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Good morning Senator Cassano, Senator Logan, Representative Lemar, Representative
Zawistowski, and distinguished members of the Planning and Development Committee. My
name is Evonne Klein and | am the Commissioner of the Department of Housing (DOH). Thank
you for the opportunity to provide testimony before your committee.

DOH Supports H.B. 5482 — An Act Concerning the Recommendations of the Fair Housing
Working Group

In September 2017, the bipartisan Fair Housing Working Group was formed to examine some
of the systemic barriers to housing choice across the State of Connecticut. The Working
Group is comprised of housing policy experts, housing advocates, state legislators, non-profit
developers, and for-profit developers. With a focus on ensuring municipalities are meeting
their obligation to affirmatively further fair housing, the Working Group made five
recommendations to the General Assembly that will begin reversing some of the historic
trends that have led to high concentrations of poverty and segregation in our State. Two of
the five proposals were heard in the Housing Committee, they are HB 5196 and HB 5198.
Three of the five proposals are included in HB 5482.

The three components of HB 5482 are bold, necessary, and long overdue. HB 5482 ensures
that the State of Connecticut will continue to increase its stock of affordable housing in the
years ahead, in all communities, providing opportunity and housing choice for all of your
constituents. The proposal before you meets the challenges that mayors and first selectmen
across the state face—that residents in all 169 cities and towns face—those challenges
range from attracting and keeping a workforce as new businesses open, to helping families
who are financially stressed, to ending homelessness. This proposal will set so much in
motion, like enabling a family to raise themselves out of poverty; ensuring a sense of financial
stability so that these individuals and families will never have to make the decision whether
they’re going to pay rent or buy healthy food or medications. The proposal before you has
the potential to end the cycle of poverty. As we all know, by providing access to more
affordable housing opportunities, we're taking the pressure off our expensive, state-funded
public systems such as emergency rooms and correctional institutions.

As we all recognize, affordable housing has a positive impact on people’s lives. It also has a
positive effect on both our local and state economy. Increasing access to affordable housing
reduces the number of individuals and families experiencing homelessness, which is why
since 2011 the preservation, rehabilitation, and creation of affordable housing has been a
priority of the Malloy administration.
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Up to 70% of the associated state costs spent on homeless individuals and families can be
saved when communities invest in affordable housing. An individual experiencing
homelessness will need approximately $33,000/year in public services and a family
experiencing homelessness will need approximately $120,000/year in public services. \When
that same individual or family is living in a safe and affordable housing unit, they only need
approximately $10,000/year to $15,000/year. The data also demonstrates that investments
in affordable housing have many long-term economic benefits. The one year local impact of
building 100 multifamily units in a typical U.S. metropolitan area is $7 million in local income,
$710,000 in taxes and other local government revenue, and 133 local jobs. Looking beyond
the one year impact, those same units will generate $3.2 million in local income, $461,000 in
taxes, and 52 local jobs. Housing development and housing services make up approximately
15.24% of Connecticut’'s domestic product—that is about $31 billion each year.

The first component of HB 5482 amends the Zoning Enabling Act. As you know, The Zoning
Enabling Act grants municipalities the authority or the power to enact local zoning

ordinances. It identifies what a municipality “may” do, what it “shall” do, and what it “shall not”
do with respect to their zoning authority. Those familiar with this Act will note that it has been
reformatted to ensure easy reference. The technical changes in this proposal make it clear
what is required, allowed, and forbidden within zoning ordinances.

The existing statute requires municipalities to zone for both multifamily and affordable
housing. Our latest data reveals that 27 municipalities do not have zoning ordinances that
allow for the development of multifamily housing and those same communities also have very
few affordable housing units. Many of these same communities require one or more acres
for each dwelling unit, making multifamily and affordable housing impossible and expensive
to build. Zoning can be an effective tool to either keep people out or bring people in. When
it's used to keep people out of a community it's called exclusionary zoning. When it's used to
attract people to a community it’s called inclusionary zoning. Our goal in Connecticut is to
promote inclusivity and fairness, which is why the Working Group is also recommending to
add an enforcement mechanism into this statute. This will ensure that Connecticut
municipalities are doing what they've already been required to do for decades. The Working
Group recommends tying discretionary state funding to a municipality’s obligation to zone for
multifamily and affordable housing. These changes will make Connecticut a better place to
live, work, and raise a family.

In the second component of this bill, the Fair Housing Working Group is recommending a
new provision in state statute to ensure that, as our towns and cities continue to develop
market rate housing, they will concurrently develop affordable units. This proposal
recommends housing developments with 10 or more units that are approved by local zoning
must include at least a 12% set-aside of affordable units. Many of you will recognize this as
inclusionary zoning. To be clear, nothing in this section would mandate the approval of a
development—that power remains with the local zoning authority. This zoning tool will assist
in meeting the existing requirements of C.G.S. 8-2, the Zoning Enabling Act.



