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Ay
INTRODUCTION

The rapid expansion in the number of persons aged 65 and over
* y

is truely one of the most signiFi;ant demogréphic trends currently
affecting the State of Connecticut and, more %peciFically, the
Czritol Regicn (ae&iined as the city of HartFo;d and the surrounding
28 cities and towns). Careful analysis of the explosive growth of
elderly individuals in the Capitol Region proFiles a rising number
of elderly as poor, on fixed incomes, and are increasely more apt to
be women and minorities. The elderly's economic condition, combined
with federal funding cuts in housing subsidies, social security
benefits, food stamps, community care and transportation programs,
as Forced very real hardships on an euef—growing number of elderly
individuals and diminished their ability tq'aFFord housing within
the Capitol Region. This lack of "subsidized" housing for the
multitude of low and moderate income elderly will be one of the
"major" issues confronting the Capitol Region's socio-—-economic
community over the next 15 years. This paper will address this
issue by demonstrating conclusively that the Capitol Region has not
met the current demand by its elderly residents for subgidized
housing, nor is it prepared to meet the sizeable demand for these

units in the future.






”DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS

CONNECTICUT'S ELDERLY POPULATION: OVERVIEW

Connecticut's elderly population has consistently increased
since 1920, when approximately 68,517 men and women, representing
4.9% of the State's total population were aged 65 years and over.

By 1960 this elderly population had more than tripled, equalling
242,615 persons representing 9.5% of the State's total population;
and by 1970 it had grown to 288,908 persons, though remaining at
9.5% of Connecticut's total population. But in no decade since 1920
has Connecticut's elderly population grown faster than during that
period between 1970 and 1980. (See Table 1.) The 1980 U.S. Census
shows that during the 1970's an additional 7%,956 persons reached
the age of 65, brining Connecticut's 65 years—and-over population to
‘364,864 persons, representing 11.74% of the State's total

population. (See Table 1.)

TABLE 1

CONNECTICUT'S ELDERLY POPULATION
PERSONS 65+
cT. TOTAL PERSONS AS A % OF CT.
YEAR _. POPULATION &S+ TOTAL POP.
1900 908,420 50,850 T (s.se
1910 1,114,756 59,588 (5.34)
1920 1,380,631 68,517 (4.96)
1930 1,606,303 93,319 . (5.80)
1940 1,709,242 128, 554 (7.52)
1950 2,007, 280 176,824 (8.80)
1960 2,535, 234 242,615 (9.56)
1970 3,031,709 288, 508 (9.52)
1980 3,107,576 364,864 | (11.74)

SOURCE:U.S.CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 1900 TO 1980-
GENERAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS

-2-



Though the numher.of elderly persons has always been growing,
(i.e., in 1860 there were about 16 e1der1y people per 100 children
(under:15 years oF age), and by 1980 there were almost 54 elderly
pecople per 100 children) the aging of Connecticut's total population
has been a more recent phenomenon, occurring primarily in thevlast
6O_years.1 Prior to 1920, changing trends in internal and
international migration, as well as changes in fertility, caused the
number of elderly as a hercentage of Connecticut;s total population
to Fluxuate fis shown 1n Table 1, the percentage of elderly in the
State actually decreased From 1900 to 1920 In Fact, Connectlcut'
1920 percentage of 4. 9% elderly ropresented a decline to it's 1860
1eue1. Since 1920 the elderly populatlon has 1ncreased 432 .5%,
which is much greater than that of Connecticut's total population,
which only increased 125%. .

Several factors have contributed to the rapid expansion of
Connecticut's elderly population since 1920. Perhaps the most
important factor was the high fertility ratio between 1890 and the
nid-1920's. This high fertility ratio} coupled with high levels of
immigration from Europe that saw many predominately young immigrants
settle in Connecticut, led to a great rise in the number of births.
This occurred until 1925 when restrictiuellegislation brought about
a sharp decline in immigration. It is these births which occurred
between 1890 and the mid-1920's that are reflected in the
continually increasing numbers oF.persons reaching the elderly stage

of the life cycle.



A decline in'mortality is another factor which has contributed
significantly to the aging of Connecticut's population. Most of the
increase in the number of births in the first half of this century
is attributable to the reduction of the mortality risk of infectious
disease, and to reductions in infant and maternal mortality. Recent
increases in life expectancy, on the other hand, are due to
reductions in mortality associated with chronic diseases.3 These
reductions in mortality have increased the aueraée Connecticut
resident's life expectancy so that a person born in the State in
1980 can expect to reach the age of 75. This represents an increase
of 2.5 years from Connecticut's 1970 life expeétanéy of 72.5 yeabs.
In addition, future declines in mortality due to new advances in
medical technology may increase the number of elderly persons in
Connecticut.

These factors, coupled with early retirements, better
nutrition, and changing life styles have allowed more Connecticut
residents than ever before to live longer, and this trend is
projected to continue. |

The unofficial Connecticut Department of Health Services
projections, which used two methods'based on 1980 mortality rates
and 1970 to 1980 census trends for each age group, clearly indicates
the 65 and over population in Connecticut will continue to increase
through the 1980's. The projection presented in Table 2 illustrate
that Connecticut's 65 and over population will grow to 471,110
persons by 1990, (esulting in an increase of 106,246 persons or

29.1%. Of those age categories presented, the 75-79 age bracket



W

shows the greatest increase (29,414 persons or 45%) between 1980 and
~1990, wigh 70-74 (34,291 persons or 37%) and 80-84 (15,750 persons
or 36%) closely behind. "After 1990, however, the Bureau of Census
projects a changed pattern of growth. The rate of increase in the
elderly populatidn between 1990 and 2010 will be slower than in the
previous decade."4 This is clearly dJdezgicted in the projected 1990
60-64 age bracket which shows an increase of only 6 persons between

1980 and 1990, and 65-69 age bracket which shows only a modest

increase of 24,284 persons, 19% during the same time period.

o TABLE 2
| ﬁDNNECTICQT'S E:;;;:;-PDPULAT;QN
PROJECTIONS TO 1990

ACTUAL %
AGE 1990 INCREASE INCREASE
GROUP 1980 (PROJ.) 1980-90 1980~90
E0-64 156,670 156,676 6 S
65-69 126,415 150, 699 24,284 (19.0)
70-74 93,302 127,593 34,291 (37.0)
75-79 66,081 95,495 29,414 (45.0)
80-84 43,337 59,087 15,750 (36.0)
85+ 35,729 38,236 2,507 (7>
TOTAL 65+ 364,864 471,110 106,246 (29.1)

SOURCE: CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES, BUREAU OF "HEALTH
PLANNING AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION "BRIEFING PAPER ONE" SEPT.
1981, P.1-2.



REGIONAlL. COMPARISON

| Thé aging of Connecticut's population is not an isolated
phenomenon, but is characteristic of New England and the United
States in general. The 1980 census data on population shows the :.
nation, and especially New England, to have a sizeable portion of
their population aged 65 years or older. In 1980, 12.3% or
1,520,368 persons ouﬁ of New England's total population of
12,348,493, and 11.3% or 25,544,133 persons out of the United
States' total population of 226,502,825 persons were aged 65 years
or older. (See Table 3.)

A comparison of the 1980 median age of New England with that
of the nation indicates that New England's population is somewhat
older. In 1980, the median age for New England was 31.2 years.
This median age is a full 1.2 years oldef Ehan the United States'
median age of 30.0 years. When the median age for each New England
state is compared to the nation's median age, it is found that every

state except Vermont has a median age above the national

. TABLE 3

REGIONAL COAPARISON OF CONNECTICUT'S ELDERLY POPULATION

e e e

65+ AS 10F
- 1 OF OF N.E.
TOTAL PERSONS TOT. TOTAL
POPULATION 65+ POP. RANK 65+
u.s. 226,504,825 23,944,133 11.3

NEW ENGLAND 12,348,493 1,520,368 12,3

He. 1,124,660 140,918 12,5 3RD 9.3
N.H. . 920,610 102,967 11.2 BTH 6.8
vt. 911,456 98,166 11.4 STH 3.8
Nass. 3,731,037 726,531 12,7 20 47.8
R.I. 947,154 126,922 13.4 187 8.3
ct. 3,107,576 364,864 1.7 4TH 24,0

SOURCE: CONNECTICUT CENSUS DATA CENTER,MEMORANDUM NO.5, JUNE 1,1981
FROM U.S. BUREAU OF CENSUS PCBO-51-1 (NAY 1981),

-6-



figure, with Connecticut's median ége being the highest. éccording
to the f980 census, Connecticut's population had a median age of
32.0 years, which is a 2 full years above the national figure. This
represents an increase of 2.9 .years from Connecticut's 1970 median
age of 29.1 yearﬁ. (See Table 4.)

In 1220, the State of Connecticut had 364,864 percans 65 years
of age and over, accounting for 24% of New England's total elderly
population. This was second only to Massachusetts' 47.8% (726,531
persons) aged 65 and over. Though Connecticut has a significant
portion of New England'§ elderly population, it has a smaller

proportion of it's population in the 65+ age category, placing only

4th.out of the six New England states. (See Table 3.) When
comparing each New England state's proportion of persons 65 years
and over with the national figure of 11.3% elderly, one finds every
state in New England, except New Hampshire, to have a larger

proportion of its population in the elderly category. (See Table 3.)

TABLE 4

CONNECTICUT’S MEDIAN AGE AS COMPARED TO THE U.S,
AND NEW_ENGLAND STATES

MEDIAN AGE RANKING
UNITED STATES T ;;?S -------
NEW ENGLAND 31.2
MAfNE 30.4 4TH
NEW HAMPSHIRE 30.1 STH
VERMONT 29.4 6TH
MASSACHUSETTS - 31.2 3RD
RHODE ISLAND 31.8 2ND )
CONNECTICUT 32.0  1ST

SOURCE: CONNECTICUT CENSUS DATA CENTER, MEMORANDUM
NO.S, JUNE 1, 1981 FROM U.S. BUREAU OF THE
CENSUS PC80-S1-1 (MAY 1981).

-7-
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One last point should be made in comparing Connecticut's
‘elderly population with that of the other New England states: an
analysis of Connecticut's 55—59 and 60-64 age categories shows the
State in 1980 to have a large proportion of its population between
the ages of 55 and 64 (10.8% or 335,382 persons). When
Connecticut's B5-C3 population is compared *2 the nation and the
other New England states, one finds Connecticut's porportion to be
significantly greater than the national figure of 9.6%; regionally
(New England) it is secqnd only to Rhode Island's 11.1%.
Consequently, Connecticut's relatively high proportion of its 1980
population between the ages of 55 and 64 will result in a
substantial increase in its 65 years and over population beginning

in 1985. (See Table 5.)

TABLE 3

CDMPARIéDN OF CONNECTICUTS 535-64 POPULATION TO THE U.S. AND
OTHER NEW ENGLAND STATES 4

55-64

TOTAL % OF

TOTAL 55-59 60-64 55-64 TOTAL
POPULATION YEARS YEARS YEARS POP. RANK

u.s. 226,504,825 11,614,054 10,085,711 21,699,765 9.6
Me. 1,124,660 56, 566 50,811 107,377 9.5 4TH
N.H. 920,610 44,749 39,677 84,426 9.2 S5TH
vt. S11,456 23,502 21,023 44,525 8.7 &TH
Mass. 5,737,037 310,995 277,384 588,379 10.3 3RD
R.I. 947,154 55,748 49,451 105,199 11.1 18T
ct. 3,107,576 178,712 156,670 335,382 10.8 2ND

SOURCE: CONNECTICUT DATA CENTER, MEMORANDUM NO.S, JUNE 1,1981 FROM U.S.
BUREAU OF CENSUS PC80-S1-1 (MAY 1981)
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DETATILED ANALYSIS OF CONNECTICUT'S ELDERLY POPULATION

Anélysis of Connecticut's elderly population has revealed a
number of significant demographic patterns. First, Connecticut's
1980 census data For persons 65 years or age of older shows females
significantly outnumbering males. Historically, there have always
been more femalis Lhan males in Connecticut's elderly population.
What has been significant is the increase in the proportion of 65+
female population over the last 40 years. From 1900 to 1950,
approxihately 54% of Connecticut's elderly population was female.
Starting in 1950, this proportion has increased to where in 1980,
61% of the state's 65 and over population was female. (See Table 6.)

