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Unemployment rates decreased by 6.35 percentage points in the NVC and 5.37
percentage points in the state from 1992 to 2000.  In this period, Waterbury, Thomaston,
and Ansonia experienced the largest percent decreases in unemployment rates.

Unemployment rates decreased by 1.99 percentage points in the NVC and 1.87
percentage points in the state from 1990 to 2001.  During this 11-year period, Wolcott,
Thomaston, Prospect, and Watertown witnesses the largest percent decreases in
unemployment rates.

Change in Unemployment Rates for the NVC, 1990-1992

Ranked from Highest to Lowest Change in Unemployment Rates
Thomaston (1) 3.53
Waterbury (2) 3.22
Derby (3) 3.22
Ansonia (4) 3.10
Naugatuck (5) 2.97
Bethlehem (6) 2.84
NVC 2.82
Seymour (7) 2.80
Watertown (8) 2.79
Wolcott (8) 2.79
Woodbury (10) 2.77
Prospect (11) 2.74
Shelton (12) 2.66
Oxford (13) 2.53
Connecticut 2.47
Beacon Falls (14) 2.45
Southbury (15) 2.43
Middlebury (16) 1.57
Cheshire (17) 1.52
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Change in Unemployment Rates for the NVC Region, 1990-2001

Ranked from Highest to Lowest Change in Unemployment Rates

Wolcott (1) -2.53
Thomaston (2) -2.51
Prospect (3) -2.36
Watertown (4) -2.25
Derby (5) -2.13
Waterbury (6) -2.04
Naugatuck (6) -2.04
Shelton (8) -2.03
Ansonia (9) -1.99
NVC -1.99
Seymour (10) -1.89
Connecticut -1.87
Oxford (11) -1.80
Beacon Falls (12) -1.75
Middlebury (13) -1.58
Cheshire (14) -1.28
Bethlehem (15) -1.13
Woodbury (16) -1.08
Southbury (17) -0.76

Change in Unemployment Rates for the NVC Region, 1992 - 2000

Ranked from Highest to Lowest Change in Unemployment Rates

Waterbury (1) -7.62
Thomaston (2) -7.38
Ansonia (3) -7.01
Watertown (4) -6.56
Derby (5) -6.42
Wolcott (6) -6.41
NVC -6.35
Naugatuck (7) -6.25
Prospect (8) -6.12
Seymour (9) -5.98
Shelton (10) -5.87
Oxford (11) -5.37
Connecticut -5.37
Beacon Falls (12) -5.20
Woodbury (13) -4.87
Bethlehem (14) -4.65
Southbury (15) -4.38
Middlebury (16) -3.94
Cheshire (17) -3.55
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Housing Stock in the NVC

In 1997, of the 142,647 housing units in the NVC, 62 percent were single-family homes,
10 percent were two-family homes, 26 percent were three-plus family units, and 2
percent were mobile homes or other.  In addition, of the 1,374,566 housing units in
Connecticut, 63 percent were single-family homes, 9 percent were two-family homes, 26
percent were three-plus family units, and 2 percent were mobile homes or other.

Housing Stock, 1997

Total Single Family Two Family Three or
More

Family

Mobile
Homes or

Other
Connecticut 1,374,566 864,655 121,473 358,667 29,771
NVC 142,647 88,716 14,102 36,983 2,846
Ansonia 7,705 3,582 2,268 1,775 80
Beacon Falls 2,143 1,514 134 314 181
Bethlehem 1,356 1,208 65 48 35
Cheshire 9,379 8,035 202 1,042 100
Derby 5,398 2,574 1,170 1,536 118
Middlebury 2,493 2,366 54 56 17
Naugatuck 12,395 7,295 1,538 3,081 481
Oxford 3,282 3,166 69 20 27
Prospect 2,908 2,658 48 20 182
Seymour 6,206 4,173 680 1,301 52
Shelton 14,135 10,957 958 1,701 519
Southbury 7,353 6,017 353 804 179
Thomaston 2,907 1,994 291 549 73
Waterbury 47,649 18,984 5,295 22,721 649
Watertown 8,074 6,304 737 976 57
Wolcott 5,521 4,986 95 405 35
Woodbury 3,743 2,903 145 634 61
       Source: CT Dept. of Economic and Community Development
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Share of Housing Stock, 1997
Town Single Family Two Family Three or

more
Family

Mobile
Homes or

other

Connecticut 63% 9% 26% 2%

NVC 62% 10% 26% 2%

Ansonia 46% 29% 23% 1%

Beacon Falls 71% 6% 15% 8%

Bethlehem 89% 5% 4% 3%

Cheshire 86% 2% 11% 1%

Derby 48% 22% 28% 2%

Middlebury 95% 2% 2% 1%

Naugatuck 59% 12% 25% 4%

Oxford 96% 2% 1% 1%

Prospect 91% 2% 1% 6%

Seymour 67% 11% 21% 1%

Shelton 78% 7% 12% 4%

Southbury 82% 5% 11% 2%

Thomaston 69% 10% 19% 3%

Waterbury 40% 11% 48% 1%

Watertown 78% 9% 12% 1%

Wolcott 90% 2% 7% 1%

Woodbury 78% 4% 17% 2%

In 2000, of the 145,617 housing units in the NVC, 63 percent were single-family homes,
10 percent were two-family homes, 25 percent were three-plus family units, and 2
percent were mobile homes or other.  In addition, of the 1,399,819 housing units in
Connecticut, 78 percent were single-family homes, 7 percent were two-family homes, 12
percent were three-plus family units, and 4 percent were mobile homes or other.
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Housing Stock, 2000

Town Total Single
Family

Two
Family

Three or
more

Family

Mobile
Homes or

Other

Connecticut 1,399,819 889,770 121,349 361,897 30,964
NVC 145,617 91,991 14,083 36,858 2,969
  Ansonia 7,799 3,674 2,272 1,780 85
  Beacon Falls 2,264 1,635 134 314 183
  Bethlehem 1,410 1,260 67 48 35
  Cheshire 9,638 8,262 202 1,078 103
  Derby 5,496 2,676 1,170 1,536 118
  Middlebury 2,578 2,454 54 56 19
  Naugatuck 12,551 7,472 1,534 3,071 482
  Oxford 3,536 3,422 69 20 31
  Prospect 3,085 2,836 48 20 186
  Seymour 6,340 4,310 686 1,301 52
  Shelton 14,643 11,442 960 1,728 529
  Southbury 7,792 6,456 353 804 180
  Thomaston 3,072 2,160 291 549 73
  Waterbury 47,536 19,191 5,267 22,538 732
  Watertown 8,276 6,511 736 976 61
  Wolcott 5,697 5,166 95 405 38
  Woodbury 3,904 3,064 145 634 62

Source: CT Dept. of Economic and Community Development

Share of Housing Stock, 2000
Town Single Family Two Family Three or more

Family
Mobile Homes

or other

Connecticut 64% 9% 26% 2%

NVC 63% 10% 25% 2%

  Ansonia 47% 29% 23% 1%

  Beacon Falls 72% 6% 14% 8%

  Bethlehem 89% 5% 3% 2%

  Cheshire 86% 2% 11% 1%

  Derby 49% 21% 28% 2%

  Middlebury 95% 2% 2% 1%

  Naugatuck 60% 12% 24% 4%

  Oxford 97% 2% 1% 1%

  Prospect 92% 2% 1% 6%

  Seymour 68% 11% 21% 1%

  Shelton 78% 7% 12% 4%

  Southbury 83% 5% 10% 2%

  Thomaston 70% 9% 18% 2%

  Waterbury 40% 11% 47% 2%

  Watertown 79% 9% 12% 1%

  Wolcott 91% 2% 7% 1%

  Woodbury 78% 4% 16% 2%
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Changes in Housing Stock in the NVC

The percentage of single family housing units increased by 1 percentage point in the
NVC and .7 percentage points in Connecticut from 1997 to 2000.  The percentage of two
family units decreased by .2 percentage points in NVC and Connecticut from 1997 to
2000.  The percentage of three or more family housing units decreased by .6 percentage
points in the NVC and .2 percentage points in Connecticut from 1997 to 2000.  The
percentage of mobile homes or other stayed the same in the NVC and Connecticut from
1997 to 2000.

Change in Housing Stock, 1997-2000

Town Single
Family

Two
Family

Three or
more

Family

Mobile Homes or
Other

Connecticut 0.7% -0.2% -0.2% 0.0%
NVC 1.0% -0.2% -0.6% 0.0%
Ansonia 0.6% -0.3% -0.2% 0.1%
Beacon Falls 1.6% -0.3% -0.8% -0.4%
Bethlehem 0.3% 0.0% -0.1% -0.1%
Cheshire 0.1% -0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Derby 1.0% -0.4% -0.5% 0.0%
Middlebury 0.3% -0.1% -0.1% 0.1%
Naugatuck 0.7% -0.2% -0.4% 0.0%
Oxford 0.3% -0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
Prospect 0.5% -0.1% 0.0% -0.2%
Seymour 0.7% -0.1% -0.4% 0.0%
Shelton 0.6% -0.2% -0.2% -0.1%
Southbury 1.0% -0.3% -0.6% -0.1%
Thomaston 1.7% -0.5% -1.0% -0.1%
Waterbury 0.5% 0.0% -0.3% 0.2%
Watertown 0.6% -0.2% -0.3% 0.0%
Wolcott 0.4% -0.1% -0.2% 0.0%
Woodbury 0.9% -0.2% -0.7% 0.0%
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From 1997 to 2000, the total number of housing units increased by 2,970 in the NVC and
by 25,253 in Connecticut.

Change in Housing Stock, 1997 to 2000
Town Total Single Family Two Family Three or more

Family
Mobile Homes or

other

Connecticut 25,253 25,115 -124 3,230 1,193
NVC 2,970 3,275 -19 -125 123

  Ansonia 94 92 4 5 5

  Beacon Falls 121 121 0 0 2

  Bethlehem 54 52 2 0 0

  Cheshire 259 227 0 36 3

  Derby 98 102 0 0 0

  Middlebury 85 88 0 0 2

  Naugatuck 156 177 -4 -10 1

  Oxford 254 256 0 0 4

  Prospect 177 178 0 0 4

  Seymour 134 137 6 0 0

  Shelton 508 485 2 27 10

  Southbury 439 439 0 0 1

  Thomaston 165 166 0 0 0

  Waterbury -113 207 -28 -183 83

  Watertown 202 207 -1 0 4

  Wolcott 176 180 0 0 3

  Woodbury 161 161 0 0 1

Source:  CT Dept. of Community and Economic Development

New Housing Permits in the NVC

In 1997, the NVC issued 1,159 new housing permits whereas in 2000, it authorized 1,028
new housing permits.  In 1997, municipalities in Connecticut issued 9,349 new housing
permits whereas in 2000, they authorized 9,311 new housing permits.

In 1997, Cheshire, Shelton, and Wolcott issued the largest number of new housing
permits whereas Bethlehem, Ansonia, and Beacon Falls authorized the fewest number of
new housing permits.  In 2000, Shelton, Waterbury, and Oxford issued the largest
number of new housing permits whereas Bethlehem, Middlebury, and Ansonia
authorized the fewest number of new housing permits.
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New Permits Ranking, 1997 and 2000
Town New Permits, 1997 New Permits, 2000

Count Rank Count Rank
Connecticut 9,349 9,311
NVC 1,159 1,028
  Ansonia 16 16 38 15
  Beacon Falls 25 15 48 10
  Bethlehem 8 17 20 17
  Cheshire 178 1 68 5
  Derby 33 13 46 12
  Middlebury 26 14 34 16
  Naugatuck 44 10 68 5
  Oxford 59 8 85 3
  Prospect 55 9 47 11
  Seymour 66 6 41 14
  Shelton 168 2 121 1
  Southbury 93 5 81 4
  Thomaston 34 12 51 9
  Waterbury 43 11 114 2
  Watertown 114 4 59 8
  Wolcott 132 3 64 7
  Woodbury 65 7 43 13
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Average Price of Houses in the NVC

In 2000 in the NVC, the median price of all residential house sales was highest in Oxford,
Middlebury, and Shelton.  By contrast, Waterbury, Thomaston, Naugatuck, Derby, and
Ansonia had the lowest median prices of all residential house sales in 2000.

House Sales for Latest Year Available

Date of
House
Sales

Median Price
of All

Residential
House Sales

Total
Residential

Sales

Less than
$100,000

Between
$100,000 and

$200,000

Between
$200,000 and

$300,000

Between
$300,000

and
$400,000

More than
$400,000

Ansonia 2000 $128,250 251 51 184 16 0 0

Beacon Falls 2000 $151,500 96 32 42 22 0 0

Bethlehem 1999 $170,000 55 6 31 18 0 0

Cheshire 1999 $170,625 503 43 223 145 64 28

Derby 2000 $123,000 188 45 118 25 0 0

Middlebury 2000 $217,500 104 4 43 36 13 8

Naugatuck 2000 $118,500 466 155 293 18 0 0

Oxford 2000 $230,000 134 6 43 61 21 3

Prospect 2000 $180,000 144 10 74 50 10 0

Seymour 2000 $140,000 212 48 124 30 10 0

Shelton 2000 $205,000 765 89 280 235 97 64

Southbury 2000 $185,000 546 103 188 109 79 67

Thomaston 1999 $110,000 151 51 92 8 0 0

Waterbury 2000 $87,000 1,315 882 421 12 0 0

Watertown 1999 $123,825 319 58 208 49 4 0

Wolcott 2000 $138,125 202 26 135 34 2 5

Woodbury 1999 $176,000 194 61 43 55 25 10

Source:  CT OPM

Grand List in the NVC

In 2000, Shelton, Cheshire, and Waterbury had the largest gross grand lists whereas
Bethlehem and Beacon Falls had the lowest gross grand lists among NVC towns in 2000.
When controlling for population size, however, Middlebury and Southbury possessed the
largest per capita gross grand lists whereas Waterbury and Ansonia maintained the
smallest per capita gross grand lists.

