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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
High property taxes are a fact 
of life in Connecticut. Assessed 
at the local level, they account 
for nearly half of all the taxes 
collected in-state. 
Recently, legislators have looked at providing 
some cities and towns with more tax revenue 
by designating a portion of the state sales tax 
to some municipalities. But providing cities 
and towns with a new revenue stream isn’t the 
key component in controlling property taxes – 
controlling spending is.

The following paper provides a comparison of per 
person spending for every city and town in the 
state. It also analyzes the budgets of four of the 
top five spenders. The results are both revealing 
and unsurprising – as with the state, years of 
generous promises to government employees 
have pushed spending higher. Municipal budgets 
have been deeply affected by localities’ failure 
to pay for their promises up-front, and local 

taxpayers have been burdened with the obligation 
to make large catch-up payments to draw down 
those liabilities. 

This study also examines spending on education 
in the four case study towns, and finds that more 
spending doesn’t necessarily guarantee better 
educational outcomes. Perhaps that’s because the 
single biggest difference between these particular 
districts appears to be the number – not of 
teachers – but of “non-certified” staff working in 
the schools. 

This study is intended as a starting point for 
comparing spending in Connecticut’s 169 
municipalities. Although the measures used here 
to compare the towns are not perfect, they are 
good approximations based on available data. 

Above all, meaningful accountability at the local 
level requires transparency. The difficulty in 
comparing spending across towns highlights the 
importance of clear financial reporting standards 
for Connecticut’s municipalities. Standard 
spending categories would greatly enhance town 
leaders’ efforts to compare their municipality’s 
spending with that of similar counterparts. 
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Many hard-working local officials across 
Connecticut are committed to controlling 
spending. Having usable data that would allow 
town governments across the state to share best 
practices and the creative ways that out-of-
control spending is being addressed would be a 
boon to every Connecticut taxpayer.

INTRODUCTION
Connecticut’s citizens bear one of 
the highest property tax burdens 
in the country. 
Local property taxes make up nearly half of the 
total state and local taxes paid by residents.1 
The average bill ranks among the top ten in the 
country, and the amount of property taxes on 
a per capita basis are the second highest in the 
country.2

Municipal government leaders find it difficult 
to compare their city or town’s spending with 
their peers. Although local governments, unlike 
the state, must comply with generally accepted 
accounting principles (GAAP), each city and 
town can structure its accounts in its own way, 
so line items in one town often can’t be directly 
compared to those of a neighboring town.
These slightly different accounting habits make 
comparisons time consuming – when they aren’t 
altogether impossible

As a result, many of Connecticut’s 169 cities and 
towns operate in a vacuum without any reference 
to neighboring towns or peers across the state. 
1  Forty four percent in 2011, according to the Department of 
Revenue Services Tax Incidence Study, December 2014, http://
www.ct.gov/drs/lib/drs/research/drstaxincidencereport2014.pdf
2  According to WalletHub.com, Connecticut’s average property 
tax bill of $3,301 is sixth-highest. Busemeyer, Stephen. “Property 
Taxes In Connecticut Among Highest In Nation.” Hartford Cou-
rant, April 8, 2015. http://www.courant.com/data-desk/hc-prop-
erty-taxes-in-connecticut-among-highest-in-nation-20150407-ht-
mlstory.html. In 2012, the Tax Foundation ranked Connecticut 
second-highest for per capita property tax collections of $2,626. 
http://taxfoundation.org/state-tax-climate/connecticut

In many cases, towns reinvent proverbial wheels 
that have been in use elsewhere for years. There 
is a need for best practices to be shared across the 
state – and borrowed from efficient and effective 
local governments across the country. 

The goal of this project is two-fold. First, it 
provides a general overview of local spending 
in all 169 towns. This collection of recent 
historical data is a first step toward more in-depth 
comparisons between towns. 

In addition to the general overview of local 
spending in Connecticut, the study includes an 
in-depth case study on four of Connecticut’s 
highest-spending towns: Darien, New Canaan, 
Westport and Wilton. After minimizing 
significant differences in accounting practices, 
three factors stood out in the budget comparison: 
the cost of retirement benefits, especially paying 
for unfunded past promises; education spending; 
and debt repayment.

In these highest-spending towns, there are 
millions of tax dollars being spent with dubious 
returns.

From 1996 to 2012, the average annual increase 
in property taxes was 4 percent. However, it was 
particularly high between 2003 and 2010, when 
property taxes grew by an average of 5 percent. 
Some states have enacted laws that protect 
residents from extreme tax hikes; for example, 
Massachusetts’ Prop 2.5 caps annual property tax 
revenue increases at 2.5 percent. 

This study applies an approximation of this law 
retroactively to see what the impact would have 
been in order to understand what it could do for 
Connecticut taxpayers going forward.



