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Government jobs have warped the 

non-farm job count for months now.  

2010 Census hiring exaggerated the 

incipient recovery’s real strength; 

subsequent dismissals overstated 

the economy’s weakness. But coming 

public-sector belt tightening could 

push the economy into a second tail-

spin as the state and localities try to 

slash mounting deficits. 

 In 2010-Q3 the Connecticut 
economy followed its best quarter of 
the recovery (+7,800 jobs), with its 
worst, (-5,200 jobs).  But Census hir-
ing and firing was responsible for near-
ly half the gains in 2010-Q2 and most 
of the losses in 2010-Q3 (graph). 

 Private employers were far more 
restrained, holding on to all but 500 
of their 2010-Q2 jobs. Sectors that 
have led the economy into recession, 
like construction and finance, regis-
tered further weakness, and those that 
have proven more resilient, like retail, 
education and medical care, posted 
continued gains.  Trouble is, indus-
tries that had started to show some 
promise, like manufacturing, leisure, 
and professional and business services, 
couldn’t sustain their momentum.  

 With any luck, the 2010-Q3 
numbers will represent a temporary 
reversal.  Nationally and in-state, 

the economy recorded surprising job 
gains in October, and our forecast for 
Connecticut calls for 11,000 new jobs 
in 2011, plus another 16,000 in 2012.  
Private-sector workers in the state 
logged 1.3% more hours in 2010-Q3 
than a year earlier and were paid 1.1% 
higher wages.  The implied paychecks 
grew at twice the rate of inflation.

 More pay, higher spending, and 
last year’s tweaking of the tax code 
helped to boost state revenues in 2010-
Q3.  But don’t let the rising tax take 
fool you.  The predicted huge deficits 
are predicated on a growing revenue 
stream; anything less and the gap-
ing hole would become colossal.  If 
givebacks and revenue enhancements 
can’t close the gap, a fresh round of 
public-sector pink slips may become 
inevitable and pose the greatest risk to 
continued recovery. 

 State government employment has 
already been trimmed to its 20-year 
average (graph), and locally it’s slightly 
below its peak.  Still, cutting more 
teachers, police officers and firefighters 
would be no abstract exercise in pru-
dent budgeting; it would cost family, 
friends and neighbors their jobs and 
produce a cascade of additional job 
cuts and reduced spending throughout 
the economy.

 With tough choices still ahead, we 
tackle strategies in this issue to help 
clean up from the Great Recession, 
including taming tax expenditures, col-
lege training on a budget, and reclaim-
ing “brownfields.” Our centerfold 
examines refuse and recycling by town.   
And on our back page, we welcome 
DECD Commissioner McDonald’s 
reflections on Connecticut’s economic 
progress and potential. 
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CONNECTICUT
ECONOMIC INDICATORS

(Percent change:  2009-Q3 to 2010-Q3)   

Indicators of 

Current Economic Activity

Total Nonfarm Jobs +0.0%

Number Unemployed +6.8%

Labor Force -0.2%

Manufacturing      

 Jobs -1.3%

 Avg. Weekly Hours +1.2%

 CT Mfg. Prod. Index -1.0%

 Avg. Hourly Earnings +1.5%

New Auto Registrations -0.6%

Travel and Tourism Index +1.0%

Bradley Airport       

 Passengers +5.0%

 Freight  +16.6%

State Tax Receipts      

 Income  +7.9%

 Sales +5.0%

 Real Estate Conveyance +3.1%

Normalized Electricity Use -4.6%

State Exports  +16.3%

Personal Income (est.) +1.6%

Coincident GDI -0.3%

Indicators of 

Future Economic Activity

Initial Unemp. Claims -13.2%

Housing Permits +0.8%

Net New Business Starts  -9.9%

Leading GDI +3.6%

GOOD NEWS

+1.2%
Av. Weekly Hours

ALSO GOOD

+16.6%
Bradley Air Freight

BAD NEWS

+6.8%
Number Unemployed

TAKING STOCK
The Next Big Threat:  
Public Sector Budget Cuts

  State

  Local

Federal in CT
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IN-STATE GOVERNMENT JOB CUTS 
COULD DERAIL THE RECOVERY

SOURCE:  The Connecticut Economy, based on Bureau of Labor 
Statistics data.
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BY ARTHUR W. WRIGHT

Oh, woe. Yawning State deficits and 

mounting unfunded retirement liabili-

ties. But wait! There’s more. A myri-

ad of public expenditures—some say 

$5 billion worth—never show up in 

any executive or legislative branch 

reports. Why? Because in numerous 

cases, instead of collecting taxes 

and then appropriating funds to be 

spent, the State foregoes collecting 

taxes people would otherwise owe, 

provided those people’s uses of the 

money meet certain criteria spelled 

out in State laws. But are those really 

“expenditures”, you ask? Well, yes: 

they represent potential General 

Revenue Fund dollars that are spent, 

not by the State but rather by private 

actors pursuing State-favored goals 

or purposes. And given a tax base and 

a level of government appropriations, 

tax expenditures raise the marginal 

tax rates required to balance the 

budget.

 So couldn’t we tap some of these 
non-appropriated “tax expenditures” 
(hereafter, TEs) to help close those 
huge deficits or fund future State 
retiree benefits? Before eager elected 
officials at the Capitol in Hartford 
rush to repeal all of Connecticut’s 
TEs, they should take a closer look at 
them.  They’re hard to define, slippery 
to measure, and (worst of all?) widely 
scattered throughout the tax code—
with many resulting beneficiaries and 
hence potential political defenders.

THE TAX CODE AS A VEHICLE FOR 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE SPENDING

 An excellent if wonky definition of 
a TE is the following from the online 
Business Dictionary (www.businessdic-
tionary.com):

Revenue [that] a government 
foregoes through provisions of 
tax laws that allow (1) deduc-
tions, exclusions, or exemptions 
from taxpayers’ taxable expendi-
ture, income or investment, (2) 
deferral of tax liability, or (3) 
preferential tax rates.

 The concept of tax expenditures 
gained its very name because fore-
gone revenue is the same as spending.  
Indeed, “Spending Through the Tax 
Code” was the title of a column on 
the subject last spring by conservative 
columnist (and former Treasury econo-
mist) Bruce Bartlett (Forbes, May 28, 
2010).  Another conservative writer 
who has decried TEs was Bush II eco-
nomic advisor Glenn Hubbard, who 
recently applauded the description 
of TEs by the co-chairs of President 
Obama’s federal-deficit commission as 
“us[ing] the tax code as a vehicle for 
special-purpose spending that weak-
ens both the efficiency and fairness 
of our tax system” (New York Times, 
November 16, 2010, p. A27).

 Many liberals dislike TEs as well.  
As Bartlett points out, TEs first gained 
prominence as a problem during the 
Democratic Kennedy-Johnson admin-
istrations of the 1960s.  The proximate 
cause of all the attention at that time 
was a near-confiscatory top marginal 
rate of 91% in the U.S. individual 
income tax. Like the house that Jack 
built, that rate created a demand for tax 
loopholes by high-income earners, who 
then made  campaign contributions 
to members of Congress, who in turn 
supplied many loopholes.  In 1969 the 
Nixon-administration Treasury turned 
up 155 fat cats who had paid no 
income taxes.  The ensuing uproar led 
to passage of the Tax Reform Act of 

1969, which closed a lot of the loop-
holes.

 While liberals get upset over pref-
erential treatment of big earners, con-
servatives direct their ire at the weak 
scrutiny given many TEs when they’re 
debated and after they pass. Even 
though TEs are functionally equivalent 
to government spending, the pub-
lic seem not to perceive the equiva-
lence during pre-passage debates, and 
(once passed) TEs seem to slip beneath 
the radar of most voters and hence 
many elected officials. This is so, even 
though the U.S. government and more 
than 40 states (including Connecticut) 
now require periodic public reports on 
TEs.

 
SOME LOCAL HISTORY

 The graph below shows 
Connecticut’s TEs as reported by the 
legislature’s Office of Fiscal Analysis 
(OFA) for five fiscal years since 
1999/2000.  (As a matter of law, reports 
are due every other year, but…you 
know…)  Assuming for the moment 
that the data are comparable over 
time, in nominal terms our estimated 
TEs have risen from about $4 billion a 

Roads Not Taken?
CONNECTICUT’S “TAX EXPENDITURES”
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year at the turn of the century, to some 
$5.35 billion in the current fiscal year, 
2010/11.  However, restated in real 
terms—constant consumer purchasing 
power as of 2009—Connecticut’s TEs 
today are about where they were eleven 
years ago, some $5.2 billion.

 Why do the values of TEs vary 
from one report to the next?  The most 
obvious answer—that, over time, the 
OFA has changed its valuation meth-
ods in some way—seems not to be 
the case.  More likely explanations are 
changes in laws and changes in targeted 
economic activity.  An example of the 
former is the corporate-tax-law change, 
early this century, allowing corpora-
tions with little or no taxable earnings 
to sell their unused R&D credits.  And 
both factors are at work in the sharp 
drop in corporate credits for “film and 
digital media production” from $90 
million in FY2008/09 to $11.0 million 
in FY2010/11.