Also in 2000, Waterbury, Shelton, Cheshire, and Southbury possessed the largest
equalized grand lists whereas Bethlehem and Beacon Falls had the lowest equalized
grand lists among NVC towns in 2000.  When controlling for population size, however,
Southbury, Middlebury, and Shelton possessed the largest per capita equalized grand lists
whereas Waterbury, Ansonia, Naugatuck, and Derby maintained the smallest per capita
equalized grand lists.
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Finally, Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire had the largest equalized net grand lists in
2000 whereas Bethlehem and Beacon Falls had the lowest equalized net grand lists
among NVC towns in 2000.  When controlling for population size, however, Southbury,
Middlebury, Woodbury, and Shelton possessed the largest per capita equalized net grand
lists whereas Waterbury, Ansonia, Naugatuck, and Derby maintained the smallest per
capita equalized net grand lists.

Population Per Capita

 

Equalized
Grand List

Equalized Net
Grand List

Net Grand List Actual Grand
List

Gross Grand List

Connecticut 3,405,565 $87,052 $105,799 $56,696 $56,949 $60,974

NVC 357,094 $67,151 $78,914 $40,635 $39,894 $44,226

Ansonia 18,554 $46,877 $54,089 $32,244 $32,714 $33,838

Beacon Falls 5,246 $68,504 $84,791 $43,373 $43,047 $46,789

Bethlehem 3,422 $92,325 $111,637 $72,158 $64,020 $66,606

Cheshire 28,543 $86,363 $106,085 $60,352 $61,339 $63,510

Derby 12,391 $54,054 $59,644 $37,501 $37,609 $42,118

Middlebury 6,451 $129,632 $141,671 $74,952 $76,218 $80,645

Naugatuck 30,989 $51,830 $54,345 $20,472 $19,156 $38,201

Oxford 9,821 $89,621 $96,109 $48,904 $51,191 $67,449

Prospect 8,707 $73,812 $80,240 $44,217 $45,297 $56,371

Seymour 15,454 $63,862 $77,517 $42,265 $41,959 $44,949

Shelton 38,101 $103,176 $123,917 $61,892 $63,318 $66,331

Southbury 18,567 $123,531 $149,083 $77,906 $77,906 $79,643

Thomaston 7,503 $68,006 $82,361 $52,811 $47,020 $51,983

Waterbury 107,271 $38,606 $44,368 $15,949 $15,382 $16,644

Watertown 21,661 $74,503 $87,898 $59,913 $52,318 $56,094

Wolcott 15,215 $66,159 $78,896 $45,039 $45,366 $47,634

Woodbury 9,198 $92,448 $127,503 $78,188 $71,860 $74,341

Ranking Per Capita Basis, 2000
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Measures of Grand List, 2000

Region Equalized Grand List Equalized Net
Grand List

Gross Grand List

Connecticut $296,460,380,316 $360,306,777,800 $207,650,055,212
NVC $23,979,179,800 $28,179,854,363 $15,792,838,436

  Ansonia $869,752,600 $1,003,575,399 $627,836,155

  Beacon Falls $359,373,300 $444,814,961 $245,455,000

  Bethlehem $315,935,700 $382,020,291 $227,927,146

  Cheshire $2,465,059,000 $3,027,995,269 $1,812,758,141

  Derby $669,782,900 $739,051,420 $521,887,751

  Middlebury $836,257,700 $913,922,661 $520,239,757

  Naugatuck $1,606,174,000 $1,684,096,357 $1,183,810,720

  Oxford $880,164,700 $943,883,283 $662,412,110

  Prospect $642,678,000 $698,649,980 $490,822,966

  Seymour $986,927,300 $1,197,949,985 $694,637,808

  Shelton $3,931,122,000 $4,721,380,531 $2,527,289,860

  Southbury $2,293,609,000 $2,768,025,898 $1,478,727,168

  Thomaston $510,246,800 $617,955,940 $390,031,053

  Waterbury $4,141,340,000 $4,759,379,739 $1,785,423,001

  Watertown $1,613,814,000 $1,903,968,963 $1,215,042,988

  Wolcott $1,006,604,000 $1,200,409,250 $724,748,952

  Woodbury $850,338,800 $1,172,774,436 $683,787,860

Source:  CT Office of Personal Management

In 2000, the residential grand list constituted 63 percent of the NVC’s total gross grand
list; the commercial grand list accounted for 9 percent of the gross grand list; the
industrial grant list comprised 4 percent the gross grand list; public utilities’ grand list
made up 0 percent of the gross grand list; apartments constituted 2 percent of the grand
list; vehicles made up 11 percent of the gross grand list; and personal property accounted
for 9 percent of NVC’s gross grand list.

Also in 2000, the residential grand list constituted 64 percent of the Connecticut’s gross
grand list; the commercial grand list accounted for 12 percent of the gross grand list; the
industrial grant list comprised 3 percent the gross grand list; public utilities’ grand list
made up 1 percent of the gross grand list; apartments constituted 2 percent of the grand
list; vehicles made up 9 percent of the gross grand list; and personal property accounted
for 8 percent of Connecticut’s gross grand list.

Component Shares of Grand List by Type Chart, 2000 can be found in the individual
town’s demographic section.
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Government Revenue in the NVC

Among NVC towns, Waterbury collected the largest amount in total revenue in 2000.  By
contrast, Bethlehem and Beacon Falls took in the smallest amounts of total revenue in
2000.  When population size is controlled, however, Cheshire and Middlebury collected
the largest amounts in per capita total revenue in 2000 whereas Prospect, Beacon Falls,
and Woodbury took in the least.

Among NVC towns, Waterbury collected the largest amount in tax revenue in 2000.  By
contrast, Bethlehem and Beacon Falls took in the smallest amounts of tax revenue in
2000.  When population size is controlled, however, Middlebury collected the largest
amounts in per capita tax revenue in 2000 whereas Ansonia took in the least.

Among NVC towns, Waterbury collected the largest amount in non-tax revenue in 2000.
By contrast, Bethlehem and Beacon Falls took in the smallest amounts of non-tax
revenue in 2000.  When population size is controlled, however, Naugatuck, Waterbury,
and Ansonia collected the largest amounts in per capita non-tax revenue in 2000 whereas
Middlebury, Woodbury, and Southbury took in the least.

Among NVC towns, Waterbury collected the largest amount in intergovernmental
revenue in 2000.  By contrast, Bethlehem and Beacon Falls took in the smallest amounts
of intergovernmental revenue in 2000.  When population is controlled, however,
Waterbury and Naugatuck collected the largest amounts in per capita intergovernmental
revenue in 2000 whereas Middlebury and Southbury took in the least.

Town Revenues Chart, 2000 can be found in the individual town’s demographic section.

Per Capita Town Revenues Chart, 2000 can be found in the individual town’s
demographic section.

In 2000, Middlebury took in the largest percentage of its total revenues from taxes
whereas Ansonia and Naugatuck collected the smallest percentage of their total revenues
from taxes.  Furthermore, Ansonia, Naugatuck, and Waterbury took in the largest
percentage of its total revenues from non-tax sources whereas Middlebury collected the
smallest percentage of their total revenues from non-tax sources.  Finally, Waterbury,
Naugatuck, and Ansonia took in the largest percentage of its total revenues from
intergovernmental sources whereas Middlebury collected the smallest percentage of their
total revenues from intergovernmental sources.

Component Shares of Totals for Revenues Chart, 2000 can be found in the individual
town’s demographic section.

Governmental Expenditures in the NVC

Waterbury spends the largest amount of money in the NVC whereas Bethlehem spends
the least.  When size of the population is controlled, Middlebury, Cheshire, and
Waterbury spend the most per capita and Woodbury spends the least per capita.
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Waterbury spends the largest amount of money on education in the NVC whereas
Bethlehem spends the least.  When size of the population is controlled, Bethlehem,
Seymour, and Wolcott spend the most per capita on education and Derby, Ansonia, and
Waterbury spend the least per capita on education.

Waterbury spends the largest amount of money on debt service in the NVC whereas
Bethlehem spends the least.  When size of the population is controlled, Ansonia and
Cheshire spend the most per capita on debt and Bethlehem, Southbury, and Woodbury
spend the least per capita on debt service.

Waterbury spends the largest amount of money on items other than education and debt
service in the NVC whereas Bethlehem spends the least.  When size of the population is
controlled, Waterbury still spends the most per capita on items other than education and
debt service and Prospect spends the least per capita on items other than education and
debt service.

Expenditures Chart, 2000 can be found in the individual town’s demographic section.

Per Capita Town Expenditures Budgets Chart can be found in the individual town’s
demographic section.

In 2000, Bethlehem and Southbury dedicated the largest share of their expenditures to
education whereas Waterbury, Ansonia, and Derby allocated the lowest percentage of
their budgets toward education.  In addition, Ansonia dedicated the largest share of its
expenditures to debt service whereas Bethlehem, Southbury, and Woodbury allocated the
lowest percentage of their budgets toward debt service.  Finally, Ansonia dedicated the
largest share of its expenditures to areas other than education and debt service whereas
Bethlehem, Cheshire, and Prospect allocated the lowest percentage of their budgets
toward areas other than education and debt service.
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Occupations in the Naugatuck Valley Corridor (NVC)

In 1997, 22 percent of the 151,104 workers in the NVC were employed in manufacturing
and 17 percent of the 1.8 million workers in Connecticut held jobs in this field.  The
NVC relies more heavily on manufacturing than does the state of Connecticut.

In 1997, the percentage of workers employed in finance, real estate, or insurance (FIRE)
was 7 percent in the NVC and 10 percent in the state.  Connecticut has a higher
percentage of employees in the FIRE industry than does the NVC.

Also in 1997, service jobs accounted for 35 percent of the jobs in the NVC and
Connecticut.

In 1997, NVC employees worked in wholesale and retail trade (19 percent), construction
and mining (7 percent), transportation, communications, and utilities (4 percent),
government and public administration (6 percent) in 1997.  In Connecticut in 1997,
workers held employment in wholesale and retail trade (20 percent), construction and
mining (6 percent), transportation, communications, and utilities (5 percent), and
government and public administration (6 percent).

Employment in Connecticut, the NVC, and NVC Towns, 1997, 2001, and Change from 1997-2001

1997 2001 Change in Employment from 1997-2001

Connecticut 1,803,236 1,760,511 -42,725
NVC 151,104 151,387 283

  Ansonia 5,179 5,004 -175

  Beacon Falls 870 1,182 312

  Bethlehem 687 762 75

  Cheshire 15,448 13,879 -1,569

  Derby 5,569 4,325 -1,244

  Middlebury 5,120 3,433 -1,687

  Naugatuck 8,718 9,068 350

  Oxford 1,948 2,261 313

  Prospect 2,423 2,419 -4

  Seymour 4,334 4,564 230

  Shelton 18,628 21,910 3,282

  Southbury 13,123 11,750 -1,373

  Thomaston 3,649 3,812 163

  Waterbury 48,742 47,086 -1,656

  Watertown 9,968 12,144 2,176

  Wolcott 3,564 4,176 612

  Woodbury 3,134 3,612 478

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet
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In 2001, 20 percent of the 151,387 workers in the NVC were employed in manufacturing
whereas 15 percent of the 1.76 million workers in Connecticut held jobs in this field.

Within the NVC in 2001, manufacturing workers constituted more than 25 percent of the
employees in Thomaston, Watertown, Beacon Falls, Seymour, Naugatuck, and Shelton.
Waterbury, Shelton, Watertown, and Naugatuck possessed the largest absolute numbers
of manufacturing workers in 2001. Bethlehem, Southbury, and Woodbury employed the
lowest percentage of manufacturing workers in 2001.

In 2001, the percentage of workers employed in finance, real estate, or insurance (FIRE)
was 5 percent in the NVC and 7 percent in the state.

Within the NVC in 2001, Southbury employed the highest percentage (9 percent) of
FIRE workers whereas Beacon Falls possessed the lowest percentage of workers in this
industry at 1 percent.  Waterbury, Shelton, and Southbury maintained the largest absolute
numbers of FIRE workers in 2001.

Also in 2001, service jobs accounted for 37 percent of the jobs in the NVC and 38
percent of the jobs in Connecticut.  The NVC and Connecticut rely heavily on the service
economy.

The service industry constituted more than 40 percent of the employment in Prospect,
Middlebury, Derby, Bethlehem, Waterbury, Wolcott, and Woodbury.  Waterbury,
Shelton, Cheshire and Southbury maintained the largest absolute numbers of service
employees in 2001.  Thomaston and Beacon Falls employed the fewest percentage of
service workers in 2001.

In 2001, NVC employees also worked in wholesale and retail trade (23 percent),
construction and mining (5 percent), transportation, communications, and utilities (3
percent), government and public administration (6 percent).  In Connecticut in 2001,
workers held employment in wholesale and retail trade (22 percent), construction and
mining (5 percent), transportation, communications, and utilities (5 percent), and
government and public administration (8 percent).

