
University of Connecticut
OpenCommons@UConn

Storrs Agricultural Experiment Station College of Agriculture, Health and Natural
Resources

4-1973

Decade of Change 1960-1970, A
William H. Groff
University of Connecticut - Storrs

James C. Reiser
University of Connecticut - Storrs

Follow this and additional works at: https://opencommons.uconn.edu/saes

Part of the Demography, Population, and Ecology Commons, and the Rural Sociology
Commons

Recommended Citation
Groff, William H. and Reiser, James C., "Decade of Change 1960-1970, A" (1973). Storrs Agricultural Experiment Station. 10.
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/saes/10

http://lib.uconn.edu/?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://lib.uconn.edu/?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/saes?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/canr?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/canr?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/saes?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/418?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/428?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/428?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://opencommons.uconn.edu/saes/10?utm_source=opencommons.uconn.edu%2Fsaes%2F10&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages


l 

• 

Bulletin 422, Apri l 197' 

THE POPULATION OF CONNECTICUT: 

A Decade of Change 
1960-1970 

By William H. Groff and James C. Reiser 
Department of Rural SociologV 

STORRS AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION 

COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT, STORRS 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

IN'l'RODUCTION. . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • . • . . . . .. 1 

THE POPULATION OF CONtIECTICUT.............................. 2 

Sources of Population Increase .......................... 2 

Population Density....................................... 3 

THE POPULATION OF CONNECTICUT COUNTIES ••••••••••••••••••••• 6 

Sources of Population Increase ......................••.• 9 

CONNECTICUT TOWNS.......................................... 10 

URBAN-RURAL RESIDENCE •.••.•..•...•..•......•.••.••••••••••. 16 

STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS •••••••••••••••••••• 17 

Individual SI·lSA's ........................................ 19 

PLANNING ReG IONS OF CONNECTICUT............................ 21 

SUMHARY AND CONCLUSIONS.................................... 25 

REFERENCES. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • •• 27 

APPENDIX TABLES .••••..•••.•••••....••.........•..•.•.•.•... 28-40 

Received for pUblication November 9, 1972 



THE POPULATION OF CONNECTICUT 

A Decade of Change 
1960-1970 

By William H. Groff and James C. Reiser* 

Introduction 

The population of Connecticut, like that of the other states in 
the United States, is in a continuous flux; changes in numbers of 
persons, their distribution and composition is a normal condition re­
sulting from the interplay of socia-economic factors and past demo­
graphic developments. Trends in population size, distribution, and 
composition are important in the 'pursuit of public programs and the 
activities o.f private individuals and groups. Successful programs de­
pend in part on the availability of reliable demographic data and the 
projection of future population changes. School boards and other 
public bodies charged with the responsibility of providing public fa­
cilities and services must be cognizant of changes taking place in 
the number and distribution of persons within their jurisdiction. Pro­
ducers and distributers of manufactured goods and farm produce must 
be aware of changes in their markets and the availability of manpower 
which in many cases results from changes in the population. 

This study is one of a series of reports which will provide in­
formation on Connecticut's population and the trends which are occurr­
ing. The focus of this report is on the growth of Connecticut's 
population between 1960 and 1970 with some comparison to growth between 
1950 and 1960. Changes in population size and distribution are a func­
tion of the interplay between births, deaths, and migration. In this 
report, the emphasis is placed upon two major sources of population 
change; natural increase (the difference between births and deaths over 
the ten year period) and migration. 

The crude birth rates observed in Connecticut during the past de­
cade were somewhat lower than those for the nation. The birth rates 
for Connecticut a nd t he nation generally declined since 1957 while the 
crude death rates have remained fairly constant since the 1950 ' s. The 
de clining crude birth rates and the low crude death rates have produced 
a de c lining but still substantial rate of natural increase . 

Migration is the other dynamic factor in population change . Be­
cause records on the moveme nt of persons in this country are not main­
t a i ned, it is difficult to determine the volume of migration to and 
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from a specific area in this country. Migration, however, may be as 
important a factor as natural increase in the growth rate of a speci­
fic area. We can measure the net effect of migration indirectly 
through the available data on population and natural increases. Connec­
ticut has experienced a net in-migration of persons for a number of 
decades largely at the expense of the other New England states and New 
York. Large scale migration has also occurred within the state. The 
trend in recent decades has been from the central cities to the surround­
ing suburban areas. 

THE POPULATION OF CONNECTICUT 
Connecticut, in 1970, had the largest population in its history, 

3,032,217 persons. Although Connecticut ranks 48th in area among all 
the states - only Oela\rlare and Rhode Island are smaller - it ranks 24th 
in population size. Among the New England states only Massachusetts, 
with irs 5,689,170 persons, has a population exceeding that of Connec­
ticut. In 1970, over one-fourth of the population of the New England 
states live in Connecticut. 

During the 1960-1970 decade, 496,983 persons were added to Connec­
ticut's population compared to the 527,954 persons added during the 
previous decade. 2 Although Connecticut's population growth between 
1960 and 1970 was smaller than that of the previous decade, this was 
the equivalent of adding a population greater than the combined 1970 
populations of the cities of Bridgeport, Hartford, and New Haven and re­
presents a 19.6 percent growth rate for the decade. Connecticut's rate 
of population growth was higher than that experienced by the United 
States, New England and the Northeast. Among the New England states, 
Connecticut's growth rate is exceeded only by New Hampshire which ex­
perienced a 21.5% decennial rate of growth. The rate of increase for 
the United states during the 1960-1970 period was 13.3 percent while 
that of New England was 12.7 percent. Of the three Middle Atlantic 
states only the state of New Jersey with an 18.2 percent decennial in­
crease was comparable to that of Connecticut's in the Northeast. Con­
necticut ranked 11th among the 50 states in percentage increase during 
the decade and 16th among the 50 states in the amount of population 
gained during the decade (Figure 1, Table 1). Three states (South Da­
kota, North Dakota and west Virginia) and the District of Columbia ex­
perienced a loss of population between 1960 and 1970. 

Sources of Population Increase 

As we have seen earlier, there are two sources for any increase 
in the population of an area; natural increase and net migration. Na­
tural increase is defined as the excess of births over deaths while a 
gain from net migration results when more people move into an area than 
move out of an area during a given time period. The rates of increases 
shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 reflect the interaction of the forces of 
net migration and natural increase. Since every state experienced a 



natural increase during the 1960-1970 decade it can be assumed that 
those states which lost population or gained very little, experienced 
a net out-migration while those states with highest rates of decennial 
increase experienced a net in-migration of people. Connecticut's 
population increase between 1960 and 1970 was derived from both a net 
in-migration to the area and a natural increase in population. During 
the 10 year period, natural increases added approximately 280,889 per­
sons to the state's population while an additional 2L5,586 persons 
were added as a result of a net in-migration.) 

Net migration gains are an important factor in the growth of 
Connecticut's population. In the decade between 1950 and 1960, 55.9 
percent of the state's population increase was derived from natural 
increase while net in-migration accounted for the remaining 44.1 per­
cent of the state's population growth. During the 1960-1970 decade 
the proportion of the population increase due to net migration declined 
slightly to approximately 43.4 percent while natural increases account­
ed for the remaining 56.6 percent a Migration has played a significant 
role in the growth of population in the state so far and from all in­
dications will continue to be an important source of population increases 
in the decades aheada Both inter-state and intra-state migration are 
important factors in the changing distribution of Connecticut's popu­
lation within the various geographic sub-divisions a 

Population Density 

The combination of Connecticut's small land area and its rela­
tively large population make it the fourth most densely populated state 
in the country. According to the 1970 Census there were approximately 
4862 square miles of land within the state and a population density 
of 623.6 persons per square mile of land. Only New Jersey with a den­
sity of 953 persons per square mile, Rhode Island with a density of 
902 persons per square mile, and Massachusetts with a density of 727 
persons per square mile, had population densities greater than that of 
Connecticut a The significance of these density figures can be readily 
seen when they are compared with the average density of 57aS persons 
per square mile for the country as a wholea Connecticut's population 
density has increased consistently since 1920 when there were 286 per­
sons per square mile of land. During the most recent decade there was 
an increase of approximately 117 persons per square mile of land area 
in Connecticut. 

Connecticut's people are not uniformly distributed throughout the 
state but are highly concentrated in two contiguous areas: along Long 
Island Sound between the southeastern boundary of New York State to 
New Haven County; and along the Connecticut River Valley between New 
Haven in the south through Hartford County to the Massachusetts border. 
Geographic~lly, Connecticut is separated into eight counties containing 
169 towns. The three counties in the most densely populated area of 
the state, Fairfield, Hartford, and New Haven, all had population den­
sities of over 1000 persons per square mile compared to the relatively 
low densities in Litchfield County in the northwestern section of the 
state and the four counties which comprise the eastern part of the 
state (Table 2). Thirty-two towns within the densely populated three­
county-area had population densities of over 1000 persons per square 
mile with 12 of these towns having densities greater than 2500 persons 
per square mile. Bridgeport with a density of 8751 persons per square 

3 



• 
TABLE 1: Population of the United States, New England and Northeastern States, 1960-1970 

Population Increase 1960-1970 
Area 1970 1960 Number Percent 

united States 203,184,772 179,323,175 23,861,597 13.3 
New England 11,847,186 10,509,367 1,337,819 12.7 
Maine 993,663 969,265 24,398 2.5 
New Hampshire 737,681 606,921 130,760 21. 5 
Vermont 494,732 389,881 54,851 14.1 
Hassachusetts 5,689,170 5,148,578 540,592 10.5 
Rhode Island 949,723 859,488 90,235 10.5 
CONNECTICUT 3,032,2l7 2,535,234 496,983 19.6 
New York 18,190,740 16,782,304 1,408,436 8:4 
New Jersey 7,168,164 6,066,782 1,101,382 18.2 
Pennsylvania 11,793,909 11,319,366 474,543 4.2 

TABLE 2: Population of Counties, Connecticut 1960-1970 

1970 Population 
Population Increase 1960-1970 Density Per Square 

1970 1960 NUnlber Percent Nile of Land 

THE STATE 3,032,217 2,535,234 496,983 19.6 623.6 

County 

Fairfield 792,814 653,589 139,225 21.3 1266.5 
Hartford 816,737 689 ,555 127,182 1 8 .4 1105.2 
Litchfield 144,091 119,856 24,235 20.2 155.8 
Middlesex 115, 0 18 88,865 26,153 29.2 308.6 
New Haven 744,948 660,315 84,633 12.8 1233.4 
New London 230,654 185,745 44,909 24.0 345.3 
Tolland 103,440 68,737 34,703 50.5 248.7 
Windham 84,515 68,572 15,943 23.3 lfi4.4 



FIGURE 1. STATES RANKED BY PERCENT OF POPULATION CHANGE: 1960-1970 
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mile and Hartford with a density of 8496 persons per s quare mile were 
the most densely populated towns in the state (Figure 2). 