 It is tempting to merge the total 
estimated TEs for a given fiscal year 
with the conventional spending bud-
get to gauge the size of the State of 
Connecticut’s total use of resources 
for that year.  Voices for Children, an 

advocacy group, did just that for FY 
2004/05 in an October 2004 presenta-
tion on Connecticut’s budget process 
(available on their website).  They 
found that the reported $4.4 billion in 
TEs for that year constituted nearly a 
quarter—24%—of “total” State appro-
priations in that year, measured as the 
sum of conventional spending plus 
TEs.  The resulting expanded view of 
State priorities—and its claims on total 
resources in Connecticut—is laudable 
for enhancing responsibility and trans-
parency in the public use of scarce 
resources.  But a couple caveats are in 
order about such an exercise.

 First, lumping together revenues 
actually spent by the State and estimat-
ed taxes not collected is not straight-
forward.  As we have seen, TEs are 
sensitive to variations in the levels of 
favored activities, because individuals 

and organizations, not State employ-
ees, decide how much money is actu-
ally spent.

 Second, as the pie chart and table 
suggest, total TEs cover a multitude of 
sins, of both commission and omis-
sion.  Many TEs arise from good-
government impulses; others, from a 
desire to lighten the heavy hand of gov-
ernment on the economy; still others, 
from (shall we say) less noble motives 
(see below).  If we’re going to consider 
repealing or reducing TEs, we may 
want to pay more attention to their 
composition than to their ostensible 
total size.

DETAILS, DETAILS…

 The table is a condensed ver-
sion of the five-page Summary Table 
from the March 2010 Connecticut Tax 
Expenditure Report for FY 2010/11. 

MAJOR CATEGORIES OF CONNECTICUT’S TAX EXPENDITURES, FY 2010/11

SOURCE: The Connecticut Economy based on data from Office of Fiscal Analysis (Connecticut General Assembly)

Sales & Use Tax
56.2%

Road User Taxes
19.0%

Personal Inc. Tax
11.0%

Corporate 
Business Tax

Oil Cos. Gross 
Earnings Tax

Other

6.5%

3.9%
3.4%

CT TAX EXPENDITURES, FY 2010/11

SOURCE: The Connecticut Economy based on data from the Office of 
Fiscal Analysis (Connecticut General Assembly)

Sales & Use Tax $3,005.5    

($ mill.)

100.0% Personal Income Tax $589.8

($ mill.)

100.0%

   Sales to Non-Profi ts $700.0   23.3%    Property Tax Credit $365.0   61.9%

   Motor Vehicle Fuel $400.0   13.3    Social Security Benefi ts $90.0   15.3

   Food at Home $375.0   12.5    State Tax Refunds $55.0     9.3

   Prescription Medecines $325.0   10.8    Federal Interest $50.0     8.5

   Patient Care Services $180.0     6.0 $560.0   94.9%

   Heating Fuel $175.0     5.8

   Clothing under $50.00 $130.0     4.3 Corporate Business Tax $348.4 100.0%

   Mfg. Machinery & Parts $100.0     3.3    Net Op. Loss Carry-Fwd. $150.0   43.1%

   Computer & Data Processing $90.0     3.0    Credits $187.1   53.7

   Amusement & Recrn. Services $65.0     2.2 $337.1   96.8%

   Newspapers & Magazines $65.0     2.2

   “Certain Utility Sales” $53.0     1.8 Oil Cos. Gross Earnings Tax $206.9 100.0%

   Sales to Non-Residents for 
     Out-of-State Use 

$45.0     1.5    #2 Heating Oil $150.0 72.5%

$2,703.0   89.9%

Road User Taxes $1,107.6 100.0%

   Fuel distributors $900.0 81.3%
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How “condensed”?  Reporting just the 
21 largest categories of TEs, my table 
covers nearly 97% of the “grand total”; 
the other 3+% occupy the remaining 
four and a half pages in the Summary 
Table. The full report runs to 148 
pages of gripping detailed descrip-
tions of each of the component pro-
grams, together with their ostensible 
rationales. In the box below, I detail 
the stated rationales and give specific 
examples.

 No better place to start an 
examination of the warp and woof 
of Connecticut’s TEs than the Sales 
and Use Tax. The goals of “perceived 
equity” and “incentive” are much in 
evidence here, applying to six of the 
top seven categories (excluding “motor 
vehicle fuel”). Those six categories, 
plus the exemption of newspapers and 
magazines, account for 65% of total 
estimated TEs under this particular 
tax.

 Other goals evident in the Top 13 
exemptions from the Sales and Use 
Tax are “redundancy” and “cascad-
ing”—e.g., the exemptions of motor 
vehicle fuel, computer & data process-
ing services, key inputs into manufac-
turing, and amusement and recreation 
services.  “Conformity” is the rationale 
for “certain utility sales” (e.g., because 

“heating fuel” is also exempt) and 
“sales to non-residents for out-of-state 
use”.  And “expediency” may be seen 
in exempting “newspapers and maga-
zines”.

 Under the Personal Income Tax, 
equity is the rationale for the property 
tax credit and for exempting part of 
Social Security benefits.  (Interestingly, 
the OFA does not count as TEs the 
initial 3% tax rate or the credits and 
exemptions under the income tax.)  
Equity is also the rationale for exempt-
ing home heating oil and a host of 
other products or uses of oil prod-
ucts, many of them trivial, under the 
Petroleum Companies Gross Earnings 
Tax. 

 “Conformity” is the rationale 
for exempting State tax refunds and 
Federal interest from the Personal 
Income Tax,  and for allowing net 
operating loss carry-forwards under 
the Corporate Business Tax.  As for 
the 18 different tax credits under the 
latter, “incentive” is the stated ratio-
nale, though one might well prefer 
“expediency”.  Among the ventures 
or activities “incented” through those 
credits are fixed capital; human capital; 
historic structures for mixed uses (read: 
old textile mills converted for retail 
and residential uses); electronic data 

Perceived Equity -- Remedy a perceived unfair-
ness in tax burden (e.g., reducing the tax bur-
den on “basic necessities” on behalf of the poor 
and disadvantaged via sales tax exemptions on 
food, clothing < $50, and prescriptions).

Efficiency -- Avoid high collection or administra-
tive costs, relative to potential revenue. (e.g., 
exemption from real estate conveyance tax on 
sales < $2,000; exemption from sales tax on 
gumball machines).

Incentive -- Promote desirable activities like 
economic growth, charities, and open space 
(e.g., business tax credits for R&D outlays, 
hiring displaced workers, and restoring historic 
structures).

Redundancy -- Avoid “over taxation” by exclud-
ing an item from one of two tax bases. (e.g., 
sales tax exemption on motor vehicle fuels that 
are subject to road taxes).

Cascading -- Avoid imposing a tax at several 
separate stages of producing a given good. 
(e.g., sales tax exemptions for business inputs 
such as raw materials, tools, and machinery 
and equipment).

Clarification -- Clarify the definition of the 
tax base.  (e.g., sales tax exemption for the 
property-tax portion of motor vehicle lease 
payments).

Conformity -- Conform State policy to (1) 
Constitutional requirements; (2) federal tax 
policy; and (3) a general State tax policy. (e.g., 
no taxes on federal government entities or 
activities; follow the federal tax code; don’t tax 
the State itself or local governments created by 
the State.)

Expediency -- Yield to special interests (e.g., 
sales tax exemption on puzzle magazines).

RATIONALES FOR CONNECTICUT TAX EXPENDITURES

SOURCE: Office of Fiscal Analysis, Connecticut Tax Expenditure Report, March 2010, pp. 5-6.  Search online on “tax expenditures, Connecticut”.

The top candidate for a 
cost-benefit test would 

be the equity exemptions 
from the Sales and 

Use Tax.
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processing; enterprise zones; and, of 
course, that perennial favorite, R&D 
(plus E for “experimentation”).

 Finally, avoiding “cascading” 
is the very sensible rationale behind 
the exemption of “fuel distributors” 
from motor fuel taxes.  Effectively, 
this exemption—worth an estimated 
$900 million in FY 2010/11—allows 
filling stations not to pay motor fuels 
taxes when they take wholesale deliv-
eries of gasoline; instead those taxes 
become part of retail prices at the 
pump.  Frankly, one wonders why this 
and similar provisions under Motor 
Fuel and Motor Carrier Road Taxes 
are labeled “tax expenditures” in the 
first place. It is hard to conceive of 
circumstances under which the State 
would want to collect motor fuel taxes 
at several different stages in the sup-
ply chain. Not counting them as TEs 
would lower total under-the-radar 
State expenditures by a billion dollars.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

 So how does Connecticut’s TE 
policy stack up? Despite its critics, 
Connecticut’s TE policy scores quite 
high relative to other states’. In a 
call-to-arms, Promoting State Budget 
Accountability Through Tax Expenditure 
Reporting (Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities, April 2009), the 
authors (Jason Levits, Nicholas 
Johnson, and Jeremy Koulish) singled 
out Connecticut as one of three states 
that publishes “relatively comprehen-
sive and informative [TE] reports that 
could serve as a model for other states” 
(http://www/cbpp.org/files/4-9-19sfp.
pdf, page 2).  Poor little Rhode Island 
is chided for having “among the least 
useful reports” (ibid.), though it’s still 
ahead of the nine states that issue no 
report.

