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By DAVID M. HERSZENHORN
HARTFORD, March 21 — As a
landlord and licensed mortgage bro-
ker, Norma Aparicio depends on the
city of Hartford for her hivelihood.
She owns 13 residential properties 1
the ciy and three vacant lots that
cho hopos to build on But as much as
Mrs. Aparicio believes in the future
{ Comecticut’s caputal city, she
does nat want her own famuly)
here, at least not now.
1n1997, after nine years in
Mrs Apancio packed up hel
ily’s belongangs n the West E}
movedto West Hartford, an ad
suburt, where she could send
and dasghter to better school
daughter was 1 high honors
ford, the best in school,” sh
7 “Whes we moved o West H
i she was crying She didn’t knd
//////,/,/{/// thing, and you don’t know b
g studies, six hours a day.”
o R Mrs. Apancio’s decision td
offers msight into results of
consus released this week,
showed a 15 perceat decline i
ford's population over the L
ade, a steep drop that was rd
10 a lesser degree i all of Cg
cut's large cities with the ex
of Stamford in Faurfield Co
The declines 1n Connectic
trast with a pattern of
growth n many ciies acrd
country, including New Yo
and lecal officrals, demog:
and other academic expert:
numenus explanations for
usual patterns here, mcludin
growth m the suburbs that p:
the exdus from the cities

generelly flat statewide pop
t that shows no substantial
2| residents to fill the gaps.
The result 1s a widening ecf
and ricial segregation n Cd
In Popi|asaz==
New York and New Jersey, h:
tvely little diversity to begs
three out of four of the state]
dents are white. Connecticut”
populated mostly by blacks
panics, are increasingly sus

und here. everyune
he. Red, with blach in

-~ 4~ ending these patterns of racial ¢cd
~ nomic segregation through very
strong muxed-mcome housing poli-

«cies in the suburbs " .
Phul Tegeler, the legal director'of
the Comnecticut Cwil Liberties
Umion, said that Hartford's small.
size — about 18 square miles — and
government structure were factors
 the city's decline “We have this
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WASHI | by fast-growing, wealthier
IFORNIA already | ipuria ut whies are oo
k people leaving the city The nf
mm &ilwh‘m:ﬁ sus data show a declne m H.
census and mid-1978, a figure ar - Leiaware and for tif
ing to three-quarters of Connecticut's old Confederacy, f
entire population. b
‘The 10 top states in increases in that
period — led by California — added
nine million people, or three times the
Comaecticut total population.
These fij

and vast shift in the country’s popula-
tion balance — pril'luril;yhvm the
Northeast and Middle West to the South
and West.

Both Texas and Florida had in-
creases amounting to more than 60 per.
centof Connecticut's entire population.

Connecticut has long been accus- the other hand,
{omed toliving among th redwoods 50 | (1d Confederacy had
Doyl show crease of 6.9 million

Constitution State

ent — bringing the
7 million, or 3.5 mill
rateof increase between 1970 and mid-  fthe Noriheastern
‘Cennecticut’s 2.2 percent increase —
‘contrasted with Florida's 26.5 percent
and Arizona's 326 t — raisead
the state’s population by 66,000 from
3.032 million in 1970 to 3.099 million on
July 1, 1978, according to the new esti.
mates.

InNew England, Rhode Island had a

decline of 15,000, t0 935,000, and Massa-

chusetts g 1.5 percent, or

85,000, to 5.774 million. Other states in

the region, especially New Hampshire,

with an 18 percent growth to 871,000,
.

By Ken Girardin
had higher rates than Connecticut ) million; Texas, 1.8] )
S | e with E.J. McMahon
wi Georgia, 496,000 o0 5.

than icut /o1
biggest loser by far with a 2.7 percent
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e, mcaning a 1053 of 499,000, 10
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owth had created a new prob-
“McMansions along the niver "
pmas Cooke, an assistant pro-
of geography at the University
nnecticut, sayd: “What 1s hap-
g on the outer reaches is Con-
ut’s version of sprawl Middle-
ounty 1s growing because peo-
re out there building their
sions and commuting 45 min-

0 work."”
[ riield County, where nearly one
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g out Hartford County as most

POPULATION PACE
1S SET BY JERSRY

Rateof10% in4 Ye‘arsTops
New York and Connecticut

The fastest-growing state of|
the three in the metropolitan
area, since the last census, is
New Jersey.

As of July 1, the Census
Bureau reported in estimates re-
leased last week, the population
of New Jersey was 6,682,000, a
rise of 10 per cent. On April 1,
1960, when the last count was|
made, it was 6,068,782.