Many areas of the state are relatively sparsely settled. Only 
4 towns in the more rural counties of Litchfield, Middlesex, New Lon­
don, Tolland and Windham had population densities of over 1000 per­
sons per square mile while 31 towns had densities of less than 100 
persons per square mile. The town of New London with a density of 
5102 persons per square mile was the most densely populated town out­
side the three county urban area. 

THE POPULATION 
OF CONNECTICUT COUNTIES 

All eight counties in Connecticut exp~rienced an increase in 
population size during the 1960-1970 decade ranging from a high of 
139,225 persons in Fairfield to a low of 15,943 persons in Windham 
County. The population of three counties, Hartford, New Haven, and 
Fairfield surpassed the 700,000 mark for the first time (Table 2). 
Hartford with a population of 816,737 persons is the most populated 
county in the state. In 1970, Fairfield County with a population of 
792,814 became the second most populated county while New Haven County 
which had the largest population in the state between 1860 and 1940 
dropped into third place in population size among the eight counties. 
If current trends continue it seems probable that Fairfield County may 
become the most populated county in the state by the time of the 1980 
Census. Windham County with a population of 84,515 persons had the 
smallest population in 1970. 

The populations of six of the eight counties in the state grew 
at a faster decennial rate than the state as a whole. The rate of 
population increase is a better indicator of the impact of population 
change than actual numerical increases since a high rate of population 
growth may have a greater impact on the socia-economic institutions in 
an area even though the number of persons added to the population may 
be smaller then in areas with a lower rate of growth. For example, 
the impact of population growth will be greater in Tolland County which 
had a 50.5 percent decennial rate of increase than in New Haven County 
wi th a 12.8 percent dEfcennial increase even though over twice as many 
persons were added to the population of New Haven County over the 1960-
1970 decade (Table 3). Service institutions in Tolland County such 
as the SChools, the fire department, the police force, and the medical 
programs must now meet the needs of three persons for every two served 
in 1960. 

In general, those counties with the smallest population size in 
1960 grew at a faster rate than the state as a whole. The major ex­
ception to this trend was Fairfield County with a 21.3 percent decennial 
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'" TABLE 3: Increase in Population of Counties by Source, Connecticut, 1960-1970 

Increase 1960-70 Source of Increase Percent of Increase 
Due to Migration Per 

Number Percent Natural Estimated Natural Estimated 1,000 of 1960 
Increase Migration Increase Misration pOEulation 

THE STATE 496,475 19.6 280,889 215,586 56.6 43.4 85.0 

County 

Fairfield 139,225 21. 3 66,499 72,726 47.8 52.2 111. 3 
Hartford 127,182 18.4 81,733 45,449 64.3 35.7 65.9 
Litchfield 24,235 20.2 9,795 14,482 40.3 59.7 120.8 
Middlesex 26,153 29.2 10,535 15,618 42.2 57.9 174.0 
New Haven 84,633 12.8 64,076 20,557 75.7 24.3 31.1 
New London 44,909 24.0 29,507 15,402 66.2 33.8 81. 3 
Tolland 34,703 50.5 11,913 22,790 34.3 65.7 331. 6 
Windham 15,943 23.3 6,836 9,107 42.9 57.1 132.8 

TABLE 4: Increase in Population of Counties by Source, Connecticut, 1950-1960 

Increase 1950-60 Source of Increase Percent of Increase 
Due to Migration Per 

Number Percent Natural Estimated Natural Estimated 1,000 of 1950 
Increase Migration Increase Migration pOEulation 

THE STATE 527,954 26.3 294,911 233,043 55.9 44.1 . 116.1 

County 

Fairfield 149,247 29.6 70,882 78,365 47.5 52.5 155.4 
Hartford 149,894 27.8 89,769 60,125 59.9 40.1 111. 4 
Litchfield 20,984 21.2 12,163 8,821 58.0 42.0 89.2 
Middlesex 21,533 31.3 9,303 12,230 43.2 56.8 181. 6 
New Haven 114,531 21. 0 72,498 42,033 63.3 36.7 77.0 
New London 40,924 28.3 24,264 16,660 59.3 40.7 115.0 
Tolland 24,028 53.7 9,063 14,965 37.·7 62.3 334.7 
Windham 6,813 11. 0 6,969 -156 102.3 -2.3 -2.5 



rate of increase. Only New Haven with 12.8 percent rate of increase 
and Hartford with an 18.4 percent rate of increase experienced rates 
of population growth below the states average. Tolland County had the 
highest decennial rate of growth in the state followed by Middlesex 
County, New London County and Windham County, in that order a Windham 
County with a 23.3 percent decennial rate of growth had the smallest 
numerical increase while Fairfield County hatl the largest numerical 
growth. Only Fairfield County with a decennial increase of 139,225 
persons and Hartford County with an increase of 127,182 persons ex­
perienced a population growth of over 100,000 persons. 

Sources of Population Increase 

Every county gained population through both natural increase and 
net migration during the decade. Natural increase accounted for the 
major portion of the population increases in three counties, and in 
one of these counties, New Haven, it accounted for over 75 percent of 
the increasea New ':London County ranked second in the proportion of 
population growth attributed to natural increase with an estimated 65.7 
percent followed by Hartford with 64.3 percent. In contrast only 34.3 
percent of the population increase in Tolland County was a consequence 
of natural increase. 

The coun~y pattern of population increase resulting from net mi­
gration is interesting and indicates the changing patterns of popu­
lation distribution within the state. Some counties undoubtedly 
experienced population growth not only from the net movement of people 
between Connecticut and other states but from intercounty migration 
within the state. Generally, the more rural counties with the lowest 
population density gained a larger proportion of their population in­
crease through net migration while the heavily populated "urban core" 
counties in the state derived the higher proportions of their popula­
tion increase from natural increases. Two exceptions to this trend 
should be noted. Nearly two-thirds of the population growth in New 
London County was a result of natural increase despite the relatively 
low population density while Fairfield County with the highest popula­
tion density derived 52.2 percent of its population growth from net 
migration gains. Although the present data do not permit a detailed 
analysis of migration, it seems probable that the geographical location 
of these counties provides a partial explanation for their deviation 
from the general pattern. Fairfield County, located in the southwestern 
corner of the State adjacent to the border of New York state has attract­
ed a heavy influx of migrants employed in the New York City Metropolitan 
area. New London County, located in the southeastern portion of the 
state, is separated from the "urban core" counties by the counties of 
Middlesex and Tolland. These two counties have been attracting persons 
who work in the urban centers of Hartford and New Haven Counties but 
still have relatively low population densities. 

In summary, the pattern of population increase resulting from net 
migration reflects a continuing trend of migration from more densely 
populated urban areas into more sparsely settled surrounding areas. 
In Connecticut this trend appears to be following two separate patterns: 
a migration of persons from the New York City Metropolitan area into 
Fairfield County, and the movement of persons from the urban centers 
in Hartford and New Haven Counties into the surrounding counties. 
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Table 4 is included in order to provide a basis for the compari­
son of population increases in Connecticut's counties over the past 
two decades. In the comparison of Tables 3 and 4 it should be noted 
that while the decennial rate of population growth in Connecticut de­
clined there is a significant difference in both the decennial rate of 
increase and the sources of population increase in the various counties. 
Windham County was the only county to experience an actual increase in 
the decennial rate of growth in 1970. An additional four counties, 
Litchfield, Middlesex, New London, and Tolland experienced declines in 
their decennial growth rate which were lower than the decline for the 
state as a whole. It is interesting to note that while these 5 counties 
are the counties with the lowest population density, four of the five 
counties also gained a major proportion of their population increase 
between 1960 and 1970 for a net migration gain. In this group, only 
New London County receives most of its population increase over the 
decade as a result of natural increases. 

The comparison of the pattern of population increase by source 
of increase is also indicative of the increasing role that net migra-
tion plays in the population increases in the more rural counties. In 
1970, five counties gained a greater proportion of their population 
increase through net migration gains compared to only three counties in 
1960. With the exception of New London County, the rural areas de-
rived a higher proportion of the decennial population increase from a 
net migration gain during the 1960-1970 decade while the more urban 
counties derived a lower proportion from a net migration gain. Even 
Fairfield County, which gained a greater proportion of its population 
increase between 1960 and 1970 from net migration gains experienced a 
slight decline in its proportional gain. The most significant changes 
occurred in Litchfield and Windham Counties, the counties with the 
lowest population densities in 1970. These two counties experienced a 
reversal in the major source of population growth. Windham County 
which experienced a net migration loss during the 1950-1960 decade, de­
rived 57.1 percent of its population increase during the 1960-1970 
decade from a net migration gain. In Litchfield County net migration 
increased from 40.1 percent of the total population increase in 1960 to 
59.7 percent in 1970. These changes seem to suggest that out-migration 
from urban areas may be extending to the more distant counties. If 
this trend is true, and it continues, we can expect to observe an even 
greater proportional increase in the population of the more rural counties 
in the state over the next few decades. 