Not only has the proportion of females increased for
Connecticut's entire elderly population, but one also finds that
within each age bracket (65-74, 75-84, and 85+) the female
proportion increases and that this increase has risen significantly

TABLE 6

CONNECTICUT’ ELDERLY POPULATION BY SEX FROM

1900-1980
TOTAL 65+
YEAR POPULATION MALE % FEMALE A
1900 50,850 23,333 48 27,517 (54
1910 59,588 27,3541 (48) 32,047 (S4)
1920 68,517 31,3547 46> 36,970 (S54)
1930 93, 319 43, 507 47) 49,812 (S3)
1940 128, 554 99,313 48) 69, 241 (S54)
1950 176,824 80, 387 (43) 96,437 (S3)
1960 242,615 107,210 (44) 135,405 (S86)
1970 288, 908 116,794 40) 172,114 < (60D
1980 364, 864 143,515 (39 221,349 .(61)

SOURCE:U.S. .CENSUS FOR CONNECTICUT 1900-1980.
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1550, Table 7 illustrates that in bonnecticut in 1950, females
irepresented 53% of those persons 65-74, 57% of those persons 75-84,
and 63% of those persons 85 and over. By 1980 this female
proportion had increased to 57% of the 65-74 bracket, 65% of the
75-84 bracket, and 71% of the 85 and oldeé age bracket.

Secondly, mcre non-white individuals are beginning to enter
Connecticut's elderly population. Accordingly to census figures, in
1950 only 1.4% of Connecticut's elderly population were non-white.
OQuer the nekt 30 years this proportion of 65 and over non-white
individuals increased to 1.9% by 1960, 2.9% by 1970 and finally

accounted for 3.7% by 1980. (See Table 8.)

TABLE 7

CONNECTICUT'S ELDERLY POPULATION BY SEX BY COHORTS (65-74, 75-84, 85+)
FOR 1950, 1960, 1970, 1380

1 1 1 1
OF AGE OF AGE OF AGE OF AGE
1950 BRACKET 1960 BRACKET 1970 BRACKET 1980 BRACKET
NALE
§5-74 56,483 74,564 73,863 9,818
75-84 20,623 27,497 35,246 38,384
g5+ 3,211 5,149 7,685 10,313
FENALES

63-74 63,741 (33) 88,359 54 100,947 (58) 124,899 1))
73-84 27,188 (37 38,108 (58) 36,430 (62) 71,034 (63)
83+ 3,908 (63) 8,938 (63) 14;737 (66) 23,418 m)
TOTAL 176,824 242,613 288,908 364,864

SOURCE:V.5. CENSUS FOR CONNECTICUT 1950, 1960, 1970, AND 1980,

-10-
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A breakdown of the non-white population shows blacks accounting for
\the grea£est proportion of this population. In 1970, 87% (2.5% of
the total 65+ population-all races) of Connecticut's 65+ non-white
population was bléck, and in 1980, 80% (3.0% of the total 65+
population—-all races) of the 65+ non-white population was black. It
should be natsd that even though blacks accounted for the majority
of Connecticut's non-white elderly population, increasing 52%
between 1970 and 1980 (white elderly only increased 25%), the
numbers of 'Other' 65 and over minority individuals (those not black
or white) have substantially increased (See Table 8). Between 1970
and 1980, Connecticut's 65 and older 'Other' population increased
147%, rising from .4% (1970) to .7% (1980) of the State's total
elderly population. This 'Other' elderly population may represent
an even dgreater proportion or larger share of the non-white elderly
population in the future.

One of the major reason wﬁy non-whites (especially blacks) are
representing a greater proportion of Connecticut's elderly is due to
changes in early mortality patterns. "These changes have meant
fewer non-whites (especially black males) are dying at earlier ages

. 5
than in the st."
n i TABLE 8

CONNECTICUT'S 65+ POPULATION BY RACE
(1950, 1960, 1970, 1980)

1 0F 1 0F ) 1 0F 1 0F

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

RACE 1950 65+ 1960 63+ 1970 63+ 1980 65+
;;;;E 174,219 238,082 280,512 351,041

NON-WHITE 2,605 (1.4 4,333 (1.9 8,39 (2.9) 13,823 (3.7

BLACK NA NA 1,310 2.9 11,138 {3.0)

OTHER NA NA 1,086 (4 2,683 N
TOTAL 65+ 176,824 242,615 288,908 364,864

SOURCE:U.S. CENSUS FOR CONNECTICUT 1350,1960,1970, AND 1989,
-11- -



CONCI.USION

In conclusion:

*Connecticut's 65 years and over populat1on has grown
significantly since 1920,

*Connecticut's 65 years and over population will
continue to increase until 1990, when this rate of
increase will slow until 2010,

*The aging of Connecticut's population is not an
isolated phenomenon, but is characteristic of New
England and the United States in general.

*Connecticut's population is somewhat older than the
other New England States and the Nation's,

*The State of Connecticut contains the second largest
elderly population in New England.

*Connecticut has a lower proportion of it's residents 65
and over than most of the other New England States.

*Connecticut has a substantial proportion of it's
population between the ages of 55 and 64 which will
begin to enter the 65 years and over age bracket in 1985,

*Connecticut's elderly population has significantly more
females than males.

*Connecticut's female to male ratio for those persons 65
years of age and over increases as the age brackets
increase (females outnumbering males).

*More non-whites are beginning to enter Connecticut's
elderly population.

*And finally, Connecticut's elderly black and.'Other'
minority population has grown considerably faster than
Connecticut's white elderly population over the last 10
years.

-12-
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THE _CAPITOL REGION'S ELDERLY POPULATION: OUERUTEW

The Capitol Region is the largest of Connecticut's 15 planning
regions. Located in the northcentral portion of the State, the
Capitol Region ehcompasses 29 towns with Hartford at its center.

See Map 1.) These towns cover slightly more than 750 square miles,
and contain 668,479 persons, or 21.5% of Connecticut's 1980 total

population.

i \—1:‘
~ NORTHEASTERN
: T CONNECTICUT ™~
hé%ﬁ.“évclﬁ:?—m , \_—~ CAPITOL D Y )
NN ICUT ) . T R
= ™\ WINDHAM N
T : Py L N 2oy i
' {.‘—..- ! ewe. |
h :
D m
e
ous ; Y ‘ ) e W, |-‘ "éij*'mcﬂ?:um VER
, N SNE 1
_HOUSATONIC VALLE 57 souTH CaNTRAL -~} aintLURVER |
o e ) . { "CONNECTICUT > ARY e\ AT
L T P i N~
T TR RN N RN !
:.JP i ‘) . 4

CONNECTICUT
TOWNS & PLANNING REGIONS
MAP 1

-13-~



A\

When the Captiol Region's population, especially its elderly
"populatidﬁ, is compared to the State of Connecticut's population,
one finds a number’oF similarities. First, the Capitol Region's
population is onevthat is getting older. 1In 1980, the Capitol
Region's median age was 32.0 years, which equalled the State's.
This median age represented a full 3.3 years increase from the 1970
median age of 28.7 years, and was slightly greater than
Connecticut's median age increase of 2.9 years from 1970 to 1980.
Secondly, the Capitol Region's elderly population has
increased over the last 30 years. 1In 1960, the Capitol Region had
49,254 persons 65 years of age or older. By 1970, this population
ségment had grown to 61,002 persons and by 1980, 77,018 persons were
elderly; This elderly growth represented an increase of 23.8%
between 1960 and 1970. 26.2% between 1970 and 1980, and 56.3% over
the 20 year period from 1960 to 1980. This percentaée increase in
the Capitol Region's elderly population between 1970 and 1980 was
exactly the same as the State's, although the Capitol Region's
proportion of elderly persons grew at a greater rate (6.0%) over the

20 year period. (See Table 9.)

- TABLE 9

"CAPITOL REGION'S AND STATE OF CONNECTICUT'’S 65+
. POPULATION 1960, 1970, 1980

% INC. 7% INC. 7% INC.

1960- 1970~ 1960-

1960 1970 1970 1980 1980 1980

CAPITOL REGION 49,245 61,002 (23.8) 77,018 (26.2) (356.3)
STATE OF CONNECTICUT 242,613 288, 908 (19.0) 364,864 (26.2) (50.3)

SOURCEsU.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT FOR 1960, 1970, AND 1980.

-14-



Thirdly, one finds persons 65 years of age or older
representing a greater proporﬁion of the Capitol Region's total
population. In 1960, the elderly accounted for 9.0% of the Capitol
Region's total population. By 1970, this propdftion had grown to
9.1%, and by 1980, 11.5% of the Capitol Région's population was 65
years of age or cldor, (See Table 10.) When this proportional
growth is compared to the increase of elderly persons in the State's
population, one finds the proportional increases to be quite
similar. In 1960, 9.5% of Connecticut's total population were
elderly. By 1970 this population segment grew to 9.52%, and then to

11.74% by 1980. (See Table 10.)

TABLE 10

THE ELDERLY AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL POPULATION OF THE CAPITOL REGION AND THE STATE OF
CONNECTICUT FOR 1960,1370, AND 1380

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
POPULATION 63¢ L POPULATION 63¢ 1 POPULATION 63¢ 1
CR 346,545 49,254  (9.00) 669,907 61,002 (9.10) 668,479 77,018 (11.50)

ct. 2,535,234 242,615 (9.36) 3,031,709 288,908 (9.52) 3,107,576 364,864 (11.74)

SOURCE:U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT FOR 1960, 1970, AND 1980.

Fourthly, when the Capitol Region's 1980 elderly population is
broken into the age brackets 65-74, 75-84, and 85+, one finds the
proportion oF persons within these brackets to be quite similar to
that of the State of Connecticut's. In 1980, 6.8% of the Capitol
Region's total population of 668,479 persons were in the 65-74 age
bracket, 3.5% in the 75-84 age bracket, and 1.17% 85 years or

older. (See Table 11.) The State of Connecticut in 1980 had 7.0%
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of its total population of 3,107,5;6 persons between 65-74, 3.5%

" between §5~84 and 1.14% 85 or over. When comparing just the total
elderly population within these age brackets, one finds in 1980,
59.0% of the Capitol Region's elderly population of 77,018 persons
were between 65-74, 30.7% were between 75-84, and 10.1% were 85+.
(See Table 11.) In the Stcte of Connecticut, out of a 1980 elderly
" population of 364,864, 60.2% were between 65-74, 30.0% between 75-84
and 9.8% 85 years or older. (See Table 11.) Therefore, whether one
compares pr&portions of the total population or total elderly
population for the age brackets 65-74, 75-84, or 85+, one finds the
Capitol Region's and the State of Connecticut's proportions to be

very much alike.

TABLE 11

.. &

THE_CAPITOL REGION AND THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT'S 1980 ELDERLY POPULATION BY COHORTS
(65-74, 75-84, AND 83%)

T0T. 1 1 1 1 1 1
TOTAL ELD. ToT. ELD. TOT. ELD. TOT. ELD.
POPULATION POP.  65-74 POP. POP,  75-84 POP. POP. 83+ POP, PoP.

CR 668,479 - 77,018 45,478  (6.8) (59.0) 23,687 (3.5) (30.7) 7,853 (1.1]) (10.1)
ct. 3,107,576 364,864 219,717 (7.0) (60.2) 109,418 (3.3 (30.0) 35,729 (1.14) (9.8

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 1980.

It should be noted that when comparing the Capitol Region's
55-64 population segment with that of the State's, one finds the
proportion of persons within this age bracket to be very much the
same. Analysis of the 1980 census data shows the Capitol Region to

have 10.6% (70,925 persons) of its population within the 54-64 age
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bracket. During 1980, the State o# Connecticut had 10.7% (335,382
‘persons) of its population between the ages of 55 and 64. This
means that over the next 10 years, the Capitol Region and the State
of Connecticut will have approximately the same proportion of
persons becoming 65 years of age or older. The actual increase of
elderly persons will be discussed later in Lhis section, where the
Capitol Region's elderly population is projected to the year 2000.
Fifthly, analysis of the Capitol Region's elderly population
shows females significantly outnumbering males, much like they did
in the State as a whole. 1In 1980, 61% of the Capitol Region's 65
years and over population was female. This represents a significant
increase from 1960's elderly population, in which oniy 51.8% of the
Capitol Region's elderly population was female. (See Table 12.)
Over the same period of time (1960-1980), the State's proportion of
females 65 and over incfeased from 55.8% in 1960 to 60.7% in 1980.