The rate may now be de-
clining: For the first three
years of the four-year period!
the population rose about 8 per|
cent, or 2.6 per cent a year,
while in the last year it rose
2 per cent.
changes indicate little in popula-
tion movements,

New York's population, the|

Cuntinwed on Puge BT

VINg COStS Seen
as major factors. 2 m
T e

lation at 821,000.

Hartford County had 623 more resi-
dents in the 1980 census. Its popula-
tion grew by 2.2 percent, the second
smallest percentage gain in the state.

On a percentage basis, Middlesex
But one-year County was followed closely by Tol-
land with 5.9 percent. Other county
creases were Windham at 4.9 percent,
Litchfield at 3.5 percent, New London

Population Changes in 3 States
SHOW SUMMARY

southern New Hampshire commuting
towns on the Massachusetts border

bureau estimates,
from 16,782,304 in

increased

1960 to]

17,459,000 in 1964. The biggest
relative increase has been in the
@ge group under 18, which rose|

from 5,336,247 to 5,937,

000.

Connecticut’s population in-

creased from 2,535,24
766,000. The state

3 to 2-
had the|

smalles: relative increase of the
three in children under 5. But
it had a large increase in the
5-to-17 age group, reflecting the
movement of adults with older|

children into the state.

Connecticut had a rather large)

iIncrease in the

at 3.4 percent and New Haven at 2.3
percent.

New Haven County gained 17,600
residents, followed closely by Hart-
ford County with 17,400, Fairficld
grew by 13,900 residents, New London
by 8,000, Middlesex added 7,700, Tol-
land was up 6,700, Litchfield grew by
5,400 and Windham was up 4,500.

A planning analyst at the State Of-
fice of Policy and Management, Wil-
liam Cox, said spiraling housing costs
in Fairfield County have siemmed
population growth. “It's increasingly
difficult for companies to relocate
and employees to find afiordable
housing,” he said.

In Eastern Connecticut, Mr. Cox
said, new employment in the Middle-
town area added to the growth in Mid-
dlesex County. And, he said, Hartford
residents as well as people who live in
Worcester, Mass., and Providence,
RI, have discovered Windham

have seen the sharpest popul
creases in New England during the
decade so far, according to the report.
Dukes County, composed of the
towns on Martha's Vineyard, had a
22.4 percent increase from 1980 to
1986. That was the largest percentage
increase of any county in a 2l-state
region from Maine o Delaware to
Nebraska, according to the report.
Five New England counties lost
population in the 1980s, including the
northernmost areas of Maine and
New Hampshire, the Berkshire Hills
in western Massachusetts and sub-
urbs directly south of Boston.
Statewide, Connecticut’s population
increased by about 81 residents,
third in New England. New Hamp-
shire led with 106,000, followed by
Massachusetts at 95,000. Maine added
49,000, Vermont's population in-
creased by 29,000, and Rhode Island’s
by 28,000. -

Upper Fairfieldand
atuck Valley.
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Executive Summary

The 2020 U.S. Census carried a troubling message for
Connecticut. In a decade when the nation’s population
increased by 7.4 percent, the headcount in the Consti-

tution State barely grew at all.

Five of Connecticut’s eight counties (Litchfield, Middlesex,
New London, Tolland, and Windham) lost population,
something virtually unheard of in the preceding century.
This was a remarkable turn, considering those five had
together been the state’s fastest-growing over the prior

four decades.

What was behind Connecticut’s poor population

performance?

This report examines the drivers behind population
change in Connecticut-births, deaths, and migration-
with a focus on the component where state policy can

play the largest role: migration within the United States.

Connecticut’s population growth from “natural increase;”
the extent to which births outnumber deaths, has col-
lapsed over the past three decades. In 1991, there were
21,822 more births than deaths. By 2019, that had fallen
to 3,127. Even before the novel coronavirus pandemic,

deaths outpaced births in half of Connecticut counties.

Between 1991 and 2020, 548,932 more people left Con-
necticut for other states than moved here, according to
Census Bureau estimates. But Internal Revenue Service
migration data, which measure moves between states,
challenge the conventional wisdom that Connecticut’s

weak population growth stems from people leaving.

In fact, IRS data show people have not moved out of Con-
necticut at an especially high rate, and that no particular
age group has been overrepresented among outmigrants,

compared to nationwide interstate migration trends.

Instead, Connecticut’s problem stems almost entirely

from a failure to attract enough residents, either from
other states or abroad, to consistently replace the ones
who leave. This imbalance exists not only between
Connecticut and retirement destinations such as Florida
and South Carolina, but also with nearly every other
state for which a significant number of moves in either

direction was identified.

Much has been made about the recent uptick in moves
from New York to Connecticut. But New York was already
losing residents to Connecticut on net in the decade
prior to the pandemic—that is to say, Connecticut had

no problem attracting residents from the Empire State.