CONNECTICUT TOWNS 
Although Connecticut is a relatively heavily populated state, 93 

of the 169 towns in the state had fewer than 10,000 inhabitants in 
1970. Of these 93 towns 62 contained fewer than 5000 persons and 4 
towns had less than 1000 inhabitants (Appendix Table 1). The town of 
Union in Tolland County with 443 persons once again has the smallest 
population in the state while the town of Hartford with 158,017 con­
tinues to have the largest population, even though it declined by 4161 
persons over the decade. Of the remaining towns, 43 had populations 
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ranging between 10,000 and 25,000 persons, 28 contained between 25,000 
and 100,000 persons and 5 towns, Hartford, Bridgeport, New Haven, 
Stamford, and Waterbury, had over 100,000 inhabitants. Of these five, 
only Stamford and Waterbury gained population over the decade. 

Even though Connecticut experienced a relatively high rate of 
increase between 1960 and 1970, five towns actually lost population 
over the decade. Three of these towns, Hartford, New Haven, and Bridge­
port, also lost population during the previous decade. Fifty additional 
towns had decennial rates of population growth lower than the 19 .6 
percent increase for the state (Figure 3). In general the growth of 
towns over the decade follows a pattern similar to that noted for counties. 
Towns which lost population or experienced relatively low rates of de­
cennial increases fall into two general categories. The first category 
reflects the general outward movement of people from the larger urban 
areas. Towns in this category are either major urban centers or towns 
located adjacent to or near urban centers which had experienced rela­
tively high rates of growth through net migration gains over the pre­
ceding decades. The second category of low growth towns are Icea ted in 
the more remote rural areas in Northwestern Connecticut and Eastern 
Connecticut and are at a greater distance from the urban core. These 
towns are generally outside the commuting range of major urban centers 
because of either the distance involved or the absence of major highway 
linkages. 

The 10 towns which more than doubled over the decade are located 
near the urban core or within relatively easy commuting distance. For 
example, the town of Brookfield which experienced the highest growth 
rate in the state, 184.5 percent, is located in Fairfield County adja­
cent to the Danbury SMSA. New Fairfield and Ridgefield which also 
more than doubled in population over the decade are also located adja­
cent to the Danhury SMSA, the fastest growing S~ISA in the state. The 
remaining seven towns which doubled i.n population are also located 
within commuting distance of urban centers indicating a continuation 
of the outward suburban movement of population from the more densely 
popula ted towns. 

Figure 4 shows the proportion of the population changes in Connec­
ticut's towns which is a consequence of net migration4 This figure 
also supports the general conclusion of an outward movement of popula­
tion from the more densely settled urban towns into the rural areas. 
The three counties in the "urban core area" had an average decennial 
migration rate of 69 migrants per thousand population in 1960 while 
the remaining 5 counties experienced a decennial migration rate of 145 
persons per thousand 1960 population . When New London is excluded 
from the grouping, the migration rate increases to approximately 192 
persons per 1000 1960 population. In other words, counties with low 
population densities experienced significantly higher net migration 
gains. The average migration rates of the less densely populated group 
of counties was over twice as high as the average migration in the 
high l y urban group and nearly three times as high when New London 
County is excluded. 



FIGURE 4. PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION CHANGE IN CONNECTICUT RESULTING 

FROM NET MIGRATION, 1960·1970 
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The pattern of changes in population of towns as a result of 
losses or gains through net migration is not as clear. Of the 17 towns 
which experienced either no gain or a loss as a result of net migra­
tion, 10 had population densities of over 1000 persons per square mile 
and an additional 3 towns had population densities between 500 and 1000 
persons per square mile. The remaining 4 towns with relatively low 
population densities may reflect a counter trend in migration often 
referred to as the depopulation of rural areas. Many rural areas which 
are primarily agriculture have been experiencing an out-migration of 
young people as a consequence of declining opportunities for employment. 
However, a more detailed and inclusive analysis of migration patterns 
is needed to provide conclusive evidence on the causes and direction of 
migration streams in the state. 

The town of New Haven experienced the greatest net migration loss 
of 28,046 persons over the decade followed by Hartford with a net mi­
gration loss of approximately 24,040 and Bridgeport with a net migra­
tion loss of 17,196. In contrast, Trumbull experienced the greatest 
gain in population from net migration during the decade, 9489 persons. 
Ridgefield was next with 0529 persons added as a result of net migra­
tion gains. Significantly, both Ridgefield and Trumbull are located 
in Fairfield County near urban centers. Increases in population de­
rived from net migration were quite important, moreover, to most of 
the towns of the state: 118 towns received one-half or more of their 
decennial population increase from net migration and fifty-four towns 
received over three-fourths of their growth from this source. The 
state as a whole received 43.4 percent of its decennial increase from 
estimated net migration. 

One generally thinks of residential migration from the cities as 
being directed to suburban areas which are located fairly close to the 
cities. In Connecticut most persons who have sought home away from 
the urban centers have moved to the peripheral suburban towns. How­
ever, as these towns have become more crowded growing numbers of work­
ers employed in the urban areas and their families migrate beyond the 
suburbs to the more rural hinterland towns and counties. This is 
manifested in the continuing migration patterns of Tolland and Middle­
sex counties and the novel increase in migration to Windham and Litch­
field counties. East of Hartford the towns of Hebron, Somers, Tolland, 
Vernon, and Willington each had decennial rates of increase of at 
least 60 percent. To the east of New Haven the corresponding towns 
were Cheshire, Orange, Guilford, and North Haven. Together, Hartford 
and New Haven, have experienced an out-migration of 119,503, persons 
over the past two decades most of which appears to have gone into near­
by towns. 

In summary, one of the most important factors in the differential 
population growth in Connecticut towns during the 1960 decade appears 
to be a continuing desire to live outside the larger cities and more 
densely populated areas. This movement of people to the open country 
may have been facilitated by the increasing number of automobiles in 
the state and improvements in the state's highways system. In many 
respects this may be a blessing in disguise since the increasing num­
bers of commuters may create traffic jams in or near the larger cities 
in the state. As a result commuting may become increasingly stressful 
and time consuming. 



TABLE 5: Urban and Rural Population, Connecticut 1970* 

TilE STATE 

Total Urban 

Central Cities 
Urban Fringe 
Urban Places 

Total Rural 

Places 1,000-2,500 
Other l'erritory 

Number 

3,031,709 

2,345,052 

993,878 
1,107,780 

243,394 

686,657 

42,958 
643,699 

Percent 

100.0 

77.4 

32.3 
36.5 
8.0 

22.6 

1.4 
21. 2 

Percent 

100.0 

42.4 
47.2 
10.4 

100.0 

6.3 
93.7 

* Based upon published census data. The Census Bureau has circu­
lated revised data on population which show an additional 508 
persons in the state. 

TABLE 6: Changes in the Urban-Rural Populations of Connecticut 
1960-1970* 

Population 1960-70 Change 
1970 1960 Number Percent 

THE STATE 3,031,709 2,535,234 496,475 19.6 

Total Urban 2,345,052 1,985,567 359,485 18.1 

Central Cities 993,878 872,643 121,255 13.9 
Fringe Areas 1,107,780 728,518 379,262 52.0 
Urban Places 243,394 384,406 -141,012 -36.7 

Total Rural 686,699 549,667 137,032 24.9 

Places 1,000-2,500 42,958 44,545 -1,587 -3.6 
Other Territory 643,699 505,122 138,577 27.4 

* See footnote Table 5. 
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URBAN -RURAL RESIDENCE 
The great majority of the people of Connecticut are urban resi­

dents. In 1970, 2,345,052 persons or approximately 77.4 percent of 
the state's population lived in places designated as urban by the u.s. 
Bureau' of the Census. 5 Connecticut has a higher proportion of its 
popu lation urban than the 73.5 percent figure for the u.s. as a whole. 
Fifteen states were more urbanized than Connecticut. California with 
90 percent of its people living in urban areas was the most urbanized 
state in the country. The states adjacent to Connecticut all had a 
higher proportion of their populations living in urban areas: Hassa­
chusetts 84.6 percent urban; Rhode Island 87.1 percent urban; and New 
York, 85.6 percent urban. In contrast, vermont with 32.2 percent of 
its population classified as urban had the lowest proportion of its 
population classified as urban in the country and only 56.4 percent of 
the population of New Hampshire is classified as urban. 

The population of the United States ha s become increasingly urban 
since the first census was taken in 1790. The percent of the popula­
tion classified as urban increased at each census from a Im'l of 5.1 
percent in 1790 to 73.5 percent in 1970. Connecticut's population has 
followed a similar pattern with two exceptions that should be noted. 
Before the 1820 Census, Connecticut had a smaller proportion of its 
population urban than the U.S. as a whole. Af ter 1820 the state was 
consistently more urbanized than the United States as a whole. How­
ever, in the decade between 1960 and 1970 there was a decrease in the 
proportion of Connecticut's population living in urban areas from 78.3 
percent in 1960 to 77.4 percent in 1970 while the urban population in 
the u.s. increased by nearly 4 percent . Since the proportion urban 
was approximately the same in 1950 as it is in 1970 with only the s light 
increase in 19 60, it seems possible that the re is a leveling off of 
the urban trend in Connecticut. This proposition is also supported by 
the trends in population change, net migration, and population density 
in Connecticut's towns and counties cited earlier in this report. 

Table 5 presents data on urban and rural populations in the state 
for 1970 and the percentages of popUlations within the various sub­
areas. Over two-fifths of the urban residents in the state live in 
the 10 largest cities, each of which has a population of over 50,000 
persons . An additional 47.2 percent of the urban population live in 
the urban fringe areas of high population density. 

The rural population, those persons residing in places not de­
signated as urban, comprises over 680,000 persons and represents slight­
ly more than one-fifth of the state's inhabitants. Fewer than one 
out of every ten, 6.3 percent, of these rural persons lives in the 
twenty-four villages which have populations between 1000 and 2500. Most 
of the rural population lives in smaller settlements and in open country. 

Unlike the previous ten years , the decade from 1960 to 1970 saw 
Connecticut's rural population increasing at a faster rate than its 



urban population, 24.9 percent to 18.1 percent. At the end of the de­
cade, the urban population was larger by almost 360,000 persons and 
the rural population was larger by more than 137,000 persons (Table 6). 

