
A Profile of the CNVR: 2008

Council of Governments 
of the Central Naugatuck Valley
60 North Main Street, 3rd Floor

Waterbury, CT  06702
www.cogcnv.org

Beacon Falls Bethlehem Cheshire Middlebury Naugatuck Oxford Prospect Southbury Thomaston Waterbury Watertown Wolcott Woodbury



TITLE: A Profile of the Central Naugatuck Valley Region: 2008

AUTHOR: Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley

SUBJECT:           Compilation of population, economic, and housing
information giving characteristics and trends of the
Central Naugatuck Valley Region and its municipalities.  

DATE: December 2008

LOCAL 
PLANNING 
AGENCY: Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley

SOURCE 
OF COPIES: Council of Governments of the Central Naugatuck Valley

60 North Main Street, 3rd Floor
Waterbury, CT  06702

SERIES NO.: N/A

NUMBER
OF PAGES: 71

ABSTRACT: This report is a compilation of population, economic, and housing data for
the Central Naugatuck Valley Region and its municipalities. The tables
present information on past trends and current conditions. Data contained in
the report include the U.S. Census, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and Connecticut Department of Economic and Community
Development, in addition to other sources.

****************

The 2008 edition of the Profile was prepared primarily by Administrative Assistant Lauren Rizzo.

The material contained herein may be quoted or reproduced without special permission, although mention of the source
is appreciated.  

The preparation of the report was financed through grants from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration; a grant from the Connecticut Department of Transportation; a
grant from the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management; and by the contributions from member municipalities of
the Central Naugatuck Valley Region.  

T:\General\Reports\Profile\2008Profile\Profile 2008.rpt.wpd



TABLE OF CONTENTS
  Page

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

AN OVERVIEW OF THE REGION’S TRENDS

I. General Population Trends . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

A. Population Growth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

B. Population Density . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

C. Racial Composition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

D. Population of Hispanic Origin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

E. Age Distribution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

F. Household Types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

G. Income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

H. Educational Attainment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

II. Labor Force and Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

A. Labor Force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

B. Employment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

III. Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

A. Housing Stock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

B. Tenure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

C. Household Size . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

D. Assisted Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

E. Housing Vacancy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

F. Cost of Housing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

APPENDICES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63



LIST OF TABLES

I. GENERAL POPULATION TRENDS
     Page
Table I-A1: CNVR Total Population, by Municipality: 1970-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

Table I-A2: Population Estimates for the CNVR, by Municipality: 2000-2007 . . . . . 17

Table I-B1: CNVR Population Density, by Municipality: 1960-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

Table I-C1: Total Population, by Race, of CNVR Municipalities: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . 19

Table I-D1: CNVR Population of Hispanic Origin, by Race and by 
Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

Table I-D2: CNVR Hispanic or Latino Population, 
by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

Table I-E1: CNVR Age Distribution: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

Table I-E2: Age Distribution of CNVR Population, by Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . 23

Table I-F1: Types of Households in CNVR, by Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

Table I-G1: Estimated Median Household, Median Family Household 
and Per Capita Income of CNVR Municipalities: 1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

Table I-G2: Median Household Income of CNVR Municipalities: 1989-1999 . . . . . 26

Table I-G3: CNVR Household Income Distribution by Municipality: 1999 . . . . . . . 27

Table I-G4: Persons in the CNVR Below the Poverty Level, by
Municipality: 1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

Table I-H1: Educational Attainment of Persons 25 Years Old and Over
In CNVR, by Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

II.  LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT

Table II-A1: Estimated CNVR Labor Force Status, 
by Place of Residence: 2000-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

Table II-A2: Estimated CNVR Labor Force Status: 1990-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

Table II-A3: Occupation of Employed CNVR Residents, 16 Years Old and
Over: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38



Table II-B1: Total Employment in the CNVR, by 
Municipality: 1980, 1990, 2000, 2006, 2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39

Table II-B2: Estimated Nonagricultural Employment by Industry, 
for the Waterbury Labor Market Area: 2000-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

Table II-B3: CNVR Nonfarm Employment by Municipality and Sector: 2001 . . . . . . 41

III.  HOUSING

Table III-A1: CNVR’s Total Housing Stock, by Municipality: 1960-2000 . . . . . . . . . . 49