In fact, that constant stream of migrants from New York
City and its suburbs has for years partially offset a much
larger imbalance in the flow of moves between Connecti-
cut and other states. But only New York and New Jersey

sent more residents to Connecticut than they drew.

While Connecticut saw a rare instance of positive domestic
migration (more arrivals than departures) during the
pandemic, it remains to be seen whether Connecticut has
become a more popular destination or simply benefited
from an acceleration of planned moves and one-time

pandemic-driven relocations.

Immigration from other countries has helped offset the
state’s failure to attract residents and its declining natural
increase. The roughly 340,000 net new residents added
from abroad between 1991 and 2020 were responsible for
all the state’s population growth (about 319,000 people)
since 1990.

Policymakers should closely examine the factors behind
Connecticut’s population struggle and address the factors
putting Connecticut at such a competitive disadvantage

for its most crucial resource. After years of leaning on

gimmicks designed to “retain” residents, they need to

March/2022
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take account of both sides of the migration ledger. Given
its many strengths—its scenic beauty, well-educated and
productive workforce, continuing leadership in some
key industry sectors, and strategic location, to name a

few—why doesn’t Connecticut attract more new resi-

Introduction:
Losing Count

Figure 1

dents to replace those it loses? Policymakers should focus
on answering that question and addressing what the

ansSwers uncover.

When the results of the 2020 U.S. Census were tallied, Con-
necticut was among the negative outliers. In a decade when
the nation’s population grew by 7.4 percent, Connecticut’s
population barely grew at all—less than one percentage point.
It was by far the lowest rate in all of New England and the
Northeast. Only three states ranked below Connecticut: West
Virginia, Illinois, and Mississippi, all of which lost population.

(Figure 1)
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Five of Connecticut’s eight counties ended the decade with
fewer residents than they had started with (Figure 2). This was
a major departure from a century of nearly uninterrupted
growth in each corner of the state. Only once since the 1910
census had a Connecticut county—Hartford County in

the 1970s—lost population between censuses.

Connecticut’s growth in the last decade was concentrated in
Fairfield County, which added 40,590 residents. If Hartford
County and New Haven County combined were a separately
ranked state, they would have been the slowest-growing.
And if Connecticut’s four easternmost counties—Tolland,
Middlesex, Windham, and New London—had been similarly

Figure 2

counted together, they would have shrunk at a faster rate than
either Illinois or Mississippi and posted the worst population

decline outside West Virginia.

During the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, Connecticut’s population
growth outpaced the nation. The state grew faster than the
Northeast as a whole in every census from 1920 to 1990,
benefiting in the 1980s from an exodus from New York City

and an economic boom, among other things.

Since 1970, Connecticut has fallen among the slowest-growing
third of states in all five federal censuses. It has been near

the bottom in two of the last three censuses. (Figure 3)

County Population Change (2010 to 2020)

L/ A

Litchfield Hartford Tolland Windham
2010: 189,927 2010: 894,014 2010: 152,691 2010: 118,428
2020: 185,186 2020: 899,498 2020: 149,788 2020: 116,418

Change: -4,741(-2.5%) Change: 5,484 (.6%) Change: Change: -2,010 (-1.7%)

!

New Haven

2010: 862,477

2020: 864,835
Change: 2,358 (0.3%)

T

Fairfield
2010: 916,829
2020: 957,419

Change: 40,590 (4.4%)

T

-2,903 (-1.9%)

T l !

Middlesex New London
2010: 165,676 2010: 274,055
2020: 164,245 2020: 268,555

Change: -5,500 (-2%)

!

Change: -1,431(-0.9%)

l

Connecticut Total
2010: 3,574,097
2020: 3,605,944

Change: 31,847 (.9%)

!

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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Figure 3

Connecticut Population Growth Rank Among States
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All five counties that shrank in the
2010s had, in each decade between
1960 and 1990, grown faster than

the state as a whole.
99

Table 1

Population Change (1910 to 2020)

1910 1920 1930 1940 1950
Fairfield County =~ 332%  308%  20.5% 8.2% 20.5%

Hartford County = 28.0%  343%  253% 6.9% 19.9%
Litchfield County = 10.3% 8.5% 8.3% 54% 13.6%
Middlesex County =~ 9.3% 42% 8.1% 9.0% 20.2%
New Haven County = 253%  23.1%  11.6% 45% 12.7%
New London County  103%  146%  13.7% 53% 15.6%
Tolland County = 7.9% 2.9% 53% 112% = 403%
Windham County =~ 3.2% 9.2% 2.4% 4.0% 9.8%

1960
29.6%

27.8%
21.2%
32.0%
21.0%
28.3%
53.7%

1970
213%

18.4%
20.2%
29.2%
12.8%
24.0%
50.5%

1980
1.8%

-1.1%
8.8%
12.4%
2.2%
3.5%
11.0%

March/2022

Northeast States | 22.9% 14.7% 16.1% 45% 9.7%
United States = 21.0% 150%  16.2% 73% 14.5%

13.2%
18.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

All five counties that shrank in the 2010s had, in each decade
between 1960 and 1990, grown faster than the state as a whole.
(Table 1)

Between 1990 and 2020, the Northeast states grew more
slowly than the other three regions (the South, the West
and the Mid-West). But Connecticut’s weak performance
was anomalous even on a regional basis. Connecticut’s

population between 1990 and 2010 generally tracked that

of Massachusetts, which in many ways is similarly situated.