Quite different patterns of growth were experienced by the 
various segments of the urban population. The state's ten largest 
cities experienced a combined growth in population of only 13.9 percent 
during the decade. It was the urban fring~ area that experienced the 
fastest population growth over the decade with an increase of approxi­
mately 52 percent between 1960 and 1970. The remaining urban population 
located in urban places outside the urbanized areas declined by 36.7 
percent. 

The two segments of Connecticut's rural population experienced 
quite different patterns of change during the decade. The rural popu­
lation living in the open country and in small villages (under 1000 
inhabitants) increased by more than one-fourth (27.4 percent). In 
contrast, the population living in villages of between 1000 and 2500 
inhabitants decreased by 3.6 percent. This decrease, however, may be 
primarily a function of the definition of urban and rural: when the 
population of a nucleated settlement increased to 2500 or more, that 
settlement is designated as an urban place and the residents are count­
ed as part of the urban population. It was this process of passing 
from rural to urban through population growth which was primarily re­
sponsible for the enumerated loss in the state's larger village popula­
tions. 

When changes in urban-rural population in the 1950-1960 decade 
are compared to changes in the 1960-1970 decade it can be seen that 
they are roughly parallel but more pronounced during the early decade. 
Comparisons over the two decades are difficult because census defini­
tions of urban and rural areas are primarily based upon population 
size. As a result there has been a shift of some towns from one classi­
fication to another because of population increase between 1960 and 
1970. Despite these changes, the fastest growing urban areas over both 
decades were the urban fringe areas while the urban areas with the 
lowest growth rates in 1960 and which experienced a decline in 1970 were 
outside the Standard Metropolitan Statistical areas. The proportion 
of the population living in rural areas increased over the two decades 
with greatest increase occurring in towns of less than 1000 populations. 

STANDARD METROPOLITAN 
STATISTICAL AREAS 

The number of SMSA's in Connecticut increased from 9 in 1960 to 
11 in 1970. 6 Bristol SMSA was identified before the 1970 Census was 
taken on the basis of population projection and has been tracted and 
includes the towns of Bristol and Plymouth. 7 Danbury was identified 
on the basis of the 1970 Census enumeration and has not been tracted. 
It includes the towns of Danbury, Bethel, Brookfield, and New Fair­
field. Figure 5 shows the boundaries and towns included in the 11 SMSA's 
in Connecticut and a listing of the towns included in each of the 11 
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SMSA'S i s contained in Appendix C. The town of Somers in Tolland 
County is a component part of the Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Hassa­
chusetts S~1SA, and is included in the data for the total population 
of SMSl'.' s in the s tate contained in Table 7. 

The heavy concentration of population in metropolitan areas con­
tinues to be one of the dominating facts of population distr ibution 
in this country . In 1970, 68.6 percent of the population of the 
United States lived in 243 Standard Me tropol(tan Statistical Areas in 
the country. In Connecticut the concentration is even greate r and 82.6 
percent of the state's residents live in the eleven SMSA's (Fig ure 5). 

The trend for metropoli tan-nonrnetropoli tan growth in Connecticut 
differs fro~ the national trend. SMSA's in the United States grew more 
rapidly than the total population over the 1960-1970 decade. I1hile 
the population of the United States increased by 13 . 3 percent over the 
decade the population living in SNSl\ ' s increased by 16.6 percen t. In 
contrast, Connecticut 's decennial rate of population increase of 19.6 
percent was greater than the increase for the U.s. but the decennial 
ra te of population grovlth for metropolitan areas of 14.8 percent was 
lower than the rate of grovlth for Sr1Sl\ I s in the country. 

The eleven SllSA I s which have been def ined in Connecticut are 
Eridgeport, Bris tol, Danbury , Hartford, ~1eriden , New Sri tain, l~ew Haven, 
Nevi London-Groton-r\orwich, Stamford , and ~\la terbury . 8 ~'i'i th two exceo­
tions, each SHSA consists of a central city and a surrounding ring of 
towns . 'rhc two exceptions are the New London- Groton-Norwich Sr.~Sl\ in 
which both New London and Norwich are combi ne d as the central city and 
Neriden S;1Sl\. which does not conta in any surrounding towns. 

Within the state 's SHSA's the various component parts experienced 
quite d ifferent patterns of popu lation change . The central cities 
taken together had a 5 percent increase in population, a decennial 
rate of grOl"th slightly higher than the 3 . 3 percent growth rate for 
the 19 50-1960 decade. The towns outside the central cities grew at 
fas t er paces then the central cities , increasing by 22.1 percent over 
the decade , however , they experienced a significantly smaller increase 
than the 54 percent increas e during the previous decade. Overall the 
combined popula tion of the state' 5 SHSA ' s increased by 14.8 percent 
during the 1960-1970 decade compared to the 24 . 7 percent increase 
d uring the 1950 - 1960 decade. The population of nonmetropolitan areas 
of the state outside the SHSA 's also gre\" at a slower rate than during 
the previous decade but experienced a faster rate of growth than the 
areas within SHSA's. In contrast , the area outside the central city 
of the states SMSA's had a faster decennial rate increase signi ficantly 
larger then the nonmetropolitan areas in 1960. 

Individual SMSA ' s 

There has been a wide variation in the decennial growth patterns 
among the individual SMSA's . The data on population of the component 
parts of individual SMSA ' s are contained in Table II in the Appendix . 
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TABLE 7: Population Data for Metropolitan and. Non-Metropolitan Areas, 
Connecticut, 1960-1970 

Population Population Chanoe 1960-1970 
1970 1960 Number Percent 

THE STATE 3,031,709 2,535,234 496,475 19.6 

Total SMSA* 2,504,802 2,133,533 371,269 14.8 

Central City 1,066,941 1,013,758 53,183 5.0 
Outside Central City 1,437,861 1,119,775 318,086 22.1 

Total Non-Metropolitan 526,907 401,701 125,206 23.8 

* Includes two new SMSA's in 1970 (Bristol and Danbury) and Town of 
Somers which is part of Springfie1d-Chicopee-l!olyoke SHSA . The 
figure for 1960 has been adjusted to include new towns added to 
St1SA's in 1970. For a listing of tmoJns in each Sl-1SA see Appe ndix 
C . 1970 data is based upon published statistics. 

Four of Connecticut's eleven SMSA's had decennia l rates of populat ion 
increase lower than the state. Meriden with a 7.9 percent increase 
experienced the lowest growth rate. The to\V'n of Heriden, the only 
town in the Heriden St4SA, experienced a net migration loss of 1196 
persons over the decade while three of the towns adjacent to Meriden 
to the north and west, Southington, Berlin, and Cheshire, experie nced 
relative ly high net migration gains which accounted for over 70 per­
cent of their population growth . It seems possible that the out-mig ra­
tion from r.teriden may have contributed to the net migration gains 
for these three towns. The situation is further complicated by the 
fact that Southington and Berlin are i nc luded in the New Britain SMSA 
while Cheshire is a part of the Haterbury SMSA. It seems possible 
that towns on the outer fringes of adjacent SNSA's may be attracting 
inter-S!1SA migrants as well as intra-SMSA migrants. It is also in­
teresting to note that the decennial rate of population growth of the 
New Britain and Waterbury Sl-1SA's are lower than the state average while 
t he areas outside the respective central cities are growing at a fast­
er rate then the average for corresponding areas in the state. A more 
de tailed analysis of the origins and directions of migrants is needed 
before any firm conclusion can be made . New Haven had the second 
lowest decennial rate of growth among the state's SMSA's of 10. 8 per­
cent followed by New Britain and Waterbury. 



Danbury with a 44.3 percent decennial rate of growth experienced 
the highest population increase of all the SMSA's in the state follOlv­
ed by Norwalk with a 24.1 percent increase over the decade. The cen­
tral cities of three SHSA's, Bridgeport, Hartford, and New Haven lost 
population during the decade and the central cities of 6 of the re­
maining 8 SMSA 's experienced significantly swaller population gains 
than the respective areas outside the central city. Only the central 
cities in the Danbury and Bristol St-1SA ' s had greater decennial in­
creases than the outlying areas. This may largely reflect their rapid 
growth to SHSA status over the decade. 

In general, the patterns of the component parts of the state's 
SMSA's follow that of population dispersion noted earlier in this re­
port. Larger cities and more densely populated areas are gro\oJing at 
a slower rate and in some instances losing population while adjacent 
towns and the more rural areas of the state tend to be gaining popula­
tion at a faster rate. New London County is an exception to this trend 
but it seems probable that its geographic position in the southeastern 
corner of the state and its socio-economic history provide an explana­
tion for its deviations from the general trends. 

PLANNING REGIONS OF CONNECTICUT 

During recent years it has become increasingly evident that there 
is a greater need for cooperation between local administration in plan­
ning for the development of an area. Many problems cross administra­
tive boundaries and quite often the attempts by local governments to 
solve their own problems have had a detrimental effect on the surround­
ing areas. As a result there has been an increasing emphasis on re­
gional planning. In Connecticut, the Connecticut Development Commission 
has defined 15 planning regions which cover 167 of the 169 towns in 
the state (Figure 6). 

