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The 435 members of 
the U.S. House of 
Representatives are 
reapportioned after 
every 10-year census. 
 
The total population 
of the U.S. grew 
13.2% from 1990 to 
2000. 
 
The total population 
of Connecticut grew 
only 3.6% from 1990 
to 2000. 
 
Nationwide, new 
congressional 
districts have an 
average population of 
646,952. 
 
Each new 
congressional district 
in Connecticut has an 
equal population of 
681,113 based upon 
Census 2000. 
 
The average 
population of the six 
old congressional 
districts in 
Connecticut was 
567,594. 

 As a result of nationwide population numbers, as 
determined by Census 2000, the State of Connecticut has lost one 
seat in the U.S. House of Representatives.  Rather than having six 
congressional districts and six congressmen, Connecticut will now 
have five districts and will be represented by five congressmen.  
 Connecticutõs loss of one congressional seat was 
determined through the reapportionment of the U.S. House of 
Representatives that follows each decennial (10-year) census.  A 
bipartisan reapportionment commission in Connecticut 
redistricted the state into five new congressional districts. 
 The first elections for U.S. Representatives for the new 
districts will be held in November of 2002.  The new districts will 
become effective when the 108th U.S. Congress convenes in 
January 2003.   
 In this report, demographic information is drawn from 
the 2000 U.S. Census, the Connecticut Secretary of the State, and 
the Registrars of Voters of Connecticut towns.  This information 
is used to show the composition of the previous districts, the new 
districts, and the demographic makeup of the people who 
transitioned from one district to another.  The report focuses on 
race, gender, political party affiliation, higher education, and 
income. 

In t r oduc t ion  

 Figure 1 shows the results of the nationwide 
reapportionment of the U.S. House of Representatives.  The total 
number of Representatives remains fixed at 435.  However, due 
to population shifts since the 1990 census, the numbers of 
Representatives per state have been redistributed, that is, 
reapportioned.  The formula for reapportionment awards each 
state at least one congressional seat.  Additional seats are 
determined through a clear and precise mathematical formula 
based upon population. 

 Connecticut was not the only state to lose a seat.  New 
York and Pennsylvania each lost two seats, while Indiana, Illinois, 
Michigan, Mississippi, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wisconsin joined 
Connecticut in losing one seat each.  Those seats were 
reapportioned to the states that had the greatest gains in 
population with Arizona, Florida, Georgia and Texas each gaining 
two seats and California, Colorado, Nevada and North Carolina 
each gaining one seat.  In total, twelve congressional seats were 
reapportioned.  In losing one congressional seat, Connecticut 
went from having six congressional seats to having five. 
 All states underwent a redistricting process similar to the 
one that Connecticut went through.  All states had to redraw their 
congressional district boundaries, that is, to redistrict.  Even 
states that saw no change in their number of congressional seats 
had to redistrict in order to create districts with approximately 
equal populations.   

Reappor t ionment  and  
Red is t r i c t i ng  

T he New  
Cong ress iona l  D is t r i c ts 

 The 2000 U.S. Census found that Connecticutõs 
population, at the time of the census, was 3,405,565.  Each of the 
five new districts has an equal population of 681,113 and each is 
home to exactly one-fifth of the total population of the State of 
Connecticut.  It is a difficult task to divide the population of the 
state into five equal districts while retaining the geographic 
integrity of the former districts and at the same time keeping 
districts comprised of whole rather than split towns.  This report 
illustrates how the new districts are constructed and which towns 
were moved to a different district. This report also reviews towns 
that were split between different districts so as to have all five 
new districts with equal populations. 
      Figure 2 shows a map of the state of Connecticut 
divided into both the six old congressional districts and the five 
new districts.  At first glance the new boundaries may appear to 
be quite similar.  However, as we begin to study each individual 
district or locate specific towns the changes are more evident.  No 
old district was retained without some change.  For example, old 
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Spl i t  Towns 