Table III-A2: Annual Growth in the CNVR Housing Stock, by 
Municipality: 1980-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

Table III-A3: Estimated Number of Housing Units in CNVR Municipalities, 
           by Type of Structure: 2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

Table III-A4: Changes in Housing Stock in CNVR Municipalities, by Type
of New Construction, Other Gains & Losses: 2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

Table III-B1: Tenure in the CNVR, by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53

Table III-B2: Occupied Year-Round Housing Units in the CNVR Municipalities, 
by Type of Structure and Tenure Status: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54

Table III-C1: Household Size in the CNVR, by Municipality: 1960-2000 . . . . . . . . . . 55

Table III-D1: Publicly Assisted Housing in the CNVR, by Municipality: 2007 . . . . . . 56

Table III-E1: CNVR Vacant Housing Units and Vacancy Rates,
by Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57

Table III-F1: Median Value of Specified Owner-Occupied Housing Units,
by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

Table III-F2: Median Sales Price for Single Family Houses and
Condominiums in CNVR Municipalities: 2000-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59

Table III-F3: Median Selected Homeowner Costs for Specified Housing 
Units, by Municipality: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60

Table III-F4: Median Contract Rent for Specified Renter Occupied Housing 
Units, by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61

Table III-F5: Median Gross Rent for Specified Renter Occupied Housing
Units, by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62



LIST OF FIGURES

  Page
Figure 1: Central Naugatuck Valley Region Municipal Boundaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2

Figure I-A1: CNVR Population, by Municipality: 1990, 2000, 2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5

Figure I-A2: CNVR Population Change, by Municipality:  1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

Figure I-B1: CNVR Population Density, by Block Group:  2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

Figure I-C1: Minority Population, by Block Group:  2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

Figure I-D1: Hispanic Population, by Block Group:  2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

Figure I-G1: Per Capita Income, by Block Group:  2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

Figure I-G2: Persons Below the Poverty Level, by Block Group: 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

Figure II-A1: CNVR Labor Force and Employed Residents Trends: 1990-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . 32

Figure II-A2: Percent Unemployed for the CNVR: 1990-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

Figure II-B1: CNVR Change in Nonagricultural Employment, by Municipality: 
2000-2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

Figure III-A1: CNVR Change in Housing Stock, by Municipality: 1990-2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44



LIST OF APPENDICES
  Page

Appendix A: Glossary of Population, Housing, and Statistical Concepts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

Appendix B: Listing of Agencies Responsible for Regional Planning and 
Map of the Connecticut Regional Planning Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66

Appendix C: Waterbury Labor Market Area (LMA) and  
Waterbury Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

Appendix D: Income Limits for Selected Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Programs, CNVR Towns: 2007 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70



1

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.



Figure I-C1.  Minority Population, by Block Group:  2000
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0 2 41
Miles

Data based on block group geography.
Includes any person who considered him or herself Hispanic, Asian-American/Pacific Islander,
African-American/Black, and/or American Indian/Alaskan Native on their 2000 Census form.  
Percentages include prison populations in Cheshire.

Central Naugatuck Valley Region Average = 20.6%

Block Group Boundary

   Percentage of Population
that is Non-White or  is Hispanic

0.0 - 10.0 %

Town Boundary

50.1 - 100%
30.1 - 50.0%
10.1 - 30.0%

Oxford

Southbury

Cheshire

Woodbury

Wolcott

Waterbury

Watertown
Bethlehem

Middlebury

Prospect
Naugatuck

Thomaston

Beacon
   Falls

9



Figure I-D1.  Hispanic Population, by Block Group:  2000

Source:  Census 2000 SF1 P8, Census TIGER Line files, 2000                                                               For general planning purposes only.
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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)
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Figure I-G1.  Per Capita Income, by Block Group:  2000

Source:  Census 2000 SF3 P82, Census TIGER Line files, 2000                                                               For general planning purposes only.

0 2 41
Miles
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Figure I-G2.  Persons Below Poverty Level, by Block Group:  2000

Source:  Census 2000 SF3 P88, Census TIGER Line files, 2000               For general planning purposes only.
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Data based on block group geography.
Includes any person who was part of a household that reported having a median household 
income below the Census poverty threshold, by family size, on their 2000 Census form.  
The poverty statistics do not include institutionalized people, people in military group 
quarters, people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals under 15 years old.