Connecticut grew slightly slower in the 1990s but faster in

the 2000s. In the most recent decade, however, Massachusetts

added population at more than eight times Connecticut’ rate.

(Figure 4)

66

11.5%

...Massachusetts
added population
at more than eight
times Connecticut’s
rate.
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Figure 4

MA and CT — Population Growth Since 1990
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What Drives Population

Change?

The state population changes when someone is born, dies,
or enters or leaves the state. These activities are grouped by
demographers in three categories: natural increase (births
compared to deaths), domestic migration between states

and foreign migration.

The U.S. Census Bureau (see Appendix) each year issues
interstitial estimates of each of these three “components of
population change” during the 12-month period ending
July 1. Together they help explain Connecticut’s weak popu-
lation growth in recent decades.

BIRTHS § DEATHS

Connecticut’s population growth from “natural increase,”
the extent to which births outnumber deaths, has collapsed
over the past three decades (Figure 5). In 1991, there were

21,822 more births than deaths. By 2019, that had fallen to
3,127 (Table 2). Even before the virus that causes COVID-19
arrived in Connecticut in early 2020, deaths were outpacing
births in half its counties. Hospitals in Tolland, Litchfield,
and Windham County last year took steps to close their

Figure 5

Natural Population Increase
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labor and delivery operations, citing the decline in local
births." The population in many parts of the state shows signs
of aging: K-12 public school enrollment dropped 8 percent
between the 2011-12 school year and 2020-21. About one-
third of school districts experienced enrollment declines of at
least 20 percent during that period, with the drop exceeding

40 percent in five of them.
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Table 2

Natural Population Increase (Decrease) (2011 to 2020)

County Name

Fairfield 3,958 3,896 3431 3,563 3,424
Hartford 1,814 1,738 1,531 1,599 1,562
Litchfield -113 -276 -399 -395 -345
Middlesex 74 52 -129 -113 -147
New Haven 1,700 1,468 1,328 1,306 972
New London 530 530 305 316 214
Tolland 169 178 137 120 168
Windham 210 204 175 97 98

3,445 2,957 2,614 2,782 2,038 32,108
1,503 1,069 1,122 822 277 13,037
-374 -408 -466 -497 -598  -3,871
-193 -339 -332 -295 -388  -1,810
1,073 927 769 415 -115 9,843
193 103 68 -52 -313 1,894
98 106 40 28 5 1,049

61 -26 2 -76 -125 620

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Natural increase in most years has not been the biggest driver
behind the state’s population change. But it helped conceal the
extent to which Connecticut was losing population, on net,

from migration to other states.

MIGRATION

Connecticut in the 2010s had 219,328 more people leave the
state than move in from other states, the country’s fifth-highest
rate of domestic outmigration. Since 1990, 548,932 more

people left Connecticut for other states than moved here.

Connecticut has experienced two significant surges in net
domestic outmigration that peaked in 1992 and 2015,

respectively (Figure 6). Both occurred following the end of
national economic recessions in which Connecticut’s recovery

lagged the nation.

It bears noting that the one-year period with the highest
net outmigration, ]uly 1, 1991 to June 30, 1992, saw the
single furthest-reaching change in state policy in the past
half-century: the August 1991 enactment of the state’s

personal income tax.

From mid-2020 to mid-2021, the novel coronavirus pan-
demic interrupted Connecticut’s long-term demographic
trends by producing a small net domestic migration gain of

5,134 residents—a pronounced turnaround from the average
loss of more than 20,000 people a year over the previous

decade, and the first time in at least 31 years that more people
moved into Connecticut than moved to other states. It remains
to be seen whether this trend will persist; Connecticut is
likely to have benefited chiefly from the pandemic’s impact
in New York, which had a record net outflow of residents

during the same period.?

March/2022

Connecticut’s losses to other states were offset in part by

foreign immigration. The Census Bureau estimates the state
netted 146,353 residents from abroad during the 2010s, an
uptick from prior decades—though not enough to make up for
the net loss of 219,328 residents to other states. Massachusetts,
meanwhile, added 391,402 residents thanks to foreign immi-
gration, which more than offset its net loss of 190,343 to

other states.