(See Table 12.)

TABLE 12

THE CAPITOL REGION AND THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
65+ POPULATION BY SEX FOR 1960, 1970, AND 1980

: % A
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
65+ FEMALE 65+ MALE 65+

1960
CR 49, 254 25,336 (51.8) 23,718 48.2)
Ct. 242,615 135, 405 (55.8) 107,210 (44.2)

1970
CR 61,002 36,736 (60.2) 24,266 (39.8)
Ct. 288, 908 172,114 (59.6) 116,794 (40.4)

1980
CR 77,018 47,040 (61.0) 29,978 (40.0)
Ct. 364, 864 221,349 (60.7) 143,515 (39.3)

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT FOR 1960, 1970, AND 1980.
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\
One also finds that with each increase in age bracket (65-74,

:75~84, aﬁd 85+), the proportion of females to males within the
Capitol Region increases. Table 13 shows that in the Capitol Region
in 1980, females represented 57.0% of those persons between the ages
of 65 and 74, 65.7% between 75 and 84, and 71.0% of those persons 85
years of age or older. These 1980 proportions for the Capitol
Region are almost a mirror image of those for the State of

Connecticut.
TABLE 13

THE CAPITOL REBICN Ml THE STATE OF COMNECTICUT®S 1980 ELDERLY POPULATION BY SEX AND BY AGE COMORT

FENALE HALE

10 107 10f 10F 10F 10F
TOTAL T TOTAL oL TOTAL TOTAL
63-74 63-74 TS-84 7584 83+ 85+ 83-7¢  63-74 T3-84¢  T75-84 83 83+

R 25,907 (37.0) 15,55t (65.7) 3,382 (7L.1) 19,371 (43.00 6,136 (34.3) 2,271 (28,9

€. - - 124,899 (36.9) 71,024 (84.9) 25,416 (TLD) 9,818 (43.1) 38.384 (35.1) 10,313 (28.9)

SOURCE: U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 1980,

Sixth and finally, one finds the proportion of non-whites
among the Capitol Region's elderly population to be singificantly
increasing. As shown in Table 14, in 1970, 3.7% of the Capitol
Region's elderly population were non-white (3.3% Black, .4% Other).
By 1980 this porportion had increased to where non-whites
represented 5.03% of those persons 65 years and older in the Capitol
Region. Comparing these proportional increases to those of the
State's, one finds the Capitol Region's non-white elderly population
to have grown faster and represent more of those persons 65 years of

age and over since 1970. (See Table 14.)
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TABLE 14

THE CAPITOL REGION AND THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT’S ELDERLY POPULATION
BY RACE FOR {970 AND {980

63+ NON-WHITE

TOTAL
1 0F 1 0F  NON-RHT,
63+ TOTAL TOTAL AS 1 OF
63+ WHITE BLACK 63+ OTHER 63+  TOT. 63+
1970

(R 61,002 58,777 2,003 (3.3 22 (0.4) 3.7
Ct. 288,908 280,312 1,310 (2.3 1,086 (0.4 (2.9

1980 A
CR 771,018 73,136 3,147 4.1) NS (0.9 (5.03)

Ct. 364,864 351,041 11,138  (3.0) 2,68 (0.70) (3.7
SOURCE:U.5. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT FOR 1970 AND 1980, .

CAPITOL REGION'!S POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THOSE PERSONS 65+

Accdrding to population projections done by the State of
Connecticut's Office of Policy and Management in June of 1982, (see
Appendix A for methodolbgy), the Capitol Region's population 1is
expected to increase 12.1% over the next two decades, reaching a
total of 749,430 persons by the year 2000. This projected growth is
greater than that projected for the State of Connecticut, which 1is
only expected to increase 8.8% by the year 2000. (See Table 15.)

A sizeable portion of the Capitol Region's projected
population increase will be in persons aged 65 years or older. As
indicated in the projections contained within Table 16, the Capitol
Region's elderly population will increase to 94,733 persons by the

year 2000. This represents an increase of 23.0% over the twenty year
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TABLE 13

POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THE CAPITOL REGION AND THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT
FROM 1980 TO 2000

T CHANGE

1980 1983 1990 1993 2000 1980-2000

CR 668,479 688,150 710,660 730,020 749,430 (12.1)
ct. 3,107,576 3,179,640 3,356,230 3,324,000 3,379,980 (8.8)

SOURCE:STATE OF CONNECTICUT OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT,POPULATION

PROJECTIONS FOR CONNECTICUT MUNICIPALITIES AND REGIONS TO THE

YEAR 2000, JUNE 1982. (SEE APPENDIX A FOR METHODOLOGY).
'period. It should be noted that as mentioned previously (p.3), the
rate of persons in Connecticut entering the 65 and over cohorts will
slow between 1990 and the year 2010. This slowdown is reflected in
the Capitol Region, and is primarily due to the changes in
Connecticut's distribution of population by age. As evidenced in
Table 16 the Capitol Region's projected elderly rate of growth drops

from 4.8% between 1990 and 1995, to-.6% from 1995 to the yer 2000.

TABLE 16

POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THE CAPITOL REGION’'S ELDERLY
(1980 10 2000)

1990- 1995-
1980 19835 1990 1995 1993 2000 2000

CAPITOL REGION 77,018 84,591 92,231 95,338 (4.8) 94,733  (-.B)
SOURCE: CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES MARCH 1979, HET 1528C.

3$THE PROJECTIONS SHOWN IN THIS TABLE WERE ADJUSTED ACCORDING TO
1980 CENSUS COUNTS. (SEE APPENDIX B FOR METHODOLOSY).
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In conclusion:

*The Capitol Region is experiencing many of the same
demographic changes, particularly in reference to the
elderly, as the State of Connecticut.

*The :Capitol Region's population is one that is getting
older.

*The Capitol Region's elderly population has increased
significantly over the last 30 vears.

*The proportion of elderly persons in the Capitol Region
to the Region's total population has increased
significantly over the last 30 years.

*Most of the Capitol Region's 1980 elderly population is
found in the 65 to 74 age cohort.

*The Capitol Region in 1980 had a significant proportion
of its population between the ages of 55 and 64. These
people will begin entering the elderly cohorts in 1985,

*Females significantly outnumber males in the Capitol
Region's 1980 elderly population, and this differential
has increased over the last 20 years.

*The proportion of elderly females to elderly males in
the Capitol Region in 1980 has increased significantly
with each rising elderly cohort (65-74, 75-84, and 85+),
with females outnumbering males.

*The proportion of non-white elderly persons among the
Capitol Region's elderly populdtlon has significantly
increased since 1970.

*A sizeable porportion (23.0%) of the Capitol Region's

projected population growth of 12.1% over the next two
decades will be in persons aged 65 years or older
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A DETATILED ANALYSIS OF THE 65+ POPULATION WITHIN THE TOWNS_ AND CITIES

- _OF
" THE CAPITOL REGION
The Capitol Region is comprised of a combination of 29 urban,
suburban and rural communities. Al the center of the Region lies

the City of Hartford, which is surrounded by the inner core towns of
Fast Hartford, Manchester, and West Hartford. Beyond the inner core
lie the inner and outer suburbs. The towns contained within the
inner suburbs afe Bloomfield, Glastonbury, Newington, South Windsor,
WethersFieJd,_and Windsor. Those towns located within the
outer-suburbs are Andover, Avon, Bolton, Canton, East Granby, East
Windsor, Ellington, Enfield, Farmington, Granby, Hebron,
Marlborough, Rocky Hill, Simsbury, Somers, Suffield, Tolland,

Vernon, and Windsor Locks. (See Map 2.)
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one that is getting older. When each individual city and town

\

within the region is analyzed, one finds that in 1980, 14

communities (alinost half) were over the region's median age of 32.0

years.

which has a 1980 median

by the Town of Wethersfield's 1980 median age of 41.4 years.

As mentioned previously, the Capitol Region's population is

By far the oldest community is the Town of West Hartford,

Table 17.)

DM

T

of 41.8 years,

TABLE 17

and was closely followed

MEDIAN AGE OF THE CAPITOL REGION’'S
CITIES AND TOWNS

ANDOVER

AVON
BLOOMFIELD
BOLTON

CANTON

EAST GRANBY
EAST HARTFORD
EAST WINDSOR
ELLINGTON
ENFIELD
FARMINGTON
GLASTONBURY
GRANBY
HARTFORD
HEBRON
MANCHESTER
MARLBOROUGH
NEWINGTON
ROCKY HILL
SIMSBURY.
SOMERS

B0UTH WINDSOR
SUFFIELD
TOLLAND
VERNON

WEST HARTFORD
WETHERSFIELD
WINDSOR
WINDSOR LOCKS

CAPITOL REGION

SOURCE: U.S.
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When the 1980 median age for those communities within the
Capitol Region were compared to their 1970 median age, it was found
that every city and town except Hartford énd Rocky Hill showed an
increas~ in median age. During this ten-year period, the City of
Hartford's median age decreased .4 years (from 27.8 years in 1970 to
27 .4 years in 1980), and the Town of Rocky Hill's median age
decreased .3 years (from 34.1 years in 1970 to 33.8 years in 1980).
(See Table 17.)

Although the Towns of West Hartford and Rocky Hill recorded
the highest median age within the Capitol Region in 1980, their
populations' median age did not increase substantially from 1970, as
did some of the other communities' within the region. For example,
the Town of West Hartford's median age of its population only rose
1.9 years from 1970 to 1980 (median age was 39.9 years in 1970 and
41.8 years in 1980). The community in the Capitol Region with the
greatest increase in median age over the 10 year period between 1970
and 1980 was the Town of Windsor Locks. This community's population
went from having a median age of 26.0 years in 1970 to 33.1 years in
1980, an increase of 7.1 years. (See Table 17.)

It should be pointed out that only 9 comnunities within the
Capitol Region experienced a lower median age increase from 1970 to
1980 than the Capitol Region as a whole. They were the Towns of
Bolton, East ‘Hartford, East Windsor, Granby, Manchester, Rocky Hill,
Somers, West Hartford, Windsor, and the City of Hartford. (See

Table 17.)
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TABLE 18"

1980 ELDERLY POPULATION FOR THOSE CITIES
AND TOWNS WITHIN THE CAPITOL REGION

eSS+ % OF

TOT. POF. &S+ TOT. POP.

ANDOVER z2,144 146 6.8
AVON 11,201 1,243 11.0
BLOOMFIELD 18,608 2,789 14.9
BOLTON 3,951 . 302 7.6
CANTON 7,635 705 9.2
EAST GRANBY 4,102 284 6.9
EAST HARTFORD 52,563 S,927 11.2
EAST WINDSOR 8,925 . 978 10.9
ELLINGTON S,711 672 6.9
ENFIELD 42,695 3,235 7.5
FARMINGTON 16,407 2,001 12.1
GLASTONBURY 24,327. 2,221 9.1
GRANBY 7,956 517 6.4
HARTFORD 136,392 15,499 11.3
HEBRON 5,453 259 4.7
MANCHESTER 49,761 6,5€3 13.1
MARLBOROUGH 4,746 258 5.4
NEWINGTON : 28,841 3,348 11.6
ROCKY HILL 14,559 1,948 13.3
SIMSBURY 21,161 1,436 6.7
SOMERS 8,473 653 7.7
SOUTH WINDSOR 17,198 3976 5.6
SUFFIELD 9,294 960 10.3
TOLLAND 9,694 452 4.6
VERNON . 27,974 2,584 9.2
WEST HARTFORD 61,301 12,391 20.2
WETHERSFIELD 26,013 4,520 17.3
WINDSOR 12,190 1,121 9.1
WINDSOR LOCKS ‘ 25,204 3,030 12.0
CAPITOL REGION 668,479 77,018 11.5

SOURCE:U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 1980.