CONNECTICUT PROPERTY 
TAX HISTORY
Get your flannel shirt and faded 
jeans. We are going to the ‘90s.
In 1996, Connecticut towns raised $1,426 per 
person from property tax. By 2012, that number 
was up 80 percent to $2,569. Over the same period, 
local spending increased 70 percent, from $2,070 to 
$3,528. This increase in local taxation and spending 
has been disproportionate to our economic growth, 
meaning that property taxes take up an extra .5 
percent of our income (3.8 percent vs. 3.3 percent).

Some towns that experienced significant growth in 
property tax rates started with a low rate because 
they received significant state funding, but then that 
funding dwindled over time. For example, property 
taxes in Lisbon paid for only one-third of spending 
in 1996, but rose to cover more than half the 
local budget by 2012. While per-person spending 
increased by 70 percent – exactly the state average 
– property taxes per person rose by 163 percent. 
Bethel, Killingly, Preston, Prospect and Voluntown 
experienced similar changes. 

Two towns in the top 10 for increases in property 
taxes stand out for other reasons.  New Canaan 
increased property taxes 147 percent to fund a 157 
percent increase in local spending. Darien saw a 
similar increase in property taxes, 138 percent, and 
local spending, 143 percent. To put their spending 
in context, that is about five times the growth of the 
economy, as measured by the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. Put simply, since 1996, the property tax 
burden has greatly increased relative to taxpayers’ 
ability to pay it.

WHAT TO DO?
This study is the first step toward creating 
meaningful comparisons that communities can 
use to manage their own affairs more effectively. 
City and town leaders who are pleased with their 

standing compared to their peers should stay the 
course, but some communities may realize their 
leaders are spending more than similar towns 
without getting more value. In these communities, 
further review may be necessary to identify a 
specific plan of action. The accompanying case 
study is just one example of this kind of close 
comparison.

WHO SPENDS THE MOST 

(You May Be Surprised)
Many assume urban communities spend the most. 
Although they tend to have large overall budgets, 
this isn’t the case when adjusted for population. For 
example, Hartford is ranked 13th for spending at 
$4,265 per person in 2012, while Westport spent 
$7,333 -- or 72 percent more than Hartford – in the 
same year. 

Although Mansfield’s spending is the lowest per 
capita, this figure is distorted by the presence of 
UConn, which adds to its population without 
proportionately increasing costs. Putnam is second 
lowest at $2,363 per person. While Hartford spends 
nearly twice as much as Putnam, Westport spends 
three times as much per person. (See the appendix 
for spending figures for all 169 cities and towns.)

Connecticut residents pay nearly half of all of their 
state and local taxes through their property taxes. 
The state’s big cities spend a lot – partially fueled 
by state aid – but the biggest spenders are wealthy 
suburban towns in Fairfield County. The top 

Town Rank Spending 
per Person

Westport
Weston
Hartford
New Haven
Bridgeport
Stamford
CT Average
Putnam

1
2

13
27
52
57

-
168

$7,333
$6,618
$4,265
$3,920
$3,615
$3,580
$3,528
$2,363
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the Connecticut average. Yet there are still stark 
differences among these towns. All the towns 
spend a significant amount of money on retirement 
benefits, in the form of pensions and healthcare, to 
retired town employees. (Retiree healthcare benefits 
are often called “other post-employment benefits” 
or OPEB.) But subtle policy differences – like age of 
retirement and type of benefits offered – can mean 
big differences for the amount of money a town 
must spend.

Nearly 12 percent of Westport’s budget goes toward 
these costs. Wilton’s expense is less than half 
Westport’s, although it is second highest, at just over 
5 percent of its budget. Darien spends 2.6 percent 
of its budget on retiree pensions and benefits, while 
New Canaan spends 1.37 percent. 

five spenders are Darien, New Canaan, Weston, 
Westport and Wilton. Four of these towns – 
excluding Weston, which is smaller in population 
– are ideal candidates for comparison.

Comparing a small group of towns, it is possible 
to collect more recent data. Westport still spent 
the most on a per person basis: $6,999, according 
to the adopted budget for 2014. As the largest of 
the four towns by population it also has the largest 
overall budget by about $70 million. In 2012, 
according to data analyzed for all 169 Connecticut 
towns, Westport was the only town in Connecticut 
to spend more than $7,000 per person, and only 
three spent more than $6,000 per resident (New 
Canaan, Weston and Wilton).

In fiscal year 2014, Westport would have saved 
$32.9 million (or 17 percent of its total budget) if 
it spent as much as Darien does per person. That 
amounts to $1,204 in extra taxes per resident.