 Figures 4 and 5 show the towns that were split by the six 
old congressional districts (Figure 4) and those split by the five 
new congressional districts (Figure 5). 
      The populations of Bolton, Woodbridge, Monroe and 
Southbury were previously divided between different 
congressional districts.  This most recent redistricting process has 
reunited these towns within single congressional districts.  Bolton 
is now entirely in new district 2, Woodbridge is now entirely in 
new district 3, Monroe is now entirely in new district 4, and 
Southbury is now entirely in new district 5.   
 However, six other towns, Durham, Glastonbury, 
Middletown, Shelton, Torrington and Waterbury were split 
between new congressional districts.  In each case the division of 
towns followed census block boundaries in order to facilitate the 
accurate calculation of district populations. 
      Splitting towns between two congressional districts 
makes possible the construction of congressional districts with 
equal populations based upon the 2000 census. The result is that 
people who vote for the same mayor, selectmen, or school board 
will vote for different congressmen in these split towns.  For 
example, two citizens of Torrington could live only minutes apart 
but be in different congressional districts.  They would vote for 
the same town officers but different U.S. congressional slates.   

As a result of 
redistricting, 
approximately 27.4% 
of Connecticutõs 
population was 
moved to a different 
congressional district. 
 
Redistricting has 
resulted in six towns 
that are split between 
different 
congressional 
districts. 
 
In broad terms, 
districts 1 and 4 saw 
the most change in 
their demographics. 
 
Historically, the 
maximum number of 
U.S. Representatives 
apportioned to 
Connecticut was 
seven (1790 through 
1820). 
 
Only old district 4 
had an entire 
population that was 
not partially 
redistributed to a 
new district.   

district 1 forms the basis of new district 1.  However, four full 
towns, and one partial town, that were in old district 1 are not in 
new district 1.  One town, Glastonbury, has been split between 
new district 1 and new district 2.  Also, ten full towns and a partial 
town that were formerly in old district 6 are now in new district 1.    
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Decons t r uc t ing  the   
O ld  D is t r i c ts  

 It is possible to look at the change from six to five 
congressional districts from different perspectives.  Figure 3 
shows how the six old districts were deconstructed.  It shows the 
number of residents from each old district that were assigned to 
each new districtñ where people are going.   
 Later, Figures 8-12 provide more depth on the 
construction of each of the new districts.  These figures focus on 
where people came from.  Readers interested in the 
demographics, from either perspective, can find that information 
in Figures 8-12. 
 Figure 3 includes complementary maps of redistricting in 
Connecticut.  The upper map, òBefore January 2003ó, depicts the 
old district areas with the boundaries of the new districts in red.  
The lower map, òStarting January 2003ó, depicts the new district 
areas with the old district boundaries in red.  Adjacent to the state 
maps, pie charts show the redistribution of population from the 
six old districts to the five new districts.   
 Old districts 1, 2, and 3 each contributed over 90% of 
their residents to new districts 1, 2, and 3 respectively.  Although 
these large groups of people (ranging from 506,621 to 524,840) 
form the numerical core of these new districts, an average of 
nearly 164,000 people were added to new districts 1, 2, and 3 
from other districts.  For example, new district 2 also received 
69,181 from old district 6, 45,506 from old district 1, and 41,586 
from old district 3. 
 Old districts 5 and 6 were the most radically affected.  
Old district 6 contributed 333,016 to form new district 5.  New 
district 5 was constructed solely from old districts 5 and 6.  
However, upon inspection we see that an additional 233,844 

former residents of old district 5 are now included in either new 
districts 3 or 4.  Also, a similar number of former residents from 
old district 6 are now included in either new districts 1 or 2. 
 Only old district 4 had an entire population that was not 
partially redistributed to a new district.  One-hundred percent of 
the residents from old district 4 are now in new district 4.  Still, it 
is incorrect to say that new district 4 is the same as old district 4.  
New district 4 now also includes 107,050 people who were 
previously included in old district 5.  
 Figure 3, and the subsequent analysis, demonstrates that, 
in reality, no district has remained the same.  Each new district is 
truly a new collection of people. 



