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INTRODUCTION

This report presents a statistical overview of the population, economic, and housing characteristics

of the Central Naugatuck ValleyRegion (CNVR).  Figure 1 on the following page shows the location

of the CNVR in Connecticut. The data show trends as drawn from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

the Connecticut Department of Labor, the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community

Development, and other sources.  The statistics include information on population growth, age

distribution, racial composition, income, labor force and employment characteristics, growth and

composition of the housing stock, tenure status, and household size.  This edition of the Profile

includes 100 percent count data from the 2000 Census as well as detailed social, economic, and

housing data from the 2000 Census sample count.  

The  report  provides  useful statistical data to public officials, local organizations, developers,

private citizens, students, businesses, and others interested in population, housing, and economic

trends in the Central Naugatuck Valley Region (CNVR).  The Profile is updated annually by the staff

of the Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley.  

The tables in this publication are divided into three general subject areas:   Part I — Population;  

Part II — Labor Force and Employment;  and Part III — Housing.  In each section, the tables are

grouped by subject.  A list of all subject areas is presented at the beginning of each section; a list of

tables is available at the beginning of the report.  In addition to the tables, the report contains a brief

analysis of the data, providing an overview of the major regional trends.  
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AN OVERVIEW OF THE REGION’S TRENDS

I.  GENERAL POPULATION TRENDS

A.  Population Growth

According to the U. S. Census, the total population of the CNVR was 272,594 in 2000, up 11,513

persons since 1990 (Table I-A1.)  The region’s growth rate in the 1990s (4.4%) was slower than in

the 1980s (10.0%).  This trend is consistent with the State of Connecticut, 3.6% vs. 5.8%.  

Waterbury, the region’s central city,  is the region’s largest municipality. Naugatuck and Cheshire

are the largest suburban towns (Figure I-A1).  The rate of growth was greatest on the western and

eastern sides of the region (see Figure I-A2).  The three fastest growing municipalities in the past

decade were on the western side – Southbury (17.4%), Oxford (13.1%), and Woodbury (13.1%).

Waterbury was the only municipality that decreased in population (-1.6%).

The Department of Public Health (DPH) estimates that the 2007 CNVR population was 281,994,

a 3.4% increase from 2000 (see Table I-A2).  These estimates are based on the US Census

Bureau’s Population Estimates with some modifications.  The estimates use birth and death data

and estimate migration based on individual tax return for people under 65 and medicare enrollment

for people 65 and over.  The estimates are less reliable than the decade Census counts because of

the difficulty in estimating migration.  According to the DPH estimates, between 2000 and 2007

Oxford grew the most rapidly, and Waterbury experienced a slight decline.

B.  Population Density

As in the past, the CNVR has a higher population density than the state as a whole. In 2000, the

region had  882 persons per square mile (which includes non-residential land and roads), compared

to 703 statewide. From 1990 to 2000, the population density of the CNVR increased slightly, despite

a decrease in the density of Waterbury, the region’s central city.  Waterbury, which is extensively

developed and has the highest proportion of multi-family units, had the highest population

concentration in the region (Figure I-B1). Figure I-B1 shows the population density by census block

group. In 2000, Waterbury had 3,757 persons per square mile. Naugatuck was a distant second with
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Figure I-A1:  CNVR Population by Municipality:  1990, 2000, 2007
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1,891 persons per square mile. The remaining towns in the central (Watertown, Thomaston, and

Beacon Falls) and eastern portions of the region (Wolcott, Cheshire,  and Prospect) had densities

between 537 and 868 persons per square mile. Residential densities were lowest in the region's

western section (Bethlehem, Woodbury, Oxford, Middlebury, and Southbury).  Residential densities

of the towns in the western portion ranged from 171 to 475 persons per square mile.  Southbury had

the highest population density in the region’s western section, with 475 persons per square mile (see

Table I-B1).

 C.  Racial Composition

Racial minorities (44,060) constituted 16.2% of the region's total population in 2000, a 63.7%

increase from 1990.  In the CNVR, 83.8% of the population identified themselves as White, 7.5%

as Black or African American, 0.3% as American Indian and Alaska Native, 1.4% as Asian, and

4.8% as “other.”  Most of those categorized in the "other" race category were persons identifying

themselves as Hispanic. Only 2.1% of the CNVR population identified themselves as belonging to

two or more races. The Census 2000 was the first time individuals were able to identify themselves

as belonging to more than one race (see Table I-C1). In 2000, 80.0% of the region’s minority

population lived in Waterbury, accounting for 32.9% of the city's total population. Cheshire had the

second largest number of minority residents, representing 10.6% of its population, followed by

Naugatuck with 8.2%. In the remaining CNVR towns, the minority population ranged from 2.1%

to 3.7%. Figure I-C1 shows the minority population in the CNVR by census block group.