Central Naugatuck Valley Region Average = 8.6%
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Table I-A1.  CNVR Total Population, by Municipality: 1970-2000

                             
   Total Population Percent Change

Geographic Area
2000 1990 1980 1970

1990-
2000

1980-
1990

1970-
1980

CNVR 272,594 261,081 237,385 223,211 4.4% 10.0% 6.4%
Waterbury 107,271 108,961 103,266 108,033 -1.6% 5.5% -4.4%
Remainder of 165,323 152,120 134,119 115,178 8.7% 13.4% 16.4%
    Beacon Falls 5,246 5,083 3,995 3,546 3.2% 27.2% 12.7%
    Bethlehem 3,422 3,071 2,573 1,923 11.4% 19.4% 33.8%
    Cheshire 28,543 25,684 21,788 19,051 11.1% 17.9% 14.4%
    Middlebury 6,451 6,145 5,995 5,542 5.0% 2.5% 8.2%
    Naugatuck 30,989 30,625 26,456 23,034 1.2% 15.8% 14.9%
    Oxford 9,821 8,685 6,631 4,480 13.1% 31.0% 48.0%
    Prospect 8,707 7,775 6,807 6,543 12.0% 14.2% 4.0%
    Southbury 18,567 15,818 14,156 7,852 17.4% 11.7% 80.3%
    Thomaston 7,503 6,947 6,276 6,233 8.0% 10.7% 0.7%
    Watertown 21,661 20,456 19,489 18,610 5.9% 5.0% 4.7%
    Wolcott 15,215 13,700 13,008 12,495 11.1% 5.3% 4.1%
    Woodbury 9,198 8,131 6,942 5,869 13.1% 17.1% 18.3%

Connecticut 3,405,565 3,287,116 3,107,576 3,032,217 3.6% 5.8% 2.5%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population, "Number of Inhabitants," Final Report PC(1)-A8, 
Connecticut.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Final Population and Housing
Unit Counts, Connecticut (PHC 80-V-8).

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 population counts.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1).
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  Table I-A2.  Population Estimates for the CNVR, by Municipality: 2000-2007

                     
Geographic
Area

Estimate
2007

Estimate
2006

Estimate
2005

U.S. Census
2000

Percent
Change

2000-07

CNVR 281,994 282,380 281,879 272,594 3.4%
Waterbury 107,174 107,455 107,902 107,271 -0.1%
Remainder of 174,820 174,925 173,977 165,323 5.7%
 Region
    Beacon Falls 5,770 5,711 5,596 5,246 10.0%
    Bethlehem 3,549 3,580 3,596 3,422 3.7%
    Cheshire 28,833 28,884 29,097 28,543 1.0%
    Middlebury 7,252 7,146 6,974 6,451 12.4%
    Naugatuck 31,931 31,933 31,864 30,989 3.0%
    Oxford 12,527 12,333 11,709 9,821 27.6%
    Prospect 9,273 9,282 9,234 8,707 6.5%
    Southbury 19,678 19,722 19,677 18,567 6.0%
    Thomaston 7,818 7,922 7,938 7,503 4.2%
    Watertown 22,128 22,347 22,330 21,661 2.2%
    Wolcott 16,407 16,300 16,228 15,215 7.8%
    Woodbury 9,654 9,765 9,734 9,198 5.0%

Connecticut 3,502,309 3,510,787 3,510,297 3,405,565 2.8%

           
  Source: US Census Bureau, Population Estimates Program, as cited in the Department of Public Health website, Health Care Quality,

Statistics, Analysis & Reporting
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Table I-B1.  CNVR Population Density, by Municipality: 1960-2000

                                  
Population per Sq. Mile

Geographic Area
Land Area

(Sq Mi) 2000 1990 1980 1970 1960

CNVR 309.02 882 845 768 722 633
Waterbury 28.55 3,757 3,816 3,617 3,784 3,752
Remainder of 280.47 589 542 478 411 315
   Region
     Beacon Falls 9.77 537 520 409 363 295
     Bethlehem 19.36 171 159 133 99 77
     Cheshire 32.90 868 781 662 579 407
     Middlebury 17.75 363 346 338 312 270
     Naugatuck 16.39 1,891 1,869 1,614 1,405 1,190
     Oxford 32.88 299 264 202 136 100
     Prospect 14.32 608 543 475 457 305
     Southbury 39.05 475 405 363 201 133
     Thomaston 12.01 625 578 523 519 487
     Watertown 29.15 743 702 669 638 509
     Wolcott 20.43 745 671 637 612 435
     Woodbury 36.46 252 223 190 161 107