In 2001 in the NVC, Southbury employed the largest percentage (41 percent) of
wholesale and retail trade workers whereas Prospect and Wolcott employed the fewest at
15 percent.  Oxford maintained the highest percentage (19 percent) of construction and
mining workers and Bethlehem barely had any employees in this field.  Oxford also
employed the largest percentage of transportation, communications, and utilities workers
whereas workers in this field made up only 2 percent of the laborforce in Cheshire,
Derby, Naugatuck, Southbury, and Watertown.
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Employment by Industry, 2001

Town Total Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale
and Retail

Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut 1,760,511 20,520 88,594 270,954 81435 388303 118399 660204 132102

NVC 151,387 1,580 8,263 30,437 4737 34148 7630 55923 8538

  Ansonia 5,004 33 317 999 181 1019 144 1909 402
  Beacon
Falls 1,182 14 172 407 34 289 12 227 27

  Bethlehem 762 56 1 20 32 135 22 339 26

  Cheshire 13,879 375 797 1,583 321 3374 744 5498 1187

  Derby 4,325 32 266 461 104 1213 151 1921 177

Middlebury 3,433 33 222 585 106 537 187 1706 57

  Naugatuck 9,068 66 551 2,819 141 2319 461 2427 284

  Oxford 2,261 64 423 298 268 369 114 713 12

  Prospect 2,419 66 270 279 117 366 99 1208 14

  Seymour 4,564 74 435 1,466 212 919 125 1189 144

  Shelton 21,910 140 1,139 5,932 697 4453 1390 7806 353

  Southbury 11,750 107 380 367 274 4839 1094 4363 326

Thomaston 3,812 41 295 1,687 99 654 120 569 347

  Waterbury 47,086 200 1,674 7,412 1627 9379 2351 19508 4935

Watertown 12,144 90 587 5,047 214 2504 300 3358 44

  Wolcott 4,176 52 382 909 149 632 167 1695 190

  Woodbury 3,612 137 352 166 161 1147 149 1487 13

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet
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Share of Employment by Industry, 2001

Town Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale
and Retail

Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut 1% 5% 15% 5% 22% 7% 38% 8%

NVC 1% 5% 20% 3% 23% 5% 37% 6%

  Ansonia 1% 6% 20% 4% 20% 3% 38% 8%

  Beacon Falls 1% 15% 34% 3% 24% 1% 19% 2%

  Bethlehem 7% 0% 3% 4% 18% 3% 44% 3%

  Cheshire 3% 6% 11% 2% 24% 5% 40% 9%

  Derby 1% 6% 11% 2% 28% 3% 44% 4%

  Middlebury 1% 6% 17% 3% 16% 5% 50% 2%

  Naugatuck 1% 6% 31% 2% 26% 5% 27% 3%

  Oxford 3% 19% 13% 12% 16% 5% 32% 1%

  Prospect 3% 11% 12% 5% 15% 4% 50% 1%

  Seymour 2% 10% 32% 5% 20% 3% 26% 3%

  Shelton 1% 5% 27% 3% 20% 6% 36% 2%

  Southbury 1% 3% 3% 2% 41% 9% 37% 3%

  Thomaston 1% 8% 44% 3% 17% 3% 15% 9%

  Waterbury 0% 4% 16% 3% 20% 5% 41% 10%

  Watertown 1% 5% 42% 2% 21% 2% 28% 0%

  Wolcott 1% 9% 22% 4% 15% 4% 41% 5%

  Woodbury 4% 10% 5% 4% 32% 4% 41% 0%

From 1997 to 2001, the NVC gained 283 workers and Connecticut lost 42,725 workers.
The percentage of workers in the NVC experienced no increase but Connecticut lost 2
percent of its workers during this period.  This difference suggests that the NVC has been
slightly healthier economically than the state in this four-year period.

Middlebury and Derby lost the highest percentages of jobs during this period whereas
Beacon Falls and Watertown gained the greatest percentage of jobs.  In addition,
Middlebury, Waterbury, Cheshire, Southbury, and Derby lost the highest number of jobs
in this period whereas Shelton and Watertown gained the greatest number of jobs.
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Percentage Change in Employment in Connecticut, the NVC, and
NVC Towns, 1997 to 2001

Connecticut -2%
NVC 0%
  Ansonia -3%
  Beacon Falls 36%
  Bethlehem 11%
  Cheshire -10%
  Derby -22%
  Middlebury -33%
  Naugatuck 4%
  Oxford 16%
  Prospect 0%
  Seymour 5%
  Shelton 18%
  Southbury -10%
  Thomaston 4%
  Waterbury -3%
  Watertown 22%
  Wolcott 17%
  Woodbury 15%
Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet

From 1997 to 2001, manufacturing jobs decreased by seven percent in the NVC (-2,419
workers) and by 11 percent in Connecticut (-33,801 workers).  Middlebury, Southbury,
and Prospect lost the highest percentage of manufacturing workers from 1997 to 2001
whereas Beacon Falls, Bethlehem, and Shelton gained the highest percentage during this
period.  Middlebury, Cheshire, and Waterbury lost the highest number of manufacturing
jobs from 1997 to 2001 whereas Shelton gained the largest number of manufacturing jobs
by far during this period.

The percentage of employees in FIRE industries decreased by 30 percent (3,244) in the
NVC from 1997 to 2001 whereas it decreased by 37 percent (70,010 workers) in
Connecticut during this time frame.  Southbury and Bethlehem lost the highest
percentage of FIRE workers from 1997 to 2001.  During the same period, Watertown,
Naugatuck, and Middlebury gained the highest percentage of FIRE workers.  Southbury
lost the largest number of FIRE workers in this period whereas no NVC gained a large
absolute number of FIRE workers from 1997 to 2001.

In the period from 1997 to 2001, the percentage of employees in service-related positions
increased NVC by 7 percent (3,571) in the NVC and by 4 percent (23,044) in
Connecticut.  Oxford, Middlebury, and Wolcott experienced the largest percentage
growth in service employees from 1997 to 2001 and Derby, Thomaston, and Southbury
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were the only NVC to see loses in this industry during this period.  Shelton and
Watertown gained the largest number of service-related jobs from 1997 to 2001.

Change in Employment by Industry, 1997 to 2001

Town Total Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut -42,725 2,760 -15,750 -33,801 -4,923 32,756 -70,010 23,044 23,199

NVC 283 216 -1,825 -2,419 -982 5,741 -3,244 3,571 -906

Ansonia -175 18 -111 -136 17 11 -8 56 -22

Beacon Falls 312 12 -1 234 3 17 -2 47 2

Bethlehem 75 13 -123 10 -2 12 -8 36 6

Cheshire -1,569 69 -86 -2,011 -4 24 -4 331 112

Derby -1,244 14 -69 78 -27 -140 -22 -1,159 81

Middlebury -1,687 14 -17 -2,184 18 -42 26 500 -2

Naugatuck 350 -3 -72 -171 -299 390 67 383 55

Oxford 313 10 -25 59 21 44 6 250 -52

Prospect -4 -31 -41 -77 35 18 -3 130 -35

Seymour 230 8 25 236 -70 -180 5 168 38

Shelton 3,282 6 -500 1,873 -296 409 -326 2,060 56

Southbury -1,373 -4 -33 -148 -39 3,810 -2,464 -605 -1,890

Thomaston 163 15 -112 123 6 112 -21 -196 236

Waterbury -1,656 63 -400 -1,176 -474 311 -566 -4 590

Watertown 2,176 -7 -122 746 -3 775 62 727 -2

Wolcott 612 11 -122 112 80 38 8 486 -1

Woodbury 478 8 -16 13 52 132 6 361 -78

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet

Construction and mining jobs decreased by 18 percent in the NVC and by 15 percent in
Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  Bethlehem lost the largest percentage of workers in this
field whereas Shelton and Waterbury lost the greatest number of construction and mining
workers in this period.  No NVC town experienced a large percentage or absolute
increase in construction and mining employment during this time frame.

Transportation, communications, and utilities positions decreased by 17 percent in the
NVC and by 6 percent in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  Naugatuck, Shelton, Seymour,
Waterbury, and Derby experienced large percent decreases in this field during this period.
By contrast, Wolcott, Woodbury, and Prospect witnessed large percentage increases in
these employment areas.  Naugatuck, Shelton, and Waterbury lost the highest number of
jobs in these fields whereas no NVC town experienced significant absolute growth in
these towns.

Wholesale and retail jobs increased by 20 percent in the NVC and 9 percent in
Connecticut during the four-year period starting in 1997.  Seymour and Derby lost the
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highest percentage and number of wholesale and retail jobs in this time span.  Southbury
gained the greatest percentage and number of these jobs in this period.

Percentage Change in Employment by Industry 1997 to 2001

Town Total Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale
and Retail

Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut -2% 16% -15% -11% -6% 9% -37% 4% 21%

NVC 0% 16% -18% -7% -17% 20% -30% 7% -10%

Ansonia -3% 120% -26% -12% 10% 1% -5% 3% -5%

Beacon Falls 36% 600% -1% 135% 10% 6% -14% 26% 8%

Bethlehem 11% 30% -99% 100% -6% 10% -27% 12% 30%

Cheshire -10% 23% -10% -56% -1% 1% -1% 6% 10%

Derby -22% 78% -21% 20% -21% -10% -13% -38% 84%

Middlebury -33% 74% -7% -79% 20% -7% 16% 41% -3%

Naugatuck 4% -4% -12% -6% -68% 20% 17% 19% 24%

Oxford 16% 19% -6% 25% 9% 14% 6% 54% -81%

Prospect 0% -32% -13% -22% 43% 5% -3% 12% -71%

Seymour 5% 12% 6% 19% -25% -16% 4% 16% 36%

Shelton 18% 4% -31% 46% -30% 10% -19% 36% 19%

Southbury -10% -4% -8% -29% -12% 370% -69% -12% -85%

Thomaston 4% 58% -28% 8% 6% 21% -15% -26% 213%

Waterbury -3% 46% -19% -14% -23% 3% -19% 0% 14%

Watertown 22% -7% -17% 17% -1% 45% 26% 28% -4%

Wolcott 17% 27% -24% 14% 116% 6% 5% 40% -1%

Woodbury 15% 6% -4% 8% 48% 13% 4% 32% -86%

Business Count

In 1997, 15,070 businesses called the NVC home whereas 167,232 were located in
Connecticut.  Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire had the highest number of businesses in
the NVC in 1997 whereas Bethlehem and Beacon Falls had the lowest absolute number.

In 1997 and 2001, the NVC and Connecticut maintained similar percentages of business
for each business industry.  For example, agricultural-related businesses constituted 2
percent of the businesses in the NVC and the state.  Construction and mining made up 18
percent of the businesses in the NVC and 16 percent of the businesses in Connecticut in
1997.  In 1997, manufacturing-related businesses constituted 7 percent of the businesses
in the NVC and 6 percent of businesses in the state.

Transportation, communications, and utility businesses made up 3 percent of the
businesses in the NVC and Connecticut in 1997.  Wholesale and retail trade businesses
constituted 24 percent of the businesses in the NVC and 23 percent of the businesses in
Connecticut in 1997.  FIRE businesses made up 7 percent of the businesses in the NVC
and 8 percent of the businesses in Connecticut in 1997.  In 1997, the service industry
constituted 39 percent of the businesses in the NVC and 40 percent of businesses in the
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state.  Government and public administration-related businesses made up 1 percent of the
businesses in the NVC and Connecticut in 1997.

Business Counts by Industry, 1997
Town Total Agriculture Construction

and Mining
Manufacturing Transportation,

Communication
and Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut 167,232 3,840 26,840 9,554 5,316 38,843 13,426 67,707 1,706

NVC 15,070 336 2,690 1,033 441 3,580 1,048 5,803 139

Ansonia 672 8 135 26 14 131 45 298 15

Beacon Falls 184 2 57 19 8 40 6 47 5

Bethlehem 187 17 45 8 11 37 11 55 3

Cheshire 1,562 54 248 93 40 318 118 678 13

Derby 546 7 105 25 15 153 31 202 8

Middlebury 373 8 58 19 7 78 33 167 3

Naugatuck 918 13 186 70 24 226 57 335 7

Oxford 353 19 124 26 14 65 20 80 5

Prospect 387 14 89 33 17 64 26 141 3

Seymour 583 15 141 33 18 129 32 207 8

Shelton 1,628 35 362 130 60 308 119 602 12

Southbury 836 29 128 42 27 190 79 335 6

Thomaston 417 7 92 62 14 115 21 102 4

Waterbury 4,183 33 463 264 115 1,185 320 1,772 31

Watertown 977 29 198 101 23 224 53 343 6

Wolcott 583 9 149 46 19 133 29 193 5

Woodbury 681 37 110 36 15 184 48 246 5

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet
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Share of Business Counts by Industry, 1997
Town Agriculture Construction

and Mining
Manufacturing Transportation,

Communication
and Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Trade

Finance,
Insurance, and

Real Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut 2% 16% 6% 3% 23% 8% 40% 1%

NVC 2% 18% 7% 3% 24% 7% 39% 1%

Ansonia 1% 20% 4% 2% 19% 7% 44% 2%

Beacon Falls 1% 31% 10% 4% 22% 3% 26% 3%

Bethlehem 9% 24% 4% 6% 20% 6% 29% 2%

Cheshire 3% 16% 6% 3% 20% 8% 43% 1%

Derby 1% 19% 5% 3% 28% 6% 37% 1%

Middlebury 2% 16% 5% 2% 21% 9% 45% 1%

Naugatuck 1% 20% 8% 3% 25% 6% 36% 1%

Oxford 5% 35% 7% 4% 18% 6% 23% 1%

Prospect 4% 23% 9% 4% 17% 7% 36% 1%

Seymour 3% 24% 6% 3% 22% 5% 36% 1%

Shelton 2% 22% 8% 4% 19% 7% 37% 1%

Southbury 3% 15% 5% 3% 23% 9% 40% 1%

Thomaston 2% 22% 15% 3% 28% 5% 24% 1%

Waterbury 1% 11% 6% 3% 28% 8% 42% 1%

Watertown 3% 20% 10% 2% 23% 5% 35% 1%

Wolcott 2% 26% 8% 3% 23% 5% 33% 1%

Woodbury 5% 16% 5% 2% 27% 7% 36% 1%

In 2001, 15,261 businesses called the NVC home whereas 166,609 were located in
Connecticut.  Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire again had the highest number of
businesses in the NVC whereas Bethlehem and Beacon Falls also possessed the lowest
absolute number.