So even as Westport spends the most overall and 
per capita by a significant margin, is that town any 
better off than others because of it? Westport is 
smaller in land area than Wilton and New Canaan. 
Darien is more densely populated. And though 
Westport has a larger commercial presence than the 
other towns, this factor alone can’t account for the 
higher spending.

PENSIONS & RETIREE 
HEALTHCARE 
Westport: An Outlier among 
Outliers
In all four towns, overall spending is around twice 

Town Pension 
as a % of 
budget

OPEB as 
a % of 
budget

Pension 
+ OPEB 
as a % of 
budget

Westport
Wilton
Darien
New Canaan

6.13%
4.07%
2.08%
0.98%

5.80%
1.07%
0.52%
0.39%

11.93%
5.14%
2.60%
1.37%

Town Spending per 
Person

Savings per 
Person vs. 
Westport

Westport
New Canaan
Wilton
Darien

$6,999
$6,485
$6,142
$5,795

- 
$514
$857

$1,204



DIGGING DEEPER INTO 
WESTPORT’S RETIREE 
HEALTHCARE
Westport offers its town healthcare plan to retirees 
under the age of 65 and a Medicare supplement 
plan to its retirees over the age of 65.

Yet Westport spends more to provide care for 
retirees over age 65, despite Medicare coverage. 
Contrast Westport’s situation with the state’s cost of 
covering its retired employees. On average, a retired 
male Connecticut state employee’s healthcare costs 
$12,766 at age 64 and drops to $2,071 when he 
reaches age 65 and enrolls in Medicare, a decrease 
of 84 percent. Put another way, the cost to the state 
of insuring a 64-year-old male is six times higher 
than a 65-year-old male. 

One would expect Westport’s liability to decrease 
when town retirees switch from a town funded 
healthcare plan to Medicare with a town-funded 
supplement. If Westport experienced a similar drop 

Accordingly, Westport spends eight times more 
per capita than New Canaan on pensions and 
benefits for retired town employees, four times as 
much as Darien and 2.5 times as much as Wilton. 

RATIO DIFFERENCES
In Westport, 63 taxpayers support each retired town 
worker receiving benefits. Nearly twice as many 
taxpayers support each retired town worker with 
benefits in Wilton and Darien. New Canaan falls in 
the middle. Because New Canaan has the lowest per 
taxpayer cost of retiree benefits, this factor alone 
cannot explain the variation.

The high ratio in Westport may have something 
to do with the town’s eligibility requirements. 
Westport appears to at least sometimes set a lower 
bar for retirement. For example, in New Canaan, 
municipal employees can retire at 65 with 5 years of 
service or retire early at 55 with 15 years of service. 
Westport allows its municipal employees to retire 
at age 55 with 10 years of continuous service, age 
55 with 15 years of non-continuous service, or any 
age after 25 years of service. Generous eligibility 
requirements allow more employees onto the plan 
at an earlier age, resulting in more beneficiaries 
(and, therefore, higher costs).

However, even when one accounts for the 
demographic difference between towns, Westport 
still spends far more per capita on pensions and 
benefits for retired employees. In order to explain 
the entire difference, one needs to look more closely 
at Westport’s OPEB system
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Town Taxpayers per retired 
town worker

Westport
New Canaan
Wilton
Darien

63
90

125
125

Westport 
OPEB

Liability Under 
65

Over 
65

% spending 
over 65

Active
Retired

$53.6 M
$52.9 M

$18.6 M
$10.1 M

$35 M
$42.8 M

65%
81%
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in spending at 65 as the state does, its retirees, on 
average, would have to live for a century.

The exact mechanism through which this 
liability has grown is not obvious. Given that the 
amortization cost exceeds the normal cost and the 
projected liability for future retirees is far lower than 
current retirees, said mechanism may no longer be 
in play. However, one provision might explain part 
of the cost. The annual increase in healthcare costs 
is capped at 10 percent for retirees. It’s possible that 
this has a cumulative effect, resulting in retirees 
paying a little less of a percent of the plan each time 
the cost of healthcare increases by more than 10 
percent.

EDUCATION SPENDING
Do you get what you pay for?
Education is the single largest expense in 
Connecticut towns. It ranges from 59 to 66 percent 
of the total spending across the four towns. Darien 
spends the least per student -- approximately a 
thousand less per student than Westport and New 
Canaan – while New Canaan spends the most per 
student. If Wilton spent at the same rate as Darien, 
it would save about $1.7 million; New Canaan and 
Westport would both save $5.3 million. 

The higher spending does not translate into 
superior academic outcomes. Notwithstanding 
minute variations in student performance from 
category to category, on the whole, all these towns 
are exceptional in terms of their students’ academic 
achievement.

