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The League Board and its advisors have reviewed the Benefit Cost Analysis prepared 
for the New Haven Downtown Crossing TIGER II Project, we have concluded that it is a 
deeply flawed document because it is based on misleading claims, unsupported 
statistical and numerical values, conceptual deficiencies, and contradictory assumptions 
bought to bear on a project that is not what it claims to be. While we have discovered 
many problems in the BCA, I will outline the key ones here, as a way to provide a 
framework for our upcoming meeting.

To start with the project's definitions. The Benefit Cost Analysis describes Downtown 
Crossing as creating two new urban boulevards which are said to facilitate a Transit 
Oriented Development. The BCA uses these two terms frequently, and claims 
Downtown Crossing gains value by actualizing them. Unfortunately, this is not the case: 

Urban Boulevards: The rebuilt streets proposed for Downtown Crossing do not have 
any of the standard features of urban boulevards.  Instead these rebuilt streets have the 
features of, and function as, urban arterials.  
 
Urban Boulevards are multi-lane thoroughfares, with a median down the center.  They 
accommodate slow traffic, on-street parking, lanes for bicycles, and sidewalks for 
pedestrians. They have an above-average quality of landscaping and scenery.  Urban 
boulevards serve walkable, mixed use environments. Urban arterials are designed to 
serve car-oriented developments.
 
The new Downtown Crossing streets have no landscaped median, they do not serve a 
mixed-use, walkable development, and the landscape enhancements are minimal. The 
streets are designed for speeds higher than the 20 – 30 mph deemed optimal for TOD 
(e.g., page 11 of the BCA, where emission calculations are based on 35 miles per hour 
speeds). The Downtown Crossing project rebuilds highway capacity on the surface 
streets, consigning them to function as urban arterials, not urban boulevards.

Transit Oriented Development refers to plans where transit use shapes the 
development, allowing for efficient use of land, density, improved environmental 
performance and minimal parking. TODs establish transit plans and street patterns 
where people can walk five minutes from a transit stop, or ten minutes from a major 
station. Average block perimeters are limited to no more than 1,350 feet, to create quiet 
and convenient streets that can disperse traffic. Employee parking is not subsidized, 
and can be as low as 10 spaces per employee, but not more than 500. These factors, 
and transit service that operates all day, with 15 minute intervals at peak hours, are key 
elements of TOD planning. 
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Downtown Crossing does not conform to these guidelines (see: TDM Encyclopedia, 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute, http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm45.htm). Downtown 
Crossing is not served by frequent transit, its first development will provide 800 cars for 
1,000 jobs, it is situated on a super-block that is adjacent to other super-blocks that 
have perimeters in excess of 1,350 feet. Downtown Crossing is a car-oriented plan -- its 
key investment choices are used to facilitate increased traffic and parking. The plan 
does not expand transit options in a place where transit options are weak (see p. 5, "the 
study area is under-served by access to alternate modes" [of transportation]) and where 
transit options would have a high probability of success, given the project's proximity to 
Union Station, and the potential to expand bus service or streetcars into this zone. 
Instead, the project is focused on building additional lanes and parking. The Downtown 
Crossing transit investment is limited to new bus shelters along pre-existing routes in 
the development zone. Given this minimal investment, it is no wonder that transit use is 
not expected to increase more than .9%. 

A. The Benefit Cost Analysis makes misleading claims, including: 

1. The BCA states that Phase One infrastructure changes are "essential to relieve 
congestion and improve traffic flow..." (page 1). The project is designed to manage the 
increased congestion it creates because 1) it fails to use parking demand management, 
2) it does not end the highway spur at the earliest possible point (Orange Street), and 3) 
it adds no additional connectivity. Had increased connectivity and enhanced 
transportation options been established in Phase One, the project would have had less 
congestion, not more, to manage. In essence, TIGER funds are being used to remedy a 
problem the project creates. From this first misstep, many losses and damages accrue, 
as outlined in our report, "Downtown Crossing: A summary of Concerns Regarding 
Project Planning and Performance, and Compliance with TIGER II Criteria."

2. The Life Cycle Cost Savings assigned to the new fill structure bridge would apply to 
any new bridge, not only the proposed one. The fill structure is preferred by the 
developer because it will reduce the impact of road vibrations on his building, and 
allows reduced engineering investment for his development. The fill structure bridge 
also eliminates the use of the existing trench for underground parking -- a solution that 
would support maximizing land development and economic gain and allow more active 
uses on the street level. As the review of the BCA by Econsult Corporation points out, it 
is necessary to determine standing, "i.e., whose costs and benefits count" (see Econsult 
letter of August 20, 2010, attached to BCA). The project puts the preferences of one 
developer ahead of the public benefits that could be gained if the project maximized 
land efficiencies and built  safe and attractive streets.
 