Construction and mining made up 15 percent of the businesses in the NVC and 13
percent of the businesses in Connecticut in 2001.  Oxford had the largest percentage of
construction and mining businesses among NVC towns in 2001 whereas Waterbury
maintained the lowest percentage of these businesses. Waterbury, Woodbury, Shelton,
and Southbury possessed the greatest number of construction and mining businesses in
the NVC in 2001 whereas Beacon Falls maintained the lowest number of these
businesses.

In 2001, manufacturing-related businesses constituted 7 percent of the businesses in the
NVC and 6 percent of businesses in the state.  Thomaston, Beacon Falls, and Watertown
had the largest percentage of manufacturing businesses among NVC towns in 2001
whereas Middlebury, Ansonia, and Southbury maintained the lowest percentage of these
businesses. Waterbury, Shelton, and Watertown possessed the greatest number of
manufacturing businesses in the NVC in 2001 whereas Bethlehem maintained the lowest
number of these businesses.
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Transportation, communications, and utility businesses made up 3 percent of the
businesses in the NVC and Connecticut in 2001.  No NVC town maintained a large
percentage of transportation, communications, and utilities businesses in 2001.
Waterbury possessed the greatest number of transportation, communications, and utilities
businesses in the NVC in 2001 whereas Middlebury maintained the lowest number of
these businesses.

Wholesale and retail trade businesses constituted 20 percent of the businesses in Shelton,
25 percent of the businesses in the NVC, and 24 percent of the businesses in Connecticut
in 2001.  Waterbury had the largest percentage of wholesale and retail trade businesses
among NVC towns in 2001 whereas Bethlehem maintained the lowest percentage of
these businesses. Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire possessed the greatest number of
wholesale and retail trade businesses in the NVC in 2001 whereas Bethlehem and Beacon
Falls maintained the lowest number of these businesses.

FIRE businesses made up 7 percent of the businesses in the NVC and 8 percent of the
businesses in Connecticut in 2001.  At only 10 percent of the total number of businesses
in their towns, Southbury and Middlebury had the largest percentage of FIRE businesses
among NVC towns in 2001 whereas several towns maintained low percentages of these
businesses. Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire possessed the greatest number of FIRE
businesses in the NVC in 2001 whereas Bethlehem and Beacon Falls maintained the
lowest number of these businesses.

In 2001, the service industry made up 39 percent of the businesses in the NVC and 43
percent of businesses in the state.  Service-related businesses constituted more than 40
percent of the businesses in Middlebury, Ansonia, Cheshire, Waterbury, Southbury, and
Shelton.  By contrast, Beacon Falls, Thomaston, and Oxford had the lowest percentage of
these businesses but service-related businesses made up more than one-quarter of the
businesses in these towns. Waterbury, Shelton, and Cheshire possessed the greatest
number of service-related businesses in the NVC in 2001 whereas Bethlehem and Beacon
Falls maintained the lowest number of these businesses.
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Business Counts by Industry, 2001

Town Total Agriculture Construction and
Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale
and Retail

Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government and
Public

Administration

Connecticut 166,609 4,701 21,791 9,553 5385 39509 13042 70948 1680

NVC 15,261 428 2,287 1,044 479 3799 1091 5996 137

Ansonia 656 14 111 29 17 145 43 285 12

Beacon Falls 205 8 46 23 10 50 10 53 5

Bethlehem 211 23 48 11 11 38 11 65 4

Cheshire 1,523 53 195 91 45 345 124 653 17

Derby 541 11 79 26 14 153 37 213 8

Middlebury 397 11 53 13 8 83 38 187 4

Naugatuck 917 13 158 70 27 233 65 348 3

Oxford 422 25 112 35 23 83 23 117 4

Prospect 388 13 78 32 24 79 24 136 2

Seymour 574 18 102 35 17 135 32 225 10

Shelton 1,785 41 312 147 65 356 142 711 11

Southbury 914 41 129 35 30 212 87 373 7

Thomaston 421 13 80 63 17 106 22 115 5

Waterbury 4,021 50 386 237 105 1216 294 1702 31

Watertown 984 34 172 105 26 228 59 353 7

Wolcott 575 18 116 51 26 137 31 192 4

Woodbury 727 42 110 41 14 200 49 268 3

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet
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Share of Business Counts by Industry, 2001

Town Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government and
Public

Administration

Connecticut 3% 13% 6% 3% 24% 8% 43% 1%

NVC 3% 15% 7% 3% 25% 7% 39% 1%

  Ansonia 2% 17% 4% 3% 22% 7% 43% 2%

Beacon Falls 4% 22% 11% 5% 24% 5% 26% 2%

Bethlehem 11% 23% 5% 5% 18% 5% 31% 2%

Cheshire 3% 13% 6% 3% 23% 8% 43% 1%

Derby 2% 15% 5% 3% 28% 7% 39% 1%

Middlebury 3% 13% 3% 2% 21% 10% 47% 1%

Naugatuck 1% 17% 8% 3% 25% 7% 38% 0%

Oxford 6% 27% 8% 5% 20% 5% 28% 1%

Prospect 3% 20% 8% 6% 20% 6% 35% 1%

Seymour 3% 18% 6% 3% 24% 6% 39% 2%

Shelton 2% 17% 8% 4% 20% 8% 40% 1%

Southbury 4% 14% 4% 3% 23% 10% 41% 1%

Thomaston 3% 19% 15% 4% 25% 5% 27% 1%

Waterbury 1% 10% 6% 3% 30% 7% 42% 1%

Watertown 3% 17% 11% 3% 23% 6% 36% 1%

Wolcott 3% 20% 9% 5% 24% 5% 33% 1%

Woodbury 6% 15% 6% 2% 28% 7% 37% 0%

From 1997 to 2001, the total number of businesses increased by 1 percent in the NVC but
Connecticut experienced no increases in the number of businesses during this four-year
span.

The percentage of agricultural-related businesses increased by 27 percent in the NVC and
22 percent in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this time frame, Beacon Falls saw the
highest percent growth in agricultural-related businesses whereas Prospect and Cheshire
witnessed the largest percent decreases in these businesses.

The percentage of construction and mining businesses decreased by 15 percent in the
NVC and by 19 percent in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  During this period, Seymour
and Derby saw the highest percent decrease in construction and mining businesses
whereas only Bethlehem witnessed a percent increase in these businesses.

The percentage of manufacturing businesses increased by 1 percent in the NVC but
experienced no gain in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this period, Bethlehem and
Oxford saw the highest percent growth in manufacturing businesses whereas Middlebury,
Southbury, and Waterbury witnessed the largest percent decreases in these businesses.
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Transportation, communication and utilities businesses increased by 9 percent in the
NVC and 1 percent in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this period, Oxford, Prospect,
and Wolcott saw the highest percent growth in transportation, communication and
utilities businesses whereas Waterbury, Derby, Woodbury, and Seymour witnessed the
largest percent decreases in these businesses.

Wholesale and trade-related businesses increased by 6 percent in the NVC and 2 percent
in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this period, Oxford, Beacon Falls, and Prospect
saw the highest percent growth in wholesale and trade-related businesses whereas
Middlebury, Southbury, and Waterbury witnessed the largest percent decreases in these
businesses.

The percentage of FIRE businesses increased by 4 percent in the NVC but decreased by 3
percent in Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this period, Beacon Falls saw the highest
percent growth in FIRE businesses whereas only Waterbury, Prospect, and Ansonia
witnessed percent decreases in these businesses.

Service-related businesses increased by 3 percent in the NVC and 5 percent in
Connecticut from 1997 to 2001.  In this time span, Oxford saw the highest percent
growth in service-related businesses whereas only Ansonia, Cheshire, Prospect,
Waterbury, and Wolcott witnessed percent decreases in these businesses.

Percent Change in Business by Industry in Connecticut, the NVC, and NVC towns, 1997-2001

Town Total Agriculture Construction
and Mining

Manufacturing Transportation,
Communication

and Utilities

Wholesale and
Retail Trade

Finance,
Insurance,
and Real

Estate

Services Government
and Public

Administration

Connecticut 0% 22% -19% 0% 1% 2% -3% 5% -2%
NVC 1% 27% -15% 1% 9% 6% 4% 3% -1%
Ansonia -2% 75% -18% 12% 21% 11% -4% -4% -20%

Beacon Falls 11% 300% -19% 21% 25% 25% 67% 13% 0%

Bethlehem 13% 35% 7% 38% 0% 3% 0% 18% 33%

Cheshire -2% -2% -21% -2% 13% 8% 5% -4% 31%

Derby -1% 57% -25% 4% -7% 0% 19% 5% 0%

Middlebury 6% 38% -9% -32% 14% 6% 15% 12% 33%

Naugatuck 0% 0% -15% 0% 13% 3% 14% 4% -57%

Oxford 20% 32% -10% 35% 64% 28% 15% 46% -20%

Prospect 0% -7% -12% -3% 41% 23% -8% -4% -33%

Seymour -2% 20% -28% 6% -6% 5% 0% 9% 25%

Shelton 10% 17% -14% 13% 8% 16% 19% 18% -8%

Southbury 9% 41% 1% -17% 11% 12% 10% 11% 17%

Thomaston 1% 86% -13% 2% 21% -8% 5% 13% 25%

Waterbury -4% 52% -17% -10% -9% 3% -8% -4% 0%

Watertown 1% 17% -13% 4% 13% 2% 11% 3% 17%

Wolcott -1% 100% -22% 11% 37% 3% 7% -1% -20%

Woodbury 7% 14% 0% 14% -7% 9% 2% 9% -40%

Source:  Dunn and Bradstreet
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 Shelton Economic Development Corporation

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Waterbury Development Corporation

Vision Statement, Goals and Objectives

Communities in the Naugatuck Valley Corridor (NVC) represent the strengths and
weaknesses of Connecticut.  Some of the municipalities perform quite well either as a
place to conduct business, a residential area, or both.  By contrast, other cities struggle
economically and provide less than optimal living conditions for current and potential
residents.  The municipalities that thrive maintain a stake in those cities that struggle
because their success depends in part on the condition of towns that border them.

The NVC area like any other region of this state or of the nation must focus our positive
attributes and trends to build on our overall economic strength in order to provide ways
and means to be a more competitive region.  The weaker communities will benefit from
economic overall growth of the CEDS area.  Also, implementing the municipalities
individual capital projects outlined in Section E of this report will begin to assist these
less successful communities to improve their economic recovery.

Vision

The NVC Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) focuses on the
economic diversity of the 17 communities working together to support the “Connecticut
Industry Clusters”, which will aid in reducing unemployment, diversification of the
labor markets area, and building on the industrial heritage that has a strong work ethic.
Also, improve the public infrastructure, including Brownfield redevelopment, improve
and maintain highway access and transportation needs (Section G of the report) and
advance new technologies.

The NVC CEDS Committees desires an economy that:

• Supports the Connecticut Industry Clusters
o Manufacturing metal manufacturing (Section F of this report)
o Financial services (Section F of this report)
o Health care services (Section F of this report)
o Telecommunications zones (Section I of the CEDS)
o Tourism

• Continues Brownfield redevelopment/restoration of old buildings and
sites throughout the region (Section H of the CEDS).

• Provides access to financial assistance (private and public sources)
• Supports workforce training, develop and/or retraining the skilled laborer
• Encourages businesses to provide a livable wage to all seeking

employment
• Develops and maintains the Regional Transportation System (Section G of

the CEDS).
• Arranges overall economic summit.
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 Shelton Economic Development Corporation

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Waterbury Development Corporation

The NVC CEDS Committees incorporated throughout the Strategy several goals as they
relate to specify activities, i.e. Transportation, Brownfield conservation and recovery,
NVDC Waterbury ITZ and Industry Cluster Initiatives.  The Cluster Initiatives were
created by the Connecticut General Assembly, supported by various state agencies, i.e.
Department of Economic and Community Development, Office of Policy and
Management, Department of Environmental Protection, Department of Education.
These initiatives were further endorsed and supported by Regional Economic
Development Organizations.  The CEDS Strategy Committee supported the decision to
include all of these recommendations into our CEDS document.  The NVC CEDS
planning process reviewed, used and incorporated throughout the document
recommendations from local and regional organizations that as part of their process
included public input, hearings, and adoption by the appropriate agents.  The CEDS
Committee was not interested in reinventing the wheel, but was looking to incorporate
recommendations from local, regional and state goals, objectives and programs.
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 Shelton Economic Development Corporation

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Waterbury Development Corporation

Goals for the NVC

Goal I:  Improve overall Transportation and Communications
systems.