The benefit from foreign immigration is even more pro-

nounced when earlier decades are considered. During much

Figure 6

of the 2000s, these moves from abroad more than compen-
sated for the state’s negative net domestic migration. In

fact, the roughly 340,000 net new residents added from
abroad between 1991 and 2020 were responsible for all the

state’s population growth (about 319,000 people) since 1990.
Without these new residents, Connecticut’s representation
in the United States House of Representatives would have
shrunk from five to four seats in the last round of reappor-

tionment.

Connecticut Population Migration, 1991-2021
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Who Is Moving?

Discussions about Connecticut’s population often center on

the intensity of migration out of Connecticut.

» Governor Ned Lamont has framed Connecticut’s
population challenge as a need to “turn the moving vans
around.”

« Reports from moving companies show more customers
leaving than entering Connecticut. One of the most
recent reports, by United Van Lines, said the state had
the fourth-highest outbound rate.’

» Public opinion polls routinely ask voters if they are

considering leaving Connecticut.*

State officials have pointed to this perceived outbound deluge
and sought to mitigate it with proposals ranging from adver-
tising campaigns® to savings programs for first-time home-
buyers® to tax credits to job training. The General Assembly
in 2017 amended the tax law to reduce and ultimately

eliminate the state income tax on pensions and annuities
for most retirees. Senate Republican Leader Len Fasano, one
of the plan’s proponents, said the policy was meant “to entice

those who work here to retire here””

But as shown by annual tax filers migration data compiled
by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), Connecticut’s prob-
lem isn’t so much a matter of too many outbound moving

vans as too few inbound movers.

The IRS migration data categorizes moves based on the age
and income of the primary taxpayer. This analysis begins with
tax year 2011, when the agency adopted a more accurate and
more detailed methodology for counting interstate moves

(see Appendix).

The age profile of Connecticut outmigrants between 2011
and 2019 is not unlike that of other New England states.
For example, while tax filers under age 35 make up a slight
(51 percent) majority of those leaving Connecticut between
2011 and 2019, they were a slightly larger percentage of all
interstate migrants throughout the U.S. (52 percent) — and
an even larger percentage leaving neighboring Massachusetts
(56 percent) and Rhode Island (54 percent). (Figure 7)

Connecticut did not have an unusually high number of out-
migrants measured as a proportion of all tax filers. Looking
at the number of moves out of all 50 states and the District of
Columbia between 2011 and 2019, Connecticut ranked near
the middle (21¢*) with an average of 3.4 percent of tax filers
moving out of state each year (Table 3), or 48,044 individuals
or households per year. This is an even less remarkable
outmigration rate given Connecticut’s small geographic size,
making moves more likely to cross state lines than in geo-
graphically larger states such as California and Texas. Even
within New England, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Rhode

Island all had higher outmigration rates.

Connecticut also does not appear to be losing any particular
age group more than others. Breaking down movers into six
age ranges, the IRS data show Connecticut did not have the
highest or lowest rate among New England states in any of
the six (Table 4). New Hampshire and Vermont had higher
rates of outmigration for all six, and that Rhode Island had a

higher rate among movers under age 55.
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Figure ¢
Age Breakdown, Outbound Domestic Migrants (2011 to 2019)
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Connecticut’s problem isn’t so much
a matter of too many outbound
moving vans as too few inbound

mouvers.
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Table 3
Outbound, Inbound, and Net Migration Rates (2011 to 2019)

Outbound Outbound Net

State Average Rate Average Rate Average Rate State Average Rate Average Rate Average Rate
DC 1 10.7% 1 10.3% 42 -0.4% KY 37 2.9% 35 2.8% 24 -0.1%
AK 2 6.6% 4 5.5% 51 -1.1% NY 38 2.8% 47 2.0% 50 -0.9%
WY 3 6.0% 3 5.6% 40 -0.4% LA 39 2.8% 42 2.4% 39 -0.4%
ND 4 5.2% 5 5.3% 19 0.1% IL 40 2.8% 48 2.0% 49 -0.8%
HI 5 5.1% 8 4.7% 36 -0.3% AL 41 2.8% 36 2.8% 20 0.0%
NV 6 4.5% 2 5.8% 1 1.3% IA 42 2.7% 41 2.5% 29 -0.2%
NM 7 4.1% 20 3.8% 38 -0.3% ME 43 2.7% 30 3.0% 15 0.3%
DE 8 4.1% 9 4.7% 10 0.6% IN 44 2.5% 43 2.4% 26 -0.1%
VA 9 4.1% 18 3.9% 27 -0.2% PA 45 2.3% 45 2.0% 33 -0.3%
CO 10 4.1% 6 5.0% 4 0.9% TX 46 2.3% 31 2.8% 11 0.5%
KS 11 4.0% 25 3.5% 46 -0.5% MN 47 2.3% 44 2.2% 23 -0.1%
NH 12 3.9% 13 4.1% 16 0.2% WI 48 2.2% 46 2.0% 28 -0.2%
ID 13 3.9% 7 4.9% 2 1% OH 49 2.1% 49 1.8% 31 -0.3%
SD 14 3.8% 15 3.9% 18 0.1% CA 50 2.0% 50 1.8% 30 -0.2%
MD 15 3.8% 24 3.5% 37 -0.3% MI 51 2.0% 51 1.7% 35 -0.3%
VT 16 3.8% 23 3.5% 34 -0.3%