W ho Went  W here 

 Figure 6 is list of all the towns in the State of 
Connecticut.  It itemizes their old and new congressional district 
as well as the number of people who, as a product of redistricting, 
moved to a different district.  Before describing the demographic 
characteristics of the new districts, as well as those characteristics 
of the people that changed districts, we will briefly outline how six 
districts were consolidated into five. 
      Referring to Figures 2, 4, and 5, old district 1 gave a 
portion of Glastonbury, the portion of Bolton previously in old 
district 1, and the towns of Andover, Hebron, Marlborough, and 
East Hampton to new district 2.  New district 1 absorbed a 
portion of Middletown from old district 2 and a portion of 
Torrington from old district 6.  In addition, new district 1 
absorbed the complete towns of Colebrook, Winchester, 
Hartland, Barkhamsted, New Hartford, Granby, East Granby, 
Windsor Locks, Bristol, and Southington from old district 6.   
 New district 2 also added the towns of Suffield, Enfield, 
and Somers and from old district 6, in addition to the towns 
added from old district 1 as previously mentioned.  New district 2 
also absorbed the towns of Clinton, Killingworth, Madison, and a 
portion of Durham, from old district 3.   
      District 3, in addition to the loss to district 2 mentioned 
above, absorbed a portion of Middletown from old district 2, and 
portions of Shelton and Waterbury as well as the complete towns 
of Ansonia, Beacon Falls, Bethany, Derby, Naugatuck, Prospect, 
and Seymour from old district 5.   
      All of old district 4 is in new district 4.  In addition, the 
portion of Monroe that had previously been included in old 
district 5, a portion of Shelton, and the complete towns of 
Easton, Oxford, Redding, Ridgefield, Weston, and Wilton were 
added to new district 4 from old district 5.   
      The remaining towns, and partial towns, of old districts 5 
and 6 then comprise the entirety of new district 5.   
      In total, 931,954 people, or 27.4% of Connecticutõs 
population, are now in a different congressional district after 
redistricting.  This figure may overstate the degree of change 
because old district 6 was eliminated. Consequently, all residents 
of old district 6, or 567,851 people, had to be assigned to a new 

district.  Still, an additional 364,103 people above and beyond the 
former district 6 residents are now in a different congressional 
district. 
      The national process of reapportionment led to 
Connecticut being reduced from six to five congressional districts.  
The redistricting process redrew the lines within the state so that 
each of the five new districts would have the same population of 
681,113.  The core population of districts 1-4 was retained but in 
each case between 16% and 26% of the residents of the new 
district came from a different district.  The majority of both old 
districts 5 and 6 were then combined to create new district 5.  The 
population of each district has increased creating new 
geographical and political entities that may have different 
issues, needs, and voting patterns from previous districts.  

The U.S. Census 
defines racial 
categories as  
òsocio-political 
constructs and 
should not be 
interpreted as being 
scientific or 
anthropological in 
nature.ó 
 
New congressional 
districts 1 & 4 have 
the most racial 
diversity. 
 
Approximately 
22.5% of 
Connecticutõs 
population is  
non-white or of 
mixed race. 
 
Caution should be 
used when 
comparing 
percentages from 
Figures 7, 13, and 14 
to each other because 
these figures cover 
different age 
segments of the 
population. 
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R ac ia l  Compos i t i on  o f  O ld  
and  New Dis t r i c ts 

 Figure 7 compares the six old districts to the five new 
districts in terms of the percentage of the population for each of 
six racial categories.  The total population of each district, 
according to Census 2000, is shown for both old and new 
districts.  The six old districts vary in total population from a low 
of 552,127 to a high of 581,941.  The new districts have an equal 
population of 681,113.  Figure 7 can be used to quickly compare 
old districts to new districts, new districts to one another, or any 
single new district to the overall composition of the state shown 
in Figure 25 (page 32 ñ see page 31 for an explanation).  For 
example, new district 5 can be compared to the old districts, 5 and 
6, that comprise its building blocks.  In terms of racial 
percentages, new district 5 appears to be slightly more similar to 
old district 5 than to old district 6.  When comparing new district 
5 to the state as a whole (Figure 25, page 32 ñ see page 31 for an 
explanation), we see that new district 5 has about 2.5% more 
Whites, 1.6% more Hispanics, but 3.7% fewer African-Americans 
than the state as a whole.  The reader can in the same manner 
quickly analyze any of the new districts. 
      Figures 8 - 12 examine the composition of each new 
district ñ one at a time.  Each figure shows the total population 
of the new district and considers the racial composition of that 



Hispanics are the 
largest minority in 
new districts 2, 4, and 
5.  
 