Goal II:  Provide opportunities for job growth, advancement and
job training, utilizing and identifying Connecticut Industry
Clusters as the engine to support and sustain the regional
economy, supporting and encouraging private investment in all
these areas.

Goal III:  Continue to develop local infrastructure that supports
economic expansion while maintaining and protecting the
environment.

Goal IV:  Sustain economic expansion while reinforcing and
complimenting the regional land use and quality of life of the
NVC.

These goals were prepared, discussed and subsequently approved by the CEDS
Committees and accepted by the municipalities.

A recent independent study of the Lower Valley Needs and Opportunities reviewed the
regional economic efforts and identified the NVC CEDS as a significant piece and have
encouraged and supported the continuation, implementation and capacity building of
the CEDS.

Long-term goals are recognized as a period of time covering 3 to 5 year duration.  Short-
term goals are viewed as a period of time covering a 1 to 3 year duration.  Activities in
either time frame are not always easy to achieve.  However, various objectives for each
goal and/or specific project will be monitored, noted and adjusted during the overall
CEDS process.
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 Shelton Economic Development Corporation

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Waterbury Development Corporation

The goals of the NVC CEDS are:

Goal I:  Improve overall Transportation and Communications systems.

The effect that achieving this goal will have on the development potential or
problem:
The two Councils of Government covering the NVC area have indicated that economic
expansion for the NVC will be dependent on the transportation system capacity to
accommodate the desired growth and demands that would be placed on the existing
infrastructure.  The many capital improvement projects outlined in the Strategy focus
on new commerce and business parks, downtown development programs and the
expanding housing market will further test the capacity to the transportation systems.
Both regional planning groups developed regional transportation plans that examined
highway and transit systems with recommendations for improving the transportation
network over a five-year period.  These planning initiatives were distributed to a diverse
group, plus subject to public hearings and comment period.

At the conclusion of the comment period, the elected officials supported the 5-year
transportation plan, which has been incorporated into the CEDS and will be modified in
cooperation with two Councils of Government.  These transportation improvements are
divided into two categories: local feeder routes are then tied into the two main
transportation corridors: Rt. 8 and Interstate 84.  Economic expansion for the region is
dependent upon a highway infrastructure that will support the economic expansion of
the local commerce and business parks and redevelopment areas.

An information technology survey was commissioned for the 17 towns in the NVC area.
Extensive research by a private research group indicated that if managed, packaged and
marketed correctly the Waterbury ITZ would be successful.  Based on the survey the ITZ
officials must focus on five primary areas in order to attract businesses into the ITZ.
The five factors derived from the ranked orderings and verbatim commentary includes
the overall cost of space within the ITZ, adequate security, state-of-the-art
telecommunications products and services, sufficient parking, and adequate electrical
services.  These factors in fact can be the benchmark for other communities as they
market their commerce parks or expand their telecommunications.

Is this goal directed toward achieving short or long-term results:
The CEDS report identifies numerous transportation projects in the 17 communities,
many of which are dependent upon local, state and federal financial assistance.  Several
of the projects are short term in duration in that they will be completed in a 3-year
period.  Most of the projects are of a long-term nature.

Concerning the ITZ the immediate goal was to put in place a fiber technology loop,
which is now in progress therefore being short term.  Marketing of the ITZ is ongoing
and its success will be measured over a long-term period.

Actions related to the goals that are already underway or planned:
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The Central Naugatuck Valley Regional Long Range Transportation Plan included in
their 5-year plan were local projects, which were given priority whenever possible,
however, due to the extensive list of projects, the Council of Government for the Central
Naugatuck Valley could not guarantee matching the local projects with regional or state
priorities.

The Valley Council of Governments number one priority is Rt. 8.  Currently, preliminary
engineering on the Rt. 34 and Rt. 8, plus Pershing Drive improvements are underway
with design development planned for the Spring of 2005.  Other projects are subject to
local and state funding and are considered long term.  The City of Waterbury and the
private utilities have constructed the initial fiber loop.  Additional plans will expand the
loop as business demands locate in the area.

The relationship of this goal to the accomplishments of other goals:
Goal I recognizes that economic development initiatives must be supported by
transportation systems including vehicular transportation as well as mass transit (rail
and bus).  Two of the main transportation elements are to improve Route 8 and make
necessary improvements to Interstate 84 and to upgrade the secondary feeder routes to
these two main arteries.  The other three goals focus on job development, local
infrastructure, and reclamation of Brownfields areas.  Without adequate transportation
businesses cannot grow and prosper and employee ease of access to place of
employment would be hampered.

Several buildings within the area are being cleaned environmentally to accommodate
new technology businesses.  The State Labor Department and the local higher
educational institutions located in Waterbury are assisting Job training for businesses
that are setting up shop within the ITZ.

Objectives

Based on the above goals, the following objectives were created as a vehicle to oversee
and govern the implementation of the CEDS.  The SEDC/WDC and the CEDS Steering
Committee will monitor the progress of each activity and amend objectives from time to
time depending on progress or delays, which cannot be determined or recognized at the
time of acceptance of the CEDS.  A planning document is only as effective as the
development phase is instituted, monitored and adjusted.
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Objectives for Goal I:

Objective 1: To provide a transportation system that reinforces and compliments the
regional land use plan and the land use objectives to the region’s seventeen
municipalities.

Objective 2: To maintain and improve the region’s highway system with an emphasis
on making better use of existing transportation facilities while seeking to improve the
safety and reduce traffic congestion, energy consumption, and motor vehicle emissions.

Objective 3: To maintain and improve public transportation service by providing a
choice of travel modes, reducing highway congestion, improving efficiency, and
providing mobility for people who are transit dependent.

Objective 4: To provide transportation services to eligible low-income residents
participating in the federal Job Access and Reverse Commute program, in order to
promote their employment opportunities.

Objective 5: To provide transportation services including ramps for wheelchairs, curb
cuts, intersection timing, minibus service, large print signage, and audio-visual signal
crossing cues that is responsive to the elderly and the disabled.

Objective 6: To plan and program transportation improvements according to existing
and realistic future funding sources.

Objective 7: To provide “walkable communities”, especially in downtown centers and
in congested areas, connecting these areas with commuter parking lots, residential
areas, schools, commercial and industrial corridors, and recreation areas.

Objective 8: To package and market the ITZ in order to attract both existing and
upstart new technology businesses in the vacant space in the downtown section of
Waterbury.

Improve Route 8

Make improvements to Route 8 to improve access and service within and between local
communities and other areas.

Route 8 is the primary transportation spine in the Valley Region.  Improvement of the
traffic flow at Route 8 interchanges is essential to reducing congestion and improvement
service, safety, efficiency of traffic flow, and ultimately air quality in the Valley.
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Make Necessary Improvement on Major Roadways

Make necessary improvements on other major roadways in the region in order to
enhance level of service, improve safety, and support desired growth patterns.

 Interstate 84 Corridor
 Route 34 in Derby
 Route 67 in Seymour
 Route 115 in Ansonia
 Route 110 in Shelton
 Pershing Drive in Derby/Ansonia.

Goal II:  Provide opportunities for job growth, advancement and job
training, utilizing and identifying Connecticut Industry Clusters as the
engine to support and sustain the regional economy, supporting and
encouraging private investment in all these areas.

The effect that achieving this goal will have on the development potential or
problem:
A cluster is defined as a concentration of companies and industries in a geographic
region that are interconnected by the markets they serve and the products they produce,
as well as their suppliers, trade associations and educational institutions.  Clusters have
been forming naturally for years, both in the US and abroad (i.e. Silicon Valley for its
microelectronics, biotechnology, and venture capital markets.)

The Governor’s Council on Economic Competitiveness and Technology worked to
develop a series of industry cluster initiatives.  Six initial clusters were identified:
manufacturing, financial services, telecommunications and information, health care
services, high technology, and tourism.  The Council in February of 2001 identified a
seventh operational cluster “plastics”.  Within the Naugatuck Valley Corridor a precious
metals manufacturing cluster was created.  A financial services cluster was designated
for Waterbury based on Waterbury’s regional center for financial services.  Health care
cluster was identified both for Waterbury and the Bridgeport area and was also
expanded to include the Griffin Hospital, which is located in Derby.  Due to the aging of
the Naugatuck Valley Corridor this sector will remain one of the largest sources of jobs
for local and regional residents.

Key elements of an industry cluster are leading industries, linkage industries, and the
public and private sector organizations that provide response.

Cluster driven economic development also requires a new level of collaboration between
businesses, government agencies, universities, legislators and others responsible for key
inputs affecting the level of competitiveness of large and small companies.
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Is this goal directed toward achieving short or long-term results:
The State of Connecticut had designated within the NVC CEDS area a series of industry
clusters.  Implementation will take more than 5 years.  However, several cluster based
growth objectives have already been initiated.

Actions related to the goals that are already underway or planned:
“Once a cluster forms, whole groups of industries become mutually supporting.  Benefits
flow forward, backward, and horizontally.  Aggressive rivalry in one industry tends to
spread to others in the cluster, through the exercise of bargaining power, spin-offs, and
related diversification by established firms.  Entry from other industries within the
cluster spurs upgrading by stimulating diversity in R&D approaches and providing a
means for introducing new strategies and skills.  Information flows freely and
innovations diffuse rapidly through the conduits of suppliers or customers who have
contact with multiple competitors.   Interconnections within the cluster, often
unanticipated, lead to the perception of new ways of competing and entirely new
opportunities.  People and ideas combine in new ways.” (Michael E. Porter, The
Competitive Advantage of Nations, 1990)

Waterbury has been designated as an Inner City Initiative.  The Inner City Initiative is
an untapped resource for business development.  Development in the inner city should
be linked to strong economic clusters in the region and Waterbury has initiated a
Brownfields redevelopment program.  Cluster designation has been made for precious
metal manufacturers, financial services and health care.

The cluster initiative will directly link to the other three objectives in that it will improve
local infrastructure, advance job growth and training, encourage private investment and
comply with local land use regulations.

The ongoing transportation improvements within the region are intended to ease traffic
congestion and provide those seeking employment with the opportunity to reach their
place of employment with greater ease and with the assistance of where appropriate
mass transit.

The relationship of this goal to the accomplishments of other goals:

Advantages of industry cluster growth recognized that firms operating in a vibrant
cluster have a distinct competitive advantage.  At the same time, the value of an industry
cluster is considerable to the geographic region and the individuals within it.

Specifically, an industry cluster creates:

• Greater access to industry-specific skills and a higher quality workforce
• More up-to-date market/customer intelligence
• Earlier awareness of new products and services being development
• Quicker diffusion of new technologies and processing techniques
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• Greater expertise among financial institutions about cluster industries, thereby
increasing business access to capital

• Highly developed and specialized suppliers in close geographic proximity
• Increased opportunities for inter-firm collaboration in areas of specialized

training, capital investment, market research and information
• Widespread awareness of a region as a vibrant center of cluster activity, thereby

improving businesses’ ability to attract specialized professional staff, as well as
recruit new suppliers to the region.

• Improved levels of government/education/business interaction to promote
cluster growth.

Value to individuals and the geographic region

When an industry cluster begins to grow, individuals and the entire geographic
region benefit greatly.  Specifically, the results are:

• An increasing number of value-added, higher paying jobs are created
• The area is less dependent upon the strength and adaptability of any one

company, and employees are less likely to be negatively affected by business
downturns than in a community reliant upon a single industry

• The educational and training systems preparing the workforce for the 21st

century economy become more relevant and effective
• The opportunity and motivation to establish new, start-up businesses increase

for the employee who sees a market gap, the young entrepreneur who has a
good idea, and the executive who is retiring early

• Community and technical colleges, as well as vocational schools, perform
better through closer working relationships with businesses, the primary
source of job opportunities

• Local companies benefit from higher level of purchasing that occurs
• The infrastructure improves to meet the transportation and communications

needs of the advanced industries
• More R&D investments are made in conjunction with local universities and

research hospitals
• A growth in the number of “civic entrepreneurs” playing a bridging role

between sectors to help resolve the problems facing society.

Objectives for Goal II:

Cluster-driven economic development is based upon a profoundly different view of how
a geographic region can gain a competitive advantage.
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Cluster-based growth objectives require:

• Involving large groups of related companies;
• A clear commitment to establish an environment that gives a broad range of

companies the ability to compete in global markets;
• An understanding that long-term competitiveness only occurs when businesses

increase their level of productivity and innovation;
• The development of the workforce to match the new economic opportunities and

higher paying jobs that are created;
• A recognition of the critical need to create dynamic “economic foundations”;
• New types of collaboration among business competitors and between

government, educators and the private sector;
• An understanding that negative or apathetic relationships between businesses

and legislators, educators or key decision makers will reduce economic growth,
discourage start-up and emerging businesses, and accelerate the migration of
existing companies to out-of-state locations;

• An agreement that a geographic region’s economic growth and prosperity should
be determined not only on job growth figures, but on a number of other
indicators, including average wages, industry productivity gains, levels of
innovation, and improved quality of life.

Goal III:  Continue to develop local infrastructure that supports economic
expansion while maintaining and protecting the environment.