MT 17 3.8% = 43% 13 0.5% Source: IRS, Yankee Institute calculations

RI 18 3.7% 27 3.3% 44 -0.4%

AZ 19 3.6% 10 4.6% 5 0.9%

GA 20 3.5% 21 3.8% 14 0.3% T abl e 4

CT 21 3.4% 38 2.7% 48 -0.7%

sC 22 3:4% 1 4.3% 3 1% Outmigration Rate by Age Group (2011 to 2019)

OR 23 3.3% 14 4.1% 6 0.8%

UT 24 3.3% 26 3.4% 17 0.2%

NC 25 3.3% 19 3.9% 0.6% 6 6 4 4 6 6
WA 26 3.2% 16 3.9% 0.7% CT 7.45% 6.29% 3.05% 1.85% 1.95% 2.13%
FL 27 3.2% 17 3.9% 0.7% MA 6.40% 5.70% 2.60% 1.50% 1.40% 1.60%
MS 28 3.2% 32 2.8% 41 -0.4% ME 6.67% 4.60% 2.29% 1.65% 1.54% 1.98%
NJ 29 3.1% 39 2.5% 47 -0.6% NH 9.11% 7.14% 3.44% 2.33% 2.19% 2.61%
TN 30 3.1% 22 3.6% 12 0.5% RI 7.70% 6.90% 3.80% 2.10% 1.80% 2.10%
WV 31 3.1% 37 2.7% 43 -0.4% VT 9.51% 7.07% 3.28% 2.24% 2.03% 2.34%
AR 32 3.1% 29 3.0% 22 0.0% US 5.64% 5.00% 2.76% 1.76% 1.55% 1.65%
OK 33 3.1% 28 3.0% 21 0.0%

NE 34 3.0% 34 2.8% 32 -0.3% Source: IRS, Yankee Institute calculations

MA 35 2.9% 40 2.5% 45 -0.4%

MO 36 2.9% 33 2.8% 25 -0.1%
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How does this reconcile with census data showing a large

negative net migration out of Connecticut?

The problem is on the other side of the ledger: compared to
migration patterns across the country, people are not leaving
Connecticut at an exceptionally high rate, but the state is not

attracting enough new residents to offset the loss.
With respect to moves into the state, Connecticut ranked

38th with inbound movers averaging 2.7 percent of total

filers annually.

Figure 8

Comparing the outbound migration rate directly to the
inbound rate, Connecticut had the third-highest ratio, with
126 moves out for every 100 moves in. Only Illinois and New

York had more lopsided domestic migration.

A state’s population is affected by the difference between
inbound and outbound migration, not the absolute value
of either. Colorado, for instance, experienced an annual
migration outflow averaging 4.1 percent of tax filers between
2011 and 2019—a considerably bigger loss than Connecticuts.
But Colorado attracted new taxpayers at roughly twice Con-

Outbound vs. Inbound Domestic Migration Rates (2011 to 2019)

6.5%

5.5%

45% Z

Inbound Domestic Migration Rates

3.5%

e
MS
".-'A'L KY MO WV o (T

9 A
25% L

15%
15% 25% 3.5%

Wy AK

o

o0
oD

DE

4.5% 5.5% 6.5%

Outbound Domestic Migration Rates

Source: IRS, Yankee Institute calculations

necticut’s population-adjusted rate, yielding a net additional
155,000 filers from domestic migration as Connecticut was
losing 79,000.

In Figure 8 on the previous page, the further a state is from
the dividing line, the more its inbound migration exceeded
its outmigration. Connecticut is hardly the only state below
the line, but it is one of the most distant. Even within New
England, two states—New Hampshire and Maine—managed

to attract more movers from other states than they gave up.

In fact, three of the five fastest-growing states in the last
census (Idaho, North Dakota and Nevada) all had higher
rates of tax filer outmigration than Connecticut—but still

managed to post population gains of at least 15 percent.

Looking at the ages of people moving into Connecticut, the

breakdown generally matches regional and national trends

Figure 9
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(Figure 9) (though Massachusetts’ inbound migrants are
visibly younger, and a large portion of people moving to

Maine are at or near retirement-age).