African-Americans 
are the largest 
minority in new 
districts 1 and 3. 
 
Asians have a 
relatively even 
distribution of 2-3% 
in all new districts. 
 
The òage 0 to 17ó 
age group has a 
higher percentage of 
òTwo or More 
Racesó than the òage 
18 and overó age 
group. 
 
New district 4 
currently has the 
most racially diverse 
electorate. However, 
new district 1 has the 
potential to be more 
racially diverse in the 
future. 
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population.  These figures also illustrate how each new district 
was constructed from pieces of old districts.  The population and 
racial breakdown from each contributing district is presented. For 
example, Figure 8 studies new district 1.  As already noted, district 
1, like all new districts, has a total population of 681,113 
individuals.  Of those individuals, 72% are White, 11% are 
Hispanic, 13% are African-American, 2% are Asian, 2% are Two 
or More Races, and less than 1% are Other Single Race.  At the 
same time, this figure shows that of the 681,113 individuals in 
new district 1, 506,621 were formerly included in old district 1, 
8,838 were previously included in old district 2, and 165,654 were 
formerly in old district 6.   
      Each of the contributing pieces to new district 1 are 
show as separate pie charts.  For example, looking at Figure 8, we 
can see that the piece from old district 1 that went to new district 
1 was 65% White, while those who came from old district 6 were 
93% White, and those from old district 2 were 77% White.  New 
district 1 is built from pieces of old districts. That is, the 506,621 
people from old district 1 that went to new district 1 were only a 
piece of old district 1. Other pieces of old district 1 also went to 
new district 2 (Figures 2, 3, and 9). 
 Figures 8-12 allow the reader to quickly see the racial 
composition of each new district.  The new districts are a quilt of 
individuals, with different racial self-identifications, from different 
former districts.  In addition, congressional Representatives, their 
staffs, as well as students of politics can see how the racial 
composition of the new districts has changed from the old 
districts and what the current composition truly is. 
      With Figure 25 (page 32 ñ see page 31 for an 
explanation) the reader can see the racial composition for all of 
Connecticut.  A comparison of any one of the new districts with 
the state as a whole will indicate the relative racial diversity of a 
new district with the entire state.  For example, district 2 (Figure 
9) is comprised of 89% White (11.5% above the state average), 
4% Hispanic (5.4% below the state average) and 3% African-
American (5.7% below the state average).  District 4 (Figure 11) is 
71% White, 13% Hispanic and 11% African-American.  These 
distributions are 6.5% below the state average, and 3.6% and 
2.3% above the state average respectively.  In this way the relative 
racial diversity of a congressional district can be quickly 
determined by comparing an individual district to the state. 