Town 2013 
Enrollment

Net Current 
Cost/Student

Implied 
Spending

Potential Total 
Savings

Savings per 
capita

Darien 4,874 $17,171 $83.7 M -- --
Wilton 4,297 $17,557 $75.4 M $1.7 M $88.66
New Canaan 4,221 $18,423 $77.8 M $5.3 M $261.64
Westport 5,762 $18,088 $104.2 M $5.3 M $193.27

This raises a question: how does Darien spend less 
and still compete with Westport and New Canaan 
in terms of academic results? The answer is most 
likely the confluence of a number of variables, but 
one stands out in the data – the way that the schools 
are staffed. 

Darien has far fewer “non-certified” staff relative 
to their student body. These tend to be town 
employees who act as support staff to educators 
and administrators, such as paraprofessionals. 
Some believe that more support staff, and assistant 
administrators, will result in better academic 
achievement. However, the data in this case don’t 
seem to support this theory. Darien has nearly 
half the non-certified staff of Westport and New 
Canaan, but still continues to provide an excellent 
education for its students.

Setting aside the question of support staff efficacy as 
a whole, paraprofessional payroll highlights another 
possible explanation.

Education Spending by Town
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Town Students 
per staff

Students 
per 

certified

Students 
per non-
certified

Westport
New Canaan
Wilton
Darien

5.38
5.53
6.24
6.80

10.12
10.49
11.89
10.58

11.50
11.70
13.15
19.04

BOE/State Data Average Salary
Paraprofessional

Westport
Wilton
Darien
New Canaan

$49,255.50
$38,482.07
$56,634.59
$35,604.94



Perhaps it’s not a question of how many 
paraprofessionals are required to secure 
improvements in educational attainment, but the 
quality of said paraprofessionals. Darien spends, on 
average, far more per paraprofessional, suggesting 
that their support staff has higher qualifications, 
educational or experiential. 

Differences in accounting can lead to incorrect 
comparisons. For example, Darien’s Board of 
Education suggested that its spending per pupil was 
“tracking behind” Westport by $2,200 per student 
in the 2014- 2015 recommended budget. The Board 
of Education reached this number by comparing 
its operational budget to Westport’s operational 
budget, plus $12.7 million in debt service. The gap 
would be far smaller if Darien included its own $8.5 
million in debt service in its comparison.

DEBT
The Rabbit Hole
All four towns have to repay past debts with annual 
debt service covering principal and interest. The 
towns must also pay for unfunded past promises to 
retirees. The variation in these payments explains 
the remaining difference in local spending per 
person. 

The towns also vary in how they report their debts. 
For example, Darien includes debt service incurred 
by its Board of Education in its total debt service, 
while Westport reports it separately with other 
education expenditures. As a result, Westport 
presents what appears to be the lowest debt service 
costs. A more accurate estimate including debt 
service for education puts Westport second highest 
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for debt service per person, behind New Canaan. 
The cost of paying off unfunded pension and 
retiree healthcare promises are not recorded as 
debt payments but instead as payments against 
“unfunded accrued actuarial liabilities” in various 
locations within the budget.

UNFUNDED LIABILITIES: 
PENSIONS AND OPEB 
PLANS
Between 2006 and 2009, all four towns started 
irrevocable trusts to fund their OPEB plans as 
accounting rules required more transparency. 
Westport started its trust in 2008 with unfunded 
past promises totaling $122 million, while New 
Canaan started its trust in the same year with only 
$26 million unfunded. Darien started the year 
before with only $5.3 million unfunded. Wilton 
started in 2006 with $5 million unfunded.

It typically requires some work to separate the 
cost of current benefit promises from catch-up 
payments on past promises. Unfortunately, Darien 
and Wilton report their current OPEB costs (called 
normal cost) and catch-up payments (amortized 
costs) as a combined figure. Additionally, all four 
towns combine both portions of their pension costs. 
This makes it difficult to discern how much of the 
yearly contribution is due to past debts and how 
much is due to current year costs. As a proxy for the 
cost of paying for past promises in the future, it is 
possible to compare a measure of the unfunded past 
promises (unfunded accrued actuarial liability or 
UAAL). Westport will continue to bear the burden 
of large annual catch-up costs for at least the next 23 
years due to its high UAAL.

In fairness to Westport, the town is using a more 
realistic discount rate to calculate its pension 
obligations. Discount rates seek to approximate 
the cost of future promises in terms of dollars 
today. For governments, selecting a discount rate 
is highly subjective. At times, political leaders 

Town Debt Service 
per capita

New Canaan
Westport
Darien
Wilton

$695.89
$545.81
$506.43
$488.84
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These financial reports are the basis for comparison 
between towns. It would be valuable to know what 
services cost more in which towns. However, that 
kind of analysis requires so many assumptions at 
this point as to have little value. 