The lopsided migration pattern in and out of Connecticut
is also evident from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS) data, which tracks individuals
(rather than tax filers and entire households) but is based
on voluntary responses. Between 2011 and 2019, the ACS
showed moves from other parts of the United States into
Connecticut equal to 2.30 percent of state population, com-

pared to 2.82 percent moving outbound.

As with the IRS data, Connecticut had a middling average
rate of outmigration, ranking 20 out of 51. But the state’s

inbound migration rate was 38t.

Inbound Domestic Migrants — Breakdown by Age (2011 to 2019)
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Source: IRS, Yankee Institute calculations
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Where Are People Moving?

The IRS migration data identify the original and destination
county for about three-quarters of the moves in and out of
Connecticut between 2011 and 2019. (Counties that had
only a handful of residents move to or from them are not

itemized for privacy reasons).

Figure 10

Looking at those states for which at least 1,000 moves were
identified to or from Connecticut (Figure 10), only New York
and New Jersey sent more tax filers to Connecticut than they

drew (Figure 11).

Migration In and Out of Connecticut (2011 to 2019)
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Figure 11
Migration In and Out of Connecticut (2011-2019)

Number of people moving to CT for every 10 people leaving
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THE NEW YORK CONNECTION

Much has been made since the beginning of the novel corona-
virus pandemic about moves from New York to Connecticut,
which were seen as the primary driver behind Connecticut’s
breaking its decades-long losing streak and posting positive

net domestic migration.

Governor Ned Lamont in 2020 described the dynamic:
“Remember, two years ago, I was running for office and
moving vans were all leaving the state...Last one out,
turn out the lights. All that sort of negativity. ... Well,
thats no more. The moving vans are turning around
and more people are coming to Connecticut than ever
before. Tens of thousands of people have moved or
changed their address to the state of Connecticut in
the last few months. They’re buying. They're renting,
and they’re building”®

Connecticut, however, was already experiencing positive net

migration from New York in the decade prior to the pandemic.

New York City, in particular, is in a constant state of demo-

graphic churn, drawing foreign immigrants as a natural

first stop and routinely seeing a net outflow of residents

(including recent immigrants) seeking lower living costs
and taxes elsewhere. The pipeline between Manhattan and

the city’s commuter suburbs began to fill in the years after
World War II. Connecticut, linked to the city by mass transit,
has long benefited from that flow.

Between 2011 and 2019, the IRS identified 83,379 moves
from New York to Connecticut, compared to 58,521 the
other way. Most of these moves (45,861) came from New
York City, compared to 37,444 moves from Connecticut into
the city. Connecticut also had net positive migration from
Long Island, the lower Hudson Valley, and to a lesser extent

from New Jersey.

The uptick in moves during 2020 and 2021 likely represented
a combination of one-time behavior changes, an acceleration
of planned moves, and residence shifts to second homes.
Future IRS and Census Bureau data will provide more clarity
about the extent to which Connecticut has increased its draw

from New York on a sustained basis.

What Can Connecticut Do

About It?

Conversations about population and migration trends risk
being eclipsed by arguments over the perceived causes. But
the stakes around the subject are high, and the 2020 census
should be a wake-up call for Connecticut policymakers.

Population matters can have serious ramifications for the
entire state. Local population decline, especially in rural areas,
risks destabilizing things ranging from regional labor markets
to healthcare infrastructure. In the aggregate, it jeopardizes

the state’s level of representation in Washington D.C.

State lawmakers and other elected officials should look

skeptically at proposals for new programs or other funding
framed as necessary to retain residents. Connecticut does
not show signs of a problematic level of outmigration by

national standards.

Instead, officials should broadly examine the factors within
state policy that cause Connecticut to fall short when indi-
viduals and families decide where to live. To avoid stagnation,
or decrease, Connecticut must make itself more attractive in

the competition with 49 other states.

Appendix

CENSUS DATA

In addition to its constitutionally mandated “enumeration”
of the U.S. population every 10 years, the Census Bureau
compiles annual estimates of population (and housing units)
for states, counties, cities, and towns. While the decennial
census is pegged to April 1, the annual estimates reflect

populations as of July 1, or mid-year.

Updates to the annual population estimates are derived from

three “demographic components of change” categories.

Natural increase is calculated as births minus deaths on a
state and county level. These numbers are based on statistics
compiled from official state and local government vital statis-

tics, which in turn are based on the residence of mothers and

decedents, respectively.