When comparing the proportion of elderly persons within each
Capitol Region community, one finds the Town of West Hartford in
1980 to have the greatest percentage of its population 65 years of
age or older. As shown in Table 18, and Map 4, in 1980, 20.2% of
West Hartford's population was élderly. The Town of West Hartford
was closely followed by the Towns of Wethersfield and Bloomfield
which showed, respectively, 17.3% and 14.9% of their populations as

65 yvears of age or older.
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PERCENTAGE OF ELDERLY PERSONS WITHIN THE p ' % Under 5%
CITIES AND TOWNS OF THE CAPITOL REGION : '

An analysis of the Capitol Region's cities and towns 1980
elderly populations by sex reveals that elderly females outnumbered
elderly males in every community. As shown in Table 19, the City of
Hartford and the Towns of EnFieid, Manchester, Simsbury, Vernon, and
West Hartford were at the top end of the spectrum, with 63% of their
elderly populations being female. At the lower end of the spectrum
was the Town of Rocky Hill, with its elderly population being almost
evenly split between 977 elderly females and 971 elderly males.

It should also be noted that within every Capitol Region
community in 1980, females represented an increasing proportion of
the elderly population within each increasing age bracket. For
exainple, the Town of West Hartford had 4,018 females to 2,795 méles
between the ages of 65 and 74. This gap between elderly females and
elderly males increases in the 75 to 84 cohort, wherein there are
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2,885 elderly females to 1,396 males. Finally, the gap is euven
- wider in the 85 years of age and older bracket, where one finds 953
elderly females, as compared to only 344 elderly males. (See Table

19.)
TABLE 19

PoP R »
TOWNS WITHIN THE CAPITOL REGION

TOTAL 65+ % OF 65+ . % OF.

65+ FEMALE TOTAL MALE TOTAL

ANDOVER 146 78 53 68 47
AVON 1,243 725 58 518 42
BLOOMF IELD 2,789 1,652 59 1,127 41
BOLTON 302 164 54 138 46
CANTON 705 402 57 303 43
EAST GRANBY 284 150 53 134 47
EAST HARTFORD 5,927 3,487 59 2,440 41
EAST WINDSOR 978 557 57 421 43
ELLINGTON 672 382 57 290 43
ENFIELD 3,235 2,041 63 1,194 37
FARMINGTON 2,001 1,208 60 793 40
GLASTONBURY 2,221 1,337 60 884 40
GRANBY 517 295 - 57 222 43
HARTFORD 15,499 9,776 63 5,723 37
HEERON 259 140 S4 , 119 46
MANCHESTER 6,563 4,129 63 2,434 37
MARLBOROUGH 258 131 51 127 49
NEWINGTON 3,348 1,920 58 1,401 42
ROCKY HILL 1,948 977 50 971 50
SIMSBURY 1,436 903 63 533 37
SOMERS 653 366 56 287 44
SOUTH WINDSOR 976 577 59 399 41
SUFFIELD 960 569 59 391 41
TOLLAND . 452 256 57 196 43
VERNON 2,584 1,618 63 966 37
WEST HARTFORD 12,391 7,856 63 4,534 37
WETHERSF IELD 4,520 2,767 61 1,754 39
WINDSOR 1,121 669 60 452 40
WINDSOR LOCKS 3,030 1,872 62 1,158 38
CAPITOL REGION 77,018 47,040 61 . 29.978 39

SOURCE:U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 19380.

When the 1980 elderly population within those communities
located in the Capitol Region is analyzed according to race, one
discovers that the majority of the Capitol Region's elderly are
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~white. In 1980, 73,156 elderly persons (94.9% of the Capitol
Region's elderly) in the Capitol Region were white, while only 3,862
elderly persons were non-white. By far, the City of Hartford (12,610
persons) and the Town of West Hartford (12,298 persons) had the

largest concentrations. of elderly whites. (See Table 20.)

TABLE 20

1980 ELDERLY POPULATION BY RACE FOR THOSE CITIES AND.
TOWNS WITHIN THE CAPITOL REGION

NON-WHITE
TOTAL TOTAL

65+ WHITE NON-WHITE BLACK OTHER
ANDOVER 146 145 1 1 0
AVON 1,243 1,237 6 6 0
BLOOMF IELD 2,789 2,447 342 323 19
BOLTON 302 302 0 0 0
CANTON 705 698 7 3 4
EAST GRANBY 284 279 5 5 0
EAST HARTFORD 5,927 5,832 95 58 37
EAST WINDSOR 978 953 25 22 3
ELLINGTON 672 668 4 4 0
ENFIELD 3,235 3,210 25 13 12
FARMINGTON 2,001 1.984 17 10 7
GLASTONBURY 2,221 2,203 18 10 8
GRANBY 517 515 2 2 0
HARTFORD 15,499 12,610 2,889 2,423 466
HEBRON 259 256 3 1 2
MANCHESTER 6,563 6,524 39 17 22
MARLBOROUGH : 258 251 7 4 3
NEWINGTON 3,348 3,330 18 11 7
ROCKY HILL 1,948 1,924 24 20 4
SIMSBURY 1,436 1,423 13 4 9
SOMERS 653 650 3 1 2
SOUTH WINDSOR 976 951 25 11 14
SUFFIELD 960 944 16 16 0
TOLLAND - 452 450 2 1 1
VERNON 2,584 2,562 22 15 7
WEST HARTFORD 12,391 12,298 93 43 50
WETHERSFIELD 4,520 4,486 34 16 18
WINDSOR 3,030 2,915 115 101 14
WINDSOR LOCKS 1,121 1,109 : 12 6 6
CAPITOL REGION 77,018 73, 156 3,862 3,147 715

SOURCE:U.S. CENSUS OF CONNECTICUT 1980.

-29-



ﬂs.shown in Table 20, the majority of the Capitol Region's
non-white elderly were black and resided in the City of Hartford.
In 1980, there were 2,889 non-white elderly persons living in the
City of Hartford (2,423 elderly black and 466 elderly 'other’
minorities), which represented 74.8% of the Capitol Region's
non-white elderly population. This elderly minority population
accounted for 18.6% of Harttord's entire elderly population.

The Capitol Region community with the next largest non-white
342 non-white elderly persons (8.8% of the Capitol Region's
non_white elderly population) in 1980.

It is interesting to note that the Town of West Hartford,
which in 1980 had the second largest number of elderly persons and
the single largest percentage of its population 65 years of age and
older, had only 93 elderly non-white individuals. This represented

only .75% of its entire elderly population.

POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR THOSE PERSONS 65+ FOR EACH CAPITOL REGION

The Connecticut Departmenf of Health Services, in March 1979,
projected the elderly populations for those communities located
within the Capitol Region’ (see Table 21 and Appendix C for
methodology). As evidenced in Table 21's elderly population
projections, the majority of Capitol Region communities' elderly
populations will peak between 1990 and 1995, then taper off or
slightly decline between 1995 and the year 2000.

The majority of the Capitol Region's elderly population growth

between 1980 and 2000 is predicted to occur within the Capitol

-30-






The elderly populations in most of those communities within
the Capitol Region's inner suburbs, core, and central city are
projected to experience little or no growth in the number of 65 and
over individuals from 1980 to the year 2000. (See Map 5 and Table
21.) In fact, the City of Hartford's and the Town of West
Hartford's elderly populations are projected to decline 14.0% and
10.7% respectively, between 1980 and 2000. The 65 years and over
populations of these two communities in 1980 accounted for 36.2% of
the Capitol Region's total elderly population. By the year 2,000,
this percentage will have declined to 25.7%.

It should be noted that the City of Hartford and the Town of
West Hartford, are the only communities_within the Cgpitol Region
that are projected to show a negative elderly population growth over

the twenty-year period from 1980 to 2000.

In conclusion:

*In 1980, 14 Capitol Region communities (almost half)
were over the region's median age of 32.0 with the Towns
of West Hartford and Wethersfield being the oldest.

*Between 1970 and 1980 every ciky and town except
Hartford and Rocky Hill showed an increase in median age.

*The Capitol Region's relatively high median age in 1980
is due to the substantial number of elderly persons
contained within its communities.

*In 1980 the majority of persons 65+ are contained
within the Capitol Region's center city (Hartford), and
core towns (West Hartford, Manchester, and East
Hartford) with Hartford and West Hartford having the
largest number of elderly individuals. '

*Of the cities and towns in the Capitol Region in 1980,

the Town of West Hartford had the greatest percentage of
its population 65 years of age or older.
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TABLE 21

ELDERLY POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR EACH CAPITOL REGION CITY AND TONWN (1985-2000)

PROJECTIONS

L CH. 1 CH, 1 CH, 1 CH.

1983~ 1990- 1993- 1980

1980 1983 1990 1990 1995 1993 2000 2000 2000

ANDOVER 146 162 224 (38.2) 241 (1.9 259 1.4y (77.3)
AVON 1,243 1,499 1,584 (3.8) 1,95¢ (3.3 2,081 (6.4 (67.4)
BLOGNF IELD 2,789 3,057 3,321 (8.6) 3,466 (4.3 3,462 (-0.1) (24.1)
BOLTON 302 323 355 (9.9 3% (11.9) 392 (-1.0)  (29.8)
CANTON 705 783 846 (7.7 894 (3.8) 944 3.9 (3.9
EAST GRANBY 284 328 3682 (10.3 406  (12.1) 463 (145  (683.7)
EAST HARTFORD 3,921 6,245 7,364  (17.6) 8,034 (9.3) 7,841 (-2.4) (32.2)
EAST WINDSOR 978 1,134 1,289 (110 1,308 (3.8) 1,21¢  (-2.%)  (30.2)
ELLINGTON 672 839 937 (1.8 1,067 (13.8) 1,158 (8.53) (2.3
ENFIELD 3,235 3,926 4,858  (23.7) 5,813 (19.8) 6,725  (15.6) (107.8)
FARMINGTON 2,001 2,308 2,510 (8.1 2,646 (5.4) 2,644 (0.00 (3.1
GLASTONBURY 2,221 2,671 3,132 (17.2) 3,405 (8.7 3,606 (3.9 (62.3)
GRANBY n 625 733 (1.2) 804 (9.6) 843 (5.0 (63.4)
HARTFORD 15,499 15,720 15,544  (-L.1) 15,054 (-3.1) 13,327 (~11.4) (-14,0)
HEBRON 259 329 381 (15.8) 461 (20.9) 988 (2.9 (127.0)
HANCHESTER 6,563 1,311 1,640 (3.6) 1,349 (-3.9) 6,835  (-6.9) (4.1)
HARLBOROUGH 258 300 34 (14.8) 389 (3.0 438 (2.5  (69.7)
NEWINGTON 3,348 3,968 4,411 (LD 4,305 (2.1 4,39 (-2.4) (3.2
ROCKY HILL 1,948 2,260 2,436 (8.6) 2,360 (4.2 2,725 (6.4) (39.8)
SINSBURY 1,436 2,051 2,598  (26.6) 3,155 (21.4) 3,286 (4.1) (128.8)
SOMERS 653 842 1,018 (20.9) 1,203  (18.1) 1,31 (114 (105,
SOUTH WINDSOR 976 644 3% (5.7 1,429  (44.D) 1,889  (32.1)  (93.%)
SUFFIELD 960 1,176 1,36 (14.0) 1,461 (6.5 1,349 (6.0)  (61.3)
TOLLAND 452 391 7192 (34.0) 1,000 (26.2) 1,206  (20.6) (166.8)
VERNON 2,984 2,813 3,076 (9.2) 3,293 (1.0) 3,489 (5.9  (35.0)
WEST HARTFORD 12,391 12,408 12,433 (0.2) 12,104  (-2.6) 11,062 (-8.6) (-10.7)
WETHERSFIELD 4,520 5,981 3,083  (-8.9) 3,179 (1.8 35,104 (-1.4) (12,9
WINDSOR 3,030 3,320 3,667  (10.4) 3,775 (2.9 N7 -1.%)  (22.8)
WINDSOR LOCKS 1,12 1,313 1,724 (313 2,007 (16.4) 2,089 (4.0)  (86.3)

CAPITOL REGION 77,018 84,591 90,670 (1.1) 95,338 (4.8) 94,733 (-0.6) (23.0)
SOURCE: CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT DF HEALTH SERVICES, MARCH 1979, HET 1528C.