The differences in financial reporting practices 
may seem esoteric but the consequences are far 
reaching and impact resident’s day-to-day lives. 
The barriers we have encountered in comparing the 
four towns also exist for town leaders. The lack of a 
standardized format and clearly defined categories 
prevents towns from accurately comparing 
themselves to one another. Spending is justified 
within towns rather than being able to provide 
greater context. 

The inability to compare and isolate both 
good and bad spending habits is costing the 
Connecticut taxpayer. The state Office of Policy 
and Management (OPM) recently developed a 
standardized financial report, called a “uniform 
chart of accounts,” for municipalities and boards of 
education. OPM is working with local governments 
to facilitate implementation that over time will 
make this kind of comparison easier.

For now, it is possible to summarize Westport’s
excess spending over Darien’s as follows: Westport 
spends $1,204 more capita.

will choose a high discount rate (effectively a 
reduced price – discount – on future payments) 
to reduce their current funding costs. Westport, 
in contrast, is being more responsible than peer 
towns when it calculates its obligations and funding 
costs. Although Westport’s assumptions are more 
reasonable, economists generally consider even 
Westport’s discount rate too high. If the towns 
achieve their ambitious targets for investment 
returns, they will pay exactly what they say they 
owe. If they fall short, taxpayers will make up 
the difference. In this way, there are sometimes 
tradeoffs between the cost of local government and 
its financial stability. 

CAVEATS & CONCLUSIONS
Our data is gathered primarily from each town’s 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports (CAFR) 
for the fiscal year 2014. While these reports 
provide a more or less complete account of each 
town’s financial activities, there is some degree of 
variability in presentation. Each town has developed 
its own accounting method.

Town Discount Rate
Pension

Discount Rate
OPEB

Darien
New Canaan
Westport
Wilton

7.5%
6.8%

6.125%
7.7%

7.5%
7%

6.125%
7.25%

Westport 
Excess Per 

Capita

Westport 
Excess 
Total

Pensions and 
OPEB

$655 $18.2 M

Education $193 $5.3 M
Debt $116 $3.2 M
Unaccounted $229 $6.3 M
Total: $1,204 $32.9 M



What would have happened if Connecticut had 
adopted a similar policy in 1996? As previously 
mentioned, from 1996 to 2012 the Connecticut 
state average property tax burden per capita jumped 
from $1,426 to $2,569, an 80 percent increase. If 
Connecticut had enacted Prop 2.5 in 1996, the 
maximum growth, 2.5 percent annual increase, 
would have resulted in a mere 48 percent increase. 
This would have reduced the tax burden by $452 
per capita. 

The policy would have been even more effective in 
Fairfield County. For example, Darien’s property tax 
increased by 138 percent between 1996 and 2012. In 
2012, Darien collected $98 million via the property 
tax. Had prop 2.5 been enacted in 1996, they would 
have been limited to $71 million, reducing the tax 
burden by more than $1,000 per person. The same 
could be said for New Canaan, only more so; that 
town’s residents would have reduced their burden by 
$2,200 per capita.

ALTERNATIVE POLICY:
MASSACHUSETTS PROP 2.5 
Proposition 2.5 in Massachusetts limits how much a 
city or town can increase the property tax rate from 
year to year and prevents the property tax from 
exceeding 2.5 percent of a property’s value.

•	 The “Ceiling”: This limits the annual increases 
in the property tax rates to 2.5 percent growth 
a year. Essentially, if a town collected $100 in 
property tax revenue last year, the ceiling would 
limit how much they could collect this year to 
$102.50 in property tax revenue.

•	 The “Limit”: However, regardless of the 
previous year’s rate, towns cannot tax a property 
more than 2.5 percent its total value, or 25 mills.

•	 Exceptions: There are some exceptions, such as 
raising funds to pay off debts or revenue from 
new properties. The town may also override the 
law via majority vote.
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APPENDIX
Spending Figures for Connecticut Cities and Towns

Town 1996 
Spending/

person

2012 
Spending/

person

Spending 
Rank

Percent 
Increase

Percent 
Increase 

Rank
 Andover  $1,783.16  $3,110.79 117 74.45% 86
 Ansonia  $1,750.37  $3,151.42 111 80.04% 70
 Ashford  $1,831.76  $3,252.35 90 77.55% 77
 Avon  $2,283.43  $4,243.53 15 85.84% 55
 Barkhamsted  $1,774.90  $2,799.79 154 57.74% 131
 Beacon Falls  $1,519.53  $3,113.14 116 104.87% 17
 Berlin  $2,455.21  $3,599.93 54 46.62% 150
 Bethany  $2,145.28  $3,779.67 39 76.19% 80
 Bethel  $1,843.02  $3,423.02 72 85.73% 56
 Bethlehem  $1,556.76  $2,588.22 166 66.26% 110
 Bloomfield  $2,163.43  $3,878.52 29 79.28% 71
 Bolton  $1,989.03  $3,794.64 37 90.78% 41
 Bozrah  $2,091.13  $2,834.58 149 35.55% 166
 Branford  $1,710.70  $3,404.04 75 98.99% 23
 Bridgeport  $2,234.58  $3,615.37 52 61.79% 123
 Bridgewater  $2,090.59  $4,211.61 17 101.46% 21
 Bristol  $1,554.55  $2,580.00 167 65.96% 111

