACT INCREASING THE PAYMENT TO VOLUNTEER FIRE 
COMPANIES FOR CALLS ON ROUTE 8 . Rep. Locke has spoken in favor of the bill? 

M r . Flannigan: Chairmen, members of the committee, Ira Flannigan, representing 
the Connecticut State FirBmens Association. The bill which you have 
before you for consideration is in order to keep abreast of the mounting 
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of fire protection and the purchasing of supplies and equipment down to 
specially equipped apparatus in order to meet the, carry proper water 
supplies, to these limited access highways because of the nonavailability, 
I would say, to any source of supply. I will consider the request 
that is made here for an increase from $75.00 to $100.00, because even 
if $100.00 for the average truck fire on the highway c m be very expensive 
to any volunteer fire department, whether they use dry chemicals or 
foam. And we ask your consideration for the increase per call which 
is a matter of $25.00, in addition to the Mr. Chairman, I have a sub-
stit.ue.bill which has the approval of the Gentlemen who introduced this 
bill and I would ask that the committee would give this substitute bill 
consideration in combining of what the existing bill of .5247 and getting 
back to 5147 to bring in the section. Beacon Fall as previous described 
under one bill. Thank you Mr. Chariman. 

Rep. O'Dea: Thank you. Next in favor? 

Mr. Reynolds: Chairmen, Howard Reynolds representing the Connecticut Associa-
tion of Fire Chiefs. I wish to go on favor of this bill. Mr. Flannigan 
said cost wise foam which is usually used on a truck fire today cost 
about $30.00 for a five gallon can, which last about a minute and a half. 
So if you use very much foam on a fire its money out of pocket for the 
fire department responding, plus the fact that many of these parkway fires 
are fires involving trailer truck boxes where they are usually from out 
of state and not paying any taxes directly to the local community that is 
supporting the local fire department, and it quite frequently means tying 
up a couple of pieces of equipment and anywhere from 10 to 15 or 20 men 
for long periods of time, 1, 2, or 3 hours if he has a full load in his 
trailer which has all got to be overhauled before it can be left. These 
volunteer departments just cannot stand anymore expensive involved in 
their operations there hard put to keep operating in the present conditions. 
As I pointed out to the General Law Committee yesterday, in another bill 
that were interested in the situation which exists in the Town of Windam, 
where three volunteer fire departments closed there doors, night before 
last due to lack of financial support from the town. This is a very 
serious situation and we strongly would be in favor of this increase from 
$75.00 to $100.00. We know that this is the most economical way that the 
State of Connecticut can provide fire protection on the parkways and 
limited access highways throughout the state, and it has worked out very 
satisfactory very satisfactory for the length of time it has been in force 
with the detail work being done by the State Fire Marshalls Office. 

Rep. DuBaise: M r . Chairman, I have a question. Is there any possibility of 

recovering funds of loss, from Insurance Companies on out of state trucks? 

Mr. Reynolds: You mean by the fire company recovering, I think this would be 
a very cumbersome thing to do, there is no law no legal way that it could 
be done, it would have to be on a voluntary basis and probably would be 
pretty difficult to do. Incidetally, I might mention in the substitute 
bill which Mr. Flannigan mentioned, this does call for a limit of $50.00 
on the ambulances responding on the parkways. They have been paid in the 
past for ambualnce service and its going to mean a little reduction in 
some of these departments, their responding with ambulances, but we feel 
that $50.00 is a reasonable amount. The reason I say that is this, an 
ambualance goes in with two or three m e n , he picks up his patient or 
patients and gets out of there, where a piece of apparatus usually maybe 
two or three pieces of apparatus involves a lot more manpower and a lot 

more time. 
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Rep. O'Dea: Thank you M r . Reynolds. Anyone else in favor of this bill? 
We have a statement from Rep.Martin, saying"this is a good bill and 
I hope it passes". Anyone opposed to the bill? The hearing is closed 
on 5247. The next bill is 5338 AN ACT CONERNING CONSTRUCTION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF SIDEWALKS ABUTTING STATE PROPERTY. Rep.Williston has 
spoken in favor of this bill, anyone else in favor? Anyone opposed to 