21 



i 

i 

i 

, , , 
~ 
S 

~ 
0 

22 

, 
§ z 

a: 
I-w ; I- ::J , V) U 

w 
:;: I-

U 
I UJ 
I- Z a: Z 

~ 
0 0 

i 
z u 

~ , 

: 

, 
~ , 

! ~ ! , • 
~ 
; 

FIGURE 6. REGIONAL PLANNING AREAS IN CONNECTICUT, 1970 

, 2 
,g 0 

0 u '" " • w en 0 
0 a: 
0 

Cl V) U 
z E 

2 

0 ~ 
;; 
2 

(:J • " W • -' 
a: -= ~ 

<; -' 
(:J 

~ " Z 2 

Z 
I- 0 
w 

Cl Z >- w 
<l 0 a: 
..J w 

~ Q. !::' 
..J 2 0 I-
<l " 

w 0 
Z Cl N 2 

0 a: 2 ~ 

0 " 2 
(:J I- Cl ;: 
w 0 a: 0 
a: 2 0 I-

IIIIID~ 



'" '" 

TABLE 8: Population Data for Connecticut Planning Regions 1960-1970 

Pl anning Reg ions 

Cap i tol (CAP) 
Greater Bridgepor t 

(GRB) 
Central Connec ticut 

(CLC) 
Central Naugatuck 
Valley (CNV) 

Connecticut River 
Estuary (CRE) 

Housatonic Valley (H)1 
Litchfie l d Hills (LIH) 
Mi dstate (MID) 
Northeastern Connec-
ticut (NEC) 

South Central Connec ­
ticut (SCC) 

Southeastern Connec­
ticut (SEC) 

Sou thwestern Connec -
ticut (SWC) 

Valley (VAL) 
l-lindham (I-lIN) 
Northwestern (Nl-lC) 2 
Undefined 

Population 
1970 1960 

669 , 907 
311,130 

215,147 

223 , 211 

43 , 921 

136 , 462 
68 , 167 
7 8 ,445 
58 , 961 

507,837 

220 , 402 

333 , 935 

73,700 
64,376 
1 8 , 393 

9 , 123 

546 , 545 
278,131 

1 86 , 667 

195,512 

26,733 

87 , 280 
60 , 688 
66,383 
47,436 

44 8 ,835 

179,06 0 

279,204 

60 , 241 
48,732 
15 , 928 

7, 859 

% 
Change 
1960-70 

22.6 
11. 9 

15.3 

14.2 

60.9 

56 . 3 
12.3 
18.2 
24 . 3 

13 .1 

23 .1 

19.6 

22.3 
32.1 
15.5 
16 .1 

Source of 
Increas (' 1960 - 70 
Natural Ne t 
Increase Higra tion 

69 , 831 
26 , 262 

20 , 543 

18,483 

3 ,1 44 

11,933 
4,421 
7 , 774 
4 , 533 

44,707 

28,710 

26 , 580 

6 , 882 
6 , 071 

229 
861 

53 , 531 
6 ,7 37 

7,937 

9 ,216 

1 3 ,14 4 

37,249 
3 , 058 
4 ,2 88 
6,992 

14,295 

12,632 

28 , 151 

6,577 
9 , 573 
2 , 236 

403 

% of 19 60-70 
Increase Due to 
Na tural Net 
Ir~rease Migration 

56 .7 
76 . 9 

72.1 

66 . 8 

19.3 

24.3 
59.1 
64 . 4 
39 . 4 

75.8 

69.4 

48.6 

51. 2 
38.9 
9.3 

68. 1 

43.3 
23 . 2 

27.9 

33 . 2 

80 . 7 

75 .4 
40 . 9 
35.6 
60.6 

24 . 2 

30 . 6, 

51. 4 

48.8 
61. 1 
90 .7 
31. 9 

1970 
Population 

Densi ty Per 
Square Mile 

901. 4 
2220.0 

1289.0 

730 . 2 

250 . 3 

432 . 3 
168.4 
317.1 
157.6 

1393 . 8 

402 . 0 

1617.5 

1327.7 
202.7 

52.0 
101.9 

1. The Housatonic Valley Council of Elected Officials is acti ng as a Regiona l Planning Agency. 
2. The Northwestern Connecticut Planning Region has no established planning agency . 
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A planning region is composed of a group of relatively homo­
geneous towns which have economic, social, and physical ties. In 
general, the towns within the boundary of a region share mutual inter­
ests and concerns, and similar problems and needs. In Connecticut, 
regional planning agencies are created by local legislative action in 
the individual town for the purpose of formulating plans of development 
for the region and coordinating the implementation of these plans. 
Regional planning agencies also may conduct research which is useful 
to yarious public agencies in the region. 

As of October 1, 1971, thirteen of the fifteen planning regions 
had established regional planning agencies and appoint'ed directors to 
supervise the functions of the agencies. In an additional region, the 
Housatonic Valley Region, a council of elected officials will exercise 
the powers of a regional agency. Only the Northwestern Connecticut 
Planning Region has no established regional planning agency. The towns 
of Stafford and Union are the only towns in the state which have not 
been included in a planning region. Appendix C contains a listing of 
the regional planning agencies and the towns included in the various 
planning regions. The data on towns in Appendix A, Table 1, contain 
an abbreviated reference to the regional planning agencies to which 
each town belongs. In this way the reader can make comparisons of the 
data of the component towns within the various planning regions. 

There are wide variations between the 15 planning regions. The 
planning regions range in size from the Capitol Regional Planning 
Agency which includes 29 towns with a 1970 population of 669,907 to 
the Northwestern Regional Planning Region which contains 9 towns with 
a total population of 18,393 in 1970 (Table 8). The Valley Regional 
Planning Agency has the responsibility for the smallest number of towns, 
four, but area contains a population of 73,700 persons. 

The decennial rate of population increase for 8 of the 15 planning 
regions is lower than the rate increase for the statee A ninth region, 
the Southwestern Region, experienced a rate of growth approximately 
equal to that of the state. The Greater Bridgeport Planning Region 
with a 11.9 percent decennial increase experienced the lowest growth 
rate followed closely by Litchfield Hills Region with a 12.3 percent 
increase and the South Central Region with a 13el percent decennial in­
crease. The Connecticut River Estuary experienced the highest decennial 
growth rate of 60.9 percent followed by the Housatonic Valley Region 
with 56.3 percent decennial increase. No other region had a rate of 
increase greater than 35 percente 

Every region gained population through both natural increase and 
net migratione Six of the regions gained a greater proportion of their 
population increase from net migration gainse In three of these re­
gions, the Northwestern Region, the Housatonic Valley Region, and the 
Connecticut River Estuary Region, net migration gains accounted for 
over 75 percent of the population increase. In contrast, both the 
Greater Bridgeport Planning Region and the Southeastern Connecticut 
Planning Region gained over 75 percent of their decennial population 
increases from natural increase. 



Population density also varied widely by pla nning reg ion rang ing 
from a high of 2220 persons per square mile in the Greater Bridgeport 
Region to 52 persons per square mile in the Northwestern Planning Re­
g ion. Ther e does not appear to be a clear pattern in the relations hip 
between population density and the decennia l rates of population in­
crease of the major source of population increase for tho p lanning re­
gions. Perhaps a more detailed analysis of the similarities and 
differences of the towns within the var ious~ regions would d isclose sig­
nificant intra-reg ional tr e nd s. 

\-1 i th the increas ing complexity and the g rowing aware ness of the 
inte rdependence and inte rre lationships between local government units, 
planning will become an increasing force in our soc i ety . Regional 
planning agencies will playa greater role in meeting the needs a nd 
solving the problems of Connecticut ' s people . Plans are to incorpora te 
more data on t h e planning r eg ions in future r epor ts in this series. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
An analysis of the 1970 Census of Population leads t o four bas ic 

conclusions. First, despite the fact that there has been a decline in 
the rate of population growth in Connecticut , the popu l ation of Connec­
ticut continues to grow faster than the united States as a whole. 
This growth, in an area which is already densely populated will put 
increasing pressures on the resources in the state . Local and state 
governmental agencies will need to pay close attention to such facto rs 
as land use, transportation, housing, and public services to ensure 
that future supplies will mee t the growing demands. Second , migration , 
both within the state and between Connecticut and othe r states contri­
butes significantly to population g rowth within the state. Continuing 
net migration gains can increase the pressure on ava ilable resources 
and increase the need for planning at both the local and state levels. 
Ne t migration gains are likely to affect certain sections of the eco­
nomy more than others. For example, the migration of young adults 
into a community can contribute to increasing demands for jobs and' 
other activities of primary concern to this age group, creating an im­
balance for which the community may be ill prepared. A net out-migra­
tion may also have a similar effect on the socia-economic structure 
of the area. Third , there is continuing evidence of a trend towar d 
a redistribution of Connecticut's people wi thin the state. Large, more 
densely populated areas are losing popUlation or experiencing rela­
tively sma ll increases while the l ess popul ated rural areas in the 
state are growing more rapidly. The movement of population out of the 
urban areas often coincides with a similar movement of business and in­
dustry causing a loss of r e venue in the urban centers and increasing 
problems of traffic congestion and needs for public services in the 
more rural areas. Finally, the curre nt population trends indicate 
that the re is a growing need to plan the use of available resources to 
meet the changing needs and prob lems associated with the changing dis­
tribution of popUlation within the state. Many recent changes indicate 
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a need for the greater cooperation of towns in planning for the effi­
cient use of available resources and related problems, which cross 
jurisdiction boundaries. Planning regions represent an important 
first step toward developments which may improve the quality of life 
of Connecticut's people. 
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8. See Appendix B for a listing of towns in the various SMSA's in 
the state. 
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APPENDIX TABLES 
APPENDIX A - TABLE II: Population Data for Connecticut Standard Metro­

politan Statistical Areas, 1960-1970* 

SMSA's 

Total State 

Central Cities 

Outside Central 
Cities 

Bridgeport 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

Bristol 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

**Danbury 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

Hartford 
Central City 
Outside Central 

City 

Meriden 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

New Britain 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

New Haven 
Central Ci ty 
Ou tside Central 
City 

New London-Groton­
Norwich 
Central City 
Outside Central 
City 

Population 

1970 

2,504,802 

1,066,941 

1,437,861 

389,153 
156,542 

232,611 

65,808 
55,487 

10,321 

78,405 
50,781 

27,624 

663,891 
158,017 

505,874 

55,959 
55,959 

145,269 
83,441 

61,828 

355,538 
137,707 

217,831 

208,412 
73,063 

135,349 

1960 

2,133,533 

1,013,758 

1,119,775 

337,983 
156,748 

181,235 

54,480 
45,499 

8,981 

54,342 
22,928 

31,414 

549,249 
162,178 

387,071 

51,850 
51,850 

129,397 
82,201 

47,196 

320,836 
152,048 

168,788 

170,981 
72,688 

98,293 

Number 

371,269 

53,183 

318,086 

51,170 
-206 

51,376 

11,328 
9,988 

1,340 

24,063 
27,853 

-3,790 

114,642 
-4,161 

118,803 

4,109 
4,109 

15,872 
1,240 

14,632 

34,702 
-14,341 

49,043 

37,431 
375 

37,056 

Change 

Percent 

14.8 

5.0 

22.1 

15.1 
-0.1 

28.3 

20.8 
22.0 

14.9 

44.3 
121. 5 

-12.1 

20.9 
-2.6 

30.7 

7.9 
7.9 

12.3 
1.5 

31. 0 

10.8 
-9.4 

29.1 

21. 9 
.05 

37.7 



Appendix Table II Continued 

POEulation Change 

SMSA's 1970 1960 Number Percent 

Norwalk 120,099 96,756 23,343 24.1 
Central City 79,113 67,775 11,338 16.7 
Outside Central 
City 40,986 28,981 12,005 41.4 

Stamford 206,419 178,409 28,010 15.7 
Central City 108,798 92,713 16,085 17.3 
Outside Central 
City 97,621 85,696 11,925 13.9 

Waterbury 208,956 185,548 23,408 12.6 
Central City 108,033 107,130 903 .08 
Outside Central 
City 100,923 78,418 22,505 28.7 

• Data for the total SMSA's includes data for the town of Somers in 
The Springfield SMSA. Danbury and Bristol are new SMSA's in 1970. 
1960 figures have been adjusted to correspond to areas included in 
the 1970 definitions. 