MOVING FORWARD
Although we can’t change the past, 
we can learn from it. 
The trend of rapid governmental growth in 
Connecticut began in 2003 and it is taking its toll 
on the taxpayer. Prop 2.5 presents a way of capping 
local government’s revenue and thus curbing local 
spending, allowing the economy to grow instead.

The aim of this study is to allow local leaders to 
begin comparing their town’s spending habits with 
spending in other towns. (Please see the appendix 
for spending data for all 169 towns, including a 
historical snapshot from 1996.) 

The case study of Darien, New Canaan, Westport 
and Wilton can serve as a template for more in-
depth analysis elsewhere. Taxpayers contribute 
billions each year in property taxes. They have a 
right to expect that their money will be spent wisely. 



Town 1996 
Spending/

person

2012 
Spending/

person

Spending 
Rank

Percent 
Increase

Percent 
Increase 

Rank
 Brookfield  $1,835.81  $3,523.08 62 91.91% 38
 Brooklyn  $1,824.00  $2,605.20 165 42.83% 156
 Burlington  $1,807.48  $3,260.07 89 80.37% 69
 Canaan  $1,775.29  $3,786.73 38 113.30% 11
 Canterbury  $2,078.70  $2,746.30 157 32.12% 168
 Canton  $1,889.59  $3,457.75 67 82.99% 64
 Chaplin  $2,217.76  $3,129.20 114 41.10% 161
 Cheshire  $2,125.34  $3,548.85 60 66.98% 108
 Chester  $1,662.19  $2,891.55 144 73.96% 89
 Clinton  $2,215.75  $3,648.67 48 64.67% 117
 Colchester  $2,104.45  $3,294.30 86 56.54% 134
 Colebrook  $2,010.52  $3,844.37 31 91.21% 40
 Columbia  $1,639.29  $2,883.49 145 75.90% 81
 Connecticut  $2,070.46  $3,528.41 61 70.42% 99
 Cornwall  $2,266.89  $4,225.28 16 86.39% 52
 Coventry  $1,699.61  $3,161.97 108 86.04% 53
 Cromwell  $1,725.50  $3,195.72 100 85.21% 58
 Danbury  $1,843.79  $2,736.03 159 48.39% 146
 Darien  $2,407.12  $5,837.43 5 142.51% 2
 Deep River  $1,779.42  $3,422.61 73 92.34% 36
 Derby  $1,747.74  $3,050.99 126 74.57% 85
 Durham  $1,853.40  $3,651.83 47 97.03% 24
 East Granby  $2,008.76  $3,423.77 71 70.44% 98
 East Haddam  $1,945.16  $3,167.68 106 62.85% 121
 East Hampton  $1,698.45  $3,035.49 128 78.72% 73
 East Hartford  $1,889.11  $3,446.25 70 82.43% 67
 East Haven  $1,931.20  $3,053.42 125 58.11% 130
 East Lyme  $2,054.07  $3,484.00 64 69.61% 103
 East Windsor  $1,746.45  $2,990.68 134 71.24% 96
 Eastford  $2,090.23  $2,849.14 146 36.31% 165
 Easton  $2,471.18  $5,478.94 7 121.71% 9
 Ellington  $1,852.86  $3,095.52 121 67.07% 107
 Enfield  $1,682.57  $2,818.23 152 67.50% 106
 Essex  $1,604.69  $3,306.74 83 106.07% 15
 Fairfield  $2,137.49  $4,557.77 11 113.23% 12
 Farmington  $2,091.56  $3,630.41 50 73.57% 92
 Franklin  $2,167.56  $3,072.09 124 41.73% 159
 Glastonbury  $2,159.50  $4,248.10 14 96.72% 25
 Goshen  $2,003.78  $3,220.19 93 60.71% 127
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Town 1996 
Spending/