Connecticut 4,844.13 703 679 642 626 523

          Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census of Population, Number of
                  Inhabitants, Final Report (PC91-A8), CT.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population and Housing.
Final Population and Housing Unit Counts, Connecticut (PHC 80-V-8).

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Population Counts.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1).

Table I-C1.  Total Population, by Race, of CNVR Municipalities: 2000
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Single  Race

Geographic Area Total White

Black or
African

American

American
Indian

& Alaska
Native Asian

Native
Hawaiian 

& Other 
Pacific

Islanders

Some
Other
Race

Two or
More
Races

CNVR 272,594 228,531 20,487 722 3,928 104 13,191 5,628
Waterbury 107,271 72,018 17,500 453 1,615 61 11,698 3,926
Remainder of 165,323 156,516 2,987 269 2,313 43 1,493 1,702
   Region
     Beacon Falls 5,246 5,087 38 4 54 2 21 40
     Bethlehem 3,422 3,336 9 2 27 1 13 34
     Cheshire 28,543 25,518 1,332 62 751 6 545 329
     Middlebury 6,451 6,265 23 4 84 2 17 56
     Naugatuck 30,989 28,435 882 82 522 5 491 572
     Oxford 9,821 9,594 50 17 65 4 32 57
     Prospect 8,707 8,386 124 8 63 0 63 63
     Southbury 18,567 18,073 84 14 214 1 65 116
     Thomaston 7,503 7,342 45 8 37 0 31 40
     Watertown 21,661 20,894 162 27 276 10 103 189
     Wolcott 15,215 14,641 189 21 114 6 90 154
     Woodbury 9,198 8,945 49 20 103 6 20 52

Connecticut 3,405,565 2,780,355 309,843 9,639 82,313 1,366 147,201 74,848

Percent Distribution

CNVR 100.0% 83.8% 7.5% 0.3% 1.4% – 4.8% 2.1%
Waterbury 100.0% 67.1% 16.3% 0.4% 1.5% 0.1% 10.9% 3.7%
Remainder of 100.0% 94.7% 1.8% 0.2% 1.4% 0.9% 1.0%
   Region
     Beacon Falls 100.0% 97.0% 0.7% 0.1% 1.0% – 0.4% 0.8%
     Bethlehem 100.0% 97.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.8% – 0.4% 1.0%
     Cheshire 100.0% 89.4% 4.7% 0.2% 2.6% – 1.9% 1.2%
     Middlebury 100.0% 97.1% 0.4% 0.1% 1.3% – 0.3% 0.9%
     Naugatuck 100.0% 91.8% 2.8% 0.3% 1.7% – 1.6% 1.8%
     Oxford 100.0% 97.7% 0.5% 0.2% 0.7% – 0.3% 0.6%
     Prospect 100.0% 96.3% 1.4% 0.1% 0.7% – 0.7% 0.7%
     Southbury 100.0% 97.3% 0.5% 0.1% 1.2% – 0.4% 0.6%
     Thomaston 100.0% 97.9% 0.6% 0.1% 0.5% – 0.4% 0.5%
     Watertown 100.0% 96.5% 0.7% 0.1% 1.3% – 0.5% 0.9%
     Wolcott 100.0% 96.2% 1.2% 0.1% 0.7% – 0.6% 1.0%
     Woodbury 100.0% 97.2% 0.5% 0.2% 1.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.6%

Connecticut 100.0% 81.6% 9.1% 0.3% 2.4% – 4.3% 2.2%

  
Note:  – less than 0.014%
Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1).