•• Danbury central city gained 27,020 persons through annexation of 
remaining area in the town of Danbury. 

29 



30 

APPENDIX B 

Towns in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas in Connecticut, 1970 

Bridgeport SHSA 

Bridgeport 
Easton (*) 
Fairfield 
Hilford 
!-Ionroe 
Shelton 
Stratford 
Trumbull 

Bristol SHSA (**) 

Bristol 
Plymouth 

Danbury SHSA (**) 

Bethel 
Brookfield 
Danbury 
New Fairfield 

Hartford SMSA 

Avon 
Bloomfield 
Canton 
East Granby (*) 
East Hartford 
East Windsor 
Enfield 
Farmington 
Glastonbury 
Granby (*) 
Hartford 
Manchester 
Newington 
Rocky Hill 
Simsbury 
South Windsor 
Suffield 
\'lest Hartford 
Wethersfield 
Windsor Locks 
Windsor 
Cromwell 

Hartford SHSA (con't) 

Andover (*) 
Bolton (*) 
Coventry (*) 
Ellington (*) 
Vernon (*) 

Heriden SHSA 

Heriden 

New Britain SHSA 

Berlin 
New Britain 
Plainville 
Southington 

New Haven SHSA 

Bethany (*) 
Branford 
East Haven 
Guilford 
Hamden 
New Haven 
North Branford (*) 
North Haven 
Orange 
West Haven 
Woodbridge 

New London-Groton­
Norwich SHSA 

East Lyme 
Griswold (*) 
Groton 
Ledyard 
Lisbon (*) 
Montville 
New London 
Norwich 
Old Lyme (*) 
Preston 
Sprague (*) 
Stonington 
Waterford 

(*) Town added to SMSA in 1970. 
(**) New SMSA in 1970. 

Norwalk SHSA 

Norwalk 
hlestport 
Nilton 

Springfield-Chi­
copee-Holyoke, 
Hass. SHSA 

Somers 

Stamford S~ISA 

Darien 
Greenwich 
New Canaan 
Stamford 

waterbury SMSA 

Thomaston 
\\'atertown 
Woodbury (*) 
Beacon Falls 
Cheshire 
Middlebury 
Naugatuck 
Prospect 
\'Iaterbury 
Nolcott 



APPENDIX C 

Towns in Reg ional Planning Regions 

I. capitol Regional Planning Agency (29) (CAP)1 

Andover 
Avon 
Bloomfield 
Bolton 
canton 
East Granby 
Eas t Hartford 
East Windsor 
Ellington 
Enfield 

Farmington 
Glastonbury 
Granby . 
Hartford 
Hebron 
Manchester 
Marlborough 
Newington 
Rocky Hill 
Simsbury 

Somers 
South Windsor 
Suffield 
Tolland 
Vernon 
West Hartford 
Wethersfield 
Windsor 
Windsor Locks 

II. Greater Bridgeport Regional Planning Agency (6) (GRB) 

Bridgeport 
Easton 

Fairfield 
Monroe 

Stratford 
Trumbull 

III. Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency (7) (CLC) 

Berlin 
Bristol 
Burlington 

New Britain 
Plainville 
Plymouth 

Southington 

IV. Central Naugatuck Valley Regional Planning Agency (13) (CNV) 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

Beacon Falls 
Bethlehem 
Cheshire 
Middlebury 
Naugatuck 

Connecticut 

Chester 
Clinton 
Deep River 

Litchfield 

Barkhamsted 
Colebrook 
Goshen 
Hartland 

River 

Hills 

Midstate Regional 

Cromwell 
Durham 
Eas t Haddam 

Oxford 
Prospect 
Southbury 
Thomaston 
waterbury 

Estuary Regional 

Essex 
Killingworth 
Lyme 

Regional Planning 

Harwinton 
Litchfield 
Morris 
New Hartford 

P lanni n2 Agenc:z:: 

Eas t Hamp ton 
Haddam 
Middlefield 

Water town 
wolcott 
Woodbury 

Planning Agency (9 ) 

ASenc:i 

Old Lyme 
Old Saybrook 
Westbrook 

(ll) (LIH) 

Norfolk 
Torrington 
Winchester 

(8) (MID) 

Middletown 
Portland 

(CRE) 
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VIII. Northeastern Connecticut Regional Planning Agency (10) (NEC) 

Brooklyn 
Canterbury 
Eastford 
Killingly 

Plainfield 
Pomfret 
Putnam 
Sterling 

Thompson 
Woodstock 

IX. South Central Connecticut Regional Planning Agency (15) (SCC) 

Bethany 
Branford 
East Haven 
Guilford 
Hamden 

Madison 
Meriden 
Milford 
New Haven 
North Branford 

North Haven 
Orange 
Wallingford 
West Haven 
Woodbr.idge 

X. Southeastern Connecticut Regional Planning Agency (18) (SEC) 

Bozrah 
Colchester 
East Lyme 
Franklin 
Griswold 
Groton 

Ledyard 
Lisbon 
Montville 
New London 
North Stonington 
Norwich 

Preston 
Salem 
Sprague 
Stonington 
Voluntown 
Waterford 

XI. Southwestern Regional Planning Agency (8) (SWC) 

Darien 
Greenwich 
Norwalk 

Stamford 
Weston 
Westport 

XII. Valley Regional Planning Agency (4) (VAL) 

Ansonia 
Derby 

Seymour 
Shelton 

New Canaan 
Wilton 

XIII. Windham Regional Planning Agency (10) (WIN) 

Ashford 
Chaplin 
Columbia 
Coventry 

Hampton 
Lebanon 
Mansfield 
Scotland 

Willington 
Windham (Willimantic) 

XIV. Housatonic Valley Council of Government Planning Agency (10) (H) 

Bethel 
Bridgewater 
Brookfield 
Danbury 

New Fairfield 
New Milford 
Newton 
Redding 

Ridgefield 
Sherman 

xv. Northwestern Connecticut Plannin Re ion (9) (NWC) 
No estab 1she plann1ng reg10n agency. 

Canaan 
Cornwall 
Kent 

North Canaan 
Roxbury 
Salisbury 

Not d"efined as of 1972 

Stafford Union 

Sharon 
Warren 
Washington 

1. The numbers and abbreviations in parentheses indicate the number of 
towns in the region and the abbreviations used to identify these 
towns in Table I, Appendix A. 
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APPENDIX A - TABLE 1: Population Data for Connecticut Towns, 1960-1970 

% Source of 
1970 1960 Change Increase 60 - 70 
Population Population 60 - 70 Na tural Net " ' ~1igra tion 

FAIRFIELD COUNTY 
Total 792,814 653,589 21. 3 66,499 72,726 

Bethel (H) 1 0 , 94 5 8,200 33.5 988 1 ,7 57 
Bridgeport (GRB) 156,542 156,748 -0.1 16,990 17,196 
Brookfield (H) 9,688 3,405 184.5 965 5 ,:118 
Danbury (H) 50,781 39,382 28.9 4,931 6 ,46 8 
Darien (SWC) 20,411 18,437 10.7 903 1, 071 

Easton (GRB) 4,885 3,407 43.4 180 1,298 
Fairfield (GRB) 56,487 46,183 22.3 3,084 7,220 
Greenwich (SWC) 59,755 53,793 11.1 2,425 3,537 
t-Ionr oe (GRB) 12 , 047 6 ,4 02 88.2 1 , 663 3,982 
New Canaan (SWC) 17,455 13,466 29.6 663 :1,326 

New Fairfie1d(H) 6,991 3,355 108.4 517 3,119 
Newton (II) 16,942 11,373 49.0 1, 244 4,325 
Norwalk (SWC) 79,113 67 ,775 16.7 9,074 2,264 
Redding (H) 5,590 3,359 66 .4 415 1,816 
Ridgefield (H) 18 ,188 8,165 122.8 1,494 8,529 

Shelton (VAL) 27,165 18,190 49.3 3,064 5 ,911 
Sherman (H) 1,459 825 76.8 39 595 
Stamford (SWC) 108 , 798 92 ,713 17.3 11 ,419 4,666 
Stra tford (GRB) 49,775 45,012 10.6 2,819 1,944 
Trumbull (GRB) 31,394 20,379 54.1 1,526 9 ,4 89 

Weston (SWC) 7,417 4,039 83.6 355 3,023 
Westport (SWC) 27,414 20,955 30 . 8 1,082 5,:177 
Wilton (SWC) 13,572 8,026 69.1 659 4,887 

% of 60 -7 0 1970 Den-
Increase Due to si ty Per 
Natural ~et Square 
Increase 01igration Mile 

47.8 52 . 2 1,266.5 
:16.0 64 .0 640 

8,751 
15.4 84 . 6 47 9 
43.3 56.7 1 ,189 
45.7 54 .3 1,370 

12 . 2 87.8 173 
29.9 70.1 1,76 0 
40.7 59.3 1,176 
29.5 70.5 455 
16.6 83.4 786 

14.2 85 .8 276 
22 . 3 77 . 7 28 0 
80 . 0 20.0 2,6 0 2 
18.6 81. 4 177 
14.9 85 .1 523 