The Working Group’s diverse composition ensured that we would address an equally diverse
number of issues. With respect to this component, the following issues were identified as
those we would need to address before any such proposal would have the unanimous
support or the support of an overwhelming majority of the Working Group members: its effect
on hindering development, whether it would negatively impact emerging markets, will these
changes continue to concentrate poverty, and whether or not building future developments
would become financially infeasible with the inclusion of the 12% affordable set-aside.

We listened to the members of our Working Group who represent the development
community, as well as the concerns of other developers, which is why we included the
following provisions that will prevent financial impediments from occurring as a result of this
proposal. They include: a 20% density bonus to offset the reduction in revenue that may
occur as a result of the affordable set-aside; an exemption for 319 very low and low census
tracts, which are located in 58 municipalities; and an authorization for either a reduction or a
full waiver of the 12% affordable set-aside if a developer demonstrates that the 12% set-
aside would have a negative financial impact on the long term sustainability of the
development. A process has been established within the proposal to address this very issue.
The developer must submit to the Commissioner of Housing a feasibility study, also known as
an operating pro forma, which is something that every developer conducts before they submit
a proposal to local zoning, demonstrating that the inclusion of the 12% set-aside would
render the development financially infeasible. The Commissioner is then authorized to make
a reduction in the set-aside.

That being said, | would recommend two changes in this proposal as drafted. The
submission of the operating pro forma by a developer is subject to a public comment period—
with the documents required to be posted on the DOH website. As we all know, no piece of
legislation is perfect and | would recommend in the JFS process that the requirement for a
public comment period be removed. When developers apply to DOH for funding, they also
submit an operating pro forma, and we do not open that document for public comment. To
align with our current practices, | believe this change would only strengthen the proposal. |
also recommend incorporating the additional language that was recommended by the Fair
Housing Working Group, but was not included in the proposal before you. The Working
Group recommends adding in a new subsection that reads, “Nothing in this section shall be
construed to amend, modify, change, or limit any other section of the general statutes.” The
inclusion of this language, or similar language, is essential to make it absolutely certain that
this zoning change will not affect other municipal powers or existing state statutory authority.

Some developers may lament the fact that the market rate rents would be lower if the
affordable units were not required. It's important to note that the density bonus of 20% will
certainly offset any perceived loss of rent revenue as a result of the affordable set-aside. Itis
also important to note here that this proposal authorizes DOH to use its existing funding for
the creation of these inclusive developments. A total of 38 municipalities in Connecticut
already have some form of local inclusionary zoning that requires affordable units to be
included in multifamily developments and development continues to occur in those
communities.



| would also add that New York City recently implemented an inclusionary zoning ordinance
and issued some findings. Three relevant points, which are most related to Connecticut, are:
1) Inclusionary zoning works best in strong housing markets—which is why we built in an
exemption and waiver provision, 2) The higher the AMI level, the better the return for the
developer—which is why we have staggered the AMI tiers in this proposal at 60% and below,
and 3) Projects in moderate and weak markets require subsidy—which is why DOH has
funding available for this purpose.

Lastly, the Fair Housing Working Group is recommending the formation of a Transit-Oriented
Development Task Force to study the planning of development in transit corridors. With the
significant investments that we've made to improve access to transit in Connecticut, it is the
Working Group’s believe that, if we can improve zoning regulations and better structure our
planning practices in these areas, then it will only benefit our State’s economic climate going
forward.

DOH Supports H.B. 5045 — An Act Establishing Accountability For Fair And Affordable
Housing Through Zoning Requlations

This proposal was introduced at the request of Governor Malloy and it outlines changes to
the Zoning Enabling Act. This Act is the state statute that grants municipalities their power to
enact local zoning regulations. The need to increase affordable housing across the state is a
worthwhile goal, and it is something the Malloy administration has focused on for the last
seven years. The Governor understands that zoning is a major factor in the development of
affordable housing. That's why this proposal offers modest adjustments to the Act that will
make it easier for local zoning authorities to understand their responsibility and can help to
expedite local processes by eliminating confusion or uncertainty amongst the local boards
and commissions.

The Governor’s proposal also includes an enforcement mechanism—tying discretionary state
funding to compliance with the Act. All 169 municipalities are required to provide for both
multifamily and affordable housing, but some communities still do not zone for this type of
housing. This enforcement mechanism will serve as a motivational tool for communities who
are falling behind in their affordable housing production.

In Connecticut, in all of our 169 municipalities, we have a demonstrated need for affordable
housing. We must do everything we can to promote these kinds of forward-thinking and
inclusive developments— it's good for the economy, good for local business, and it's the right
thing to do.