The effect that achieving this goal will have on the development potential or
problem:

The Naugatuck Valley Corridor (NVC) has long been one of Connecticut’s leading
manufacturing centers.  In fact, the Waterbury LMA has been designated as one of its
“cluster” areas for precision metals.  It is also true that manufacturing jobs continue to
decline in Connecticut and the NVC.  (See Section C – A Tale of Two (Kinds of) Cities).
Many of the jobs lost in manufacturing are directly related to change in technology and
manufacturing applications and processing.  What has happened that many of the old
manufacturers have failed to keep pace with technology, capital costs for new
equipment, research and development funds were channeled elsewhere.  The net
results, many of the NVC sites and buildings are either reduced in size; the major
manufacturing communities in the NVC like Waterbury, Naugatuck, Seymour, Ansonia
and Derby have lost their competitive edge.  World economics, costs of doing business,
and regional competition have left communities with “Brownfields”.

The Brownfields proposal has been a multi-agency effort from both within the City of
Waterbury as well as regional and state agency efforts.  The goal is to investigate, catalog
and assess potential Brownfield properties, and then rank them based on a positive
return on investment.  Through remediation use federal, state, local and private capital
investment to prepare an adaptive reuse for existing structures or Brownfields.  This



11

 
 Shelton Economic Development Corporation

Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Waterbury Development Corporation

concept, while directed and recommended for the City of Waterbury through the
Waterbury Partnership for Growth, could be expanded to other communities with
Brownfield issues.  Currently, there are other Brownfield initiatives working and sites
have been identified and remediation has taken place in the NVC.

Is this goal directed toward achieving short or long-term results:

This goal is generally considered long-term meaning that it will take more than 5 years
to accomplish many of the objectives.  However, many objectives are already being
implemented and communities will continue to facilitate clean up contingent upon user
and financial aid.

Actions related to the goals that are already underway or planned:

Phase I

1. A survey of abandoned and severely underutilized industrial properties will be
undertaken to compile a list of potentially contaminated sites.

2. Using this list of suspected sites, Phase I studies will be done for all
properties.

3. A matrix for ranking properties based on their suitability for adaptive reuse
will be developed.

4. The matrix will take into account, possible reuse scenarios economic impact,
and extent of known contamination, ownership status and probable cost of
clean up.

5. Properties that are best suited to reuse will have a redevelopment scenario
prepared for them that will include likely mitigation plans, possible reuse
options and historical assessments.

6. Redevelopment scenarios will include conceptual site plans and design
renderings.

7. Select sites will receive Phase II testing to better determine environmental
issues.

8. Priority sites will receive limited site work to improve marketability as
needed.

9. Reuse scenarios will then be compiled into a final document to be used for
marketing/redevelopment purposes.

The relationship of this goal to the accomplishments of other goals:

The 17 town corridor has many communities that have been the backbone of the
manufacturing segment and have initiated Brownfields clean up.  The results directly
benefit the other three goals in that abandoned or underutilized facilities are put back
on line, local infrastructure is upgraded to accommodate the Brownfields
redevelopment, and new jobs using new technologies provide new economic life to these
areas.  The long-term need is that there are numerous additional sites and/or buildings
that require redevelopment.
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Phase II

1. Utilizing the rankings from Phase I, sites are selected for Phase II testing and
on a case-by-case basis Phase III testing/remediation plans will be completed
for the sites most likely to produce a productive reuse scenario.

2. On a case-by-case basis, site work to improve the property for marketing
(such as building demolition and removal) will be undertaken.

3. Aggressive marketing efforts will be undertaken for selected properties.
4. As appropriate, site remediation of selected properties will be pursued.

Objectives for Goal III:

1. Identify, catalog and assess all Brownfields in the NVC.
2. Establish criteria for ranking contaminated sites based on the probability for

redevelopment.
3. Develop site-specific redevelopment scenarios for sites best suited for

adaptive reuse.
4. Complete environmental testing for selected sites.
5. Complete limited site work to improve the marketability of selected sites.
6. Create a “Brownfield Directory” to assist in the marketing of these challenged

sites.
7. Facilitate the return of priority sites to productive use that expands the grand

list of the NVC.

Goal IV:  Sustain economic expansion while reinforcing and complimenting
the regional land use and quality of life of the NVC.

The effect that achieving this goal will have on the development potential or
problem:

The SEDC/NVDC CEDS Steering Committee solicited capital improvement projects
from all 17 communities.  Fourteen of the 17 communities responded with twenty-two
projects being ranked.  Of the twenty-two projects ranked, twelve of the projects were
for business and commerce parks, industrial parks, incubator space or reclamation of a
Brownfield area.  Most of these communities have preliminary or final engineering
plans that are consistent with local planning and zoning, wetlands, some of the projects
have been reviewed CT DECD and/or approved under the state’s municipal
development program.  This review process gives extensive consideration to
environmental impacts that will result from these programs moving forward.
Throughout the ranking and rating of the capital investment survey specific attention is
paid to short-term jobs, long term employment opportunities, implementation schedule
and if the projects were ready for implementation.  The Steering Committee in its final
ranking also considered the economic development feasibility, adequacy of the
infrastructure, the various stages of planning and engineering, and the impact on the
local, regional and/or state plans of development.  All of these criteria resulted in the
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CEDS Committee capital project ranking and rating, which is listed in Section Z of the
Strategy.

Community development activities affect the lives of all residents of the Valley as well as
the vitality of the businesses that operate there.

 Industrial waste and Brownfields are the most identifiable and pressing
environmental problems confronting the Valley.

 The Brownfields Pilot project is an innovative and effective regional effort
that offers considerable promise in addressing environmental issues in the
Valley.

 Sprawl and the loss of open space is becoming a major concern, and with
no regional land use planning there is a threat to the long-term quality of
life in the region.

 A number of small environmental organizations in the region are focusing
on preserving farmland, open space, and the quality of the rivers.
However, they have limited capacity and have not been very involved in
regional collaborative organizations.

Is this goal directed toward achieving short or long-term results:

The NVC is not alone, of course, in coming to grips with an industrial past – abandoned
factories, boarded up mills, and contamination of sites and waterways.  Unfortunately,
many of the problems are very visible and many are close to the downtowns of several
communities.  Cleaning up these visual eyesores and turning them into more productive
use is a very serious challenge for the Valley.  Some planning and clean up has begun,
but much remains to be done.

Actions related to the goals that are already underway or planned:

SEDC/NVDC should arrange a one-day economic development summit, invite all
communities particularly those with or planning commerce/business parks to exchange
ideas and concepts on their development plans.

Twenty-two projects were submitted for review under the Investment Survey report
process.  Eleven of the twenty-two projects are for business and commerce development
type projects (land acquisition, infrastructure development, road, water, sewer and
other utilities, marketing information and disposition parcels and/or buildings within
the community).

Communities will be able to exchange client needs, space requirements, types of
business needs including access to highway, utility demands, i.e. water for processing
and/or discharge into municipal systems, land or buildings space availability.

The Valley’s Brownfields Pilot Project is an innovative effort to assess and redevelop the
many Brownfield sites located throughout the Naugatuck Valley.  Initiated by the
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Naugatuck Valley Project and the Valley Regional Planning Agency, the project has
identified over 100 Brownfields throughout the region and has received over $300,000
in federal, state, and foundation funding for environmental assessment.

The relationship of this goal to the accomplishments of other goals:

Communities might have some “competitive” restraints not all communities can satisfy
all the developer or business demands/requirements.  A cooperative sharing of
information on a regular basis will provide for two-way communications, sharing of
resources in order to promote each individual town’s “commerce/business parks”, will
also permit one town to hand off to another potential leads that cannot be
accommodated within one town, but that can be satisfied in another or within the
region.

The municipalities that thrive maintain a stake in those cities that struggle because their
success depends in part on the condition of towns that border them.

The project has been involved in funding environmental assessment on O’Sullivan’s
Island in Derby, the Vest Pocket Area in Ansonia, the former Nutmeg Bakery in Beacon
Falls, and the incinerator in Ansonia.  To date, the project’s greatest success has been
the redevelopment of the Silvermine Landfill in Seymour.  This site was the first to
benefit from the pilot and is currently being redeveloped by Haynes Construction for a
40,000 square foot industrial building.  The Pilot is also actively involved in managing
the environmental assessment related to the Downtown Revitalization District in Derby
and is proposing an innovative project in environmental reclamation at a number of
sites in the Naugatuck River watershed.

Objectives for Goal IV:

Transportation

For the Lower Valley Region to achieve its smart growth strategies, the desired growth
and economic development initiatives must be supported by the transportation system.
This includes vehicular transportation as well as transit services (rail and bus) and
pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

 Improve Route 8
 Enhance Transit Services
 Make necessary improvements on major roadways
 Enhance pedestrian and bicycle transportation
 Transportation systems that reinforce and complement the regional land

use plans.
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Enhance transit services in the region.

1. Create, support and enhance local bus transportation that helps achieve the
region’s housing, employment, and economic development objectives.

2. Encourage preparation of a regional multi-modal transportation study.
3. Continue to work with Valley Transit to enhance local bus services for the

handicapped and senior citizens.
4. Explore the feasibility of expanded employment shuttle service to serve more

residents and destinations.
5. Continue to develop and encourage marketing efforts to increase mass transit

use in the region.

Make necessary improvements on major roadways and minor arterial roads.

1. Work with CTDOT to design improvements (as necessary) to Route 34.
2. Work with CTDOT to prepare a corridor study for Route 67 (with emphasis on

an access management program).
3. Develop a circulation plan for Main Street in Ansonia (Route 115) as a key part

of a Downtown Enhancement Plan for this area.
4. Work with CTDOT to design improvements (as necessary) to Route 110.
5. Work with CTDOT to extend Pershing Drive to connection to downtown

Derby.
6. Work with the local communities and CTDOT to address needed

improvements on major roadways in the region.
7. Support access management planning for Huntington Street and Commerce

Drive in Shelton and Division Street on the Derby/Ansonia line.
8. Assist in obtaining state funding to implement plans to widen Bridgeport

Avenue in Shelton to four lanes.
9. The COGCNV lists numerous transportation projects.  The following are the

number one priorities of each town:

Beacon Falls:  Route 42 Corridor Study to Oxford.
Bethlehem:  Route 132 improve sightlines and grading.
Cheshire: Implement traffic calming along Mountain Road, Cheshire Street
and Peck Lane.
Middlebury: Evaluate traffic congestion and safety concerns at Abbotts Pond.
Naugatuck: Secure a shuttle for the elderly residents.
Oxford: Improve traffic patterns on Routes 142, 188, and 34.
Prospect: Conduct a corridor study of Route 68.
Southbury: Secure funding for the Pomperaug River Bridge.
Thomaston: Route 6 corridor study.
Waterbury: Design local street improvements to increase capacity.
Watertown: Evaluate traffic congestion at Straits Turnpike (Route 63).
Wolcott: Analyze bridge at the intersection of Wolcott Road, Route 69 and
Center Street (Route 322).
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Woodbury: Participate in the corridor study of Route 6.

Other projects are noted in Section D of the Strategy.

Enhance Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation, Sidewalk and Trails, Bicycle Routes
and Multi-use Trails

1. Conduct an inventory of where sidewalks and trails exist in each community
and develop strategies to extend and interconnect them.

2. Assist communities seeking funding for sidewalks and trails in open space/
recreational areas.

3. Continue to plan for multi-use trails within open space and recreation areas
that accommodate both pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

4. Provide improved mapping for the Bicycle Route Concept Plan developed for
the Region, as part of the Consolidated Regional Transportation Plan.

5. Encourage provision of safe, convenient bicycle facilities (including signage,
pavement markings, etc.) when improvements are undertaken on major
roads.

6. Support provision of public facilities such as bicycle racks, where appropriate,
to encourage bicycle use.

Brownfield Conservation and Recovery (Waterbury)

 Identify, catalog and assess all Brownfields in Waterbury.
 Establish criteria for ranking contaminated sites based on the probability for

redevelopment.
 Develop site-specific redevelopment scenarios for sites best suited for adaptive

reuse.
 Complete environmental testing for selected sites.
 Complete limited site work to improve the marketability of selected sites.
 Create a “Brownfields Directory” to assist in the marketing of these challenged

sites.
 Facilitate the return of priority sites to productive use that expands the grand list

of Waterbury.

Waterbury ITZ Recommendations

The Waterbury ITZ should develop linkages to the state’s cluster initiative on economic
development and leverage resources there with focus on cluster for health care, financial
services, all within the ITZ.

Other communities might follow with the ITZ concept particularly the NVC
communities with vacant and underutilized spaces in the downtown area that can be
supported by fiber and/or technology advances.
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Recommendations for Regional Action1

Create a More Streamlined and Productive Civic Infrastructure in the Valley

 Hold a full-day summit in the Valley focused on creating a more efficient
and streamlined civic infrastructure.

Create a Strategic Approach to Workforce Development that Benefits the Poor and
Working Poor

 Develop a Valley workforce development plan.
 Launch a demand-driven training program.
 Design career ladders for the underemployed.

Increased Intermunicipal Cooperation around a Range of Development Issues that
Affect the Communities of the Lower Naugatuck Valley

 The Valley Regional Planning Agency, working with area residents and
business people, should develop a plan to protect and sustain the region’s
natural environment.

Retain and Create New Jobs in the Valley by Assisting Existing Valley Companies and
Residents with Entrepreneurial Interests

 Initiate a Business Calling Program to assist in the retention and
expansion of existing companies.