:14 .1 6'5.9 90 0 
6.2 93 .8 62 

71. 0 29.0 2,775 
59 .2 40.8 2,592 
13.9 86. 1 1 ,342 

10.5 89 .5 373 
16.8 83.2 1,364 
12.0 88.0 437 
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APPEND IX TABLE 1· Population Da ta fo r Connecticut Towns, 1960 -1 970 

% of 60>70 1970 Den 
% Sou rc e of Increase Due to sity Per 

1970 1960 Cha nge Increase 60-70 r-.! a tu ral ~et Square 
POlCulation POlCulation 60 -7 0 l\atura l ~c t ~figr ation Increase ~I i g ratj on Mile 

HARTFORD .COUNTY 816,737 689,555 18.4 81, 733 45,449 64.3 35 . 7 1105.2 

Avon (CAP) 8,352 5,273 58 .4 659 2,420 21.4 78.6 370 
Berlin (CLC) 14,149 11,2 50 25 .8 853 2 ,0 46 29 .4 70.6 5ZS 
Bloomfield (CAP) 18,301 13,613 34.4 1 ,43 0 3 , 258 3 0 . 5 69.5 (,80 
Bristol (CLC) 55,487 45,499 22.0 6 ,22 9 3,759 62 .4 37.6 Z , 047 
Burlington (CLC) 4,07 0 2 ,7 90 45.9 332 948 25.9 74. I 131 

Canton (CAP) 6,868 4,783 43.6 926 1,1 59 44.4 55 . 6 262 
East Granby (CAP) 3,532 2,434 45. 1 545 553 49.6 50 .4 193 
East Hartford (CliP) 57,583 43,977 30.9 7 ,5 73 6 , 03 3 55.7 44 .3 3,164 
East Windsor ~AP) 8,513 7,500 13.5 1 , 087 -74 100.0 320 
Enfield ( AP) 46,189 31, 464 46.8 7 ,51 5 7 , 21n 51 . 0 49 . 0 1,35 9 

Farmington (CAP) 14,3 90 10 , 813 33.1 1,367 2 , 210 3 8.2 61 . 8 500 
Glastonbury (CAP) 20,651 14,497 42.5 2 , 032 4,122 33. 0 67 . 0 386 
Granby (CAP) 6,150 4,968 23 . 8 845 337 71.5 28. S 15 0 
Hartford (CAP) 158 ,017 162 ,1 78 - 2 . 6 19,879 24,040 S , P1(1 

Hartland (LIH) 1,303 1, 040 25.3 US 125 52.5 47 .S :) ~) 

~Ianches ter (CAP) 47,994 42,102 14 . 0 4,217 1,675 71. 6 28 . 4 1 ,7 39 
Ma rlborough (CAP) 2,991 1, 961 52.5 473 557 45 . 9 54 . 1 131 
New Britain (CLC) 83 ,441 82,201 1. 5 6,794 - 5,554 100.0 () , f)..) fI 
Newington (CAP) 26,037 17,664 47.4 2 ,111 6 , 262 25 .2 74 . 8 1 , 901 
Plainville (CLC) 16 ,733 13,149 27.3 1 , 662 1, 922 46 . 4 53 . 6 1 , 743 

Rocky Hill (CAP) 11 ,103 7,404 50.1 840 2,859 22.7 77.3 811l 
Simsbury (CAP) 17,47 5 10,138 72.4 1 , 642 5 , 695 22 .4 77.6 511 
Southington (CLC) 30,946 22 , 797 35 . 7 3 , 662 4 , 487 44 . ~ 55 .1 855 
South Wi ndsor (CAP) 15,5 53 9,460 (,4 . 4 2,343 3,750 38 . 5 61 . S 533 
Suffield (CAP) 8 ,634 6,779 27.4 722 1,133 39 . 0 (, 1. 0 200 
Wes t Hartford (CAP) 68,031 62 , 382 9 .1 942 4 ,7 07 16 . 7 R3 .3 3 ,1 511 
Wethersfield (CAP) 26,662 20,561 29.7 1,1 94 4 , 907 19.6 30 .4 1 , 075 
Windsor (CAP) 22,502 19,467 15.6 1 , 635 1 , 400 53 . 9 4 (' .1 7 (1 (l 

Windsor Locks (CAP) 15,080 11 ,411 32 .2 2 , OS 6 1,5 83 56.9 43.1 1 ,S 3 ~) 
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APPEND I X TABLE 1 : Population ]la ta for (onnecticllt Towns, 1960-1 !170 

- ---
0 Sou rce of , 

1970 1960 t:;wnge Tncrc:lse 60-70 
ro~ulation Porul a tion (,0-7 0 t\ atural ~!c t ~li~ r ation 

LITClifIELD COll:-:TY 
Total 144, 09 1 119,856 20.2 9 ,7 95 14,482 

Barkhamstead (LIH) 2 , 066 1,370 50 . 8 162 534 
Be t hlehem (CNV) 1, 923 1,486 29.4 133 304 
Brid gewa ter (H) 1,277 898 42.2 37 342 
Canaan (NWC) 93 1 790 17.8 111 :10 
Co lebroo k (LIH) 1, 020 791 29.0 2 227 

Co rnwall (NWC) 1,1 77 1,051 12 .0 1 125 
Cashen (LIH) 1,351 1,288 4.9 46 17 
lIarwinton (LIH) 4 ,318 3,344 29.1 419 555 
Ken t (NWC) 1, 990 1,686 18.0 45 259 
Litchfield (LIH) 7,3 99 6 ,264 18 .1 278 857 

j-. lo rri s (LIB) 1, 609 1 ,1 90 35 . 2 III 30n 
tJe \\' Hartford (LIH) 3,970 3 ,033 30 . 9 326 611 
New;·iilforu (H) 14,601 8 ,318 75.5 1,303 4,98 [) 
Norfolk (LIH) 2 , 073 1,827 13.5 94 152 
North Canaan (NWC) 3,045 2,836 7.4 -7 216 

Plymouth (CLC) 10,321 8 , 98 1 14. 9 1,011 329 
Roxb ury (NI,C) 1,238 912 35.7 18 308 
Sa lisbury (NWC) 3,573 3,309 8.0 - 66 330 
Sharon (mlc) 2,491 2,141 16.3 33 317 
Thomaston (CNV) 6 , 233 5,850 6.5 574 -191 

To rrington (LIH) 31, 952 3 [) ,045 6.3 1, 966 -5 9 
Warren (NWC) 827 600 37.8 17 2] 0 
Washington (NWC) 3,121 2 ,6 03 19. 9 77 441 
l\ia tertohln (CNV) lR , 610 14,837 25.4 1,804 1 ,969 
l',linchestcr (LIH) 11,1 06 1 0 ,496 5 .. 3 879 -269 

Woodbu r y (CNV) 5,869 3 , 910 50.1 421 1,538 

% of 60-70 1970 Den 
Incr ease :""uc to sity Per 
Na tur al Ne t Square 
Increase ~I igration Mile 

40.3 59.7 155.8 

23 .3 76 . 7 53 
30.4 69 . 6 9R 

9 .8 90.2 76 
78.7 21. 3 29 

.9 99.1 32 

. 8 99 . 2 25 
73 . 0 27.0 50 
4.3.0 57.0 141 
14. 8 85 . 2 40 
24.5 75.5 1 28 

27. 0 73 . 0 85 
34.8 65 . 2 106 
20.7 79.3 225 
38. 2 61. 3 44 

100.0 151 

75 . 4 24 . 6 465 
5.5 94.5 46 

100.0 59 
9 .4 90 .6 41 

100.0 511 

100.0 R34 
7 . 5 92 . 5 30 
H. ~ 85 . ] 80 
47. 3 52.2 (-?") 

100.0 30 9 

21 . 5 78 . 5 1 5~ 



'" '" 

APPENDIX TABLE 1 : 

MI DDLESEX COUNTY 
Total 

Chester (eRE) 
Clinton (eRE) 
Cromwell (MID) 
Deep River (eRE) 
Durham (MID) 

East Haddam (MID) 
East Hampton (MID) 
Essex (eRE) 
Haddam (MID) 
Killingworth (eRE) 

Middlefield (MID) 
,Iidd letown (MID) 
Old Saybrook (eRE) 
Portland (MID) 
Westbrook (eRE) 

Population Data for Connecticut Towns, 1960-1970 

% Source of 
1970 1960 Change Increase 60-70 
Population Population 60-70 Natural Ne t r,ligration 

115,01S 38,865 29.2 10,535 15,61S 

2,982 2,520 18.3 84 378 
10,267 4,166 146.4 1,148 4,953 

7,401l 6 ,780 9.1 602 18 
3,690 2,968 24.3 253 46'9 
4,489 3,096 45.0 561 832 

4,676 3,637 2S.6 383 656 
7,078 5,403 31. 0 744 931 
4,911 4,057 21. 2 87 767 
4,934 3,466 42.4 402 1,nbo 
2,435 1,098 121. 8 154 1,183 

4,132 3,255 26.9 492 385 
36,924 33,250 11.0 3,722 -48 

8,468 5,274 60.6 676 2,518 
8,81 2 7,496 17.6 868 448 
3,820 2,399 59.2 359 1,062 

% of 60-70 1970 Den-
Increase Due to sity Per 
Katural Net Square 
Irlcrcase ~ligration Mi1e __ 

42.2 57.S 30S.6 

18.2 81. 8 184 
18.8 81. 2 611 
97.1 2 . 9 556 
35.0 65.0 249 
40.3 59.7 190 

36.6 63.4 190 
44 .4 55.6 192 
10.2 89.S 420 
27.4 72.6 109 
11. 5 88 .5 68 

56.1 43 . 9 313 
100.0 821 

21 .2 78.8 476, 
60 . 0 34.0 355 
25.3 74.7 236 



APPENDIX TABLE 1: Population Data for Connecticut Towns, 1960-1970 

1970 
P012u1ation 

NEW HAVEN COUNTY 
Total 744,948 

Ansonia (VAL). 21,160 
Beacon Falls (eNV) 3,546 
Bethany (SeC) 3,857 
Branford (SeC) 20,444 
Cheshire (eNV) 19,051 