THE PROJECTIONS SHOWN IN THIS TABLE WERE ADJUSTED ACCORDING TO
ACTUAL 1980 CENSUS COUNTS (SEE APPENDIX C FOR NETHODOLOGY).

-33-



*In 1980 elderly females outnumbered elderly males in
avery one of the Capitol Region's cities and towns.

*Analysis of each Capitol Region community showed the
proportion of elderly females to elderly males to grow
with each increasing age bracket (with females
outnumbering males substantially).

*In 1980 the majority of the Capitol Region's elderly
were white.

Of the 29 cities and towns in the Capitol Region in
1980, the majority of non-white elderly individuals
resided in the City of Hartford.

*The elderly population growth within the majority of
Capitol Region Communities will peak between 1990 and
1995, then taper off or slightly decline between 1995
and the year 2000.

*The majority of the elderly population growth between
1980 and 2000 is predicted to occur within the Capitol
Region's outer core towns.

#The Capitol Region's dinner suburbs, core and central

city are projected to experience little or no growth in
their elderly populations between 1980 and the year 2000.
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THE ~APITOL FEGION CITIZS AND TCWNS
WITH GOVESNMENT ASSISTED LOW AND MODEFATE
INCOME HOUSING DEVELCFMENTS FGR THE ELIZALY
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TOWNS WITH DEYVELOFMENTS

*The majority.of the Capitol Region's elderly units
6,091 are one bedroom units, followed by 2,131
efficiencies, 264 two bedroom units, 41 three bedroom
units, and 14 four bedroom units.

ELIGIBILITY

*The maximum income level allowed for these units varies
between complexes and towns, but in most cases, it

ranges between $11,750 and $21,450, depending on the
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AXBOVER
HOP RIVER HOWES
ToTAL

AVON ELD. NSS.
TOTAL

BLOCHFIELD
E.NINTONBURY HILLSs
WO0DSIDE VILLAGE
INTERFAITH HOME
INTERFATTH VILLASE
BLOGHFIELD SCATTERED
FEDERATION MOKES
ToTAL

APPROR.ELDERLY UNITe+

CANTON "
MPLE BLEX

21 bW

T

EMST NS
METACONET HOVES

HIBLEY VILLAGE
AL

SELDERLY /FANILY COMPLEXES

8 ABSUMES ELDERLY DCCUPY OWLY
EFFICIENCIES AND 1 BEDROOW

+ UNITS IN ELDERLY/FARILY

COMPLEXES.

NAXTIUN RENT
INCONE (8) RANBES
1H7S-13400 7 25-301
423300 m
214%0-33300 301
1875021430 30
18730-214%0 3t
18730-214%0 301
13400-22100 " 301
11750-13400 30t
23300 =t
1075021450 301
73300 o)}
75300 =t

TABLE 22

ecscnena

THE CAPITOL REBIONS BOVERWNENT ASSIBTED LOW AND NODERATE INCOWE HOUSING DEVELOPNENTS

HEAT

OURCE: 1984 CRCOU WOUSING OPPORTNITIES, LOCAL WOUSING ﬂmmn:i.
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TANLE 22

cvscsase

THE CAPITOL RESIONS GOVERMNENT ASSISTED LOW AND MODERATE INCORE HOUSING DEVELOPNENTS

HATINUM RNt

IO ($) RANGES  MEAY
EAST HARTFORD
HOCKANUN PARKe 13700-24300 301 ]
SHEA GARDENS 13700- 15600 01 1]
ROCHANEEAU APTS. 13400 301 Y8
MEADDN RILL 15400 301 es
MITT HEIGHTR 13200-17400 21 1]
ELNS VILLAGE 13700-13400 301 YES
HERITAGE GARDENS 13700 301 (1]
HIGHLANDS 13700-18400 301 1]
NILLER GARDENS 13700 W YES
DALEY COURT 15250-17400 21 YES
HARTFORD EAST APTS. 117%0-13400 01 (1]
E.HARTFORD ESTATES® 21430-248%0 301 YES
ST.NARY'B APTS, 1875021450 om YES
VILLOV MRS 18730-21450 301 (3]
ST.ELIZABETH APTS. (NEW) 11730-13400 W TES
T0TAL
APPROL. ELDERLY OMITSee
EAST VINDSOR
PARK NILL 13000-14800 a1 YES
SPRING VILLAGE 23300 21 hi1]
B8R, CITIZEN APTS, (NER) 13000- 14800 .1 YES
TOTAL '
aLImsTon
SHIPBIC VILLABE 13000-14300 n n
11C TOC TOMKHOUSESe 23300 151 YES
1776 TONRHOUSES® 23500 1 [}
TOTAL

APPROT. ELDERLY DNITs¢

EELIERLY /FARILY COMPLETES

#4 ASSUNER ELDERLY OCCLPY ONLY
EFFICIENCIES AND 1 BEDROOM
INITS 1N ELOERLY/FARILY
CONPLELES,

SOURCE: 1984 CRCDB MOUSING OPPORTINITIES, LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES.

YE8
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1
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3] 16 14 -
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Yes 20 L) -
YEB - 83 -
YEE 1" (3 -
i3] 30 10 -
YES .- - 39
YES = 33 -
YE8 - L) -
YES - 80 -

170 120 438

170 120 -

L] n 10 b
wn -- 0 -
L] b3 1 -
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L] 20 2 -
L] - a2 -
Lt} - L] -
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ENE/
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TALE 22

THE CAPITOL REBIONS GOVERWMENT ASSISTED LOW AND WODERATE INCOWE HOUSING DEVELOPMEWTS

' ot HANDICAPPED
AT I RENT Rav ELDERLY {MITS INC, IN
INCOME ($) RANGES  MEAT  WATER  ELEC. EFF, 1L m n L] 3R WNITE ELDERLY TOTAL)
EWFIELD
EWFIELD BANOR 13000-14800 14 131 (1] Yig [ ] 20 - - - - (] -
WINDSOR COURT 13000-14800 el ] ] L] 0 20 .= - - - 80 -
WOOBSIDE PARK 13000-14000 -1 L] L] L] - 40 - - -- .= 40 -
ELLA SRASSO MANDR 13000-14800 m L] L] L] - 42 .- - -~ - 42 )
MARK THAIN ENRICHED 13000-14800 m Ye§ YE8 YE§ - 40 b - - - 40 ]
FRESHNATER POND# 18730-33500 01 1113 YES ] - 15 17 » 13 - i -
TOTAL 120 mn 17 30 13 - ki) 10
APPROT ELDERLY INITSe ) 120 mn . - - - 27 10
FARNINGTON
MAPLE VILLABE 13000-14800 m YES L11] YES » 12 - - i - 0 bad
FARRINGTON NE1GHTB® 22300-31830 ¥4 (3] YES | - ] 1) - - - L1] -
TUNIIS APTER 22300-338%0 11 YES YEB | - 12 11 4 - - 1 -
FOREST COURTe 18730-21430 301 YE§ Yes L] - 10 18 - - - 3 -
WESTERLE1BH 1730-13400 301 YE$ YES YES 10 0 .- - - - 1) 4
TOTAL ' » 18 n ] - - 192 )
APPROT ELDERLY UNITSs 3 % - - - - 1 4
SLASTINMURY
CENTER VILLME - 13000-14800 14 L] L] | ] 16 .- bl - - 5 -
VILLAGE GREEN 13000-14800 m | L] ] h{} 16 b - ad L] 5 -
o1 LARE . 13400-14000 ot w | | ] [} - - - - 40 -
STILL HIWL 13000 31 131 13 YEg 10 - b bt - - 10 .-
WELLES VILLAGE® 11730-22100 301 1111 L11] VES 30 100 % 13 - - 1 [ ]
TOTAL 142 1 3% 13 - - e [ ]
APPROI. ELDERLY UNITS#s 142 in .- - - - 0 [ ]
Y )
STONEY HILL 3300 n YES Ye8 Yig i 10 20 - - - 30 -
A -- 10 b - - .= 0 -

SELDERLY /FANILY CONPLEIEB

8 ASSUNES ELDERLY OCCUPY OWLY
EFFICIENCIES MB 1 BEDROON
OIS IN ELDERLY/FANILY
COMPLEIES.

SOURCES 1994 CRCOS MOUSING OPPORTUNITIES. LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES.
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RARTFORD

MAHOMEY VILLAGE
BELLEVUE SOUARE®
NELSON COURT#

KENT APTS,

PERCIVAL SHTTH TOMERS
CHARTER OAK TERRACE®
STOME VILLABE®

RICE HEIGHTE®

DUTCH POINT®

BOWLES PARKS

PETTY KNOW APTE.
CLAY HILLe
MWANSFIELD ASSOC. ¢
KENSINGTON ASSOC.¢
UPPER BARDENS ASSOC.®
WELSOM ASSOC, &
PAVILLION ASSOC,®
WV, OLIVE MOMESe
CAPITOL TOWERS
CHAPELLE GARDENSS
TEW WARSHALL WOUSE
87, CHRISTOPHER APTS,
PLATA TERRACE

DART EARDEISH

fANDe

SHEPARD PARX

CASA WIEVA MPTE.
DILLINGS FORGE®
TONRHOUSE APTE. 8
TUSCAN BROTHERHOOS
SIBOURMEY SQUARE
BROTHERHOCD MONES
JACKSON CENTER®
ASYLUM NESTe

AVERY HEIGHTS

VINE COURT

INNASUEL HOUSE

EARL ST.AGS0C.#
LOWER GARDEN ASSOC. ¢

SELOERLY /FANILY CONPLETES

#4 ASTURES ELOERLY OCCUPY OMLY
EFFICIENCIES AND 1 BEDROON
LTS IN ELDERLY/FANILY

COWPLEXES,

HALIMM
INCOKE ()

11730-13400
1Urie-2210
11750-22¢00
11750-13400
11750-13400
11730-22100
1i750-22100
18750-33300
11730-22100
16640-20440
11750-13400
11730-22100
18750-33500
107%0-214%0
18730-214%0
187350-30130
18730-33300
18730-30130
11750-13400
13400-22100
11750-21400
18750-21430
11750-13400
22300-336%0
11750-22100
18750-21430
17%-22100
11730-19430
22300-318%0
18750-26800
18750-214%0
11750-13400
18750-33500
11750-13400

no LInLTS

N0 LINgTS
1T30-214%0
1TH-19430
18730-30130

301

$237-397
$233-263
w1
01
w1

TABLE 22

cavesans

THE CAPITOL REGIONS OOVERNMENT ASSISTED LOW AND MODERATE INCONE WOUSING DEVELOPNENTS

YES

Yes
(1]
(1]
(3]
Yes
es
Yes

SOURCE: 1984 CRCOS MOUSING OPPORTUNITIES, LOCAL NOUSING AUTHORITIES,
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TARLE 22