Our communities still have long waiting lists of individuals who are trying to secure an
affordable place to live in their local housing authorities. Too many people in our state are
struggling to pay their rent or mortgage. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) states that “families who pay more than 30 percent of their income for
housing are considered cost burdened and may have difficulty affording necessities such as
food, clothing, transportation and medical care.” The most recent data we have available
tells us that, in Connecticut, 49.7% of renters and 32.3% of owners are paying more than



30% of their income on housing. That's 514,946 households who are considered to be cost
burdened. HUD also defines households as “severely housing cost burdened,” when they
pay more than 50% of their income on housing related expenses. Data tells us that, 26.3% of
renters and 12.9% of homeowners are paying more than 50% of their income on housing. A
total of 234,925 state households are considered to be severely housing cost burdened.
Every municipality in our state has a percentage of households who are paying more than
30% of their income on housing.

There is no magic bullet, but these proposals complement each other and put Connecticut on
a better path. A path that will break down the barriers to opportunity and fulfill the vision of a
multigenerational, multicultural Connecticut that is vibrant and thriving.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today.



Zoning Enabling Act (C.G.S. 8-2) Compliance

Municipalities that are deemed in compliance would need to be 2/3 of the
following:

1) Have adopted at least one zoning district that allows for multifamily
housing of 3+ units by right OR special permit.

2) Have adopted at least one zoning district that allows for mixed-use
development by right OR special permit.

3) Have adopted at least one zoning district that allows for accessory dwelling
units (ADU’s) by right.

Based on the attached map, we expect that all municipalities in yellow and the
majority (if not all) of the municipalities dotted green are in compliance. We
expect the red municipalities are not in compliance. However, this cannot be
verified until each municipality submits copies of their local zoning ordinances,
proving they have adopted at least 2/3 of the above provisions.

What is "Discretionary" State Funding?

Discretionary state funding includes any source of funding that a state agency
administers through a competitive process. Examples include, but are not limited
to, the Urban Action Program, Small Town Economic Assistance Program, Clean
Water Fund, Drinking Water State Revolving Fund, as well as various housing,
historic preservation, brownfields remediation, open space and farmland
preservation programs.

Discretionary state funding does not include entitlement or formula-based
programs, such as the Local Capital Improvement Program (LoCIP), Education Cost
Sharing (ECS), Town Aid Road (TAR), Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) for Private
Colleges, General Hospitals and State-Owned Property, the Mashantucket
Pequot/Mohegan Fund, etc.



ALIMOHLNY

JDNVNIH ONISNOH h
1NDILDINNOD

suone|nbas asn-pue| seunydeo pajosfoid ejeg

aN

piopisiEAL

“yBu Ag Buisnoy Ajwesnnw

mole Asui 41 1o ywiad |epeds e alinbas
suonenbas Bulucz ayy Jayisym ‘os Ji pue
‘sjun alow Jo 884y} jo Buisnoy Ajw
Mmo|[e suonenbal Buiuoz s,umo] E Jaylaym si
pauiuapl layels ay) ssoloe sanedpiunw Joj

wbry Ag

Huwiad [epadg Ag

awky1ses ‘

loisug

| 8

510g 221040 Buisnoy Jie4 o) sjuswipadul] jo sisAeuy, Buisnoy Jo 1dsg @anog

aAleniu] Buiuoz nonosuuo)




,ST0Z Suisnoy aieq 01 syuswipaduw] Jo sisAjeuy, Suisnoy jo 1daq :224nog

{(et0z 40
se suone|nsal
ule1go o3 |geun)

SILOIA

(€10 Jo se
adueulplo 3uluoz ou)

waya|ylag

69T 5,10 40 %I
sapijedpiunw g

v/N

a8pugpoom
Uuo3Isapm
uo33uIysemn
UDIIBAR
Bul=as
uewIays
Angxoy
Wweuind
j0adsoud
124Jwod
Aings|ppin
2w
uoqsn
yromsul||n
uoydwey
uaysoon
uipueld
uoise3
BIqWINIO)
uoulD
Angialue)
ueeue)
yeszog
Aueyiag
Janopuy

69T 5,10 40 %ST
sanyedpiunw sz

—umH_._E._mm 10N

3201SPOOAA
Angpoopa
102|0M
$31207 JOSPUIAN
JOSPUIAN
Weypuim
121534 2UIpN
UoljIm
uo33ulfjIM
PlRYsISYIBM
wvodisap
300IgISIM
UMOMIIBAA
plojsulllem
UMOLUN|OA
UOUIBA
uolun
[InguinJ i
uojdulo]
pue|joL
uosdwoyl

uojsewoy |

PIBIHNS

piojiens
uol1guIuoIS
pJojulels
pioyels
angeudsg
uoisulyinos
Aingqyinos
JOSPUIAR YInos
Angswis
uoiys
uoJeys
InowAhag
puelo3g
Aingsijes
wajes