 Advocate for the establishment of a one-stop business assistance center at
the Valley Chamber of Commerce.

                                                  
1
 “Addressing Needs and Opportunities in the Lower Naugatuck Valley” prepared by Mt. Auburn

Associates.
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Action Plan, Implementation Plan, Evaluation Process

Action Plan

The Action Plan addresses how the NVC municipalities, CEDS lead agencies and CEDS
Committees (SEDC/WDC) will monitor the goals and objectives outlined previously in
the CEDS document.  How will the various Capital Programs/Projects be implemented
or modified during the “long term”?  Also, how will the CEDS committees handle
sudden and severe economic changes in the NVC?  The Action Plan identifies the
administrative organization and programs that have been included in the Strategy.  It
further identifies the process permitting municipalities to have continued input and
modification to the CEDS process.

The Vision Statement identified four goals for the NVC CEDS.  It also identified whether
the goal would be short or long term.  It further identified activities that are already
underway or planned.  Also, it identified the relationship of one goal to another.

The objectives that support the individual goals were also outlined in the Vision
Statement and are not repeated in this section.  One of the principal objectives
throughout the CEDS was the transportation system and network, and how critical they
are to the economic development initiatives for the region.

The CEDS document further recommends Brownfields conservation and recovery, not
only for Waterbury, but also for the “industrialized” valley.

The Action Plan calls for a regional economic development summit.  The CEDS Steering
Committee and the Strategy Committee will have summits from time to time.  The focus
will vary based on needs and changes in the economy, sudden or severe loss of jobs,
transportation issues or other program or forums to aid the Corridor.

The CEDS staff will continue to work with the workforce development specialist to
create a strategy approach to workforce development that will benefit the poor and
working poor.  The strategy will include a workforce development concept, launch a
demand-driven training program, and design career ladders for the underemployed.

Work Plan

• The two lead corporations will adjust the CEDS as necessary.  They will consider
unforeseen economic downturns in business, sudden and severe loss of jobs
caused by move-outs, close downs or natural disasters.  They will constantly
monitor the make up of the committee and make replacements as necessary.

• Monitor any significant changes in the NVC economic conditions.  Report to the
17 communities the changes based on the previous years activities.

• Provide information to EDA and other federal agencies in order to support
program changes and/or the need to support applications for various federal
assistance.
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• Evaluate the vision statement and goal setting procedures.
• Support the implementation of the Connecticut Industry Clusters for

manufacturing metals, financial services, telecommunications, healthcare and
tourism.

• Continue the Brownfields redevelopment restoration and recovery.
• Monitor the regional transportation systems recommendations.
• Coordinate with others the overall economic development summit.
• Continue to develop with all municipalities the local infrastructure in order to

support economic expansion while maintaining and protecting the environment.

Objectives

• Monitor the progress of each activity noted above.
• Amend objectives from time to time in order to keep the CEDS current.
• Assist each community to maintain its competitiveness on an individual basis

while supporting the regional growth.

Regional and Municipal Demographics

• Provide demographic and economic data and compare to the most recent CEDS
document to determine changing economic conditions.  Advise municipal and
regional authorities as necessary.

• Review employment, unemployment and workforce training issues in order to
support and maintain economic growth for business and commerce needs of the
CEDS area.

Implementation Plan

Introduction

The Naugatuck Valley Corridor area consists of 17 towns, 2 planning regions, 2 councils
of government, 2 chambers of commerce who have all assisted with the preparation, and
revisions based on the Committees input and adoption of the Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS).  The Shelton Economic Development Corporation
(SEDC) has accepted the lead responsibility for the implementation of the activities
outlined in the CEDS with assistance from the Waterbury Development Corporation
(WDC) as necessary.

Staffing

The SEDC has accepted the responsibility to coordinate the monitoring and program
evaluation for all of the work items outlined in the “NVC CEDS Document”.  The SEDC
has the staff resources; the experience and knowledge based on their preparation of the
original CEDS for the Naugatuck Valley Corridor and based on the most recently
accepted CEDS 2003/2004.  The SEDC working with the WDC have requested the
Economic Development Administration’s (EDA) financial participation to monitor the
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progress and changes that ultimately will be required to satisfy the annual report
documents required by EDA.  James E. Ryan, President of SEDC will be the lead staff
person assisted by Michael O’Connor, Chief Executive Office of WDC.

CEDS Governing/Parenting Committee

SEDC Executive Committee

Kenneth E.
Schaible,
Chairman

Norman Santa, At
Large

David M. Grant,
2nd Vice Chairman

Ralph Matto,
Secretary

William C.
Partington,
Treasurer

Tony Pogoda,
Planning & Zoning

Mark A. Lauretti,
Mayor

Fred Musante,
Chairman, EDC

Fred Ruggio, At
Large

WDC Executive Committee

William Morris,
Chairman

Garrett Casey,
Mayor’s Office

Jon Jay De
Temple, At Large

James Gatling,  At
Large

John Zinno,
Treasurer

Sandra Vigliotti,
Secretary

Sheila O’Malley,
Mayor’s Office

Steve Sasala, Vice
Chairman

Paul Vance, At
Large

Joe Yamin, At
Large

All the partners outlined below accepted the responsibility of building on the Strategy
and to begin the conversion to the CEDS process.  Based on the effort, experience and
general acceptance of previous efforts the following organization and management team
were developed for the preparation and implementation of the CEDS.

Steering Committee

The Steering Committee was expanded at the initial planning phase of the 2003 CEDS
to include a chairman.  The chairman was familiar with the CEDS process based on her
previous government relationships.  The chairman accepted the responsibility of
running the Steering Committee and the Strategy Committee.  The Chairman is Sheila
O'Malley.  Currently she is the Chief of Staff for the City of Waterbury Office of the
Mayor.

Other members of the Steering Committee include the SEDC accepting as the lead
administrative role for the preparation of the 2003 CEDS with assistance from the
WDC.  Both of these corporations have been recognized as leading regional economic
development and community development, planning and implementation oriented
agencies.

Each of the corporations has executive committees and for the purpose of overseeing
and governing the current CEDS process the executive committees will be the
facilitators along with assistance from the corporations’ administrative staff for the
assembly of the 2003 CEDS.

NVC Steering Committee
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Name & Title Association Represents

James E. Ryan, Chief
Executive Officer

SEDC Community Organizations,
Municipalities & Regional
Government

Sheila O’Malley, Chairman City of Waterbury Government and Municipal

Michael O’Connor, Chief
Operating Officer

NVDC Community Organizations,
Municipalities & Regional
Government

Richard S. Eigen, Executive
Director

VCOG Regional Governments

Peter Dorpalen, Executive
Director

CNV/COG Regional Governments

William E. Purcell,
President and Chief
Executive Officer

Greater Valley Chamber of
Commerce

Business Community

Stephen R. Sasala, II,
President & Chief Executive
Officer

Greater Waterbury
Chamber of Commerce

Commerce Business and
Retail

Strategy Committee

The SEDC and the WDC administrative staff have the responsibility, experience and
knowledge to prepare the technical and administrative components of the overall CEDS.
Based on the initial experience of preparing the first Economic Development Strategy
for the 17 towns the initial framework was created to establish the foundation for a
Strategy Committee.  Building on the initial experience and working with EDA’s
Philadelphia Regional Office staff, the two corporations have during the planning
process expanded their window of opportunity to include additional participation in the
planning of the strategy, the capital project investment survey and development process,
but more importantly a framework for ongoing assistance and participation.
Organizations being represented include local governments, businesses, industry,
finance, the professionals, labor, utilities, community organizations, public service
agencies, racial or ethnic minorities, and women.

Members of our Strategy Committee (names, occupations and areas they are
representing are attached as Exhibit A) broadly represent all interests of the 17
communities beginning with public leadership commencing with the two (2) Councils of
Government that represent the 17 communities in the NVC area.  These elected officials
that form the Valley Council of Government and the Central Naugatuck Valley Council
of Government are provided information regarding the preparation and content for the
CEDS.  Other members include the Executive Committee of SEDC and WDC Board of
Directors, representatives of the Lower Naugatuck Valley Chamber of Commerce, the
Greater Waterbury Chamber of Commerce, local Planning and Zoning Commissions,
Economic Development Commissions, Banking – Business, Insurance Agency, Social
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Services Agency, Boards of Education, Finance, Industry – Labor, Professional, Public
Safety, Community Organizations, Women and Minorities, and the Regional Planning
Agencies that govern the 17 communities include the Valley Council of Governments
and the Central Naugatuck Valley Council of Government.

Working Relationships

The Strategy Committee will meet quarterly to review the status of capital projects,
changing economic conditions, i.e. the closing of manufacturing or businesses that
impact a community in the corridor, review recommendations from the support staff of
SEDC and WDC, and recommend as appropriate implementation plans, including
prioritizing economic development grants to both federal and state agencies who
normally support these types of activities, plus work with community foundations that
are located within the jurisdictional area of the 17 communities.

Several communities have already contacted the SEDC/WDC coordinators concerning
new capital investment projects.  The communities have been informed that at the
quarterly meetings on the Strategy committee including their reports will be
incorporated as necessary.

Budget

The SEDC/WDC staff will oversee, administer and support the Steering Committee and
the Strategy Committee.  The Committees will upgrade and revise the CEDS document
and prepare reports for the 17 communities and the EDA Philadelphia Regional Office.
The Corporations have committed to permit the local staff to spend 15% of their time on
the overall implementation of the CEDS.  The fees for these services will be determined
annually and funding will be sought for it from federal, state, regional, local and private
partners.  Consultant services to assist with demographic information relative to
population, racial and ethnic changes, educational impacts, unemployment and labor
force characteristics, housing changes and their impacts on each community and/or the
region, any sudden or severe changes due to move outs, natural disasters or relocations
both into and out of the NVC will be evaluated and reported.  All demographic
information will be based on the most current resource available.

Evaluation Process

The Steering Committee of the NVC study area contacted each of the 17 towns and cities
to request their participation in the Capital Improvement Project Survey (copy of
questionnaire is attached.)  The Committees have adopted an open enrollment/
application system permitting and encouraging projects to be submitted at any time.
The Committees will meet at least quarterly or more frequently if needed.  Evaluators
will amend or modify the ranking and rating of projects.  All communities will be
provided the results after the CEDS Committees screen the information as well as the
Governing/Partnering Committee.
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The Capital Project Matrix (attached) was designed to evaluate the economic
development project(s) from each community; and how the project(s) will benefit or are
benefiting the community and the region.  The data provided in the survey also aids us
in the final aspect of the Naugatuck Valley Corridor Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS).  Permitting the process of moving from the planning and
economic data conceptual information gathering to specific capital improvement
projects generated at the local municipal level.

In order to develop the process the Steering Committee was assembled that included
the chairman and representative staff from the Waterbury Development Corporation,
Shelton Economic Development Corporation, the Council of Governments of Central
Naugatuck Valley, the Valley Council of Government, the Greater Waterbury Chamber
of Commerce and the Lower Naugatuck Valley Chamber of Commerce.

Criteria for Evaluating Projects

The Steering Committee established criteria for ranking and rating any and all projects.
The economic objectives were focused on Employment Relationship (20 points),
Economic Development/Feasibility (30 points), Adequacy of Infrastructure (10 points),
Conceptual Planning/Engineering Status (20 points), Local/Regional/State Compliance
(35 points), including points for Public Transportation Linkage (5 points) and Overall
Economic Impact (5 points).  Total of 115 points is top potential score.  Each objective
section was broken down into separate components with points assigned to each line
item.  The general headings were further divided to provide measures to directly
evaluate the economic impact of each major strategy objective (i.e. employment
relationship 20 points).

Projects, which are ready to go receive the maximum points in a category.  Plus, the
focus of jobs, short term (construction) long term (business retention or expansion)
receive higher numbers based on a sliding scale.  The CEDS Committees have since 1999
used this scoring system.  All the participating communities understand the point ratios
and support this process.  The weight numbers were assigned to the five major topics,
the list follows.  No community or application has questioned the evaluation process.
Fourteen of the seventeen communities have applied to the CEDS Committees for
assistance.
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(1)Employment Relationship (20 points)

Short Term Jobs
a. Construction Jobs (5)

0 jobs to 25 jobs 1 point
25 jobs to 100 jobs 3 points
100+ jobs 5 points

Long Term Direct Jobs
b. Employment (10)

0 jobs to 25 jobs  2 points
25 jobs to 50 jobs  4 points
50 jobs to100 jobs  5 points
100 jobs to 250 jobs  6 points
250+ jobs 10 points

c. Implementation (5)
0 years to 2 years 5 points
3 years to 5 years 3 points
5+ years 1 point

(2)Economic Development/Feasibility (30 points)

a. Site Control 2 points
b. Implementation Schedule

1 year 4 points
2 years 3 points
3 years 2 points
4+ years 1 point

c. Local Regulatory Approval 2 points
d. Regional/State/Federal Approval 4 points
e. Local support (political) 2 points
f. Funds Obligated/Committed (10)

Private funds 4 points
Local funds 2 points
State funds 2 points
Federal funds 2 points

g. Tax Abatements 2 points
h. Distressed Factor Adjustment (4)

Is community distressed 4 points
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(3)Adequacy of Infrastructure (10 points)

a. Roads and highway access 5 points
c. Utilities (5)

Water 1 point
Sewer 1 point
Gas 1 point
Telephone/Telecommunications 1 point
Electric 1 point

(4)Planning/Engineering (20 Points)

a. Conceptual  4 points
b. Feasibility/Marketing 4 points
c. Preliminary Plans & Cost Estimates 4 points
d. Final Plans & Cost Estimates 4 points
e. Contract for Development Pending 4 points

(5)Local/Regional/State Compliance (35 points)

a. Consistent with NVC Strategy 4 points
b. Compliance with Regional Plan/s 4 points
c. Enhancement of Land Use 2 points
d. Enhancement of Community Welfare 4 points
e. Enhancement of Environment 4 points
f. Cluster Impact Compliance 2 points
g. Economic Impact 5 points
h. Public Transportation Linkage 5 points

The seventeen towns were contacted on four different occasions to request their
participation/reply to the Capital Improvement Project Survey that were ranked.
Fourteen municipalities responded with twenty-four projects, which were rated on
2/20/03. Three communities provided economic development information about their
community, but declined to submit a specific activity.   The Steering Committee met to
consider, review, evaluate and score the projects based on the evaluation criteria
established.  Twenty-two projects were ranked.  One required more information and was
not rated at this time.  One Project was out-to-bid with construction to commence
spring of 2003 (Seymour Senior Center/Community Center).  A second, was accepted
for the file and the community was requested to provide additional information before it
could be properly rated and ranked (Naugatuck Andrews Mountain Road).  A second
round of surveys were rated and ranked on November 10, 2004.  Seven projects were
received and incorporated into the matrix – all the projects were re-ranked.  See the
matrix at the end of this section.
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The individual tally sheets and their results are included in their entirety at the end of
this section.