Net domestic migration represents the number of people
moving from one U.S. county to another in the previous year.
The sum of each state’s intercounty numbers reflects the flow
of all persons moving into the state minus all individuals
moving out of the state; thus, a negative number represents a
net outflow. Net domestic migration is derived from four
data sources:
« Internal Revenue Service (IRS) income tax return data
for filers below age 65
» Medicare enrollment data for those aged 65 and over
o The full federal database of all Social Security numbers,
as updated annually with new entries and any changes
to a person’s record
« Change in the population of unrelated people living in
group quarters including college residence halls,
residential treatment centers, skilled nursing facilities,
group homes, military barracks, prisons, and worker

dormitories.

Net international immigration is the difference between
migration to a state or locality from outside the U.S. (immi-

gration) and migration from U.S. areas to other countries and
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Puerto Rico (emigration) during the period. It includes legal
immigration as reported by the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service, estimates of net undocumented immigration
from abroad based on the Census Bureau’s American Com-

munity Survey, and net movement between Puerto Rico and
the states.

The decennial census count of population serves as the base
count of population from which annual estimates are derived
at the state, county and municipal level. Annual changes to
estimates reflect the sum of the demographic components of
change, plus a small statistical residual not accounted for in

the components categories.

In all years except those coinciding with the decennial

census, the annual population estimates cited in this study
were issued by the Census Bureau at the end of the “vintage”
year—e.g., estimates of populations as of July 1, 2019, and
components of change for the previous 12 months were
released in December 2019. Updated estimates for July 1 of
decennial census years and for each of the preceding nine
years were released early in the year following the decennial
census, but several months in advance of the decennial data,

which reflects populations as of April 1 in census year.

Census estimates differ from census apportionment and
resident population counts in decennial years. Those differ-
ences can be significant; for example, the decennial census
pegged Connecticut’s resident population at 3,405,565 as of
April 1, 2020, while the previously released census estimate
put the number at 3,297,615 for July 1 of the same year. In
this and other cases, the difference may have stemmed largely
from an undercount of net international migration, including
undocumented immigrants difficult to count accurately in

the multi-year American Community Survey, which targets a
relatively small statistical sample designed to be represen-

tative of all households. In all cases, the decennial census

is considered the authoritative number—a re-set basis for
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subsequent annual estimates and for apportionment of

congressional seats through the following decade.

For further information on the decennial census, see

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/
decade.html

For further information on annual census estimates, see

https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest.html

CENSUS DATA REFERENCED

o Annual and Cumulative Estimates of Resident
Population Change for the United States, Regions, States,
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico and Region and
State Rankings: April 1, 2020 to July 1, 2021 (NST-EST
2021-CHG)
https://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/
tables/2020-2021/state/totals/NST-EST2021-CHG.xlsx

 Annual Population Estimates, Estimated Components
of Resident Population Change, and Rates of the Com-
ponents of Resident Population Change for the United
States, States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico:
April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2020 (NST-EST2020-alldata)
https://www?2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/
datasets/2010-2020/national/totals/nst-est2020-all

data.csv

« Annual Resident Population Estimates, Estimated
Components of Resident Population Change, and Rates
of the Components of Resident Population Change for
States and Counties: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2010
(CO-EST2010-ALLDATA), as corrected an updated
on April 6, 2012.
https://www?2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/
datasets/2010/2010-eval-estimates/co-est2010-alldata.csv

« County Population Estimates and Demographic Com-
ponents of Population Change: Annual Times Series,
April 1, 1990 Census to July 1, 2000 Estimate; Internet
Release Date: November 1, 2005.
https://www?2.census.gov/programs-surveys/popest/
tables/1990-2000/estimates-and-change-1990-2000/
2000c8 36.txt

TAXPAYER MIGRATION DATA

Excerpt from “SOI Migration Data: A New Approach,” from
the IRS Statistics of Income Bulletin, Summer 2015

irs.gov/pub/irs-soi/soi-a-inmig-id1509.pdf):

The IRS Statistics of Income Division (SOI), in collaboration
with the U.S. Census Bureau, has released migration data

for the United States for several decades. These data are an
important source of information detailing the movement of

individuals from one location to another. SOI bases these data
on the year-to-year address changes reported on individual
income tax returns filed with the IRS during two consecutive

calendar years.

From the migration data’s inception through Calendar Years
2009-2010, the Census Bureau produced the data for SOL
This process all changed beginning with data for 2011-2012
when SOI assumed the responsibility for the migration
tabulations and introduced a number of enhancements
intended to improve the data’s overall quality. Furthermore, the
new approach provided an additional series of information...

To date, SOI has made the following three major improvements:

« Migration data are now based on a full year of data, as
opposed to a partial year of data.

o Overall, the improved year-to-year return matching has
increased the number of matched records by 5 percent
and the number of high-income returns by approxi-
mately 25 percent.

 New tabulations show migration flows at the State level,
by size of adjusted gross income (AGI) and age of

primary taxpayer.
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