[IH Aoy
plele3pIY
Buippay
uo1saJd
puenod
ynowaA|d
3||iauield
pl2yuleld
ploxQ
a8ueip
sjooigAes pjo
aWAT plo
)[EMION
uo38uluo3ls yHoN
uaAeH Yion
ueeue) YuoN
pJojueig yiioN
3IoHON

UMOIMBN
uojsuimapn
PAOJIIN MBN
pJojlEH MBN
p@iyiied maN
UBBUED) M3N
ulelag Mmap
yaniesnen
almuo
S0IUON
umols|ppiin
PI242|PPIN
y3nosoqlen
plRUsuei
13153duep
uosipen
pleApan
uouega
AjBuni

uay

uoJgaH
uojuImIeH
pue|ueH
uapuweH
weppeH
piojing
uo3joln
PIOMSIID
U2IMuUaaln
Aqueln
Alnquoise|n
uojdujwaed

EICIIEY

69T 5,10 Jo %zL -- saiyjeddiunwu gzt

W3 g [ePads Aq pamojy

X553
uo18ul)|3
JOspuIpn 1se3
uaAeH 153
pJojlieH 1se3
Leppey 1se3
Aqueup 1se3
weyang
12A1y daag
uaueq
Ainqueq
|[BMwos)
[[EMUIOD
yoo.1qa|od
J2159Y42|00
121590
a41ysayd
ujjdeyd
uolue)
uolsulng
uApjooug
peIpiooig
J31emasplg
uodaspug
pJojue.g
uoljog
peijwoo|g
[2Uieg

ulJag
paiswelpleq
UoAy
piojysy
eluosuy

UDABH 1S9\
P4OPIEH 159/
[STTeINEN=F N
Angaaiep
sJawWos
YaIMION
uopuo] Man
uaAeH MaN
PAO4IIN
uspLaIN
PIRHYIN
piojeH
Pla13u3
plojiseq

awA 1583
uoldweH isej
Agiaq
Anusno)
|01s11g

5||e4 uodeag

69T S, 12 40 %ZT
sanjedidiunw oz

143y Aq mo|Iv

saoueulpl0 Suluoz SuIsnoH AjILEINIA] 1N31193UU0D)




ALICE

ASSET LIMITED, INCOME CONSTRAINED, EMPLOYED

CONNECTICUT /&

ALABAMA, ALASKA, ARIZONA, ARKANSAS, CALIFORNIA, COLORADO, CONNECTICUT,
DELAWARE, FLORIDA, GEORGIA, HAWAII, IDAHO, ILLINOIS, INDIANA, 1OWA,
KANSAS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MAINE, MARYLAND, MASSACHUSETTS,
MICHIGAN, MINNESOTA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, MONTANA, NEBRASKA,
NEVADA, NEW HAMPSHIRE, NEW JERSEY, NEW MEXICO, NEW YORK,
NORTH CAROLINA, NORTH DAKOTA, OHIO, OKLAHOMA, OREGON, PENNSYLVANIA,
RHODE ISLAND, SOUTH CAROLINA, SOUTH DAKOTA, TENNESSEE, TEXAS, UTAH,
VERMONT, VIRGINIA, WASHINGTON, WEST VIRGINIA, WISCONSIN, WYOMING

Summer 2016

STUDY OF FINANCIAL HARDSHIP

GIVE. ADVOCATE. VOLUNTEER. LIVE UNIE

Connecticut United Ways United /¢
UnitedWayALICE.org/Connecticut Way ™




KEY FACTS AND ALICE STATISTICS
FOR CONNECTICUT MUNICIPALITIES

ALICE, an acronym for Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed, represents the growing number of
individuals and families who are working, but are unable to afford the basic necessities of housing, food, child
care, health care, and transportation.

The United Way ALICE Report uses standardized measurements to quantify the cost of a basic household
budget in each county in Connecticut, and the magnitude of households that are struggling to afford it. Knowing

the extent of local variation is an important aspect of understanding the challenges facing households earning
below the ALICE Threshold in Connecticut.

Key data and ALICE statistics for the state’s municipalities are presented here.

Source: American Communily Survey, 2014; towns with populations over 65,000 use 1-year estimates; populations under 65,000 use 5-year estimates. Starting
in 2014, there are ho 3-year estimales.