 True, Connecticut, like most 
states, does not include in its report 
any weighing of the benefits of TEs 
against their revenue costs. Realistically, 
though, one could hope for, perhaps, 
one thorough cost-benefit analysis of a 
larger category of TE per report.

 So which category should be cost-
benefit tested first? Or, equivalently, 
where among all the TEs might State 
officials find some sizeable extra rev-
enue to help balance State budgets 
over the next three or four years?  The 
motto for any such exercise should be, 
“There will be pain!” So, if you blanch 
easily, stop reading now.

 My top candidate would be the 
equity/expediency exemptions from 
the Sales and Use Tax.  Recall that (in 
fiscal 2010/11) those represent 65% 
of all Sales and Use Tax exemptions, 
or nearly $2 billion a year (see the 
pie chart and accompanying table on 
page 5).  If we added the exemption of 
motor fuels from sales taxes, we’d be up 
to $2.35 billion. 

 Wouldn’t we be “hurting the poor”?  
The better question might be: If one’s 
goal is to help the poor, why exempt 
from sales taxes so many goods that 
are bought by the non-poor, too?  Even 
the exemption of “clothing under $50” 
is vulnerable to this criticism.  Could 
it be that the true rationale for these 
exemptions is special-interest expedi-
ency—on behalf of the people selling 
the exempted goods and services?

 Note that the “redundancy” or 
“cascading” rationale for exempting 
motor fuels from sale taxes is just false. 
Road taxes on motor fuels are user 
taxes, the proceeds of which go (mostly, 
at least) to support roadways and some 
other forms of transportation capac-
ity.  They should be counted as part of 
the total cost of supplying and using 
motor fuels to operate vehicles on state 
highways and roads. Not to add a sales 
tax to the full cost of a gallon of motor 
fuel—delivered cost to the station, 
plus road tax—is to subsidize motor 
fuels compared with the many other 
goods consumers buy. Who’d be “hurt” 
most by adding sales taxes to gasoline?  
Drivers of monster SUVs.  (We can 
argue about whether commercial and 
industrial vehicles should also pay the 
sales tax on their fuel purchases.)

 There’s a lot less money in the 
business tax credits, only an estimated 
$187 million in FY 2010/11. The 

argument for looking at these TEs, 
however, really has to do with the ben-
efits of simplifying  corporate business 
taxes, by broadening the base but low-
ering the rate. The latter would reduce 
meddling by the State of Connecticut 
in the business decisions of corpora-
tions.
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BY STEVEN P. LANZA

At a White House summit this fall, the 

president called them the “unsung 

heroes of American education.”  Dr. 

Jill Biden, wife of the vice president 

and a lifelong educator, views them as 

“one of America’s best kept secrets.”  

Community colleges have long pro-

vided a training ground for new, 

existing or displaced workers and an 

inexpensive backstairs route to more 

advanced degrees.  They have seen a 

resurgence of late, as a sour economy 

triggers soaring enrollments.  The 

Nutmeg State is no exception, and for 

good reason: an associate’s degree, 

or even just some college study, can 

boost earnings and provide a measure 

of insurance against the risk of unem-

ployment.

 Ironically, the birth of the commu-
nity college can be traced to another 
great recession: the panic of 1893, an 
economic downturn that threatened 
the solvency of scores of educational 
institutions.  To survive, some small 
colleges responded by specializing in 
general education, the first two years 
of the traditional four-year curriculum, 
then sending students on to larger 
institutions to complete their studies.  
That freed resources of research univer-
sities to focus on the advancement of 
knowledge and scientific inquiry—the 
core of their unique capabilities.

MULTIPRONGED MISSION

 The mission of community col-
leges “just growed,” like Topsy, over the 
decades.  Two-year schools responded 
to early-20th-century compulsory sec-
ondary education laws and teacher 
certification requirements by offering 
teacher training programs  (mostly to 
women).  Open-enrollment policies 

made community colleges the go-to 
schools for wave after wave of immi-
grants, beginning in the late 19th cen-
tury. And community colleges parlayed 
advancing technology coupled with 
the Great Depression, World War II, 
the postwar boom, deindustrialization 
and finally globalization into popular 
vocational training and retraining pro-
grams. 

 It is in the last role that the 
Obama White House sees the promise 
of the nation’s community colleges.  
Inexpensive, nimble, responsive, and 
willing to partner with local businesses, 
community colleges offer associate’s 
degrees, certification programs, and 
continuing education courses that train 
students in skills that are in demand 
and lead to good-paying jobs in the 
community.  Because community-col-
lege quit rates are high, the administra-
tion included in its fiscal-stimulus leg-
islation not only $1 billion to increase 
training but also another $2 billion to 
boost completion rates.  

ENROLLMENT TRENDS

 In 2008, nearly 7 million people 
were enrolled in the nation’s community 
colleges, triple the 1970 figure, despite 

an overall population increase of just 
50% in the same period. Enrollment 
in Connecticut’s 12 community col-
leges has long exceeded that of both 
the University of Connecticut (with 
its regional campuses) and the four-
campus Connecticut State University 
system. In fall 2010, a record 58,000 
students signed up for classes in the 
Connecticut Community College 
System (CCCS), a 5.7% jump over fall 
2009.  CCCS enrollment is now nearly 
double that at UConn, and about 60% 
higher than in the State University 
System, all-time highs for both figures 
according to data that stretch back 
nearly 30 years. The share of all public 
college students attending community 
colleges in our state has climbed from 
36% in the late 1980s to 47% today. 

 Measured by full-time-equiva-
lent (FTE) enrollment, Manchester 
Community College, with nearly 4,200 
FTE students, is the state’s largest two-
year public school, a designation it 
wrested from Norwalk Community 
College in 2002. Norwalk is now in 
a virtual tie for second place with 
Naugatuck and Gateway, with enroll-
ments of 3,600. Smallest among the 
state’s two-year public colleges are 

Community Colleges
CAN AN OLD ELIXIR HELP HEAL TODAY’S ECONOMIC ILLS?
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Northwest and Asnuntuck, with fewer 
than 1,000 FTE students each. 

 College enrollments in 
Connecticut, particularly at communi-
ty colleges, track economic conditions 
closely, swelling when economic con-
ditions erode, ebbing as they improve 
(see graph below).  Since 1984, a one-
percentage point increase in the state’s 
unemployment rate has been associated 
with a 3.0% increase in enrollment in 
Connecticut community colleges, and 
conversely for a decrease in that rate.  

MOTIVATING FACTORS

 Why are community college 
enrollments so anti-cyclical?   For one 
thing, jobless workers have less to lose 
by going back to school, and college-
aged adults are more likely to be unem-
ployed.  The largest opportunity cost of 
attending school is foregone earnings 
from work.  According to a 2006-2008 
Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) 
of 105,044 individuals in Connecticut 
from the U.S. Census, workers with a 
high school education or less earned 
about $36,000 per year on average.  
That figure greatly exceeds the $2,679 
average tuition cost of attending com-
munity college in the state at the time.  

And in 2009, the national unemploy-
ment rate averaged 9.3% for all work-
ers, but 23+% for those aged 18 and 
19, and nearly 15% for those 20-24.

 Hard times also prompt people to 
become more cost-conscious, and one 
way to economize on education costs is 
to substitute coursework at community 
colleges for that of conventional 4-year 
schools.  Tuition and fees at UConn 
are about $10,000 this year, and more 
than $7,500 in the State University 
system, compared with $3,200 at com-
munity colleges. Thus, a student could 
save more than $13,000 by spend-
ing freshman and sophomore years at 
a community college before transfer-
ring to UConn to finish a bachelor’s 
degree. 

 Periods of economic stress may 
also see more Schumpeterian “creative 
destruction,” when older businesses 
retool or close their doors to make way 
for new firms selling innovative prod-
ucts and services or using new tech-
niques and equipment.   Community 
colleges often contract with local 
employers to train workers in up-to-
date skills. 

A PUBLIC SQUEEZE

 Hard economic times may open 
up opportunities for public colleges 
and universities to offer new programs, 
but they also put pressure on gov-
ernments to reduce public support 
for education and raise public-school 
tuitions. Predictably, that is happening 
in Connecticut.  

 Over the 1990 to 2009 period, 
every one percentage point increase in 
the state’s unemployment rate was asso-
ciated with a 1.6% increase in tuition 
and fees at Connecticut’s community 
colleges. Tuition increases have gener-
ally exceeded increases in the total costs 
of education, so students and their par-
ents are shouldering a growing share of 
the burden.  In both 2008 and 2009, 
Connecticut community college stu-
dents paid more than 21% of the total 
cost of their educations—the highest 
rates in the last twenty years for which 
data are available—and in 2010 tuition 
and fees jumped another 7.2%.  