M r . Aryton: Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Donald L . 
Aryton, speaking for the Department of Transportation in opposition 
of H.B. 5388. At the present time there are only two situations where 
the Department of Transportation is obliged and responsible for the 
maintenance of sidewalks. Section 13a-91 of the General Statutes permits 
construction or reconstruction of sidewalks on bridges and their 
approaches where public safety so requres and requires the maintenance 
of such walks. Additionally, Section 13a-258 requires maintenacne of 
sidewalks abutting property acquired for new highways from the date of 
propoerty acquisition until project completion. It is the Department's 
position the M i l No. 5388. if enacted, could place a near impossible 
burden on the department. Section 2 of this proposal is particularly 
objectionable due to the requirement to meet a 180 day deadline for 
construction after notification from the municipality of its need. 
Our particular concern here is the initial impact whereby hundreds of 
miles would undoubtedly be requested upon the effective date of the 
legislation. We have also made some estimates as to what mileages and 
costs might be required by this legislation. For these estimates we 
have used a cost range between $32,000 and $42,000 per mile of sidewalk. 
If each town had only one primary or secondary school on a State highway, 
construction of sidewalks within 2 miles of the school in each direction 
on each side of the highway would cost between $45 and 55 million dollars. 
Annual maintenance would cost approximately 8 million dollars, most of 
which would be for ice and snow removal. These figures apply to Section 1 
of Bill 5388 only. Section 2 of this bill requiring responsibility for 
construction and maintenance in populated districts might cost between 
$60 and $75 million for construction and an annual maintenacne cost of 
about 11 million dollars. Our estimate of mileage under this section 
was 1,800 miles. A large initial capitol expenditure for additional 
equipment to accomplish the ice and snow removal has not been included 
in the annual maintenance costs. With these facts at hand and at this 
present time, we believe, our only course of action to to oppose Bill 

Rep. O'Dea: Thank you, Anyone else opposed? The hearing is closed on 5388. 
Now we will hear ^512 AN ACT CONCERNING RESTAURANT FACILITIES ON THE 
MERRITT PARKWAY.Anyone else in favor? Anyone opposed? The hearing is 
closed on 5512. H.B. AN ACT CONCERNING MAINTENANCE OF ROADS IN THE 
STATE SECONDARY HIGHWAY SYSTEM. Any one in favor? 

M r . Aryton: M r . Chairmen, m y name is Donald L . Aryton, speaking for the 

Department of Transportation. It is not clear to us why Bill No. 5921 
has been presented. Section 13a-97 of the General Statute titled 
"Agreement for town maintenance of state highways" now provides authority 
for a town and the Connecticut Department of Transportation to enter 
into such agreement. It further provides for reimbursebent to the 
town in an amount mutually aggreeable to the parties. Under our internal 
procedures for entering into such agreement, the amount is derived 

from a costing study b y the state vhich reimbursement amount is not 

the bill? 

No. 5388. 
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Saturday, June 1971 

Page 16. calendar 1169, house Bill 7903. file 1284. 

Calendar 1170, substitute for House Bill 7959, file 1292. 

Calendar 1171, substitute for House Bill 8228, file 1294. 
• : . 

Page 17, Calendar 1217, substitute for House Bill 7686, 
p . I, - . • ^ 

file 1349. 

Page 18 ' Calendar 1234, House Bill 6837, file 1353. 
S - • —• — -

Calendar--1242, substitute for House Bill 6448, file 1377. 

Calendar .1,245, Substitute for House Bill 7974, file 1382. 

Page 19, Calendar 1263, substitute for House Bill 5561, 

file 1431. 

Calendar 1273, substitute for House Bill 5247, file 1429. 

Calendar 1274, substitute for House Bill 6512, file 1428. 

Page 20, Calendar 1299, House Bill 5147, file 1437. 

Page 21, Calendar 1308, substitute for House Bill 5895, 
r* 1 

file 1463. 