Key Facts and ALICE Statistics for Connecticut Municipalities

Andover, Tolland 3,181 1,145 2% 22% 76% 5.6% 95.7% 22% 56% 5-year
Ansonla, New Haven 19,128 7,240 20% 38% 42% 13.1% 90.2% 45% 61% S-year
Ashford, Windham 4,297 1,707 6% 23% 71% 7.5% 94.6% 37% 56% 5-year
Avon, Hartford 18,298 7207 5% 15% 80% 6.5% 97.6% 27% 39% S-year
Barkhamsted, Litchfield 3,749 1475 3% 18% 79% 8.5% 96.4% 28% 31% B-year
Beacon Falls, New Haven 6,065 2,334 2% 29% 69% T.4% 95.3% 25% 2% 5-year
Berlin, Hartford 20,352 7.822 4% 23% 73% 6.9% 96.2% 28% 62% 5-yaar
Bethany, New Haven 5,546 2,034 8% 15% 79% 7.8% 96.8% 34% 43% 5-year
Bethel, Fairfield 19,078 7,071 5% 25% 70% 9.5% 83.8% 35% 44% 5-year
Bethlehem, Litchfield 3,551 1,353 7% 18% 75% 8.3% 84.8% 41% 27% 5-year
Bloomfield, Hartford 20,626 8,417 T% 24% 69% 12.1% 93.2% 33% 44% 5-year
Bolton, Tolland 4,963 1,885 3% 21% 76% 5.6% 94.0% 32% 38% 5-year
Bozrah, New London 2,631 1,049 3% 20% 7% 7.6% 96.9% 27% 46% 5-year
Branford, New Haven 28,066 12,410 8% 29% 63% 10.5% 92.8% 35% 45% 5-year
Bridgepart, Fairfield 146,880 50,034 23% 40% 37% 16.6% 797% 48% 58% S-year
Bridgewater, Lltchfield 1,747 765 3% 17% 80% 5.8% 97.0% 7% 23% S-year
Bristol, Hartford 60,556 25,194 10% 35% 55% 10.6% 91.7% 33% 44% 5-year
Brooldfleld, Fairfield 16,774 6,010 3% 20% 7% 5.3% 94.5% 35% 47% S-year
Brooklyn, Windham 8,240 2,918 12% 22% 86% 9.4% 95.4% 31% 51% S-year
Burlington, Hartford 9,443 3,381 4% 18% 78% 5.5% 95.1% 3% 62% S-year
Canaan, Litchfield 1,240 575 7% 28% §4% 6.5% 90.4% 35% 47% S-year
Canterbury, Windham 5,110 1,931 5% 18% 7% 10.1% 87.4% 29% 46% S-year
Canton, Hartford 10,334 4,023 4% 26% 70% 6.1% 96.2% 28% 40% 5-year
Chaplin, Windham 2,256 865 8% 21% 3% 10.1% 91.6% 23% 27% 5-year
Cheshire, New Haven 28,272 9,799 3% 17% 80% 4.4% 94.3% 25% 3N% 5-year
Chester, Middlesex 4,223 1,853 4% 26% 70% 7.4% 90.4% 28% 38% S-year
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Clinton, Middlesex 13,188 5,313 8% 21% 1% 7.3% 88.8% 4% 47% 5-year
Colchester, New London 16,143 5,785 4% 16% 81% 5.4% 85.8% 26% 27% S-year
Colebrook, Litchfleld 1,694 616 4% 26% 1% 7.8% 92.1% 33% 22% S-year
Columpbia, Tolland 5472 2,079 5% 21% 4% 6.7% 96.1% 22% 52% S-year
Cornwall, Litchfield 1,605 621 8% 20% 72% 5.9% 94.9% 43% 24% S-year
Coventry, Tolland 12,434 4,781 2% 20% 78% 4.8% 95.5% 27% 48% Beyear
Cromwell, Middlesex 14,077 5,501 3% 20% TT% 7.8% 90.7% 31% 45% B-year
Danbury, Fairfleld 82,781 29,046 1% 31% 58% 8.5% 81.0% 40% 51% Syear