covecsns

THE CAPITOL REGIONS BOVERWNENT ASSISTED LOM AXD MODERATE INCOWE WOUSING DEVELOPNEWTS

. TOTAL HARDICAPPED
RARTRUE rewy Lyl ELDERLY (UKITS INC. 1N
INCORE (8} RANGES  MEAT  WATER  ELEC, EFF. H ] R 3R L SBR - UMITS ELDERLY TOTAL)
HARTFORD COWT.
VIVE ASSOC.s 19750-33500 ) YE8 YE8 Yes - 0 ] [} (M) - ] -
LAUREL APTS. i 11750-13400 1 e§ YES YES - " il - - - 13 13
CLEMENS PLACE® 11750-22100 o1 Yes YES w - 3 U 2 10 - 17 17
BACOW CONG. HOUSING : 11750-13400 w YES Yes YES 18 14 - - - - 52 3}
WOLCOTT PLACES 11750-22100 o1 YES Yes YES - . & é 2 4 - 18 7
13-39 WOROTHY 8T.8 11750-13400 Wi YE§ YEB TS - L) -- - .- - L) -
FOI MANOR 18200-20800 1 (3] Yes YES ! n 4 - i -- 9%
HORACE BUSHWELL 11730-13400 o1 YEB . YES Yes - 80 - - - - 8 -
TIO0W PARK 13400-22100 301 Yes Yes Yes - - 18 3 3 - % é
TUSCAN BROTHERHOOD LI (NEW) 11750-13400 o1 YES YES YEs 12 » - - - - ¥ - 3
TR . 499 24 it} 113 316 $B M 1
APPROZ. ELDERLY IMITBee 499 uu 149 al 13 - MY 122
HEBRON
B8R, CITITEN APTS. (MEW) 1300014800 » YE§ YE$ Yes 19 1] - - - - -] 3
oL 19 [ - .- - - 3 3
RANCHESTER
WEST NILL GARDENS 13730-13440 301 Yes Yes e 30 1% L1 - - - 200 \ -
MAIRFAIR GARDENS 13730-13640 301 i3] Yes YES 2 0 - - .- - I -
SPENCER VILLAGE 13000 o1 YEs YES L] T 4 - - - - 80 []
BEECHMOOR: . 21600-3401% 101 1] &8 . W - 1 13 % - - 193 -
SQUIRE VILLAGEs - 11750-301%0 W s YES w - % 203 1] - - m -
OAKLAXD HEIGHTS# 1730-19430 ) B (1] Yes YES - 2 ] u - - 103 12
BEWRET SCHOOL APTS, nO LINITS $373-473 YEs YES L] - b 12 - - - LH 3
ToTAL : 158 323 433 133 - - .un 23
APPROX. ELDERLY DNITSes 138 m N - - === 333 23
NEWINGTON
EDNUD XELEMER 1300014000 Fo)] ¥es es YES 2 12 - - - - 9 2
CEDAR VILLAGE 13000-14200 fr1 Yed Yes YES % 10 - - - - 40 q
MARKET SQUARE APTS. 18730-214%0 1 ES YES YEs -- 3 - - - - 4] [}
SOUTHFIELDe 11750-30130 301 Yes YE§ L] - 1) " A - - 17 I -
SR.CITIIER APTS. (MER) 13000-14800 fo13 YeS | VES YES 19 7 - - - - 2 3
ToTsL n 120 " U - - Fob 17
WPPROT. ELDERLY UNITHes n 120 - - - .= 197 17
- SELOERLY /FARILY COWPLEXES
0 ASSUNES ELDERLY OCCUPY OWLY
EFFICIENCIES AXD 1 BEDROON
MITS IN ELDERLY/FANILY
CORPLEXES.

SOURCE: 1784 CRCOS WOUSIWS OPPORTURITIES, LOCAL WOUBINE AUTNORITIES. 41 .



ROCKY HIWL

ROCXY HILL SEWIOR
TOTAL

DR. ONEN MURPHY APTS.
WILLOW ARNG®
ToTAL

APPROX, ELDERLY URITSse
BOMERS

WOCDCRESY
ToTAL

BAPPING MEWS
ToTAL

SUFFIELY

WAPLE COURT

LAUREL COURT
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TOLLAKD
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ToTL
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LML
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23300
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o

ol

1
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TARLE 22

THE CAPITOL REGIONS BOVERWMENT ASSIBTED LON AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING DEVELOPNENTS

HEAT

YES

YES

YES

SOURCE: 1984 CRCDB HOUSING OPPORTLMITIES, LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES,
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NAXINUN
INCONE ($)

WINDSOR
NILLBROOK VILLASE 13000-14800

SHAD RUN TERRACE
SR. CITIZEN APTS. (NEW)

13000-14800
13000-14800

TOTAL

WINDSOR LOCKS

CHESTNUT HILL# 16380-26323
DAK GROVE TERRACE 16380-18720
BR. CITIZEN APTS. 13000-14800
TOTAL

APPROX. ELDERLY UNITGea
TOTAL CRCOB REBIOW
TOTAL ELDERLY MITS

SELDERLY /FANILY COMPLEXES

2 ASGUMES. ELDERLY OCCUPY ONLY
EFFICIENCIES AND ! BEDROOM
UNITE IN ELDERLY/FAMILY
CONPLEXES.

RENT
RANGES

231
'+
yH}]

301
301
3

THE CAPITOL REBIONS GOVERNNENT AGSIGTED LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING DEVELOPNENTS

YES
Yes
YEs

SOURCE: 1984 CRCUS HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES, LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES.
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of East Hartford (890 uhits or 10.4% of the region's
elderly units), the town of Vernon (618 units or 7.2% of
the Region's elderly units), the town of Manchester (533
units of 6.2% of the region's elderly units), the town
of Wethersfield (469 units or 5.5% of the Region's
elderly units), the town of West Hartford (438 units or
5.1% of the region's elderly units), and the town of
Bloomfield (422 units or 4.9% of the region's elderly

units). (See Table 23 and Map 7.)

THE CAPITOL RESION’S DISTRIBUTICN OF
ELDERLY UNITS (%) BY TYFE OF COMMUNITY

surriewd

GRANBY

VINDsoR

CENTER CITY - Z€74 OF THE FREZION'S
ELDERLY UNITS

§§§§ INNEFR ZORE - 21.8% 0OF THE RESION’S
ELDERLY UNITS

22241 INNER SUEBURES — 17.77% OF THE FREGION’S
277 ELDERLY UNITS

QUTER SUBURERS - 2Z2.8% 0OF THE REZION'S
ELDEFRLY UNITS
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TABLE 23

CONPOSITION OF THE CAPITOL REGION'S ELDERLY HOUSING UNITS

1985
UNITS AS
TOTAL HANDI- A 1 OF
TONN EFF. 1BR. 2BR. 3BR. 4BR., 5BR, UNITS CAPPED  CRCOG
'ANDOVER 0 24 0 0 0 0 24 3 0.3
AVON 0 39 0 0 0 0 39 4 0.5
BLOONFIELD 62 338 9 12 1 0 422 30 4.9
BOLTON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
CANTON 30 65 19 0 0 0 114 9 1.3
EAST GRANBY 21 45 6 0 0 0 n 4 0.8
EAST HARTFORD 170 720 0 0 0 0 890 37 10.4
EAST WINDSOR 97 37 0 0 0 0 134 3 1.8
ELLINGTON 20 98 0 0 0 0 118 0 1.4
ENFIELD 120 m 0 0. 0 0 297 10 3.3
FARMINGTON 38 76 0 0 0 0 14 4 1.3
GLASTONBURY 142 138 0 0 0 0 280 8 3.3
GRANBY 0 10 20 0 0 0 30 0 0.4
HARTFORD 499 2444 148 29 13 0 3133 122 36.7
HEBRON 19 b 0 0 0 0 23 3 0.3
MANCHESTER - 158 323 32 0 0 0 333 25 6.2
MARLBOROUGH 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0
NEWINGTON 7 120 0 0 0 0 197 17 2.3
ROCKY HILL 30 10 0 0 0 0 40 4 0.5
SINSBURY 49 49 0 0 0 0 98 0 1.4
SOMERS 39 15 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0.6
SOUTH WINDSOR 22 8 0 0 0 0 30 0 0.4
SUFFIELD 5 36 0 0 0 0 110 6 1.3
TOLLAND 20 10 0 0 0 0 30 0 0.4
VERNON 138 410 10 0 0 0 618 27 1.2
WEST HARTFORD 9 7 0 0 0 0 438 23 3.1
WETHERSF IELD 9 an 0 0 0 0 469 44 3.3
WINDSOR 73 39 0 0 0 0 12 . 3J 1.3
WINDSOR LOCKS 65 - 3 0 0 0 0 100 - 10 1.2
CRCOS 2131 6091 264 41 14 0 8541 398 100.0

SOURCE: 1984 HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES CRCOS.

*¥Analysis of the distribution of unit type ( i.e.,
efficiency, 1 bedroom, 2 bedroom) by city and town
throughout the Capitol Region shows 71% of the region's

elderly units to be 1 bedroom, with the majority (2,444
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ASY

Efficiencies are the second most abundant type of elderly
'housing Qnit, accounting for 25% of all elderly units within the
Capitol Region. Once again, the city of Hartford contains the
greatest number of efficiency units (499 units or 23.4% of all
efficiency units within the Region). Other cities and towns with
significant numbors of efficiency units are: East Hartford (170
units), Manchester (158 units), Glastonbury (142 units), Vernon (138

units), and Enfield 120 units). (See Map 9.)

MaP 3
DISTRIBUTICN OF ELDSRLY
EFFICIENCY UNITS
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\
If an elderly person were interested in a 2, 3 or 4 bedroom

low or mgderate income housing unit he/she would be limited not only
by availability (the Capitol Region has a small number of these
larger units Forﬁfhe elderly), but also by location (only a few
Capitol Region towns have these large units). For example, if an
elderly person wanrtoed o 2 bedroom unit he/she would tind: there are
only 264 of these larger units, located in 7 of the Capitol Region's
29 cities and towns, with the city of Harlttord containing over 56.1%
of all 2 bedroom units. If a 3 or 4 bedroom unit were desired,
availability would be limited to 41 and 14 units respectively, all
located within the city of Hartford and the town of Bloomfield.

It should be noted that 2, 3, and 4 bedroom units total are
for only those "exciusively elderly" low and moderate income housing
complexes, since it is assumed 2, 3, 4 and 5 bedroom units in
"elderly/family" developments would most likelybbe occupied by
families, as opposed to elderly. In reality, there may be a few of
these larger units in elderly/family complexes occupied by the
elderly, but the number of elderly occupying these unité is
miniscule éccording to the Region's municipal housing authorities.
(See Maps 10, 11, 12).

*Comparing the distributidn of the Capitol Region's 398
handicapped units (most are 1 bedroom units), one finds
the éity of Hart#ord to contain 122 units or 30.7% of
all handicapped units in the Region. Other towns with
sizeable numbers of handicapped units are Wethersfield,
East Hartford, Bloomfield, Vernon, Manchester and West
Hartford with 44, 37, 30, 27, 25 and 23 units
respectively. In contrast, the towns of Granby,

Simsbury, Somers,
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SECTION 8 RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The fFederal Government's Section 8 Rental Assistance Program
is designed to enable people to afford decent housing within the
private housing market without spending more than 30% of their
adjusted gross income on rent and utilitics. Thic program is
intended to alleviate some of the financial burdens on the low and
hoderate iﬁcome renter, as well as provide an alternative to the
local government assisted low and moderate income developments.

The Section 8 Réntal Assistance Program works the following
way: The potential participant's adjusted gross income must be less
than those listed in Tablé 24 to be eligible for Section 8 rental
assistance. Low income families, elderly and handicapped
individuals who qualify are issued "Certi?icates of Participation.”

These certificates can be used only in the

TABLE 24

INCOME LIMITS FOR SECTION 8 RENTAL ASSISTANCE

NUMBER OF ' .
PERSONS MAXIMUM INCOME
PER FAMILY (ADJUSTED GROSS INC.)
oNe $11,750
TWO $13,400
THREE $15,050
FOUR $16,750
FIVE |  $18,100
SIX $19,450
SEVEN $20, 750
EIGHT $22,100

~SOURCE:CRCOG, AND CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT
‘ OF HOUSING.
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city or town in which the certificate has been issued. Those

participants issued certificates are then responsible for finding an

apartment within the private housing market charging a rent that

falls within the limits set by the local housing authority. (See

Table 25.) Once an apartment is found, the owner or manager of the

unit must agree to participate in thez piogram. I the apartment

then passes inspection by the local housing authority, the owner or

manager signs a lease with the participant and the local housing

authority.

TABLE 25

1985 FAIR MARKET RENTS FOR SECTION B RENTAL ASSISTANCE

CRCOG
RENT PER UNIT
MONTH TYPE
$305 EFF.
$365 1 BR.
$431 2 BR.
$533 3 BR.
$591 4 BR.

EXCEPTIONS

BLOOMFIELD,

GLASTONBURY MANCHESTER
€303 $351
£366 £438
€517 517
€639 $613
$709 $680

SOURCE: CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF HDUSING AND CRCOG LOCAL
HOUSING AUTHORITIES.

At the present time,

15 of the Capitol Region's 29 cities and

towns participate in the Section 8 Rental Assistance Program. Since

1980, the number of elderly in the Capitol Region using the Section

8 program totalled 793 (includes elderly handicapped). (See_Table

26 and Map 14.)

As one would expect, the city of Hartford has the

greatest number of elderly Section 8 participants, 365, which

accounts for A46% of the Region's elderly participating in this

program over the past five years.