 Of course, tuition and fees at 
UConn accounted for 31% of total 
costs in 2009, up from 21% in 1990.  
So CCCS students still receive a rela-
tively large break on their education 
expenses.

 
MEETING ECONOMY-WIDE NEEDS

 Community college education 
offers both social and private benefits.  
In the 2006-08 PUMS sample for 
Connecticut, about 8% of those in the 
labor force held associate’s degrees, and 
20% had at least some college experi-
ence.  Community college graduates 
and those with vocational training 
filled jobs in every industry, especially 
in the fast-growing medical care and 
leisure fields and in transportation, 
trade, and government (see first bar 
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graph below).  They take on what the 
U.S. Bureau of Labor statistics has 
identified as some of the fastest grow-
ing occupational roles, including dental 
hygienists, physical and occupational 
therapists, environmental engineering 
technicians, fitness trainers and aero-
bics instructors. And these jobs are not 
only in high demand; they are also 
resistant to outsourcing, barring major 
strides in the sci-fi dream of “telepres-
ence” that could make remote-con-
trolled dental cleanings cost effective.  

 Until then, those with vocational 
and two-year post-secondary training 
are more likely to take jobs close to 
home.   According to the latest PUMS 
data,  over 50% of those in the state 
with some college or an associate’s 
degree were born here, compared with 
43% of those with a bachelor’s, 36% 
with a master’s, 33% with a profes-
sional degree, and 16% with a doctor-
ate (second chart below).  Thus, public 
subsidies to community colleges stand 
a good chance of being recouped via 
social benefits.  Among those bene-
fits: increased tax revenue from greater 
earnings, more charitable giving and 
civic participation, lower unemploy-
ment and crime rates and less need for 
public assistance. 

MEASURING PRIVATE RETURNS

 We can measure the private return 
to vocational training or two-year 
degrees, using 2006-08 PUMS data 
for Connecticut and linear regression 
techniques.    In those data, earnings 
varied from a low of $0 for those 

unemployed, to a high of $666,000, 
with a mean of $52,900 and a median 
of $37,000.  The wide gap between the 
median and the mean reflects the pres-
ence of a small number of large earners.  
The table on page 11 shows the results 
of a regression of individual earnings 
against education, controlling for other 
variables—age, gender, marital status, 
race, and region of the state—that are 
likely to affect the variation in earnings 
capacity.

 A s one might expect, earnings 
vary positively with educational attain-
ment.  Nutmeggers holding high school 
degrees or GEDs earned an average of 
$36,100.  Those with some college 
earned $43,700—a 21% premium—
while those with an associate’s degree 
brought in $45,400—26% more than 
the high-school-or-less baseline.  On 
average, residents with a professional 
degree did best, commanding nearly 
three times the earnings of those at the 
bottom of the educational attainment 
ladder.

 Those premiums, however, over-
state the returns to education, because 
they ignore the out-of-pocket and 
opportunity costs of acquiring the 
training.  Consider a student who 
forgoes employment to pursue an asso-
ciate’s degree.  The benefit, of course, 
is the average $9,300 premium over 
baseline earnings that an associate’s 
degree commands in the market.  But 
the costs include sacrificed earnings of 
$36,100 plus tuition and fees of about 
$2,700 (the 2006-08 average) in each 
of two years.  

 Moreover, the education premium 
varies over time because earnings for 
those with post-secondary educations 
follow a nonlinear age-earnings pro-
file—rising with age as workers gain 
experience and on-the-job skills, and 
trailing off near retirement as these 
skills become somewhat obsolete (see 
third chart below).  Based on this more 
complex relationship between earnings 
and education over time, and again 
controlling for other influences on 
pay, the internal rate of return to an 
associate’s degree works out to 8.3%.  
In other words, assuming a graduate 
finishes college at age 20 and retires 
at age 65, the annual stream of extra 
income earned above the baseline and 
discounted at 8.3% would exactly off-
set the upfront costs. 

 Perhaps surprisingly, the returns to 
a community college education aren’t 
far off the mark of a four-year degree.  
Workers with a B.A. clearly earn good 
money: $65,400 on average, or 81% 
more than baseline.  Achieving that 
result, however, requires a larger invest-
ment: using UConn as the exam-
ple, four years of forgone earnings of 
$36,100 plus tuition and fees averag-
ing $8,400 each year (in 2006-08). 
The rate of return on this larger stream 
of differential earnings (again adjusting 
for the non-linear age-earnings profile) 
is 9.4% per year, just 1.1 percentage 
points higher than for an associate’s 
degree.  

 A community college education 
thus provides a rate of return that is 
nearly as high as that earned from a 
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four-year degree. The effect of interest 
compounding, however, forces a larg-
er wedge between the two numbers. 
Consider: a dollar invested at 8.3% 
annually returns $36.16 after 45 years.  
But at 9.4%, the return is $56.98, 
nearly 60% larger.  These estimates 
also ignore the value of fringe benefits, 
such as health care and retirement, 
which are likely to be larger for those 
with better educations.

 Other results from the model hold 
fewer surprises. Earnings rise, natu-
rally, with hours worked. Males earn 
more, perhaps the result of fewer work 
furloughs tied to child rearing, gender 
differences in job choices, or gen-
der discrimination. Racial discrimina-
tion, along with differences in educa-
tional and other opportunities, may 
also explain why white workers are 
paid more than non-whites. Married 
workers command a special premium, 
perhaps because they work harder, or 
because hard-working men and women 
are more highly prized in the “marriage 

market.” Workers along Connecticut’s 
Gold Coast of lower Fairfield County 
also earn more, in part to offset the 
region’s high cost of living. 

ADDED SECURITY

 There’s more.  Controlling for the 
other variables cited above, education 
helps explain which individuals actually 
held jobs.  In the 2006-08 Connecticut 
data sample, 90% of those in the labor 
force worked part- or full-time; the rest 
were “under-employed” or unemployed 
(the number of these is undoubtedly 
higher today).  According to the sec-
ond regression table, education is a sig-
nificant determinant of which of these 
two groups an individual occupied.

 Other things equal, those with 
some college experience were 7.4% 
more likely to have a job than those 
with a high school education or less.  
Associate’s degree holders were 10.5% 
more likely to be employed either 
part- or full-time.  A bachelor’s degree 
boosts those added chances even fur-
ther, to 13.7%—a big jump. Still, the 

associate’s degree buys its holder 76% 
of the added security of employment 
provided by a bachelor’s degree.

 Two results, the negative coef-
ficients on both married and white 
workers, seem at odds with findings 
from the earnings regression.  But mar-
riage could be associated with longer 
stretches of unemployment if a working 
spouse’s employment allows an unem-
ployed spouse to be more selective in a 
job search. And lower unemployment 
rates among non-white workers may 
reflect, to some degree, benefits from 
equal-opportunity employment initia-
tives or a willingness to take less desir-
able jobs.

ADDING IT UP

 The two significant benefits of 
higher education, heftier earnings and 
more employment security, are not 
confined to the categories of some 
college or associate’s degree.  But what 
is clear is that even a minimal invest-
ment in some college training can yield 
significant dividends.  Little wonder, 
then, that amid a troubled economy 
and a surge in enrollments, policy-
makers are taking a fresh look at the 
prospects, promise and payoffs of com-
munity colleges.     

EDUCATION IS A KEY DETERMINANT OF WAGES AND EMPLOYMENT

Note: Each coefficient measures the change in the dependent variable associated with a unit change in the independent variable listed. 
The p-values are estimates of the likelihood that the coefficient values occurred by chance. The smaller the p-value, the more statistically 
significant the result. 

Source: The Connecticut Economy based on data from the U.S. Census and Connecticut’s Office of the Secretary of the State.