Derby (VAL) 12,599 
East flaven (SeC) 25,120 
Guilford (seC) 12,033 
Hamden (SeC) 49,357 
Madison (SeC) 9,768 

~Ie riden (sec) 55,959 
Midd lebury (eNV) 5,542 
Milford (SeC) 50,858 
Nauga tuck (eNV) 23,034 
New Haven (SeC) 137,707 

North Branford (See}1 0,778 
North Haven 
Orange 
Oxfo rd 
Prospect 

Seymour 
Southbury 
Wallingford 
Waterbury 
West flaven 

Wolcott 
Woodbridge 

'" .., 

(SeC) 22, 194 
(SeC) 13,524 
(eNV) 4,480 
(eNV) 6 ,543 

(VAL) 12,776 
(eNV) 7,852 
(SeC) 35,714 
(eNV) 1 08,033 
(SeC) 52,851 

(eNV) 12,495 
(Seer 7,673 

1%0 
POl2ula tion 

660,315 

19,819 
2,886 
2,384 

16,610 
13,383 

12,132 
21,388 

7,913 
41,056 
4,567 

51,850 
4 ,785 

41,6<12 
19,551 

152,048 

6,771 
15,935 

8 ,5 47 
3,292 
4,367 

10 ,1 00 
5,186 

29 ,920 
107,130 

43,002 

8,889 
5,182 

% Source of 
Change Increase 60 -7 0 
60 -70 Natural Net ~Iigration 

12.8 64,076 20,557 

6.8 1,778 -437 
22.9 440 220 
61. 8 367 1,106 
23.1 1,977 1,857 
42.4 1,696 3,972 

3.8 1,017 -550 
17.4 2,474 1,258 
52.1 1,063 3,057 
20.2 2,206 6,095 

113.9 467 4,734 

7 . 9 5,305 -1,196 
15.8 274 483 
22.1 5 , 061 4,135 
18.1 1,982 1,501 
-9.4 13,705 -28,046 

59.2 1,442 2,565 
39.3 1,4 71 4,788 
58.2 695 4 ,282 
36.1 380 808 
49.8 786 1,390 

26.5 1,023 1,65 :I 
51. 4 348 2,318 
19.4 3 ,6 79 2,115 

0 . 8 8 ,107 -7,204 
22 . 9 4,476 5,373 

40.6 I ,538 2,068 
48.1 319 2,172 

'. of 60-70 1970 Den-
Increase Due to sity Per 
Natural Ne t Square 
Incre ase ~fig ration Mile 

75.7 24.3 1,233.4 

132.6 3,413 
66.7 33.3 344 
24.9 75.1 187 
51. 6 48.4 874 
29.9 70.1 607 

100.0 2,291 
66.3 33.7 2,026 
25.8 74.2 260 
26.6 73.4 1,491 
9.0 91. 0 262 . 

100.0 2,373 
36.2 63.8 301 
55.0 45.0 2,155 
56.3 43.1 1,371 

6,120 

36.0 64.0 385 
23.5 76.5 1,062 
14.0 86.0 768 
32.0 68.0 137 
36.1 63.9 442 

38.2 71.8 869 
13.1 86.9 ]93 
63 . 1 36.5 852 

100.0 3,831 
45 . 4 54.6 4,719 

42.7 57.3 601 
12.8 87 . 2 391 



'" '" 

APPENDIX TABLE 1; Population Uata for Connecticut Towns, 1960-197 0 

% Source of 
1970 1960 Change Increase 60-70 
POEulation POEulation 60-70 NaturaJ Net ~!igra tion 

NEW LONDON COUNTY 
Total 230,654 185,745 24.0 29,507 15,402 

Bozrah (SEC) 2,036 1,590 28.1 206 240 
Colchester (SEC) 6,603 4,648 42.1 787 1,168 
East Lyme (SEC) 11,399 6,782 68.1 1,463 3,154 
Franklin (SEC) 1,356 974 39.2 112 270 
Griswold (SEC) 7,763 6,472 19.9 881 410 

Groton ~SEC) 38,244 29,937 27.5 7,927 38n 
Lebanon (WI)!) 3,804 2,434 56.3 414 956 
Ledyard (SEC) 14,837 5,395 175. a 2,244 7,198 
Lisbon (SEC) 2,808 2,019 39.1 318 471 
Lyme (CRE) 1,484 1,183 25.4 47 254 

Hontville (SEC) 15,662 7,759 101.9 2,324 5,579 
New London (qE,C) 31,630 34,182 -7.5 3,782 -6,334 
North Stonington ISl83, 748 1,982 89.1 452 1.314 
Norwich (SEC) 41,739 38,506 8.4 4,133 -90n 
Old Lyme (CRE) 4;964 3,068 61.~ 336 1,560 

Preston (SEC) 3,593 4,992 - 2 8.0 343 -1,742 
Salem (SEC) 1,453 925 57.1 99 429 
Sprague (SEC) 2,912 2,509 16.1 263 140 
Stonington (SEC) 15,940 13,969 14.1 1,557 414 
Voluntown (SEC) 1,452 1,028 41. 2 182 242 

Waterford (SEC) 17,227 15,391 11. 9 1,637 199 

'. of 60-7.0 1970 Den-
Increase Due to 51 ty Per 
Natural Ne t Square 
Increase ~I igration Milll 

66.2 33.8 345.3 

46.2 53.8 101 
40.3 59.7 136 
31. 7 68.3 319 
29.3 70.7 69 
68.2 31.8 210 

99.5 4.6 1,073 
30.2 69 . 8 68 
24.0 76.0 358 
40.3 59.7 167. 
15.6 84.4 42 

29.4 70.6 348 
5,102 

25.6 74.4 67 
100.0 1,414 
17.7 82.3 188 

114 
18.8 81. 2 49 
65.3 34.7 211 
79.0 21. 0 389 
43.0 57.0 36 

96.6 3.4 455 



APPENDIX TABLE 1: Population !lata for Connecticu t Towns, 1960-1970 

TOLLANlJ COUNTY 
Total 

Andover 
Bolton 
Columbia 
Covent r y 
Ellington 

lIebron 
'Iansf ie Id 
Some rs 
Stafford 
Tolland 

Union 
Vernon 
Will ingt on 

Co> 

'" 

(CAP) 
(CAP) 
(WIN) 
(WIN) 
(CAP) 

(CAP) 
(WIN) 
(CAP) 

(CAP) 

(CAP) 
(WIN) 

% of 60-70 1970 Den-
% Source of Increase Due to sity Per 

1970 1960 Change Increase 60 -7 0 Na tura l Net Square 
Population Population 60-70 Natural ~et "igration Increase Iligration Mile 

103,440 

2,099 
3,691 
3,129 
8,140 
7,707 

3,815 
19,994 

6,893 
8 , 680 
7 , 857 

443 
27,237 

3 , 755 

68 , 737 

1,771 
2,933 
2,163 
6,356 
5,580 

1,819 
14,638 

3,702 
7,476 
2,950 

383 
16,961 

2 , 005 

50 .5 

18 .5 
25.8 
44.7 
28 .1 
38.1 

109.7 
36 . 6 
86.2 
16.1 

166.3 

15. 7 
60.6 
87.3 

11,913 

289 
352 
293 

1 , 040 
834 

494 
1,710 

438 
83 1 

1, 055 

30 
4,306 

311 

22,790 

39 
406 
673 
744 

1,293 

1,5 02 
3,646 
2,753 

373 
3,852 

30 
5 , 970 
1,4 39 

34.3 

88.1 
46.4 
30.3 
58.3 
39.2 

24.7 
31. 9 
13.7 
79.0 
21. 5 

50.0 
41. 9 
1 7 . 8 

65.7 

11.9 
53.6 
69.7 
41.7 
60.8 

75.3 
68 .1 
86.3 
31. 0 
78.5 

50.0 
58.1 
82. 2 

248.7 

118 
298 

'1 6, 
235 
256 

·86 
·555 
.235 

164 
.r 28 

20 
1,450 

107 



. ... 
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APPUiLl IX T1\I;LI: 

WI NiJIIA;·; COU;,TY 
Tota 1 

Ashford (WIN) 
r~rooklyn (NEe) 
Canterhury (NEe) 
Chap 1 in (WIN) 
l'ast foru (NEe) 

ilampton (WIN) 
Killing ly (NEe) 
Plainfi e ld (NEe) 
Pomfret (NEe) 
Putnam (NEe) 

Scotland (WIN) 
Sterr ing (NEe) 
Thompson (NEe) 
Windham (IUN) 
Woodstock (NEe) 

Population Uata for Connecticut Towns, 1960-1970 

% Source of 
1970 196U Change Increase 60-70 
PopuJation Population fO-7D ;\!atural Net :.Iigration 

84,515 68,572 23 .3 6,836 9,107 

2,156 1,315 64. n 136 705 
11- ,9() 5 3,312 49.9 259 1,394 
2,673 1,857 43.9 230 586 
l,b21 1,230 31. 8 131 260 

')22 74 () 23.6 50 126 

I ,129 934 20.9 69 126 
13,573 11 ,298 20 .1 1,233 1,042 
11,957 8,884 34.6 1,235 1,838 

2,529 2,136 18.4 150 243 
s ,S ~)3 8,412 2.2 417 -231 

1,022 684 49 . 4 94 244 
1,853 1,397 32.6 130 326 
7,580 6,217 21.9 584 779 

19 ,626 16,973 15.6 1,873 780 
4,311 3,177 35.7 245 889 

% of 60-70 1970 Den-
Increase Due to sity Per 
l\'atural ~~ct Square 
Increase ~!igration Mile 

42.9 57.1 164.4 

16.2 83.8 53 
15.7 84.3 172 
28.2 71. 8 68 
33.5 fi6 . 5 84 
2R .4 71.6 32 

35.4 64.6 46 
54.2 45.8 285 
40.2 59.8 279 
38.2 61. 8 67 

100.0 307 

27.8 72.2 54 
28.5 71. 5 68 
42.8 57.2 163 
70.6 29.4 703 
21. 6 78.4 71 
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