The only\other comnunity which

has shown & substantial number of elderly participating in the

Section 8 program is the town of West Hartford, with 137 elderly

participants.
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TABLE 26

CRCOG SECTION 8 PARTICIPANTS

' ELDERLY
TOWN ON PROGRAM
BLOOMF IELD 25
CANTON 3
EAST HARTFORD 8
ENFIELD 26
FARMINGTON 29
GLASTONBURY 10
HARTFORD 365
MANCHESTER 69
NEWINGTON 10
SOUTH WINDSOR 2
VERNON 33
WEST HARTFORD 137
WETHERSFIELD 19
WINDSOR 25
WINDSOR LOCKS 32
TOTAL 7393

SOURCE: CRCOG, LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES,
AND THE CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING.
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In order to determine the availability of affordable rental
Cunits in the private market, the Connecticut Department of Housing
(DOH) in 1983 conducted a survey of the four largest urban housing
authorities which administer the Section 8 program, as well as DOH
field offices which administer the program in smaller communities.
The Hartford Housing Authority and the DOH rental assistance field
office serving some of the smaller communities around Hartford were
part of this survey (Hartford's geographical survey area does not
exactly c?rresppnd to the Capitol Region). As shown in Table 27,
the results of this survey indicate that most of the elderly and
families in the Hartford area who qualified for the Section 8 Rental
Assistance Program and obtained Certificates of Participation could
not find an available and affordable unit to occupy. The survey
concluded that "out of. the total number of households applying for
‘rental assistance (elderly'aﬁd families) in the private market only
a few were able to find a decent, safe and sanitary unit.
Unfortunately, there ié'no accounting for those households who have
been turned away becéuse of prohibitively long waiting lists at all

the Section 8 oFFices."5

WAITING LISTS

According to the local municipal housing authorities who
administer both the Government Assisted Low and Moderate Incgme
Housing Deuelopmgnts and the Section 8 Rental Assistance Program,
there are waiting lists of at least 1 year or more for both
programs. This current state of affairs points out the need for

additional housing units in the public and private sector to meet an
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ever-growing demand by the Capitol Region's low and moderate income
| elderly and families. The issue of supply and demand of subsidized
units for the elderly in the present and future will be addressed

more fully in the next chapter.

TABLE 27

HOUSEMOLDS SEEZKING RENTAL ASSISTANCE IN THEZ SECTION 8 FROGRAM IN (GNNECTICUT

° /
EZJ UNSUCCESSFUL AFFLISANTS EEE
4 i " F] APPLICANTS ON THE SECTION 8 FROGRAM %
. ) 222
w3 g / '
&
t /)
33 7
Qq S .:Z:'j.ji
iE 2 4 oA %
7 - %
7 N7
7 - /// . /// ///
) sl
0 4{4 LA /62 7 ﬁ)% /?j Az /{?
’ 0 i
=z
] v z > =
: 5 3 i 5 i i 2
S Y % $ g < % =
L | L T I
DOH FIELD OFFICES HOUSING AUTHORITIES

SOURCE: CONNECTIZUT DEFARTMENT CF HCUSING 1383 SURVEY OF HOUSING AUTHORITIES
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*There were many more elderly persons eligible for the
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program that were issued
Certificates of Participation but were unable to find
apartments within the prescribed rental limits that were
decent, safe and sanitary.

*The demand for subsidized housing (public and private)
units by the elderly far ocutweighs the current supply
within the Capitol Region. At the present time there
are one year waiting lists on both the subsidized Low
and Moderate Inrome Housing Develaopments and the Section
8 Rental Assistance Program.
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THE PRESENT AND FUTURE NEEDS FOR SUBSIDIZED ELDERLY HOUSING

IN THE CAPITAL REGION

This chapter will discuss the current need for additional
units of elderly subsidized housing in the Capitol Region, as well
as the demand for this type of housing in the future.

PRESENT NEED

Analysis of all available data reveals the current demand for
subsidized elderly housing units in the Capitol Region by far

exceeds its supply. The following supports this conclusion:

*As mentioned in the previous chapter, at the present
time, there is at least a one-year waiting period for
both the subsidized Low and Moderate Income Housing

Developments and the Section 8 Rental Assistance Program.

*While one year waiting periods appear to be the norm
for both subsidized elderly housing programs, one finds
the number of Section 8 rental assistance participants
remaining constant and the number of low and moderéte
income housing units for the elderly to be declining.

As shown in Table 28, (also see Tabhle 22) since 1984 the
number of subsidized elderly units has dropped by 18.4%,
from 457 units built in 1984 to only 386 units built in
1985. This decline is expected to continue due to the

drop in federal funding for such projects.

-60-



TABLE 28

ELDERLY IN REGION
NUMBER OF _ UNIT TYPE HANDICAPPED
COMPLEXES : ' TOTAL UNITS C(INC.
YEAR BUILT EFFICIENCIES 1 BEDROOM UNITS IN TOTALD
1985 11 1397 199 386 45
1984 6 108 349 457 5S4

SOURCE: 1984, 1983 CRCOG HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES, LOCAL HOUSING AUTHORITIES.

*There is a large number of elderly persons within the
Region who are not participating in either the Section 8
Rental Assistance Program nor reside in a federal
government Low and Moderéte'Income Housing Development,
and are living in "substandard" housing. According to
the U.S.zDepartMGnt of Housing and Urban Development, in
1981 there were 13,642 elderly hquseholds living in
substandard housing units within Hartford County. (See
Table 29) (Hartford County, comprising only a part of
the Capitol Region, includes the following Capitol

Region cities and towns:

TABLE 29

1981 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF LD“ AND MODERATE INCOME ELDERLY HOUSEHQLDS
LIVING IN SUBSTANDARD HQUSING CONDITIQONS _ .

ELDERLY TOTAL ELDERLY SUB. HH

SUBSTANDARD SUBSTANDARD AS A 7 OF

COUNTY HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS TOTAL SUB. HH
HARTFORD 13,642 50, 666 26.9
FAIRFIELD 10,641 37,768 28.2
LITCHFIELD 1,986 5,557 33.7
MIDDLESEX 1,339 4,943 27.5
. NEW HAVEN 13,457 48.116 28.0
NEW LONDON 2,937 . 13,498 21.8
TOLLAND 739 4,345 17.0
WINDHAM 1,622 3,032 32.1
TOTAL 46,383 - 169,947 27.3

' ‘SDURCEIU.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
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Hartford, East Hartford, West Hartford, Manchester,

Windsor, Windsor Locks, Glastonbury, Granby, Avon,
Bloomfield, Canton, £fast Granby, East Windsor, Enfield,
Farmington, Wethersfield, Rocky Hill, Simsbury, South
Windsor, Suffield, Marlborough, and Newington). This
accounted fa,~ 26.9% of all substandard housing units in
Hartford County. These are elderly households who need
a decent, safe and sanitary place to live in addition.to
those elderly residents currently participating in both

subsidized housing programs.

*As stated in the Connecticut report on Housing "the
issue of financial burden may be the most critical
aspect of determining housing need."6 Analyzing the
Capitol Region's 1980 elderly family income, one finds

the following: (See Table 30.)

*25 4% or 6,355 elderly families in the Capitol Region
showed incomes below $10,000 and 47.4% or 11,859 elderly
families showed incomes below $15,000. (Families
consist of 2 or more persons related by blood, marriage

or adoption living together in the same household.)

*The elderly median family income for the Capitol Region

in 1980 was $15,634.
*10 of the Capitol Region's 29 cities and towns had

elderly median family incomes below those of the entire

Region. These cities and towns are: Vernon ($12,532),
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TABLE 30

THE CAPITOL REGION'S ELDERLY FAMILIES BY INCOME

LESS THAN $5000- $10000- $15000- $20000- $25000- $30000- $35000- $40000- $50000-

$5000  $9999  $14999  $19999 $24999 $29999  $34999  $39999  $49999  $74399  $75000+ MEDIAN

TOTAL  XIOF XIOF IOF XOF IOF XOF IOF XIOF XOF 10 10F FANILY
TOWN FAMILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FANILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FAMILIES FANILIES  FAMILIES  INCOME ($)
ANDOVER 59 6.8 8.6 169 237 153 5.1 5.1 8.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 16607
AVON 412 3,2 155 126 160  12.5 6.1  13.3 3.4 2.1 8.0 1.7 20764
BLOOMFIELD 835 2.9 18,2 2.5 150 131 8.6 7.1 47 2.9 1.2 0.0 15820
BOLTON 110 0.0 236 2.5 2.7 55 113 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15400
CANTON 234 3,0 201 2.5 188 11,5 1.5 7.3 0.0 3.8 0.0 3.4 16705
EAST GRANBY 112 6.3 6.3 6.3 3.9 107 0.0 6.3  14.3 7.1 8.9 0.0 19605
EAST HARTFORD 2042 5.9 27,0 2.6 15.6 119 5.4 2.8 1.4 2.4 0.6 0.3 13204
EAST WINDSOR 300 63 21,3 163  18.0  13.0 6.7  10.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 16667
ELLINGTON 285 49 154 365 161 8.8 6.0 1.2 4.9 0.0 2.1 2.1 14063
ENFIELD 989 6.0 274 2.9 129 13.3 8.2 2.0 0.0 5.1 1.8 1.3 13790
FARMINGTON 741 0.5 1,7 2.0 143 7.3 10,1 9.3 7.8 3.9 3.5 3.8 18420
GLASTONBURY 719 2.2 184 131 1.4 154 1.9 7.4 6.3 7.4 3.9 0.7 19700
GRANBY 186 3.2 9,7 140 167 24,2 10,2 113 3.2 3.8 3.8 0.0 21333
HARTFORD 4280 8.0 293 23.4 139  10.8 5.8 3.3 1.8 2.4 0.9 0.7 12707
HEBRON 103 9.7 0.0 3.9 1.5 N5 8.7 0.0 0.0 9.7 0.0 0.0 15972
HANCHESTER 2160 22 24,9 5.4 (8.1 1.1 7.4 3.9 2.5 2.2 1.6 0.6 14507
MARLBORDUGH 62 0.0 258 145 355  24.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 16364
NEWINGTON - 1u” 22 160 2.2 2.4 1.2 B.4 6.0 2.2 3.8 1.6 0.0 16076
ROCKY HILL 440 3.0 155 3.7 1LS 123 6.8 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.6 15260 -
SINSBURY 416 L4 142 192 123 151 9.4 9.9 5.5  10.6 1.2 1.2 20952
SOMERS 252 24 2.8 147 143 163 151 2.0 2.4 0.0 5,2 0.0 16806
S0UTH WINDSOR 348 €3 12,1 2.0 1.8 109 10,6 10.1 1.7 4.6 2.9 2.0 17984
SUFFIELD 421 1.7 14 181 150 13,3 134 5.9 4.0 8.3 5.5 3.8 21473
TOLLAND 170 3.5 7.6 324 2.6 124 29 10,0 0.0 1.6 2.9 0.0 16571
VERNDN 77% 1.7 32.2 19.9 15.8 10.7 6.0 1.7 2.6 1.5 1.3 0.6 12332
NEST HARTFORD 4247 25 154 163 1.1 1Ll 9.3 1.5 5.1 1.7 5.2 2.9 19626
NETHERSFIELD 1704 29 165 192 151 16.0 9,6 8.1 2.5 4.6 4.8 0.6 18760
WINDSOR 1009 6.4 17,7 25.4 184 12.1 10,0 3.7 0.7 4.6 1.0 0.0 15121
MINDSOR LOCKS 431 7.9 190  30.4 109 8.6 8.4 5.3 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 13798

25018 G4 20 220 164 12,0 1.9 5.6 2,9 4.2 2,5 T L2 13636

SOURCE 1980 CENSUS STF4

Hartford ($12,707), East Hartford ($13,204), Enfield
($13,790), Windsor Locks ($13,798), Ellington ($14,063),
Manchester ($14,507), Windsor ($15,121), Rocky Hill

($15,260), and Bolton ($15,400). (See Map 15.)
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FUTURE NEEDS