Voters  by  R ace,  Gender,  and  
Par ty  A f f i l i a t i on  

 The standard questionnaire used by Census 2000 counted 
all residents of the United States regardless of citizenship. At the 
time of this report, the U.S. Census had not released data on 
citizenship. Consequently, it is impossible to determine the exact 
number of truly eligible voters from current census data. This 
report considers anyone age 18 and over, at the time of Census 
2000, to be an eligible voter.  We identify the group of individuals 
age 18 and over as òpotentially eligibleó voters knowing that 
this exaggerates the number of truly eligible voters since  
non-citizens, who cannot vote, are also included. 
 Figure 13 shows the total number of potentially eligible 
voters by race in both new and old congressional districts.  
Caution should be used when comparing the percentages in 
Figure 13 to the percentages in Figure 7 or Figure 14.  In Figure 
13, the number of potentially eligible voters (age 18 and over) will 
vary by district because only that portion of the population that is 
age 18 and over is included.  For example, in Figure 13, new 
district 3 has 519,806 potentially eligible voters while new district 
4 has fewer at 504,010.  However, Figure 7 includes the entire 
population of Connecticut and each new district has an equal 
population of 681,113.  
 Continuing with Figure 13, new districts 1 and 4 show 
the greatest racial diversity among potential eligible voters.  New 
district 4 has the lowest percentage of potentially eligible voters 
who are White.  In new district 4, 73% of that portion of the 
population that is age 18 and over is White.  Consequently, in new 
district 4, 27% of people ages 18 and over are non-White. 
 Figure 14 presents future votersñ those ages 0 to 17 at 
the time of Census 2000.  Caution should be used when 
comparing the percentages in Figure 14 to the percentages in 
Figure 7 or Figure 13.  In Figure 14, the number of future voters 
(ages 0 to 17) will vary by district because only that portion of the 
population that is age 0 to 17 is included.  For example, new 
district 4 has the largest number of individuals age 0 to 17, with 
177,103, while new district 3 has the lowest with 161,307.  By 
contrast, Figure 7 includes the entire population of Connecticut 



At the time of this 
report, the U.S. 
Census had not 
released data on 
citizenship. 
Consequently, this 
report counts 
non-citizens as 
potential voters and 
this will exaggerate 
the true number of 
eligible voters. 
 

In the 2000 
Presidential election, 
77.9% of registered 
voters in Connecticut 
actually voted. That 
number represents 
56.9% of potentially 
eligible voters and 
42.9% of the total 
population of 
Connecticut. 
 
Nationwide in the 
November 2000 
Presidential election, 
86% of registered 
voters actually voted.  
That represents 55% 
of potentially eligible 
voters and 39% of 
the total United 
States population.  

and Figure 13 includes only those ages 18 and over. 
 Figure 14 shows us that new district 1 is the most racially 
diverse when looking at individuals age 0 to 17.  In new district 1, 
only 60% of the population age 0 to 17 is White.  Looking at a 
future electorate, approximately 40% of future voters in new 
district 1 could be from a racial minority.   
 In Figure 15 the population of the old and new 
congressional districts are graphically shown by gender and age 18 
and over.  All districts, both old and new, have more women 
than men.  In fact, each district, old or new, has either 51% or 
52% women with the exception of new district 2, which is quite 
nearly 50/50.  Also shown is the number of both men and 
women that are age 18 or over.  This group meets the minimum 
age requirement necessary to register to vote, however, it includes 
non-citizens so the true number of eligible voters will be lower. 
      It is interesting to note that in most of the new districts 
the plurality of women increases when measuring only those 
people that are potentially eligible to vote (age 18 and over).  In 
every new congressional district there is at least a 1% (new district 
2) to as much as a 5% (new districts 1 & 3) plurality of 
potentially eligible women voters relative to potentially eligible 
men voters. 
 The U.S. Census does not provide information on voter 
registration, party affiliation, or voter participation.  In order to 
start to tell the story of how the populations of the new districts 
have registered to vote, joined various political parties, or actually 
voted in previous elections, we present information gathered from 
the Connecticut Secretary of the Stateõs Office.  Within this study 
it is not possible to analyze this data by race.  Further research is 
necessary to determine how the population of each district has 
registered and voted along the racial groups used in this report.   
      You can combine the total registered voters in Figure 16 
with total eligible voters in Figure 13 and total population in 
Figure 7 to produce various summary statistics.  For example, 
Census 2000 counted 2,563,877 potentially eligible voters (age 18 
and over) in Connecticut.  Of that number only 1,874,245 are 
registered to vote.  That means that only 73% of potentially 
eligible voters are registered to vote.  Another way of looking at 
this statistic is that only 55% of the entire state population is 
registered to vote.  Voter registration in new districts, among 
potentially eligible voters, ranges from a low of 71.1% (new 
district 4) to a high of 74.9% (new district 2).  In terms of voter 
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registrations as a percentage of the total population, the range is 
from a low of 52.6% (new district 4) to a high of 56.8% (new 
district 2).  These voter statistics may be affected by large 
numbers of non-citizens living in a district. 
      Looking specifically at Figure 16, only in district 1, old 
and new, are registered democrats the majority. In all other 
districts, old and new, the largest group of registered voters is 
Unaffiliated.  The percentage of registered Unaffiliated voters in 
new districts range from a low of 37% in new districts 1 and 4 to 
a high of 45% in new district 2.   
 Registered Democrats exceed Republicans in new 
districts 1, 2, 3 and 5.  Only in new district 4 do registered 
Republicans outnumber registered Democrats ñ and only by a 
slight majority. 
  Figures 17 and 18 show the distribution of votes as cast 
in the 2000 Presidential and federal Senate races ñ both as they 
were cast in the old congressional districts and how they might 
be cast if the votes were re-aggregated per the new districts.  See 
the discussion on methodology on page 30 for an explanation of 
the assumptions used to re-aggregate votes to new districts.   
 Before redistricting, old district 6 cast the highest number 
of votes but new district 2 might be expected to cast the greatest 
number of votes in the future.   
 Review Figures 17 and 18 for a glance at how voting 
patterns might be affected in the future.  Looking at Figure 17, 
new districts 2 and 4 might have seen the difference between 
Democratic and Republican votes narrow by 4% in the 2000 
Presidential election.  A similar pattern holds for the 2000 Senate 
election as shown in Figure 18.  The Senate race might also have 
seen a 4% narrowing between Democratic and Republican votes 