3.The Land Value Increases are ascribed in total as a public benefit (page 8), when in 

fact, only taxes generated from this value would be a public benefit. The BCA holds 
the current land value to be zero, and posits an increase value of $47 per square foot, 
based on the Case Shiller index for the region. Applied to the approximately 101,120 
square foot parcel, this increase would be about $4,752,640 -- a strictly private benefit 
for the developer. The BCA does not mention the additional parcel for the private 
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garage serving the biotech building. This parcel is about the same size, which would 
make the developer's private gain closer to $9 -10 million.

B. The Benefit Cost Analysis makes unsupported claims, including:

1. A central question regards how the BCA frames mode share data. The BCA 
establishes current mode shares for the study area by extracting data from the 2000 
census for tracts 1401,1403 and 1407, which cover the approximate study area. The 
mode share in these tracts for SOVs is 73.7%. The BCA compares data from this limited 
geographical area to the mode shares for Yale University employees as a whole, who 
live both in the City and the region. Yale's survey of employees in 2009 estimated SOV 
use to be 39% of the whole. Yale's low SOV use can be attributed to many factors -- 
employees living nearby and walking or biking, or the great incentive Yale employees 
have to use the free and extensive Yale shuttle system. Comparing mode splits for Yale 
University with mode splits around the proposed NHDC / Winstanley building, which is 
far more like traffic around the Yale Medical Area, is like comparing oranges to 
basketballs. A comparison with another private bio-medical facility, like the Pfizer 
development nearby, might be more relevant.

Additionally, the BCA provides no baseline assumption for the SOV mode split for the 
"no build" option. The national trend is towards reduction. Accounting for this would be 
necessary for analyzing the different benefits in the "no build and "build" options.

Because transit options are not being expanded in the Downtown Crossing plan, the 
potential for SOV reductions are diminished. Just how much is difficult to determine. 
Still, the BCA estimates that SOV use will drop to  65.5% -- a figure for which the report 
supplies no supporting evidence. The report simply says (page 6):  

 "For NHDC this analysis assumes a reduction in the share of single 
 occupancy vehicles commuting to the project vicinity based on the citywide and 
 Yale University commuting patterns. This translates to the share of SOVs 
 dropping to 65.5%." 

The unsupported claim of a reduction to 65.5% SOV use is a fatal flaw in the BCA -- it 
seems to be a case of analysis through juxtaposition to a non-comparable study. Since 
this number is the basis for many of the claimed benefits in the analysis (pollution 
reduction, reductions in roadway wear, fuel savings, safety benefits) this is a key point.

2. It is nearly impossible to confirm numbers and evaluate claims on any factor being 
evaluated -- for instance, the amount and value of fuel savings -- without a spread sheet 
showing all the numbers, with their formulas in cells, covering all the years being 
evaluated. Not including a spread sheet in the report is a gross violation of a fair 
economic analysis.
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3.The claims of Benefit Shares in the pie charts (pages 22 -23) have an implied 
connection to information in the BCA text, but lack any analytic proof. Values we want 
to see achieved are expressed, but are not substantiated.

C. The Benefit Cost Analysis makes contradictory assumptions, including:

1. The BCA is based on an assumption that traffic will increase by 1% per year until 
2053, while also holding that decreases in SOV mode share (from 73.7% to that 
enigmatic 65.5%) will result in cost savings and environmental benefits. The BCA 
provides no real numbers for the volume of traffic. But it is clear that the expanded lanes 
and new garage are being built to accommodate more traffic, (at least 800 cars worth in 
just Phase One) not less traffic. So even if the reduction of SOVs as a percent of mode 
share was established, the project will still create an increase in total SOV traffic 
volume. The BCA evaluates savings based on the unsubstantiated percentage 
reduction, but even if it was able to substantiate this figure, the  BCA would need to 
evaluate the costs of the absolute increase in SOVs -- for Phase One and for full build 
out.

What will be the absolute SOV increase? Phase One's new 800 car garage will be 
added to the 2,600 car Air Rights Garage (ARG), creating a 30.77% increase in parking 
on one already over-loaded site. Additionally, if future parcels in the Downtown Crossing 
development zone were built out with a similar ratio of parking to land, an additional 
2,300 spaces could be added beyond the current total of 2,600 at ARG, resulting in an 
approximately 90% increase in parking related to Downtown Crossing Development. 