D.  Population of Hispanic Origin

In general, individuals considered to be Hispanic are those who were born or are descendants of

persons from Spanish-speaking countries. The Census Bureau treats Hispanics as an ethnic group

rather than a race. The region's population of Hispanic individuals, or those identifying themselves

as Hispanic, grew 59.9% over the past decade.  By 2000, a total of 27,634 persons, or 10.1% of the

region's population, was Hispanic. (See Table I-D1 and Table I-D2.)  84.5% percent of the Hispanic

population lived in Waterbury, constituting 21.8% of the city's population, while 15.5% resided in

the other twelve towns of the region. Naugatuck and Cheshire had the second and third highest

percentages of Hispanic groups with 4.5% and 3.8%, respectively. Figure I-D1 shows the Hispanic

population in the region by census block group.
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Insert Figure I-D1

E.  Age Distribution
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The region’s age distribution changed dramatically between 1990 and 2000 (see Table I-E1).  The

"baby boomers" of the post World War II era entered the 45-64 age group, increasing this cohort by

26.9%. School age children (5-17) increased 21.1% over the decade, while preschoolers (under 5)

decreased by 3.9%. There was a substantial decrease in young adults (18-24), and adults 25-34,

22.7% and 23.1% respectively. Adults 35-44 increased by a moderate 14.6%.  Those 65 and over

represented 14.4% of the region's 2000 population, only a 1.1% increase since 1990.  

From 1990 to 2000 Waterbury’s population declined 1.6% while the suburban portion of the region

grew 8.7%.  Notably, Waterbury decreased by 10.5%  in the 65 years and over age group, while the

region’s suburban portion rose by 11.0%.  The 45 to 64 age group increased sharply in the suburban

portion of the region (35.3%) compared to Waterbury’s 13.5% increase.

Table I-E2 provides data on age distribution in 2000 for CNVR municipalities.  Waterbury had the

highest percentage of those under 5 years (7.6%) and those individuals aged 18 to 24 years (8.9%).

Oxford and Bethlehem had the highest percent population of those aged 5 to17 years.  Beacon Falls

and Naugatuck had the highest percentage of 25-34 year-olds, and Southbury had the highest

percentage of those aged 65 or more. This is largely due to the presence of Heritage Village, a

retirement community.  Oxford had the lowest percentage of elderly persons (8.7%) while Southbury

had the lowest percentage of people in the four age groups 5 to 17, 18 to 24, 25 to 34, and 35 to 44.

   

F.  Household Types

The U.S. Bureau of the Census divides households into four categories:  single person households,

married couples, single householder/no spouse, and non-family households. Married couple

households (with and without children) accounted for 52.5% of the region's households in 2000, a

decline of 4.5% from 1990 (Table I-F1).  Single person households constituted 25.9% of the total

population. Single parent households with children accounted for another 16.9%, with almost 60%

of these households living in Waterbury. The remaining 4.6% of the region's households consisted

of two or more persons, unrelated by blood or marriage, who shared a unit — a slight increase over

the 1990 share of 3.9%.

In Waterbury, married couple families occupied 38.8% of the households in 2000, down from 46.4%

in 1990. Divorced or single parents with children accounted for 24.3% of Waterbury's households,
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rising from 19.5% in 1990. 31.4% of Waterbury's households were occupied by only one person, and

5.4% by non-families.

In contrast, married couple households accounted for 62.2% of the suburban households, while

single parent families were only 11.7%, and single person households, 22.1%. The concentration of

single person households and single parent with children households in Waterbury may reflect the

lack of lower cost housing, especially rentals, in the suburban portion of the CNVR and Waterbury's

available transportation and social services.

G.  Income

Income data in this edition of the Profile are from the Census 2000. The median household income,

median family income, and per capita incomes, as well as poverty level, are described below.

Median Household Income

Household income is defined as the total combined income of all members of the household.  Based

on household income figures for 1989 and 1999, Cheshire continued to have the highest median

household income, which was $80,466 in 1999. Waterbury's median household income was

$34,285–the lowest in the region and 36% below the figure for the state (see Tables I-G1).  The

remaining towns in the region had median incomes ranging from $51,247 to $77,126.  The change

in median household income between 1989 and 1999 was highest in Bethlehem, Middlebury, and

Oxford with increases of 42.8%, 42.3%, and 41.7%, and lowest in Waterbury with a 12.3% increase.

In constant dollars, Waterbury’s median household income actually fell 16.4%  (see Table I-G2).

Household income distribution statistics are presented in Table I-G3.

Median Family Income

Median family income is based on households with two or more related persons living in one

housing unit.  The total income for that unit includes the income from any non-related persons in the

same unit.  As shown in Table I-G1, the median family household income tends to be slightly higher

than the median household income. The distribution of this category among different municipalities

of the region is very similar to the distribution seen for the median household income, with Cheshire

having the highest value and Waterbury the lowest. 
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Per Capita Income

Per capita income is the aggregate income of the total population divided by the population.

Woodbury, Cheshire, and Middlebury had the highest per capita incomes in 1999 with $37,903,

$33,903, and $33,056 respectively.  At $17,701, Waterbury had the lowest.  The per capita incomes

for the remaining towns range from $22,757 to $32,545 (see Table I-G1).  Figure I-G1 shows per

capita income by census block group in the region.

Persons Below Poverty Level

Waterbury, with 16.0% of its population below the poverty level in 1999, was by far the poorest

municipality in the region. Among the other towns, Naugatuck and Beacon Falls had the next highest

percentage of persons below the poverty level at 6.4% and 5.9%, but less than the overall percentage

for Connecticut (7.9%) (See Table I-G4 and Figure I-G2.)  

H.  Educational Attainment

In 2000, 82% of the region's population 25 years old and over had attained at least a high school

diploma. Thirty-two percent were college graduates. On the other hand, 7% of the population 25

years old and over had less than a ninth grade education (see Table I-H1).

(Insert Figure I-G1)