Dependent Variable: Wage Dependent Variable: Employed (Yes = 1, No = 0)

Coeffi cient P-value Coeffi cient Change in Likelihood 

of Employment

P-value

Constant -94,342 0.00 -4.37 - 0.00

Some College 7,575 0.00 0.30 0.074 0.00

Associates Degree 9,293 0.00 0.42 0.105 0.00

Bachelors Degree 29,294 0.00 0.55 0.137 0.00

Masters Degree 45,098 0.00 0.50 0.126 0.00

Professional Degree 70,695 0.00 0.52 0.129 0.00

Ph.D 55,473 0.00 1.02 0.256 0.00

Age 1,826 0.00 0.32 0.079 0.00

Age2 -18 0.00 0.00 -0.001 0.00

Male 16,165 0.00 0.89 0.222 0.00

Married 10,538 0.00 -0.07 -0.017 0.08

White 9,507 0.00 -0.15 -0.039 0.00

Eastern Connecticut - - 0.07 0.018 0.10

Northwestern Connecticut 5,476 0.00 - - -

Gold Coast 28,495 0.00 - - -

South Central Connecticut 1,790 0.00 - - -

Hartford Region 2,988 0.00 - - -

North Central Connecticut 5,707 0.00 - - -

Hours Worked 1,476 0.00 - - -

R2

# Observations
0.2429

54,231

0.1763

54,231
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THE CENTERFOLD
MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL, LBS. PER CAPITA, 2008  

 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

Bridgeport - Stamford LMA  
Ansonia 1,741.07 151.29 0
Bridgeport 1,475.44 70.56 47.63
Darien 1,049.31 0.79 282.25
Derby 1,243.82 333.96 33.88
Easton 761.12 267.99 0
Fairfield 1,781.71 560.15 181.54
Greenwich 1,701.60 0 0
Milford 1,991.84 167.13 59.56
Monroe 1,413.26 314.76 24.64
New Canaan 1,074.67 0 0
Newtown 1,378.74 0 0.22
Norwalk 1,549.56 400.99 114.3 

 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

Oxford 923.2 96.52 0
Redding 979.39 244.78 0
Ridgefield 1,696.11 0 68.71
Seymour 1,258.40 n/a n/a
Shelton 1,560.92 16.85 187.4
Southbury 1,219.42 207.68 0
Stamford 2,082.13 0 4.1
Stratford 1,281.50 506.26 211.55
Trumbull 1,380.17 675.13 230.43
Weston 1,047.06 197.65 0
Westport 1,778.64 303.87 12.46
Wilton 1,086.57 146.58 216.27
Woodbridge 1,133.26 220.5 3.51 

 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

Danbury LMA   
Bethel 1,028.31 0 0
Bridgewater 863.72 0 0
Brookfield 1,591.39 0 1.01
Danbury 1,863.22 0 0
New Fairfield 877.42 0 0.16
New Milford 1,306.32 0 0
Sherman 673.97 0 0 

Enfield LMA   
East Windsor 1,895.31 22.37 512.17
Enfield 1,196.34 391.32 0
Somers 726.91 174.28 0
Suffield 793.72 235.47 55.08
Windsor Locks 488.36 136.87 0

 

 

380-979 (56 towns)  

982-1338 (56 towns)

1347-2771 (57 towns)
SOURCE: Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection, Bureau of Materials Management & Compliance 
Assurance, Updated on September 11, 2009
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 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

Hartford LMA    
Andover 578.77 269.46 0
Ashford 452.72 257.78 0
Avon 1,389.33 137.1 114.27
Barkhamsted 1,310.79 0 7.79
Berlin 977.87 289.53 211.12
Bloomfield 1,074.09 n/a n/a
Bolton 821.43 219.16 15.08
Bristol 1,454.40 455.99 41.93
Burlington 932.92 263.87 3.47
Canton 1,144.25 0 0
Colchester 967.62 169.83 0
Columbia 519.67 0.01 0
Coventry 646.62 258.09 54.77
Cromwell 1,629.68 171.85 0.42
East Granby 1,611.45 293.54 83.98
East Haddam 969.33 10.43 0
East Hampton 931.63 153.53 0
East Hartford 1,314.40 378.78 0
Ellington 908.37 188.86 66.64
Farmington 1,468.74 0 0
Glastonbury 1,270.71 383.29 250.37
Granby 972.88 342.4 110.39
Haddam 925.81 0 0
Hartford 1,701.06 0 9.06
Hartland 742.9 222.33 0
Harwinton 848.7 191.43 20.22
Hebron 845.72 172.92 0
Lebanon 553.71 0 0
Manchester 1,337.84 657 21.25
Mansfield 816.85 145.86 215.45
Marlborough 1,056.55 181.62 0
Middlefield 1,100.27 0 0
Middletown 1,434.53 0 135.4
New Britain 1,378.20 161.03 169.94
New Hartford 1,301.42 0 7.76
Newington 1,682.91 537.03 104.1
Plainville 1,556.11 211.71 76.7
Plymouth 1,182.17 134.35 2.04
Portland 929.19 169.66 0
Rocky Hill 1,419.72 326.21 8.98
Simsbury 1,389.12 188.32 129.87

 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

South Windsor 1,284.10 669.2 118.74
Southington 1,639.61 563.98 20.97
Stafford 643.88 0 0
Thomaston 1,269.79 134.17 0
Tolland 917.18 229.65 0
Union 584.95 308.23 0
Vernon 1,066.56 495.26 30.57
West Hartford 1,324.76 216.55 0
Wethersfield 1,347.13 271.06 29.92
Willington 471.09 0 0
Windsor 2,666.93 215.5 103.71

New Haven LMA   
Bethany 685.08 241.55 0
Branford 957.7 0 60.94
Cheshire 1,453.75 0 97.8
Chester 899.79 n/a n/a
Clinton 1,427.44 85.41 0
Deep River 1,331.41 237.63 0
Durham 1,090.19 0 0
East Haven 1,035.19 187.72 0
Essex 1,151.58 306.42 0
Guilford 1,102.96 0 0
Hamden 1,234.39 513.22 60.77
Killingworth 858.83 225.56 0
Madison 1,113.52 0 0
Meriden 1,084.95 124.57 141.9
New Haven 2,432.52 127 0
North Branford 1,025.15 123.4 0
North Haven 1,559.81 319.43 139.91
Old Saybrook 2,770.79 174.76 12.71
Orange 1,119.49 292.23 114.32
Wallingford 1,883.79 0 31.54
West Haven 1,032.71 205.11 26.58
Westbrook 1,559.60 0 0 

Norwich - New London LMA   
Bozrah 2,740.26 0 0
Canterbury 1,071.03 0 0
East Lyme 1,326.63 0 0
Franklin 1,199.22 164.12 0
Griswold 1,019.51 0 1.13

 DISPOSED RECYCLED RECYCLED 

 LB. PER PERSON  RESIDENTIAL NON-RES.

Groton 1,446.00 244.06 263.69
Ledyard 952.75 305.57 0
Lisbon 2,122.85 0 0
Lyme 905.66 384.13 0
Montville 2,144.80 260.96 283.64
New London 2,095.45 n/a n/a
North Stonington 1,072.43 213.31 0
Norwich 1,656.11 239.53 7.4
Old Lyme 1,213.31 462.46 1.17
Preston 707.1 0 0
Salem 900.38 200.74 0
Sprague 1,126.35 0 0
Stonington 1,382.45 726.87 106.44
Voluntown 452.99 0 0
Waterford 1,773.84 369.57 0

Torrington LMA    
Bethlehem 1,054.60 0 0
Canaan 1,477.90 391.74 0
Colebrook 939.44 343.61 0
Cornwall 866.22 0 0
Goshen 905.83 27.12 0.74
Kent 1,791.38 0 0
Litchfield 1,351.60 320.94 152.03
Morris 1,319.96 0 0
Norfolk 1,105.02 0 0
North Canaan 1,846.58 174.61 0
Roxbury 804.41 257.84 0
Salisbury 1,132.71 0 0
Sharon 1,132.71 0 0
Torrington 1,670.59 180.03 621.82
Warren 924.13 353.4 2.53
Washington 1,499.11 307.18 0
Winchester 1,308.93 0 7.78
Woodbury 982.18 302.28 0 

Waterbury LMA    
Beacon Falls 920.67 189.87 1.21
Middlebury 996.61 313.87 0
Naugatuck 1,132.94 163.44 114.5
Prospect 1,158.33 463.79 23.91
Waterbury 1,551.40 5.48 36.3
Watertown 1,389.12 137.39 0
Wolcott 1,147.20 191.42 0 

Willimantic - Danielson LMA    
Brooklyn 522.81 121.88 0
Chaplin 740.7 n/a n/a
Eastford 395.75 203.64 0
Hampton 475.67 0 0
Killingly 1,437.00 78 0
Plainfield 1,139.98 13.94 19.94
Pomfret 584.98 0 0
Putnam 1,494.38 205 0
Scotland 475.67 0 0
Sterling 452.99 0 0
Thompson 671.53 0 0
Windham 2,517.09 177.02 206.29
Woodstock 380.41 0 0 

Town Average 1,209.93 171.64 42.37

The centerfold maps solid waste disposal, 
by town, in 2008.  (The surrounding table also 
lists residential and non-residential recycling 
in the same year.)  The map shows that the 
biggest trash disposers among Nutmeggers 
live predominantly west of the Connecticut 
River.  The river divides the state roughly by 
per-capita income and population density, two 
key determinants of disposal rates.  However, 
the strongest factor explaining trash disposal 
per capita turns out to be the share of com-
mercial-industrial property in towns’ equalized  
net grand lists (ENGL)—see scatterplot.  Also 
significant: the share of households with young 
children. Appearances notwithstanding, kids 
generate less trash than adults. 
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BY MARIA CHRYSOCHOOU, CATALINA 
GRANDA CARVAJAL, KWEKU T. 
BROWN, GEETA DAHAL, NORMAN W. 
GARRICK, KATHLEEN SEGERSON AND 
AMVROSSIOS BAGTZOGLOU

Over the past decade, Connecticut 

and other states have included the 

redevelopment of brownfields as one 

component of their economic devel-

opment strategies.  Governor Rell 

even made revitalizing these sites a 

centerpiece of state efforts to create 

new jobs and maintain the quality of 

life.  Connecticut also has established 

a one-stop agency to promote brown-

field reclamation, and has added sev-

eral programs to provide financial and 

technical assistance.  How well have 

these efforts worked?