D. The Benefit Cost Analysis bases conclusions on conceptual deficiencies, 
including:

1. The BCA considers only the "no build" or "build" option -- the lack of alternatives 
creates conceptual deficiencies. Providing information on additional viable options is 
vital to the public interest. No additional alternatives were considered, for instance 
"better build." The Econsult certification letter suggests that this is a narrow, but 
acceptable framework. FHWA guidelines for Infrastructure Asset Management note that 
a "[p]roper BCA considers a full range of reasonable alternatives." (See: 
"Avoiding Pitfalls" http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/primer05.cfm#s5.) 
One candidate for an additional and useful alternative to include in the BCA would have 
been derived from concepts outlined in the 2006 report prepared for the South Central 
Council of Governments by Clough and Harbour. Because this report was focused on 
maximizing the economic potential of the entire zone, rather than fast-tracking one 
development, it would have expanded the BCA's considerations  to an appropriate and 
useful scale.

Even within the BCA's limited comparison, we find deficiencies within the deficiencies. 
For instance, the "no build" option assumes that the current mode share would remain 
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static, even though the New Haven region has experienced a drop in vehicle miles 
traveled, as has been seen in many places around the country. The mode share would 
likely improve even in the absence of NHDC based on recent trend lines. Unfortunately, 
Downtown Crossing's plan is unlikely to help New Haven stay apace with this positive 
tread -- it is based on adding travel lanes and garages. As a result, even if the mode 
share improves, the aggregate number of SOV trips increases, vitiating the 
environmental benefits. This presents a case where "things will be slightly less bad" 
under the build scenario, but still worse than today. This is one example of where 
information on a "better build" option is of vital importance.

Another important goal for including a "better built" alternative would be to open-up the 
determination of standing -- whose costs and benefits count. For instance, the current 
"build" option, is so singular in its focus on fast-tracking one development, that it puts 
aside the alternate analysis of the benefits and costs of completing new cross-streets -- 
infrastructure which would provide value to every user of the area, whether a driver, bike 
rider or pedestrian. The cross-streets would have a particularly high benefit for residents 
of the Hill, whose mobility is constrained, not enhanced, by the current "build" option.

The Federal Highway Administration primer for asset management (cited in D.3 above) 
also offers a warning for evaluating, 

 "... a “project” that is actually a combination of two or more independent or 
 separable projects. In such cases, the net benefits of one project may hide the 
 net costs of the other, or vice versa. Both of the projects would either be built or 
 rejected if incorrectly joined together, when in fact one should be built and the 
 other rejected." 

The reconstructed bridge and the reconstructed roadways are separable projects, and 
the Carter Winstanley project is an independent project. (The fact that the Winstanely 
project might change from being a 440,00 square foot biotech building to a 225,000 
square foot general medical and laboratory building illustrates its independent and 
separable nature). The BCA does not avoid the conceptual and factual pitfalls that result 
from combining these projects.

3. The Traffic Generation Model (page 4) is based solely on the estimates in the 
Highway Capacity Manual, and does not use enhanced modeling to evaluate the 
performance of different grid conformations. The analysis is based on the Manual's 
predictions for a 440,000 sq. ft. building only. It excludes the 800 car garage, as if the 
garage was a by product, rather than the generator of traffic (a 440,000 square foot 
building in a TOD development would not generate the same traffic as the same 
building in a car-oriented zone). 

4. Although the BCA claims that Phase One establishes partial infrastructure to enable 
the some subsequent growth phases, it provides no growth or cost projections, which 
would be necessary to evaluating whether the "build" option establishes a secure 
foundation for full and sustainable growth.
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5. The BCA posits an arbitrary increase in traffic of 1% per year during the study period, 
meaning that by 2052, traffic volume could increase from 75,000 to 113,909 cars. The 
fact that other highway removals around the country have achieved 50 - 70% reductions 
means that the one percent increase represents (even if accurate) costs and harm that 
are avoidable.

6.There is no evaluation of lost opportunity costs. The BCA does not identify one 
negative impact. Nor does it particularize the conditions nearby. This leaves significant 
and peculiar lacunae such as the lack of mention of Gateway Community College and 
elderly housing near the most dangerous intersection, the lack of analysis of specific 
benefits and costs for the adjacent Hill neighborhood, and potential future constraints 
on establishing effective TOD and reconnected urban grid options once car-oriented 
plans dominate infrastructure and investments.  

Contact:

Anstress Farwell, President
New Haven Urban Design League
129 Church Street Suite 419
New Haven, CT 06510
203 624 0175 t
urbandesignleague@att.net
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Map of Census Tracts used in City of New 

A pdf of the Benefit Cost Analysis can be 
found, along with other project 
information, on the
City of New Havenʼs Downtown Crossing 
website:
http://downtowncrossingnewhaven.com/

Or by contacting the New Haven Urban 
Design League
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