Darien, Fairfield 21,190 6,656 6% 10% 84% 7.5% 96.6% 32% 47% B-year
Deep River, Middlesex 4,611 1,882 5% 27% 68% 3.7% 89.6% 39% 64% 5-year
Derby, New Haven 12,837 4,972 12% 37% 51% 11.6% 88.4% 42% 60% S-year
Durham, Middlesex 7,371 2,682 2% 9% 89% 4.7% 94.1% 24% 64% S-year
East Granby, Hartford 5,098 2,131 3% 32% 66% 4.8% 96.0% 26% 54% 5-yaar
East Haddam, Middlesex 9,142 3,600 4% 17% 79% 8.7% 95.0% 30% 37% 5-year
East Hampton, Middlesex 12,936 4,990 5% 14% 81% 5.4% 97.5% 27% 29% B-year
East Hartford, Hartford 51,211 20,157 15% 39% A6% 13.6% 89.0% 9% 50% S-year
East Haven, New Haven 29,138 11,215 9% 35% 56% 8.6% 91.6% 40% 62% S-year
East Lyme, New London 19,118 7,263 4% 18% 78% 6.3% 96.0% 30% 33% S-year
East Windsor, Hartford 11,363 4,556 5% 27% 68% 10.4% 92.9% 32% 35% S-year
Eastford, Windham 1,726 689 3% 21% 76% 10.1% 95.2% 268% 44% 5-year
Easton, Fairfield 7,593 2,598 4% 11% 85% 5.6% 96.4% 49% 19% 5-year
Ellington, Tolland 15,725 6,318 3% 26% 71% 5.9% 96.6% 27% 32% 5-year
Enfield, Hartford 44,713 16,182 8% 29% 63% 8.7% 92.7% 27% 41% 5-year
Essex, Middlesex 6,643 2,916 6% 17% 7% 4.8% 94.0% 31% 47% 5-year
Fairfleld, Fairfleld 60,678 20,184 5% 16% 78% 7.5% 95,8% 33% 43% 5-year
Farmington, Hartford 25,515 10,400 6% 20% 74% 4.8% 97.2% 26% 42% 5-yaar
Franklin, New London 1,993 740 5% 16% 79% 7.3% 97.7% 22% 28% 5-year
Glastonbury, Hartford 34,661 13,182 4% 16% 80% 8.2% 95.5% 23% 37% 5-year
Goshen, Litchfield 2,956 1,226 15% 15% 70% 3.6% 96.7% 43% 37% 5-year
Granby, Hartford 11,310 4,409 2% 16% 82% 5.6% 96.6% 2% 29% S-year
Greenwich, Fairfield 62,141 21,994 5% 16% 80% 7.7% 93.9% 33% 42% 5-year
Griswold, New London 11,852 4,404 10% 27% 63% 9.6% 96.0% 34% 48% S-year
Groton, New London 40,136 16,283 10% 25% 65% 8.7% 92.8% 34% 41% S-year
Guilford, New Haven 22,406 8,814 6% 18% 76% 5.8% 96.3% 34% 48% 5-year
Haddam, Middlesex 8,366 3,192 4% 13% 83% 41% 96.6% 27% 29% S-year
Hamden, New Haven 61,606 23,374 9% 0% 61% 8.6% 93.9% 35% 52% 5-year
Hampton, Windham 1,912 746 6% 18% 76% 5.3% 92.7% 28% 43% 5-year
Hartford, Hartford 125,211 45,801 32% 42% 26% 20.2% 84.5% 45% 58% S-year
Hartland, Hartford 221 761 5% 20% 5% 71% 96.1% 23% 22% S-year
Harwinton, Litchfleld 5,592 2,072 5% 11% 84% 6.0% 93.8% 27% 28% S-year
Hebron, Tolland 9,827 3,358 2% 16% 82% 4.5% 96.3% 29% 26% 5-year
Kent, Litchfield 2,951 1,125 8% 24% 68% 8.3% 89.4% 38% 58% 5-year
Klllingly, Windham 17,281 6,959 11% 32% 57% 9.1% 91.8% 36% 45% 5-year
Killingworth, Middlesex 6,516 2,690 2% 14% 84% 4.7% 97.1% 29% 27% 5-year