 Returning brownfield properties 
to productive use is a key component 
of “smart growth” strategies.  Potential 
benefits include eliminating blight, 
restoring historic properties, and reus-
ing existing infrastructure. Neverthe-
less, Connecticut faces obstacles to 
attracting developers, primarily 
because of concerns about liability and 
uncertainties about the money and 
time needed to remediate brown-
fields. Developers often find it easier 
to choose greenfield development over 
brownfield redevelopment, unless ade-
quate financial and legal incentives are 
provided.

 An interdisciplinary group at the 
University of Connecticut’s CTUP 
(see table), conducted a comprehen-
sive survey and institutional review of 
brownfield policies within the state.  
The results of that effort suggest that 
Connecticut has taken important steps 
toward brownfield redevelopment, but 
still lacks a coordinated, comprehen-
sive approach to setting priorities and 

committing the resources needed to 
make clear progress.

BROWNFIELDS, SMART GROWTH 

AND NEEDED INCENTIVES

 The U.S. EPA defines brownfields 
as “real property, the expansion, rede-
velopment or reuse of which may be 
complicated by the presence or poten-
tial presence of a hazardous substance, 
pollutant or contaminant.”  Most 
brownfields are abandoned or under-
used industrial and commercial sites 
that vary in size, shape, and the nature 
and extent of contamination.  

 Cleanup and reuse of brownfields 
is attractive from economic, social and 
environmental perspectives.  It pro-
vides business opportunities for the 
private sector, but households also can 
benefit from new job opportunities, 
more productive use of the land, and 
added tax revenue for better public 
services.  Most brownfields are found 
in distressed urban neighborhoods that 
were once heavily industrialized; hence, 

brownfield redevelopment can help to 
revitalize inner cities and ease both 
social and environmental problems.  

 In addition, brownfield redevel-
opment may substitute for the con-
version of rural land to urban uses, 
helping to limit pollution, conges-
tion and residential sprawl. That’s why 
brownfield redevelopment contributes 
to smart growth, which seeks the bet-
ter use of land to enhance economic 
and community vitality and to control 
urban sprawl. Smart growth principles 
emphasize compact building design, 
mixed-use developments, open space 
preservation, and access to a variety of 
transportation choices.  

 Attractive as brownfield remedia-
tion may be for cities and towns, draw-
ing private developers to the sites is not 
an easy task.  Local legal obstacles and 
socioeconomic conditions often inhibit 
the process.  As a result, over 500,000 
brownfield sites in the U.S. remain 
underutilized, posing health and envi-
ronmental risks and impeding urban 
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Reviving Brownfields 

PLAYER LINEUP

CONNECTICUT INSTITUTIONS, OBSTACLES, AND PROSPECTS

Acronym Agency

CBRA Connecticut Brownfi elds Redevelopment Authority

CDA Connecticut Development Authority

CTUP Center for Transportation and Urban Planning at the University of Connecticut

DECD Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development

DEP Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

OBRD Connecticut Offi ce of Brownfi elds Remediation and Development

RGP Regional Growth Partnership of South-Central Connecticut

SCPRIF Special Contaminated Property Remediation and Insurance Fund

USRAP Urban Sites Remedial Action Program

VCOG Lower Naugatuck Valley Council of Governments



revitalization. The map below shows 
299 sites in Connecticut, identified by 
the EPA and the State of Connecticut 
Task Force on Brownfields Strategies, 
but it has been estimated that the state 
could have as many as 13,000 brown-
fields, an average of 2.7 sites per square 
mile. 

 For a private developer, the uncer-
tain complexity and cost of redevelop-
ment and fears of legal liability make 
brownfield reclamation a risky activity. 
The threat of becoming liable and thus 
financially responsible for contamina-
tion that was undetected when the 
property was acquired often compels 
developers to look elsewhere for more 
pristine land.  In response to these 
issues, the federal government and 
many states, including Connecticut, 
have adopted programs to protect 
brownfield developers from liability 
and to provide them with financial and 
technical assistance.  However, recent 
reports of the Task Force have stressed 
the need for even greater financial sup-

port and liability relief to existing and 
future owners, as well as municipali-
ties. The following observations sup-
port some of those arguments, but also 
raise important questions.

THE PLAYERS AND THE PAYERS

 At the state level, brownfields 
come under the authority of three 
Connecticut agencies: DECD, DEP 
and CDA.  All three provide provide 
financial, legal and technical assistance 
for remediation—DECD via OBRD, 
and CDA through its CBRA subsid-
iary.  CBRA provides up-front cash to 
developers for brownfield remediation 
of residential, retail, commercial and/or 
mixed-use projects via Tax Increment 
Financing (TIF).  In principle, munici-
palities repay the TIF funding using 
increased tax revenues derived from 
the higher future value of redeveloped 
property.    

State and regional agencies, along 
with the EPA, have also devised a 
number of targeted programs to pro-

vide liability relief and funding for 
municipalities and developers seeking 
to revitalize brownfields.  SCPRIF 
offers short-term low-interest loans to 
municipalities, developers, or owners 
for environmental assessment, demo-
lition of structures and remediation.  
USRAP provides seed capital to facili-
tate the transfer, reuse and redevelop-
ment of sites in municipalities with 
enterprise zones.  

 And, as part of a Municipal 
Brownfield Pilots program, the state 
recently funded environmental inves-
tigation and cleanup projects in five 
municipalities, based on population 
and potential community impacts.  In 
the program’s recent second round, 15 
applicants competed for $2.25 million 
that went to another six projects. 

 The state’s regional planning enti-
ties also have played a role, by admin-
istering EPA site assessment grants and 
both federal and state revolving loan 
funds. In addition, several non-profit 
regional organizations serve their mem-
ber municipalities by designing master 
plans for economic development and 
administering state and federal grants.  
Of these, RGP and VCOG have led 
the effort to help towns identify, assess, 
and remediate sites.  Several major cit-
ies with many brownfields, including 
Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven, 
have adopted their own redevelopment 
programs. 

IMPEDIMENTS

 Despite the many existing fed-
eral, state and regional efforts out-
lined above, the pace of brownfield 
redevelopment in Connecticut has 
been slow.   Existing programs have 
fallen short of goals. Does this reflect 
inadequate information, insufficient 
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CONNECTICUT’S 299 IDENTIFIED BROWNFIELDS

NOTE: An inventory from the Department of Environmental Protection 
highlights the existence of less than 300 brownfields in Connecticut. 
However, recent guesstimates point to around 13,000 sites in the state.

SOURCE: based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency data



funding, poor program administration, 
an overly fragmented approach—or a 
combination of such factors?

 Information is indeed a problem: 
officials do not know exactly how 
many brownfields are located with-
in the state.  The 299-site database 
dates back to 2004, but recent DECD 
guesstimates place the number in the 
thousands.  The regional organizations 
have used some EPA money to compile 
brownfield inventories in their areas, 
but their listings have so far been of 
limited use in prioritizing sites across 
the state for cleanup and redevelop-
ment.  

 Even if government agencies, 
municipalities, and regional authori-
ties are doing their best, there can be 
no coordinated or rational long-term 
strategy for redevelopment without a 
more comprehensive statewide list of 
brownfields and adequate information 
about the type and severity of contami-
nation at each site.  The lack of infor-
mation may explain why OBRD fund-
ing decisions are typically made on a 
case-by-case basis, either as a response 
to the interest of a private developer or 
as a result of local public pressure to 
remove the blight.  “To the squeakiest 
wheel” is a simple allocation rule, but 
not always the most socially efficient 
approach.  More efficient decisions 
generally require more complete infor-
mation.  

 But program officials aren’t the 
only ones who lack information.  Even 
with the funding programs already 
mentioned, potential recipients are 
uncertain about whether adequate 
financing is truly available.  In 2008, 
the Task Force recommended an ini-
tial disbursement of $75 million for 
brownfield redevelopment, coupled 
with an additional $25 million per 
year over the next five years.  Instead, 
only $2.25 million per year has been 
designated for the Municipal Pilots 
program—an amount that is probably 
inadequate to remediate a single major 
site, yet it has been distributed among 
five or six projects each year.  

 Funding for brownfield rede-
velopment is also intermittent, as it 
relies on decisions by the State Bond 
Commission.  Despite apparent fund-
ing needs, the Task Force has reported 
little utilization of existing State pro-
grams.  As of February 2007, only 17 
projects totaling $1.9 million had been 
approved since the creation of SCPRIF 
in 1995.  Similarly, no sites were fund-
ed through USRAP during 2005 and 
2006, and no applications were even 
registered in those two years, resulting 
in unallocated bond fund balances of 
approximately $400,000 for SCPRIF 
and  $6.7 million for USRAP.  