The final results were distributed to each of the municipalities within the study area.
The Steering Committee and the Strategy Committee intends and has advised the 17
municipalities to submit projects to them for further consideration.  The Committees are
supportive of the regional economic impact and will re-evaluate projects on an open
basis using the original criteria and also to assist each project to find funding sources for
their specific activity.
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Monitor – Review Economic Trends and Report System

Each municipality will be contacted quarterly to request assistance in monitoring,
reviewing and reporting on economic trends.  This report will assist the CEDS
Committees with overseeing the economic development in the NVC.  The following
represents the types of measurements that will be evaluated.

Activities This Quarter Year to Date Annual Goal
Jobs Retained

New Jobs Created (New)

Number of New Companies

Number of Companies Lost

Capital Investment

Grand List Impact

Tax Revenue Impact

Status of Activities

Economic Development Expansion or New

Municipal
Location

Business
Name

Type of
Business

Cost
Est./Actual

Square
Footage

Jobs Impacted
    New     Retained

Economic Development Out Migration or Termination

Municipal
Location

Business
Name

Type of
Business

Closing /
Relocating

Square
Footage

Job
Impacts
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  Matrix – NVC Capital Investment Projects

Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Ansonia

Business and
Commerce Center

1

98.6

1 2,201,600 2-3-4 Ansonia

Development

Corporation

City, State,

EDA/Federal,

Private

100 500 Concept planning

completed.  On-

going subject to

funding.  Application

being prepared

2004/05 FY

Beacon Falls

Commerce Center 14

67.8

14 1,500,000 1-2-3 Beacon Falls

EDC

Town, State,

DECD,

Federal

75 750 Planning in process

at local level.  Future

2004.

Transportation Center 8

77.4

8 2,850,000 1-3 Beacon Falls

EDC

Town, State,

DOT, FHWA

35 10 Conceptual design in

process.  Negotiate

with CT Department

of Transportation for

land swap 2004.

Depot Street Bridge 5

82.8

5 2,500,000 1-3 Beacon Falls

EDC

State, DOT,

Town,

FHWA

50  N/A Preliminary design in

process.  Bridge has

reduced traffic due to

structural

deficiencies.

Immediate 2004.

Riverwalk 9

76.8

9 1,300,000 1-3 Beacon Falls

EDC

Town,

DECD, DEP,

FHWA

50 N/A Project plan for

recapture of river

way approved.

Federal funds

pending 2004/05 FY.
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Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Roadway
Improvements

11

73.6

11 8,400,000 1-3-4 Beacon Falls

EDC

Town, State,

Federal

100 N/A Long term projects –

subject to additional

funding to support

the downtown plan.

Cheshire

Town Industrial Area 7

79.2

7 3,800,000 1-2-3-4 Town EDC Town, State,

Federal,

Private

100 1,000+ Preliminary plan

being prepared for

local approval 2004.

Derby

Route 8 Industrial Park 13

69

13 42,000,000 2-3 City, EDC City and

DECD

215 700 City has control of

property.

Conceptual plan and

access planning on

going 2006.

Fountain Lake
Commerce Center

13

69

13 4,200,000 2-3 City, EDC DECD, EDA 82 100 Pre-Engineering

Concept on going.

No specific date.

4 Sterling Opera House 19

55.8

9,000,000 City OPM, State 75 15 City owned property

Naugatuck

Andrews Mountain
Road

Not ranked 2,833,000 1 EDC Borough N/A N/A Concept plan being

generated 2006.

More details

required.

Naugatuck/
Waterbury Industrial
Park – Listed under
Waterbury.

100 400 Rated under

Waterbury.

Industrial Park Site
Work

1,500,000 Town Borough,

State, EDA

N/A N/A
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Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Downtown Mixed-Use
Development

250,000,000 Town, NEDC &

Conroy Dev.

Co.

Borough,

State, EDA,

Private

N/A N/A

Uniroyal Site Cleanup
& Demolition

15,000,000 Town, NEDC State, EDA,

Private &

Town

N/A N/A

4 3 above were
returned for additional
information.  To be
considered in next
round.

N/A N/A

Oxford

Route 67
Improvements

17

63

17 2,575,000 1-3 Oxford EDC Town,

Regional

Planning,

State DOT

50 TBD Project preliminary

engineering planned

for Spring 2004.

Construction 2005.

Woodruff Hill
Industrial Park

10

76.6

10 60,000,000 1-2-3 Oxford EDC Town, State,

DECD

75 1,250 Project planning

complete.  Bidding

Spring 2005.

Construction 2005/6.

Business Incubator 16

63.4

16 4,200,000 2-3 Oxford EDC Town,

Private

50 150 Concept planning in

process.  Site

selected.  No

construction date

selected.

Jacks Brook Industrial
Park

13

69

13 650,000 2-3-4 Oxford EDC TBD 125 350 Town planning on

road improvements.

No construction date

selected.
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Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Foreign Trade Zone
(Accepted, not ranked.
More info. Required)

150,000 3-4 First Selectman Town N/A N/A Time from 12 to 18

months from

11/10/04.

4 Lot 4 Jack’s Hill
Road
(not ranked)

500,000 1-3 Local EDC Looking N/A N/A TBD

Prospect

US Cap 15

65.2

15 1,000,000 3 Brownfield

Reclamation

DEP, EPA 15 50 Property identified

for reclamation.

Preplanning in

process.

Business & Commerce
TOWN WITHDREW

3

85.8

12,000,000 1-2-3-4 Prospect EDC Town, State,

DECD,

Federal, EDA

100 800 Environmental

evaluation

completed.  Project

plan and local

referendum planned

for Spring 2004.

Shelton

Commerce & Business
Park

2

97.4

3 12,000,000 2-3-4 Shelton EDC City, State,

DECD,

Federal,

EPA, EDA

100 300 Phase III preliminary

engineering

completed.  Final

design Spring 2004.

Construction

2004/05.

Southbury

4 Southbury Corporate
Park

20

53.6

TBD 1-2-3 Southbury EDC Town, State,

Private

100 250 Town acquired

property for $3M.

Market study and

traffic evaluation

underway.

Thomaston
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Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Plume & Atwood
Business Park

6

80.6

6 1,000,000 2-3 Local EDC Town, State,

DECD

50 250 Final scheduling

being considered.

No date selected.

Waterbury

4Waterbury/
Naugatuck Industrial
Park

2

98

10,000,000 2,3,4 NVDC, NEDC City,

Borough,

State, EDA

100 400 Both municipalities

owned all the

properties.

Preliminary

engineering and

market studies on

going.

Environmental

evaluation complete.

Negotiating with

tentative developer.
Multimodal
Transportation Facility

12

70.2

12 TBD 1-3 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

DOT,

FHWA,

Regional

Transit

TBD TBD Concept planning in

process 2005/06.

Jackson Street
Thomaston Avenue
Connector

17

63

17

TBD 1-3 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

City, State

TBD TBD

TBD

Naugatuck River
Walkway

18

58.6

18 TBD 3-4 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

City,

CTDOT,

FHWA

TBD TBD Concept planning on

going 2005/06.
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Municipality/Project

Name

Ranking &

Score as of

2/20/03

Ranking

&

Score as

of

11/10/04

Cost Related

Goal

Responsibility Funding

Partner

Jobs

Const.

Jobs

Created/

Retained

Time Frame

Redevelopment North
End

19

48

21 TBD 3-4 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

City, DECD TBD TBD Preliminary planning

on going.  No final

schedule.

Willow Street
Redevelopment Phase
II and III

4

83.2

4 TBD 3-4 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

TBD TBD TBD No time frame

selected.

Senior Center/
Community Center

Under

Construction

Not Ranked

N/A 4 Naugatuck

Valley

Development

Corporation

City N/A N/A In progress.

Comprehensive
Brownfields Proposed
(City of Waterbury)

N/A 700 2-3-4 Waterbury

Economic

Resource Center

City, DEP,

EDA

Funded by EDA

T.A. in process.

Bethlehem
Middlebury
Watertown
Woodbury

Submitted

Questionnaires

with no

projects.

N/A N/A N/A N/A

4 New projects incorporated into matrix after Steering Committee reviewed and accepted on November 10, 2004.



Evaluation Process Naugatuck Valley Corridor Capital Project Ranking

Municipality Project Cost

Employment

Relationship

Max 20 pts.

Economic

Development

Max 30 pts.

Adequacy

Infrastructure

Max 10 pts.

Planning/

Engineering

Max 20 pts.

Local/State

Regional

Compliance

Max 35 pts. Score Ranking

Ansonia Business & Commerce Park 2,201,600 18 25.4 9.4 17 28.8 98.6 1

Beacon Falls Commerce Center 1,500,000 14.2 12.8 10.4 8.8 21.6 67.8 14

Transportation Center 2,850,000 8.4 21 10.6 14.2 23.2 77.4 8

Depot Street Bridge 2,500,000 9.8 21.4 10.8 15 25.8 82.8 5

Riverwalk 1,300,000 9.6 22.8 10.6 15.4 18.4 76.8 9

Roadway Improvements 8,400,000 8.2 19.2 10.4 13.4 22.4 73.6 11

Cheshire Town Industrial Park 3,800,000 15.2 14.6 9.8 13.8 25.8 79.2 7

Derby Rt. 8 Industrial Park 42,000,000 14.4 18.2 8.8 7.4 20.2 69 13 tie

Fountain Lake Commerce Center 4,200,000 12.4 16.2 8 10.8 21.6 69 13 tie

Sterling Opera House 9,000,000 5.6 10.4 9.4 12 18.4 55.8 19

Naugatuck Andrews Mountain Road 2,833,000

** Industrial Park Site 1,500,000

** Downtown Mixed-use development 250,000

** Uniroyal Site Cleanup& Demolition 15,000,000

Oxford Route 67 Improvements 2,575,000 8.8 11.2 8.4 11.4 23.2 63 17 tie

Woodruff Hill Industrial Park 60,000,000 15.6 15.4 7.4 15.4 22.8 76.6 10

Business Incubator 4,200,000 9.2 12 8.6 13.6 20 63.4 16

Jacks Brook Industrial Park 650,000 14.6 11.6 7 14.8 21 69 13 tie

** Foreign Trade Zone 150,000

** Lot 4 Jack’s Hill Road 500,000

Prospect US Cap 1,000,000 10.2 11.4 9 10.6 24 65.2 15

Commerce & Business Park 12,000,000 16.8 16.6 10 15.2 27.2 85.8 withdrew

Shelton Commerce & Business Park 12,000,000 19.2 22 10 19 27.2 97.4 3

Southbury Commerce & Business Park TBD 16.8 6.4 7.2 6.2 17 53.6 20



Evaluation Process Naugatuck Valley Corridor Capital Project Ranking

Municipality Project Cost

Employment

Relationship

Max 20 pts.

Economic

Development

Max 30 pts.

Adequacy

Infrastructure

Max 10 pts.

Planning/

Engineering

Max 20 pts.

Local/State

Regional

Compliance

Max 35 pts. Score Ranking

Thomaston Plume & Atwood Business Park 1,000,000 12.8 15.6 10 17 25.2 80.6 6

Waterbury Waterbury/Naugatuck Industrial Park 10,000,000 20. 28.8 10 16.4 22.8 98 2

Waterbury Multi-Modal Transportation Facility TBD 12.6 15.2 11 8 23.4 70.2 12

Jackson St, Thomaston Ave. Connector TBD 11.4 13.4 10.4 5.4 22.4 63 17 tie

Naugatuck River Walkway TBD 5.6 15.8 8.8 6 22.4 58.6 18

Redevelopment North End TBD 5.4 10 9 4.6 19 48 21

Willow Street Redev. Ph II & III TBD 11.2 22.6 10.4 14.6 24.4 83.2 4

Seymour Senior Center/Community Center Under

Construction

Bethlehem No Projects

Middlebury No Projects

Watertown No Projects

Woodbury No Projects