' Calendar 1311, substitute for House Bill 5953, file 1445. 

Calendar 1312, substitute for House Bill 6123, file 1468. 

Calendar 1316. substitute for House Bill 6292, file 1456. 

Page 22, Calendar 1322, substitute for House Bill 6447, 

file 1497. 

Calendar 1324, House Bill 6525, file 1475. 
* .— 

Page 24, Calendar 1379, substitute for House Bill 9229, 

file 1576. 

Page 25, Calendar 1383, substitute for House Bill 7744. 
^ — — — — — 

file 1573-

Page 28. Calendar 1422, substitute for Senate Bill 240 
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June 9, 1971 Page 73 

File 1608 Gal. 1365, House Bill 5578, File 1hhh; Cal. 1366, .House Bill 5697 j 

File 666; G 1. 1367, House Bill 582).;, File 775; C il. 1369, House Bill 6180, 

File 1580; Cal. 1371, House Bill 6 6 8 7 , File 1290; Cal. 1372, House Bill 6731. i 

File Ht69; Cal. 1373, House Bill 68U2, File 1659; Cal. 1375, House Bill 7031 1 

File 588; Cal. 1376, House Bill 7237, File 1629; Cal. 1.377, House Bill 7U93 

File 1623; Cal. 1379, House Bill 7907, File H 4 I 4 6 ; Cal. 1380, House Bill 7960; j 

File 1306; Gs X« 1381, House Bill 8093, File 1663; Cal. 1383, House Bill 8170 ; 

File 1621; Cal„ 1386, House Bill 9220, File 1635; Cal. 1387, House Bill 9252, j 

File 1672; Cel. 1389, House Bill 5l5I|, File 913; Cal 1390, House Bill 5286, # ' 

File 12 71; Cal. 1392, aHouse Bill 5661, File $19; Cal. 139)4, House Bill 6 3 8 0 

File 1386; Cal. 1395, House Bill 6908, File 11^2; Cal • 1396, 
j 

House Bill 691k I i 
File 1388; Cal. 1397, House Bill ?U38, File 890; Cal. 1398, House Rill 7U50 j 

File 1198; Cal. 1399, House Bill 7 8 8 9 . File lijlil; Cal. 1296, House Bill 5036 = 

File 7U6; Cal. 1297, House Bill £Ui7, File lli37; Gal. 1298, House Bill 5157 f t 
File 1U66; Cal. 1299, House Bill 5216; File 7kk', Cal. 1300, House Bill 5219 ) 

File 9h9; C .1. 1301, House Bill 52H7, File 1^29; Cal. 1303,. House Bill 5561 j 

File 1U31 Cal. 130U, House Bill 5577, File 1289; C :1. 1306, House Bill 575U j 

File 1551; Cal. 1308, House Bill 5918, File 937; Cal • 1309, House Bill 5953 j 
~ \ 

File 1UU5 Cal. 1310, House Bill 5957, File 1563; c 1. 133-1, House Bill 5958 [ 

File 1299 C:ilo 1312, House Bill 61.23, File H 4 6 8 ; Cal. 1 3 1 3 , House Bill. -6292 

File 1U56 Cal. 1 3 lU, House Bill 6376, File 833; Cal. 1 3 1 5 , House Bill 6i|23 j 

File 1U53 Cal. 1 3 1 6 , House Bill 6hJ0, File 923; Cal. 1 3 1 7 , House Bill 6512 i 

File 1 U 2 8 Cal. 1 3 1 8 , House Bill 6525, File 1)475; Cal. 135, House Bill 65U7 ' 1 
File 1 2 6 6 Cal. 1 3 2 0 , House Bill 6606, File 533; ft- y Cal. 1321 House Bill 6837 j 

! File 1353 Cal. 1 3 2 2 , House Bill 6682, File 1352; Cal. 1323, House Bill 6885 j 

File 13U8 Cal. 1 3 2 I 4 , House Bill 6939, File 1330; C 1. 1325, House Bill 6 9 6 3 j 
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