 Census 2000 releases information on both the income 
and educational attainment of the population.  Information 
pertaining to both education and income is generated through the 
analysis of the òlong form.ó  Unlike the òshort formó, the long 
form is sent to a limited sample of the population.  About one out 
of every six households (17%) receives the long form.  The 
Census then uses the responses from the sample to statistically 
extrapolate the income and educational attainment of the larger 
population. 
 Figures 19-24 use maps to depict information about the 
income and educational attainment of residents of the State of 
Connecticut.  In order to orientate the reader, in Figure 19 the 
town boundaries have been superimposed upon the color coded 
maps and a map showing the new congressional districts is also 
shown.  Figures 20-24 show the same information but do so for 
each new congressional district with the names of each town 
included. 
 The maps in Figures 19-24 analyze income in three 
different ways.  Per capita income is shown in the upper left 
map.  Median household income is shown in the upper right 
map.  Finally, the mean household income is shown in the map 
in the lower right corner.   
 The statewide average for per capita income is $28,766.  
The statewide median for household income is $53,935 and the 
statewide mean household income is $74,196.   
 These income measures show that the greatest 
concentration of high incomes is in southwestern Connecticut 
with other high-income areas in the suburbs of Hartford.  
Consequently, congressional district 4 has the greatest 
concentration of high-income populations.  Areas with lowest 
income, whether per capita or household, are concentrated in the 
urban centers of Hartford, Waterbury, New Haven and 
Bridgeport. 
 The lower left map depicts the percent of the population 
that has completed a Bachelors degree or higher.  At first glance 
the correlation between educational attainment and income seems 
to be born-out by comparing the educational attainment map with 

Per capita income is 
the average income 
computed for every 
man, woman, and 
child in a particular 
area or group. 
 
The median divides  
households into two 
separate groups:  
one-half of 
households have 
incomes below the 
median and one-half 
are above the 
median. 
 
The term arithmetic 
mean denotes what 
most people think of 
as an average. 

the mean household income map.  In most cases, areas of high 
income and high educational attainment do coincide.  However 
there are some areas of lower educational attainment that have 
average incomes (see areas of Plainfield or Montville).   
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Income and   
H igher  Educa t ion  



Map reproduced from US Census 2000 Brief titled  
Congressional Apportionment (C2KBR/01-7) issued July 2001. 

7 