As showh ihlpreuious chapters, the Capitol Region's elderly
population will continue to expand. From 1980 to the year 2000 the
Reyron's elderly population will grow from 77,018 to 94,733 or 23.0%
(See Table 21). A review of the available data highlights the fact
that the present supply of elderly subsidized housing units (Section
8 Rental fAssistance and lLow and Moderate Income Housing
Developments) does not meet the current demand for these units. As
the Capitol Region's elderly population continues to grow, the
elderly's need for additional subsidized units becomes more accute,.
The future demand for eldehly'units (efficiencies, 1 bedroom units,

handicapped units) will be high throughout the entire Region, but

highest in those communities which will show large elderly
population growth dUhing the years 1985--2000, and that are currently
in short supply of elderly subsidized units (see Table 31). For

example, the town of Enfield in 1985 has 4.6% of the

Capitol Region's elderly but only 3.5% of the Region's subsidized
elderly housing units (excludes Section 8 units in the private
housing market). It is projected that over the next 15 years, the
town of Enfield's elderly population will grow 71.3%. Unless
Enfield builds more subsidized elderly housing units, the demand for
these units by the elderly can't help but increase dramatically.
Other Capitol Region cities and towns with high (defined as greater
than the elderly growth for the Region, which is 12.0%) elderly
growth rates that currently have a shortage of elderly subsidized

units are: Avon, Bolton, Farmington, Granby, Hebron, Marlborough,
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TABLE 31

1983 ELDERLY

SUBSIDIZED 1985

UNITS AS TOWNS % 1985~

A 7% OF OF CAPITOL 2000

CAPITOL REGION’S ELDERLY

TOWN REGION ELDERLY 7% GROWTH
ANDOVER 0.3 0.2 59.9
AVON 0.5 1.8 38.8
BLOOMFIELD 4.9 3.6 13.2
BOLTON 0.0 0.4 21.4
CANTON 1.3 0.9 20.3
EAST GRANBY 0.8 0.4 41.8
EAST HARTFORD ' 10.4 7.4 25.6
EAST WINDSOR 1.8 1.3 12.3
ELLINGTON 1.4 1.0 2 38.0
ENFIELD 3.5 4.6 - 71.3
FARMINGTON 1.3 2.7 14.6
GLASTONBURY 3.3 3.2 35.0
GRANBY 0.4 0.7 35.2
HARTFORD 36.7 18.6 -15.2
HEBRON 0.3 0.4 78.7
MANCHESTER 6.2 8.7 ~7.2
MARLBOROUGH 0.0 0.4 46.0
NEWINGTON 2.3 4.7 10.7
ROCKY HILL 0.5 2.7 20.6
SIMSBURY 1.1 2.4 60.2
SOMERS 0.6 1.0 59.3
SOUTH WINDSOR 0.4 0.8 133.3
SUFFIELD 1.3 1.4 31.7
TOLLAND 0.4 0.7 104.1
VERNON 7.2 3.3 23.9
WEST HARTFORD S.1 14.7 -10.8
WETHERSFIELD S5 6.6 -8.5
WINDSOR 1.3 3.9 12.0
WINDSOR LOCKS 1.2 1.6 S9.1
CAPITOL REGION 100.0 100.0 12.0

SOURCE: 1984 HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES CRCOG.

Rocky Hill, Simsbury, Somers, South Windsor, Suffield, Tolland,
Windsor, and Windsor Locks. (See Map 17 and 18.) It is
conceiveable that Enfield could assume that those elderly in need
could find subsidized housing in other cities and towns within the

Region, thereby doing nothing to increase its current supply of low
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-and moderate income housing for the elderly. This brings us to the
issue of each community in the future doing its '"fair share" in
meeting the subsidized housing needs for its own elderly residents.
At the present time, most cities and towns are not doing their "fair
share." For example, the city of Hartford shoulders the greatest
burdeﬁ of supplying subsidized housing units to the Capitol Region's
elderly. As shown in Table 31, in 1985 the city of Hartford
contained only 18.6% of the Region's elderly population but supplied
36.7% of the Region's subsidized elderly housing units (excludes

Section 8).

CONCLUSTION

In conclusion:

*At the present time, the demand for subsidized elderly
housing units in the Capitol Region by far exceeds its
supply, with at least one year waiting periods for both
elderly subsidized housing programs.

*The number of Section 8 rental assistance participants
has remained constant, while the number of low and
moderate income subsidized housing units being built
each year for the elderly is declining.

*There is a large number of elderly individuals in the
Capitol Region who are not participating in either
subsidized housing program, and consequently reside in
substandard housing.

*The Capitol Region contains a large number of elderly
families with low income levels that could qualify for
the subsidized elderly housing programs but are not
participating.

*If the demand for additional subsidized elderly housing
units in the Capitol Region is not met through the
construction of new subsidized units for the elderly,
then the current one year period for both subsidized
housing programs will increase +in the future as the.
Region's elderly population expands.
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*In the future, the demand for subsidized elderly
housing units will be most accute in those Capitol
Region communities which show high projected elderly
population growth and that are currently in short supply
of subsidized elderly housing units.

*The burden of prouviding subsidized housing for the
@lderly should be equally apportioned among all the
cities and towns within the Capitol Region, with each
community doing its "fair share."
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CONCLUSTON

In summary, the data presented in this thesis leads one to
conclude the Capitol Regioﬁ is not presently prepared to meet the
sizeable demand for subsidized housing units by the elderly 1in the
future. Therefcrs, unless additional resources are allocated to
programs which encourage and promote planned increases in the nuinber
of subsidized elderly housing units within the Capitol Region, a
housing crisis in the not to distant future is imminent.

There are a number of possible steps which can help to
alleviate this impending elderly housing crisis. First, cities and
towns within the Capitol Region must treat this potential crisis as
a real threat and stimulate the building of new units of subsidized
housing for the elderly, possibly through new financing programs or
offering incentives to potential developers. This local initiative
will become more crucial as current and projected federal funding
cuts in housing subsidies, social security benefits, food stamps,
community care, transportation, and other programs for the elderly
become a harsh reality. Such cuts in federal spending have in the
past, forced very real hardships on the elderly and diminished their
ability to afford decent housing. All available data indicates that
this trend will continue well into the future.

Secondly, the Region's communities must exert pressure on
their political representatives in both the state and federal
capitols, and encourage them to fight for additional funding for

elderly housing subsidies and other programs which affect the
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Fourthly, the Region must do something to alleviate high
'.rents: 'Excessiuely high rents make it virtually impossible for the
Region's elderly, especially those within the Section 8 Rental
Assistance Program, to find apartment rents in the private housing
market that fall within the program's guidelines. One possible
solution may be for these cities and towns to institute a rent
control program.

Finally, and most importantly, each city and town within the
Capitol Region has an obligation to do its "fair share" in providing
subsidized housing for the elderly. Without each community acting
responsibly, the burden for supplying subsidized elderly housing
will fall on a few communities, taxing their already overburden
financial resources. Even minimal cooperation in this regard could
start them down the path toward the development and implemention of
a fair and equitable elderly housing program from which the entire

state will benefit.
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APPENDIX A

The Comprehensive Planning Division, Office of Policy and
Management (OPM),”in consultation with the Connecticut regional
planning organizations, has prepared the "1980 Connecticut
Population Report and Projections to the Year 2000." This report is
a revision to the February 1980 publication entitled, "Population
Projections for Cbnnecticut Municipalities and Regions to the Year
2000." The revision of the 1980 report has been undertaken in order
to establish population‘projections which are consistent with the
1980 Census of Population and Housing.

The figures and projections in this report are based on the
1980 Census counts of population and growth trends in the 1970's.
These projections should be viewed as modified population trend
projection series, rather than as pure trend projections. These
pfojections are not point forecasts, but rathér approximations
around which future populations may vary. These revisions continue
to assume the trends associated with the February 1980 projectiéns
based upon assumptions concerning births, deaths, economic activity
and migration which are further described below. Also taken into
consideration were municipal, regional and state policy actions
presently in effect or anticipated for implementation in the near
future. The accuracy of the projections will tend to decrease as
the projection period lengthens.

The 1982 population projections, with some exception,

generally fall below previous projections at the regional and
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municipal levels. The 1980 Census figures of Connecticut show a

“populatign of 3,107,357, a four (4) percent reduction from the
projected figures of the 1980 February report of 3,229,510. -The
projected figures through the year 2000 show a similar reduction in
population of four (4) percent,

Previous »roicctions for the-year 2000 all tend to be higher
projections when compared to that of the 1980 February report, i.e.,
The Department of Planning and Energy Policy (DPEP), June 1976,
3,774,000; U.S. Department of Commerce (OBERS), 1970, 4,000,000;
and, projections of the late 1960's indicated over 5,000,000 persons
in the year 2000. In July 1981, a revised OBERS series showed a
downward trend in projected year 2000 population for Connecticut to
3,527,000, with an indication these projections may further be
revised. - R - x )

The OPM/Comprehensive Planning Division continues to
recognize, as reasonable, the assumptions and associated growth
trends utilized to develop the February 1980 projection series;
however, the 1980 Census indicated a need to re—establish the base
for population projections from that of the 1970 Census to that of
the 1980 Census. The population projections with this report, are

consistent with the 1980 Census of Population and Housing.
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METHODOLOGY

After review of the 1980 Census and past growth trends of the
1970's a determination was made by the Office of Policy and
Management to implement an adjustment probedure utilizing the
February 1980 projection series based on the 1980 Census. This
procedure adjusts the projected population of each muncipality to
the 1980 Census counts; while maintaining the original, assumed
rates of growth or decline in population for each municipality. The
adjustment procedure is applied uniformly to each 5-year interval
aFter‘1980 until the year 2000. A coho?t—component model was used
to develop the preliminary projections used as a basis Fér the
February 1980 population projection series. A "cohort' is defined
a§w§gg.distribution of persons by sex in a particular year. The
"cohponents" used were births, deaths and migration. Assumptions
werg‘madg for these three components by municipality. The number of
peqple in_these cohorts are moved from the base year 1970 to the
ﬁext five~-year period 1975 by applying specitic municipal survival
and fertildity rates and five~year net migration assumptions which
interact within the computer model to change the total number of
persons wihin each cohort. This same procedure is followed for each
five-year period to the year 2000. The age distribution of the net
migrants during the projection period was assumed to approximate the
1970-75 period. Town totals were later modified as a result of
meéting with regions and municipalities as described in the previous

section.
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The objective of this effort is to continue one set of
'projectibns that could be used at the municipal, regional and state
level for most planning purposes. As a result, a "modified trend"
set of population projections is further developed for
municipalities in the state for the yearsA1985, 1990, 1995 and
2000. "Modified trzag" population projections are not classic trend
projections since, as a result of discussions at the regional and
municipal levels, some policy implications have been included in
these projections, These include an analysis of persons per
household, types of available land, current and future land use,
housing development patterns, new transportation facilities and
other construction, water and sewer extension, with particular
emphasis upon significant current or anticipated revisions in
muncipal zoning.

The future populations shown in the following tables of this
report are "modified trend" projections and should not be considered
as "planned," "desirable," or "capacity" population levels for the
state, municipality or any given region. They are essentially based
on a continuation of "slow growth" economy and give significant
weight to the dramatic decrease in both births and net in-migration
that occurred in Connecticut since 1970. As a result, statewide and
most municipal and regional figures are significantly lower than
previous projections. The projections in this report include all

institutional and group quarter'populations.
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APPENDIX B

The projections in Table 16 were based on the Connecticut
Department of Health Services 1979 projections for the Capitol
Region. These projections were based on 1979 mortality rates, and
late 1970's census ii'grius., Their projections prior to the release
of the 1980 Census were fairly accurate. The 1979 projections
showed the Capitol Region having a 1980 total population of 697,111
persons, with 74,584 persons 65 years of age or older. When
compared to the actual 1980 Census figures, one finds the Capitol
Region's total population to be slightly lower than the 1979
projections (1980-668,479 persons, a 1.2% discrepancy), and the
Capitol Region's actual 1980 elderly population to be slightly
greater (1980-77,018 persons 65+, a 3.2% discrepancy) than the 1979
projections. Since the 1979 Health Services projections were fairly
accurate in relation to the actual 1980 figures, their projections
were used as a basis for Table 16 and then adjusted. In order to
obtain the Capitol Reqion's elderly population for the years 1985,
1990, 1995 and 2000, the-1979 projections were adjusted by 3.2%.
This percentage represents the difference between the 1979

projections and the actual 1980 65 years and older population.
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