Table I-D1.   CNVR Population of Hispanic Origin, 
                  by Race and by Municipality:  2000



20

                                  

Geographic Area
Hispanic
or Latino

Percent
of Total White

Black or
African

American Other

CNVR 27,634 10.1% 12,189 1,300 14,145
Waterbury 23,354 21.8% 9,612 1,165 12,577
Remainder of 4,280 2.6% 2,577 135 1,568
   Region
     Beacon Falls 112 2.1% 86 4 22
     Bethlehem 22 0.6% 16 0 6
     Cheshire 1,097 3.8% 413 62 622
     Middlebury 79 1.2% 58 2 19
     Naugatuck 1,386 4.5% 894 40 452
     Oxford 180 1.8% 142 0 38
     Prospect 168 1.9% 118 2 48
     Southbury 296 1.6% 229 4 63
     Thomaston 109 1.5% 74 1 34
     Watertown 406 1.9% 266 13 127
     Wolcott 273 1.8% 155 4 114
     Woodbury 152 1.7% 126 3 23

Connecticut 320,323 9.4% 141,510 14,272 164,541

  
                 Note: Other race category includes persons of Hispanic origin who identified their race as Hispanic.
          
                 Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1).

  
  

Table I-D2.    Change in CNVR Hispanic or Latino Population, 
     By Municipality: 1990-2000
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Number Percent of Total Population Percent
Change

1990-2000Geographic Area 2000 1990 2000 1990

CNVR 27,634 17,287 10.1% 6.6% 59.9%
Waterbury 23,351 14,578 21.8% 13.4% 60.2%
Remainder of     
Region

4,280 2,709 2.6% 1.8% 58.0%

     Beacon Falls 112 62 2.1% 1.2% 80.6%
     Bethlehem 22 23 0.6% 0.7% -4.3%
     Cheshire 1,097 709 3.8% 2.8% 54.7%
     Middlebury     79 47 1.2% 0.8% 68.1%
     Naugatuck 1,386 950 4.5% 3.1% 45.9%
     Oxford 180 132 1.8% 1.5% 36.4%
     Prospect 168 93 1.9% 1.2% 80.6%
     Southbury 296 152 1.6% 1.0% 94.7%
     Thomaston 109 66 1.5% 1.0% 65.2%
     Watertown 406 245 1.9% 1.2% 65.7%
     Wolcott 273 143 1.8% 1.0% 90.9%
     Woodbury 152 87 1.7% 1.1% 74.7%

Connecticut 320,323 213,116 9.4% 6.5% 50.3%

     Source:    U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 U.S. Census of Population and Housing
                    

     U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000. PL94-171 Tables - Connecticut.
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Table I-E1.  CNVR Age Distribution: 1990-2000

Number Percent of Total Percent
Change

1990-2000Geographic Area 2000 1990 2000 1990

CNVR
     Under 5 years 18,209 18,954 6.7% 7.3% -3.9%
     5 to 17 years 52,040 42,979 19.1% 16.5% 21.1%
     18 to 24 years 19,583 25,322 7.2% 9.7% -22.7%
     25 to 34 years 35,164 45,702 12.9% 17.5% -23.1%
     35 to 44 years 46,287 40,399 17.0% 15.5% 14.6%
     45 to 64 years 62,033 48,866 22.8% 18.7% 26.9%
     65 years and over 39,278 38,859 14.4% 14.9% 1.1%
     Total 272,594 261,081 100.0% 100.0% 4.4%

Waterbury
     Under 5 years 8,176 8,597 7.6% 7.9% -4.9%
     5 to 17 years 20,278 16,964 18.9% 15.6% 19.5%
     18 to 24 years 9,566 11,570 8.9% 10.6% -17.3%
     25 to 34 years 15,844 21,102 14.8% 19.4% -24.9%
     35 to 44 years 16,183 14,135 15.1% 13.0% 14.5%
     45 to 64 years 21,179 18,668 19.7% 17.7% 13.5%
     65 years and over 16,045 17,925 15.0% 16.5% -10.5%
     Total 107,271 108,961 100.0% 100.0% -1.6%

Remainder of Region
     Under 5 years 10,033 10,357 6.1% 6.8% -3.1%
     5 to 17 years 31,762 26,015 19.2% 17.1% 22.1%
     18 to 24 years 10,017 13,752 6.1% 9.0% -27.2%
     25 to 34 years 19,320 24,600 11.7% 16.2% -21.5%
     35 to 44 years 30,104 26,264 18.2% 17.3% 14.6%
     45 to 64 years 40,854 30,198 24.7% 19.9% 35.3%
     65 years and over 23,233 20,934 14.1% 13.8% 11.0%
     Total 165,323 152,120 100.0% 100.0% 8.7%