 Finally, municipalities and region-
al planning organizations note that 
projects often face costly last-minute 
changes because of differences in the 
interpretation of regulations among 
DEP officials.  

 End result: the lack of a compre-
hensive strategy and the meager com-
mitment of resources for brownfield 
revitalization have, not surprisingly, 
meant that mainly high-profile proj-
ects in major urban areas have actually 
received financial assistance.

 In an attempt to improve the 
lackluster performance, in 2009 
the General Assembly passed, and 
Governor Rell signed, the Brownfields 
Bill. This legislation strengthened 
liability relief by introducing new 
exemptions and requirements to the 
Connecticut Transfer Act, changing 
floodplain management laws, and 
creating the Abandoned Brownfield 
Cleanup Program. Additionally, recent 
legislation allows forgiving back taxes 
on contaminated property slated for 
remediation under a state-approved 
plan, as well as the use of unallocated 
SCPRIF and USRAP balances for the 
newer programs.  Such efforts are evi-
dence of increasing government aware-
ness of this problem, but will they 
be sufficient to overcome the appar-
ent obstacles to brownfield redevelop-
ment? 

WHAT’S AT STAKE?

 Even though Connecticut has a 
large number of brownfields, revi-
talization of sites has dragged.  In 
the absence of a comprehensive data-
base and a well-conceived approach, 
OBRD resorts to assisting developers 
on a “first come, first served” basis.  A 
clearer sense of priorities, driven by 
more complete information and abun-
dant and steady sources of funding, is 
required to attract development and 
reverse the prospects of abandoned 
brownfields.  Sound, effective policies 
offer a chance to simultaneously reju-
venate inner cities, contain extensive 
sprawl, reduce commuting costs, and 
improve environmental quality.   
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BY DENNIS HEFFLEY

 Why should people care about brown-

fields? Besides the visual blight and health 
risks, brownfield sites can reduce neighbor-
hood property values.  Property markets are 
quite efficient at “capitalizing” both positive 
and negative features of a location into prop-
erty values.  Favorable attributes—a beauti-
ful view, good schools and public services, 
proximity to a major employment center or 
popular site, etc.—boost property values.  
Negative features, such as burdensome prop-
erty tax rates, high crime rates, and pollution, 
reduce property values.

 Empirical studies have found that indi-
vidual properties near point sources of pol-
lution have lower market values than similar 
ones located farther away. Such negative 
“capitalization” effects measure part of the 
social costs of environmental hazards.  But 
do such effects also show up at the com-
munity level?  Specifically, do we see lower 
median property values in Connecticut towns 
that have more brownfields?  Perhaps.

 Based on recent data for Connecticut’s 
169 towns, the table shows the results of a 
linear regression relating the 2007 median 
sales price per room to (a) selected town-
level measures of location (minimum of the 
distance from the town center to Boston or 
New York and a dummy variable for shoreline 
towns); (b) fiscal characteristics (net current 
education spending per pupil, non-education 
spending per capita, and the equalized mill 
rate); (c) socioeconomic indicators (percent 

of population 25+ with a bachelor’s degree 
or more and the number of index crimes per 
100 residents); and (d) the number of brown-
field sites.  

 In Regression 1, the eight explanatory 
variables account for 75.3% of the variation 
in median sales price per room.  All eight 
coefficients have the anticipated signs, but 
only seven are statistically significant. The 
median sales price per room is higher if a 
town is closer to one of the two major regional 
centers, is along the shoreline, spends more 
per pupil on education and more per person 
on other public services, taxes property at a 
lower effective rate, and has better-educated 
residents and a lower crime rate. Each of 
those seven coefficients is statistically sig-
nificant (p ≤ 0.02). [Low p-values allow us to 
more comfortably reject the possibility that 
the variable has no effect.]  

 The high p-value (0.84) of the brown-
fields coefficient means that there is no 
evidence of a significant negative effect on 
the median sales price per room.  Even if 
brownfields reduce nearby individual prop-
erty values, as found in other studies, we 
don’t see similar effects at the community 
level. A possible explanation is that people 
avoiding the effects of a local brownfield 
might bid up the value of homes located 
farther away but still within the same town. 
If the negative effects on nearby properties 
are offset by upward pressure on the prices 
of more distant ones, the median sales price 
within the town might be unaffected.

 But another possibility exists.  The num-
ber of brownfields in a town may be highly 
correlated with some other variable. If so, the 
other variable may be doing the “heavy lift-
ing” in the regression, making it appear that 
brownfields have no independent effect on 
the median sales price per room. The prime 
suspect here is the crime rate, which is highly 
correlated with the number of brownfields    
(r = 0.72). Re-estimating the model without 
the crime rate in Regression 2, the overall fit 
remains strong (adjusted R2 = 0.746), but 
the number of brownfields now has a weakly 
significant (p = 0.17) negative impact.  Based 
on this second regression, after controlling 
for other factors, each brownfield lowers the 
median sales price per room by about $464. 
Multiplying this figure by the median number 
of rooms (6.5) for owner-occupied housing in 
Connecticut, based on the 2000 Census, the 
potential cost of a brownfield per homeowner 
in an affected town would be about $3,000. 
Aggregating these costs across homeowners 
(sometimes for multiple brownfields) and 
across towns with brownfield sites could yield 
a total loss that would justify efforts to reme-
diate these sites, especially if the improved 
property values also generated additional 
local tax revenue and alleviated the pressure 
on state government to supplement local tax 
collections.  

 A final word of caution: it’s possible that 
by dropping brownfields from the analysis 
and allowing crime to be a significant nega-
tive factor, we would conclude that resources 
should be channeled into crime prevention 
rather than cleaning up brownfields.  What 
seems most likely is that both factors reduce 
property values and may even interact to 
compound the problem. Crime hastens the 
abandonment of housing and commercial 
facilities, and abandoned areas probably 
invite even more crime. If so, this could 
strengthen the argument for programs that 
address both the physical condition and 
social environment of brownfield areas.

Dependent variable: median sales price per room Regression 1 Regression 2

Explanatory Variables Coeffi cient P-value Coeffi cient P-value

Constant 34963.14 0.003 34425.50 0.004

Minimum Distance from NY or Boston -372.30 0.000 -384.98 0.000

Shoreline Town (Yes=1, No=0) 9720.02 0.008 6927.38 0.048

Education Spending per Pupil 2.13 0.001 2.10 0.002

Non-education Spending per Capita 25.80 0.000 22.96 0.000

Equalized Mill Rate -1377.98 0.000 -1633.62 0.000

% BA Degree or Higher 580.54 0.000 689.13 0.000

Index Crimes per 100 Persons -3556.18 0.020 - -

Number of Brownfi elds -74.20 0.841 -464.13 0.168

Adjusted R2 0.753 0.746

# Observations 169 169

BROWNFIELDS AND HOME PRICES

SOURCE:  The Connecticut Economy, based on data from Office of Policy and Management, Connecticut Economic Resource Center, 
Department of Public Services and U.S. Census Bureau.
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LABOR MARKET OUTLOOK
A 2010-Q3 Update and Forecasts to 2011-Q3

for Key Labor Market Areas

BRIDGEPORT-STAMFORD

Jobs – Hartford has bounced up from the 530,000-job floor it hit in the last three recessions, but 
a bumpy climb back up means future four-quarter changes will have their ups and downs. 

Unemployment – Following a steep climb from sub-5% jobless rates, unemployment has pla-
teaued at 9%.  Absent a surprise surge in jobs, that pause could prove fleeting. 

Housing Prices –  Hartford gave back its recent gains in home prices in 2010-Q3.  Prices should 
rebound gradually, but the year-over-year differences will be mostly negative for a few quarters. 

Permits – The mini-rally in homebuilding peaked in 2009-Q4 and it’s been downhill since.  
Hartford should post 200+ permits quarterly, with gradually shrinking four-quarter differences. 

 HARTFORD

Jobs – Up from a year ago but down between 2010-Q2 and 2010-Q3, New Haven jobs could 
erode further.  That means a replay of four-quarter job losses of a half-percent or more. 

Unemployment – The muddy jobs picture offers little prospect of reining in the unemployment 
rate.  If joblessness tops 10% in any major region, odds are it’ll be New Haven. 

Housing Prices – The quarter’s steep slide in home prices may finally have landed the region on 
bedrock.  As prices creep back, New Haven could show a four-quarter gain by 2011-Q3. 

Permits – After zooming past 80 units in 2010-Q1, permits for new housing dropped back below 
60 again.  Best guess: they’ll stay there over the next several quarters.  

NEW HAVEN

Jobs – After a year of relative stability, nonfarm jobs pitched downward again in 2010-Q3.  Future 
jolts may not be so severe, but losses will continue. 