Lebanon, New London 7,314 2,733 4% 16% 81% 6.8% 93.5% 32% 62% 5-year
Ledyard, New London 15,080 5,669 5% 13% 82% 6.3% 95.7% 26% 28% S-year
Lisbon, New London 4,340 1,635 2% 22% 76% 8.6% 95,3% 26% 51% S-year
Litchfleld, Litchfleld 8,385 3,454 6% 23% 71% 5.8% 93.4% 35% 39% S-year
Lyme, New London 2,367 1,060 3% 15% 82% 6.1% 95.7% 36% 68% 5-year
Madison, New Haven 18,284 6,727 4% 20% 76% 4.6% 97.2% 30% 57% 5-year
Manchester, Hartford 58,270 24,005 10% 32% 58% 10.2% 91.2% 31% 45% §-year
Mansfleld, Tolland 26,328 5,489 15% 25% 80% 7.5% 97.0% 25% 52% 5-year
Marlborough, Hartford 6,428 2,259 1% 13% 86% 9.7% 97.4% 28% 42% 6-year
Meriden, New Haven 60,616 24,018 12% 40% 48% 11.9% 90.1% 36% 51% 5-year
Middlebury, New Haven 7,575 2,761 % 20% 73% 12.1% 83.6% 36% 36% 5-year
Middlefleld, Middlesex 4,426 1,729 6% 20% 4% 4,8% 97.9% 28% 34% B-year
Middletown, Middlesex 47,424 19,419 1% 25% 64% 7.4% 92.6% 30% 45% Seyear
Milford, New Haven 53,039 21,199 6% 268% 68% 8.0% 94.7% 36% 52% 5-year
Monroe, Fairfield 19,744 6,602 4% 15% 81% 5.7% 97.2% 4% 46% 5-year
Montville, New London 18,649 6,848 6% 21% T4% 7.4% 94.3% 33% 47% S-year
Morris, Litchfield 2,289 926 4% 26% 70% 71% 91.2% 42% 21% 5-year
Naugatuck, New Haven 31,790 12,167 10% 37% 53% 11.5% 92.3% 35% AT% 5-year
New Britain, Hartford 73,095 27,820 22% 41% 37% 14.1% 88.8% 38% 50% 5-year
New Canaan, Fairfield 20,073 6,833 4% 10% 86% 6.4% 96.4% 32% 40% 5-year
New Fairfield, Fairfield 14,079 4,815 2% 7% 81% 8.2% 94.5% 4% 54% S-year
New Hartford, Litchfield 6,810 2,702 2% 30% 68% 4.3% 96.0% 35% 17% 5-year
New Haven, New Haven 130,553 49,945 25% 40% 35% 13.7% B87.7% 4% 58% S-year
New London, New London 27,536 10,224 23% 2% 45% 15.5% 87.2% 7% 53% 5-year
New Milford, Litchfield 27,821 10,642 6% 22% 72% 9.3% 91.1% 37% 53% S-year
Newington, Hartford 30,852 12,634 5% 21% 68% 7.3% 94.6% 31% 33% 5-year
Newtown, Fairfield 27,960 9,624 4% 17% 79% 8.8% 96.3% 35% 58% 1-year
Norfolk, Litchfield 1,486 836 8% 23% 69% 5.8% 89.9% 356% 43% 5-year
Nerth Branford, New Haven 14,387 5,549 5% 21% T4% 51% 97.6% 33% 38% 5-year
North Canaan, Litchfield 3,262 1,298 7% 28% 65% T.7% 94.5% 33% 68% 5-year
North Haven, New Haven 23,997 8,580 4% 24% 72% 8.6% -95.8% 36% 49% 5-year
North Stonington, New London 5,293 2,036 6% 27% B87% 7.8% 91.3% 33% 30% 5-year
Norwalk, Fairfleld 87,214 35450 9% 27% 64% 9.3% 83,0% 43% 48% 5-year
Norwich, New London 40,378 16,331 13% 34% 53% 11.4% ©1.6% 2% 48% 5-year
Old Lyme, New London 7,587 3,216 1% 20% 79% 41% 95.1% 28% 55% B-year
Old Saybrook, Middlesex 10,222 4,217 8% 23% 1% 4.8% 96.2% 36% 65% S-year
Orange, New Haven 13,947 4,841 5% 18% 76% 8.5% 96.7% 34% 53% 5-year
Oxford, New Haven 12,831 4411 2% 18% 80% 10.8% 94.1% 30% 18% 5-year
Plainfield, Windham 15,270 5,730 8% 28% 64% 11.5% 92.0% 3% 52% 5-year
Plainville, Hartford 17,791 7,689 9% 39% 52% 9.0% 92.2% 30% 43% 5-yaar
Plymouth, Litchfield 12,085 4,711 9% 21% 0% 8.1% 92.8% 33% 36% 5-yaar
Pomfret, Windham 4,216 1,513 {1% 20% 6% 8.7% 97.8% 21% 26% 5-year
Portland, Middlesex 9483 3,965 6% 17% TT% 7.4% 94.5% 27% 48% 5-year
Preston, New London 4,735 1,978 9% 23% 68% 8.9% 93.4% 25% 65% S-year
Praospect, New Haven 9,615 3,256 4% 19% 7% 8.9% 94.8% 21% 42% S-year
Putnam, Windham 9,515 3,870 1% 38% 51% 14.1% 88.5% 36% 46% 5-year
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Redding, Fairfield 9,267 3,548 5% 14% 81% 7.0% 95.2% 41% 42% 5-year
Ridgefleld, Fairfleld 25,026 8,801 4% 13% 83% 5.3% 96.0% 31% 47% 5-year
Rocky HIIl, Hartford 19,838 8,127 % 26% 67% 8.3% 96.4% 33% 34% 5-year