person

2012 
Spending/

person

Spending 
Rank

Percent 
Increase

Percent 
Increase 

Rank
 Granby  $2,036.01  $3,859.89 30 89.58% 44
 Greenwich  $2,882.59  $5,535.21 6 92.02% 37
 Griswold  $2,146.37  $2,663.84 162 24.11% 170
 Groton  $1,723.12  $3,086.32 123 79.11% 72
 Guilford  $2,040.60  $3,813.28 35 86.87% 51
 Haddam  $2,177.03  $3,138.78 113 44.18% 153
 Hamden  $2,053.77  $3,108.56 118 51.36% 143
 Hampton  $2,353.17  $2,957.40 136 25.68% 169
 Hartford  $2,913.26  $4,264.66 13 46.39% 151
 Hartland  $1,852.91  $2,897.00 142 56.35% 135
 Harwinton  $1,788.14  $2,915.50 141 63.05% 120
 Hebron  $1,967.68  $3,616.05 51 83.77% 62
 Kent  $1,637.29  $3,449.56 69 110.69% 13
 Killingly  $1,657.69  $3,107.31 119 87.45% 48
 Killingworth  $1,834.89  $3,187.31 103 73.71% 90
 Lebanon  $1,780.71  $3,087.38 122 73.38% 93
 Ledyard  $2,069.61  $3,340.12 81 61.39% 125
 Lisbon  $1,835.15  $3,122.00 115 70.12% 100
 Litchfield  $1,703.58  $3,341.08 80 96.12% 27
 Lyme  $1,793.18  $3,605.93 53 101.09% 22
 Madison  $2,062.42  $4,002.83 23 94.08% 32
 Manchester  $1,843.08  $2,929.99 139 58.97% 129
 Mansfield  $1,208.18  $1,738.16 170 43.87% 154
 Marlborough  $1,908.55  $3,374.42 77 76.81% 79
 Meriden  $1,945.20  $3,187.37 102 63.86% 119
 Middlebury  $2,050.86  $3,750.83 40 82.89% 65
 Middlefield  $1,729.62  $3,370.07 78 94.84% 31
 Middletown  $1,444.09  $2,609.99 164 80.74% 68
 Milford  $2,045.97  $3,639.44 49 77.88% 75
 Monroe  $2,106.44  $4,040.32 22 91.81% 39
 Montville  $2,064.99  $2,933.59 138 42.06% 158
 Morris  $1,920.00  $3,417.87 74 78.01% 74
 Naugatuck  $2,046.55  $3,332.65 82 62.84% 122
 New Britain  $1,780.42  $3,299.15 84 85.30% 57
 New Canaan  $2,483.88  $6,389.76 3 157.25% 1
 New Fairfield  $1,952.69  $3,698.55 45 89.41% 45
 New Hartford  $1,863.79  $3,163.05 107 69.71% 101
 New Haven  $2,488.01  $3,919.46 27 57.53% 132
 New London  $1,798.70  $3,383.31 76 88.10% 47



Town 1996 
Spending/

person

2012 
Spending/

person

Spending 
Rank

Percent 
Increase

Percent 
Increase 

Rank
 New Milford  $2,010.63  $3,151.72 110 56.75% 133
 Newington  $1,877.13  $3,550.94 59 89.17% 46
 Newtown  $2,145.49  $3,950.47 26 84.13% 61
 Norfolk  $2,202.14  $4,447.65 12 101.97% 19
 North Branford  $1,902.52  $3,478.10 65 82.82% 66
 North Canaan  $2,250.81  $3,219.09 94 43.02% 155
 North Haven  $2,572.03  $3,710.41 43 44.26% 152
 North Stonington  $2,358.47  $3,582.87 56 51.92% 142
 Norwalk  $2,384.93  $3,513.65 63 47.33% 148
 Norwich  $2,061.21  $2,723.52 161 32.13% 167
 Old Lyme  $2,095.32  $4,113.50 20 96.32% 26
 Old Saybrook  $2,075.87  $3,839.55 32 84.96% 59
 Orange  $2,530.22  $4,196.54 18 65.86% 114
 Oxford  $1,841.92  $3,208.13 96 74.17% 88
 Plainfield  $1,989.44  $3,046.63 127 53.14% 139
 Plainville  $1,854.76  $3,144.09 112 69.51% 104
 Plymouth  $2,146.36  $3,294.16 87 53.48% 138
 Pomfret  $1,815.10  $2,813.14 153 54.99% 136
 Portland  $1,836.09  $3,201.45 99 74.36% 87
 Preston  $1,634.33  $3,106.89 120 90.10% 43
 Prospect  $1,546.63  $2,893.85 143 87.11% 50
 Putnam  $1,661.01  $2,362.72 169 42.25% 157
 Redding  $2,198.11  $5,117.89 9 132.83% 6
 Ridgefield  $2,406.47  $5,248.72 8 118.11% 10
 Rocky Hill  $1,889.95  $3,207.24 97 69.70% 102
 Roxbury  $2,288.29  $4,048.11 21 76.91% 78
 Salem  $2,148.28  $3,214.46 95 49.63% 144
 Salisbury  $1,796.77  $3,471.48 66 93.21% 33
 Scotland  $1,967.08  $3,455.53 68 75.67% 83
 Seymour  $1,843.18  $3,187.66 101 72.94% 94
 Sharon  $1,773.64  $3,583.98 55 102.07% 18
 Shelton  $1,708.77  $2,831.48 150 65.70% 115
 Sherman  $1,585.82  $3,571.46 58 125.21% 7
 Simsbury  $2,059.17  $3,914.73 28 90.11% 42
 Somers  $1,795.92  $2,736.18 158 52.36% 140
 South Windsor  $2,127.35  $3,956.34 25 85.97% 54
 Southbury  $1,728.65  $2,837.65 148 64.15% 118
 Southington  $1,760.82  $3,005.69 131 70.70% 97
 Sprague  $1,632.18  $2,997.83 132 83.67% 63
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Town 1996 
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person