             Source:    U.S. Bureau of the Census,  Census of Population and Housing: 1990 and 2000.
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Table I-E2.     Age Distribution of CNVR Population, by Municipality:  2000

Geographic
Area Total

Under
5 Years

5-17
Years

18-24
Years

25-34
Years

35-44
Years

45-64
Years

65 years
& over

Median
Age

Total Population

CNVR 272,594 18,209 52,040 19,583 35,164 46,287 62,033 39,278 37.5
Waterbury 107,271 8,176 20,278 9,566 15,844 16,183 21,179 16,045 34.9
Remainder of 
Region

165,323 10,033 31,762 10,017 19,320 30,104 40,854 23,233 40.0

    Beacon Falls 5,246 343 981 340 788 1,051 1,237 506 36.7
    Bethlehem 3,422 171 692 153 288 623 1,055 440 42.2
    Cheshire 28,543 1,648 5,554 2,211 3,199 5,203 7,133 3,592 38.4
    Middlebury   6,451 347 1,235 273 574 1,061 894 1,067 42.8
    Naugatuck 30,989 2,144 6,181 2,267 4,610 5,640 6,514 3,633 35.5
    Oxford 9,821 650 2,013 579 1,045 2,053 1,614 857 38.4
    Prospect 8,707 561 1,611 485 1,015 1,613 1,169 1,153 39.4
    Southbury 18,567 980 3,248 619 1,333 2,879 4,667 4,841 45.7
    Thomaston 7,503 435 1,464 462 1,013 1,481 1,739 909 37.8
    Watertown 21,661 1,257 4,112 1,370 2,598 3,888 5,386 3,050 39.0
    Wolcott 15,215 958 3,000 852 1,867 2,901 3,645 1,992 38.1
    Woodbury 9,198 539 1,671 406 990 1,708 2,691 1,193 41.0

Connecticut 3,405,565 223,344 618,344 271,585 451,640 581,049 789,420 470,183 37.4

Percent Distribution

CNVR 100.0% 6.7% 19.1% 7.2% 12.9% 17.0% 22.8% 14.4%
Waterbury 100.0% 7.6% 18.9% 8.9% 14.8% 15.1% 19.7% 15.0%
Remainder of   
Region

100.0% 6.1% 19.2% 6.1% 11.7% 18.2% 24.7% 14.1%

    Beacon Falls 100.0% 6.5% 18.7% 6.5% 15.0% 20.0% 23.6% 9.6%
    Bethlehem 100.0% 5.0% 20.2% 4.5% 8.4% 18.2% 30.8% 12.9%
    Cheshire 100.0% 5.8% 19.5% 7.7% 11.2% 18.2% 25.0% 12.6%
    Middlebury   100.0% 5.4% 19.1% 4.2% 8.9% 16.4% 13.9% 16.5%
    Naugatuck 100.0% 6.9% 19.9% 7.3% 14.9% 18.2% 21.0% 11.7%
    Oxford 100.0% 6.6% 20.5% 5.9% 10.6% 20.9% 16.4% 8.7%
    Prospect 100.0% 6.4% 18.5% 5.6% 11.7% 18.5% 13.4% 13.2%
    Southbury 100.0% 5.3% 17.5% 3.3% 7.2% 15.5% 25.1% 26.1%
    Thomaston 100.0% 5.8% 19.5% 6.2% 13.5% 19.7% 23.2% 12.1%
    Watertown 100.0% 5.8% 19.0% 6.3% 12.0% 17.9% 24.9% 14.1%
    Wolcott 100.0% 6.3% 19.7% 5.6% 12.3% 19.1% 24.0% 13.1%
    Woodbury 100.0% 5.9% 18.2% 4.4% 10.8% 18.6% 29.3% 13.0%

Connecticut 100.0% 6.6% 18.2% 8.0% 13.3% 17.1% 23.2% 13.8%

   (N/C) Not calculated.

   Source:   U.S. Bureau of the Census,  Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF1).
  

Table I-F1.     Types of Households in CNVR, by Municipality:  2000