Roxbury, Litchfleld 2,273 945 8% 17% 7% 6.0% 82.3% 34% 45% B-year
Salem, New London 4,178 1,493 4% 20% T6% 7.6% 94,.8% 31% 46% S-year
Salisbury, Litchfleld 3,708 1,499 1% 23% 6% 2.2% 90.6% 34% 24% S-year
Scotland, Windham 1,708 589 2% 18% 80% 8.6% 91.2% 36% 26% S-year
Seymour, New Haven 16,551 6,000 5% 30% 65% 10.8% 92.9% 38% 39% S-year
Sharon, Litchfield 2,746 1,261 6% 20% 65% 4.5% 94.0% 36% 13% S-year
Sheltan, Fairfield 40,472 15,186 5% 22% 73% 8.6% 95.3% 35% 35% S-year
Sherman, Fairfleld 3,636 1,381 1% 13% 86% 8.6% 96.6% 33% 16% 5-year
Simsbury, Hartford 23,681 8,731 3% 17% 80% 5.8% 97.0% 25% 42% 5-year
Somers, Tolland 11,431 3,326 5% 21% 4% 8.1% 93.0% 23% 61% S-year
South Windsor, Hartford 25,795 9,606 4% 18% 7% 6.9% 97.9% 28% 47% S-year
Southbury, New Haven 19,876 7,841 5% 26% 69% 8.2% 96.2% 42% 55% S-year
Southington, Hartford 43,509 17,115 5% 24% 1% 6.3% 95.4% 25% 42% S-year
Sprague, New London 2,993 1,287 % 29% 64% 9.2% 91.7% 26% 8% S-year
Stafford, Tolland 12,013 4,721 1% 29% 60% 9.8% 92.1% 32% 53% 5-year
Stamford, Fairfield 125,401 46,418 10% 25% 85% 10.2% 82.7% 41% 53% 5-year
Sterling, Windham 3,808 1,208 8% 17% 75% 13.2% 89.3% 37% 33% 5-yaar
Stonington, New London 18,539 7,881 6% 22% 72% 5.8% 94.1% 30% 43% 5-year
Stratford, Fairfleld 52,092 20,330 9% 30% 61% 10.5% 81.7% 42% 54% 5-year
Suffield, Hartford 15,764 4,822 5% 19% 6% 5.9% 86.3% 26% 51% S-year
Thomaston, Litchfield 7,793 3,000 5% 23% 12% 7.8% 95.8% 30% 42% 5-year
Thompsen, Windham 9,380 3,673 6% 26% 68% 10.1% 93.1% 24% 45% 5-year
Tolland, Tolland 14,871 5427 2% 14% 84% 57% 98.0% 22% 45% 5-year
Torrington, Litchfield 35,774 14,820 12% 31% 57% 9.5% 89.1% 6% 45% 5-year
Trumbull, Fairfield 36,444 12,205 5% 16% 79% 7.0% 95.7% 37% 62% 5-year
Union, Tolland 950 338 1% 20% 79% 1.7% 94.1% 29% 0% 5-year
Vernon, Tolland 29,162 13,167 9% 36% 55% 10.5% 92.2% 28% 45% S-year
Voluntown, New London 2,802 1,038 3% 20% 7% 11.2% 91.9% 32% 1% 6-year
Wallingford, New Haven 45,154 17,169 5% 29% 66% 7.3% 94.5% 26% 44% Byear
Warren, Litehfield 1,380 575 % 14% 7% 6.3% 95.3% 38% 31% S-year
Washington, Litchfield 3,529 1,545 5% 26% 69% 5.7% 91.2% 45% 41% S-year
Waterbury, New Haven 109,887 40,960 24% 39% 3% 13.7% B7.4% 1% 56% 6-year
Waterford, New London 19,499 7,831 % 21% 2% 7.3% 94.6% 32% 42% 5-year
Watertown, Litchfield 22,286 8,476 5% 24% 1% 71% 96.9% 30% 35% 5-year
West Hartford, Hartford 63,396 24,910 10% 21% 65% 6.8% 95.0% 27% 45% 5-year
West Haven, New Haven 65,290 20,463 13% 40% 47% 13.1% 89.1% 48% 60% S-year
Westhrook, Middlesex 6,916 2,733 4% 33% 63% 10.0% 86.9% 3% 53% 5-year
Weston, Fairfleld 10,319 3,285 2% 9% 89% 5.5% 98.6% 35% 36% S-year
Westport, Fairfield 27,085 9,558 5% 1% 84% 7.5% 96.0% 3% 1% 5-year
Wethersfield, Hartfard 26,579 10,853 6% 24% 70% 74% 94.8% 3% 36% S-year
Willington, Tolland 5,994 2,312 10% 26% 61% 8.8% 88.5% 25% 62% S-year




Wilton, Falrfleld 18,519 5,968 2% 10% 88% 4.6% 96.7% 2% 37% 5-year
Winchester, Litchfield 11,089 4,819 10% 30% 60% 8.1% 91.8% 29% 49% 5-year
Windham, Windham 25,271 8,920 24% 31% 45% 12.3% 91.2% 34% 59% S-year
Windsor Locks, Hartford 12,554 5,224 6% 32% 682% 8.2% 94.0% 30% 35% S-year
Windsar, Hartford 29,130 10,786 5% 23% 2% 9.5% 94.2% 30% 42% S-year
Wolcott, New Haven 16,724 5,827 3% 26% 1% 8.5% 95.0% 27% 43% 5-year
Woodbridge, New Haven 8,969 3,090 2% 20% 78% 51% 92.2% 36% 79% S-year
Woodbury, Litchfleld 9,851 4,096 5% 23% 72% 6.9% 95.6% 35% 54% S-year
Woodstock, Windham 7,916 3,169 4% 28% 68% 8.3% 94.8% 30% 45% B-year
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