2012 
Spending/

person

Spending 
Rank

Percent 
Increase

Percent 
Increase 

Rank
 Stafford  $1,911.85  $3,172.31 105 65.93% 112
 Stamford  $2,526.59  $3,579.54 57 41.67% 160
 Sterling  $1,958.83  $2,758.94 155 40.85% 162
 Stonington  $1,870.71  $3,011.90 130 61.00% 126
 Stratford  $2,253.48  $3,738.80 41 65.91% 113
 Suffield  $2,085.26  $3,173.68 104 52.20% 141
 Thomaston  $1,758.18  $2,840.34 147 61.55% 124
 Thompson  $1,402.58  $2,494.42 168 77.85% 76
 Tolland  $1,923.33  $3,706.93 44 92.73% 35
 Torrington  $1,847.45  $3,247.39 91 75.78% 82
 Trumbull  $2,114.82  $4,143.95 19 95.95% 28
 Union  $1,767.25  $3,263.30 88 84.65% 60
 Vernon  $1,783.04  $2,965.48 135 66.32% 109
 Voluntown  $2,027.96  $3,014.29 129 48.64% 145
 Wallingford  $1,878.11  $3,239.54 92 72.49% 95
 Warren  $1,930.05  $3,725.37 42 93.02% 34
 Washington  $1,894.67  $3,821.55 34 101.70% 20
 Waterbury  $2,087.37  $3,205.15 98 53.55% 137
 Waterford  $2,889.65  $3,976.59 24 37.62% 163
 Watertown  $1,723.82  $2,993.02 133 73.63% 91
 West Hartford  $2,029.71  $3,804.00 36 87.42% 49
 West Haven  $1,874.13  $2,757.11 156 47.11% 149
 Westbrook  $2,320.60  $3,830.71 33 65.07% 116
 Weston  $2,817.71  $6,618.32 2 134.88% 5
 Westport  $3,112.32  $7,332.76 1 135.60% 4
 Wethersfield  $1,683.22  $3,294.85 85 95.75% 29
 Willington  $1,511.80  $2,651.54 163 75.39% 84
 Wilton  $2,622.47  $6,338.11 4 141.69% 3
 Winchester  $1,747.38  $2,927.30 140 67.53% 105
 Windham  $1,985.51  $2,724.53 160 37.22% 164
 Windsor  $1,640.05  $3,360.12 79 104.88% 16
 Windsor Locks  $1,643.54  $3,695.81 46 124.87% 8
 Wolcott  $1,962.93  $3,153.18 109 60.64% 128
 Woodbridge  $2,449.23  $4,787.70 10 95.48% 30
 Woodbury  $1,424.96  $2,940.74 137 106.37% 14
 Woodstock  $1,907.80  $2,828.42 151 48.26% 147



ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Zachary Janowski is the Yankee Institute’s director of external affairs. He is founding editor of 
Raising Hale, the Yankee Institute’s investigative reporting blog, where he reported on government waste, 
fraud and abuse for more than four years. Janowski studied economic history at Boston University before 
becoming a journalist. He was a 2012 Robert Novak Journalism Fellow and a visiting member of the 
Hartford Courant’s editorial board in 2014. He lives in Plantsville with his wife and two children.

Benjamin Levy was a spring 2015 intern at the Yankee Institute. He graduated from Trinity College in May 
and is pursuing a career in politics.

Thurston Powers is a summer 2015 intern at the Yankee Institute. He is a graduate of the University of 
Vermont and will enter the MPA program at NYU Wagner in the fall.

THE YANKEE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY
The Yankee Institute develops and advances free-market, limited-government solutions in 

Connecticut. As one of America’s oldest state-based think tanks, Yankee is a leading advocate for 
smart, limited government; fairness for taxpayers; and an open road to opportunity.

The Yankee Institute for Public Policy is a 501(c)(3) research and citizen education organization that 
does not accept government funding. All donations are tax-deductible.

Free to Succeed
www.YankeeInstitute.org