Unemployment – There’s no escaping the tide moving across regions.  Norwich-New London’s 
jobless rate is on a course to cross 9% in 2011.  

Housing Prices – Bucking the trend, home prices jumped more than $20,000 in 2010-Q3.  As 
prices firm up in all regions, Norwich-New London will continue to lead the pack. 

Permits – Measuring several score per quarter now, compared with several hundred during the 
mid-2000’s housing boom, the outlook for permits is, in a word, stable. 

NORWICH-NEW LONDON
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JOBS

Jobs – Bridgeport-Stamford has flirted with quarterly job gains in two of the last four quarters but  
couldn’t sustain them.  If the pattern persists, year-over-year job growth will prove elusive. 

Unemployment – With jobs so scarce, the relentless climb in Bridgeport-Stamford’s unemploy-
ment rate will drag on. Nearly another 1% of the labor force could be jobless by 2011-Q3.  

Housing Prices – Home prices in Bridgeport-Stamford appear to have bottomed out.  But tepid 
increases in property values won’t translate into year-over-year increases for awhile. 

Permits – Still down from a year ago but up in the quarter, permits should range from 200 to 300, 
seasonally adjusted, in coming quarters. That will make for some impressive annualized gains. 
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BY STEVEN P. LANZA
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HOUSING PRICES HOUSING PERMITSUNEMPLOYMENT RATE
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Only Danbury 
managed to duck a 
sizable jump in the 

unemployment rate 
from a year ago.

The ray of hope was 
brightest in New Haven 

in Construction and 
Business Services, and 

Waterbury also saw large 
gains in Construction.

LABOR MARKET DATA

PERCENT UNEMPLOYED 
ACROSS REGIONS

CHANGES IN THE LABOR 
FORCE ACROSS REGIONS

*Includes Professional Jobs
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LABOR 

FORCE

NONFARM 

JOBS

UNEMPLOYMENT 

RATE

Labor Market Area 2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 
(%)

2009-Q3
(%)

Bridgeport - Stamford 484.7 -0.2 397.0 0.1 8.6 8.2 

Danbury 93.0 -0.3 65.5 0.9 7.7 7.7 

Enfi eld 49.5 -2.0 46.8 4.6 9.3 8.4 

Hartford 602.3 -0.3 531.2 -0.5 9.2 8.6 

New Haven 317.8 0.7 262.3 0.5 9.5 8.6 

Norwich - New London 155.7 -0.9 130.2 -1.6 8.6 7.8 

Torrington 54.5 -1.7 34.0 -2.8 9.0 8.3 

Waterbury 102.2 0.1 61.1 -0.3 12.0 11.4 

Willimantic-Danielson 60.1 1.0 36.2 1.8 10.2 9.3 

Statewide 1906.2 -0.2 1610.3 0.0 9.2 8.5 

MANUFACTURING 

JOBS

CONSTRUCTION 

JOBS

BUSINESS 

SERVICE* JOBS

Labor Market Area 2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

Bridgeport - Stamford 35.0 -3.8 11.8 -4.8 61.4 -1.8 

Danbury - - - - 7.0 -3.2 

Enfi eld - - - - - -

Hartford 57.3 -0.9 17.2 -10.2 58.1 0.2 

New Haven 26.5 -2.8 10.1 2.4 24.2 4.0 

Norwich - New London 14.6 -2.9 3.5 -3.7 9.1 -2.5 

Torrington - - - - - -

Waterbury 7.3 -4.8 2.5 5.6 4.3 -1.5 

Willimantic-Danielson - - - - - -

Statewide 166.5 -1.3 55.0 -3.6 187.9 0.6 

CHANGES IN NONFARM JOBS              
ACROSS REGIONS
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*Trade, Transportation and Utilities

The good news: 
People are still getting 
sick or enrolling in school 
(see page 8).

Housing permits surged 
by 124% in eastern 
Connecticut and by 75% 
in Danbury—but from 
tiny bases of 38 and 36, 
respectively.

CHANGES IN BUSINESS SERVICE 
JOBS ACROSS REGIONS

CHANGES IN HOUSING 
PERMITS ACROSS REGIONS

CHANGES IN HOUSING 
PRICES ACROSS REGIONS
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EDUCATION & 

HEALTH JOBS

TTU* 

JOBS

FINANCIAL 

JOBS

Labor Market Area 2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

Bridgeport - Stamford 65.3 2.5 69.9 -0.1 41.8 -3.2 

Danbury - - 14.6 0.9 - -

Enfi eld - - - - - -

Hartford 97.4 2.6 83.8 -1.4 60.1 -4.9 

New Haven 70.8 1.5 48.4 1.4 12.1 -1.6 

Norwich - New London 19.9 0.7 22.4 0.6 3.2 1.1 

Torrington - - - - - -

Waterbury 15.3 0.2 12.2 1.1 1.9 -6.6 

Willimantic-Danielson - - - - - -

Statewide 304.7 1.9 287.2 -0.5 133.7 -2.6 

GOVERNMENT

 JOBS

HOUSING 

PERMITS

HOUSING 

PRICES

Labor Market Area 2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

2010-Q3 

(000)

% Change 
year ago

Bridgeport - Stamford 47.0 4.2 307 -14.0 481.7 -2.4

Danbury 8.8 10.5 63 75.0 301.6 -2.6

Enfi eld - - 30 -23.1 177.5 -3.2

Hartford 82.4 0.3 235 -4.5 273.2 -3.9

New Haven 30.5 -0.9 61 41.9 210.7 -6.4

Norwich - New London 36.6 -2.6 69 0.0 259.3 8.3

Torrington - - 15 -34.8 184.3 0.1

Waterbury 9.1 -2.2 23 -23.3 142.7 -1.3

Willimantic-Danielson - - 85 123.7 139.5 -20.6

Statewide 232.2 -0.9 888 0.8 332.5 -3.0



BY DANIEL W. KENNEDY

The underlying drag forces on the 

economy cited in the Fall 2010 issue 

have not abated, and they will likely 

remain with us for a while. The Federal 

Reserve Board’s new quantitative 

easing strategy may not have much 

of an impact in what has been called 

a “balance-sheet recession.” Even a 

tall ship with full sail set cannot make 

much headway in the doldrums.

 The first chart shows a worri-
some trend of ever weaker recoveries 
in the Nutmeg State since the end of 
the Cold War, measured by non-farm 
jobs added in Connecticut during the 
first 9 months of recovery, annualized, 
for the three most recent recessions. 
The current recovery, following a deep 
financial crisis, is the weakest—though 
the relative slowdown is less this time 
(-25%) than the 2004 figure compared 
with that for 1992/93 (-45%).

 As usual, the exogenous drivers 
of the Connecticut forecast are the 
national macroeconomic forecasts of 
Ray C. Fair, the University of Michigan 
(Michigan), and the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF). In the lat-
est round of forecasts, all three have 
reduced their U.S. GDP outlooks for 
2010 and 2011. Indeed, the Michigan 
forecast projects anemic U.S. GDP 
growth of less than 2% in both 2010 
and 2011.  Fair’s outlook on U.S. GDP 
growth is the most optimistic of the 
three for 2012, at 4.2%, in contrast to 
the  much more modest projections of 
2.8% and 2.3% by Michigan and IMF, 
respectively.

 Given the prevailing gloom, near-
term, in all three driver forecasts, our 
latest scenarios for jobs and state GDP 
for Connecticut foresee continued slug-

gish growth in the state’s economy. The 
second chart shows projected annual 
changes in Connecticut employment, 
based on the Fair, Michigan and IMF 
forecasts, plus my own adjusted fore-
cast. All four scenarios give rapidly 
decelerating, even declining employ-
ment in Connecticut over the second 
half of 2010, so forecasted job perfor-
mance between 2009 and 2010 has 
been significantly scaled back from that 
of the Fall 2010 issue.  Instead of losing 
5,000 jobs, the forecast shows losses 
of 11,000 jobs. And the most likely 
outcome for job growth between 2010 
and 2011 is lower, too—10,700—
rather than the Fall 2010 forecast of 
14,700 jobs; note the pessimism of 
my adjusted forecast compared with 
scenarios from IMF, and especially 
Fair.  For 2011-2012, the “consensus” 
forecast—all scenarios except Fair—is 
for annual job growth of some 15,000 
to 20,000.

 The third chart presents the fore-
casts for Connecticut real state GDP, 
along with history back to 2007 for 
perspective on the Great Recession’s 
impact.  Following moderate growth of 
2.4% in 2007, real state GDP dipped 
by half a percentage point in 2008 
before plunging by 3.7% in 2009.    All 
four scenarios project  growth of 2.1% 
in 2010.  The most likely outcome for 
state GDP growth in 2011 and 2012 
is expected to be that from the IMF 
scenario—2.2% in 2011 and 1.68% in 
2012. 

THE QUARTERLY FORECAST
Still in the Doldrums

Dr. Kennedy, senior economist with the Connecticut 
Department of Labor, Office of Research, manages The 
Connecticut Economy’s economic forecast.  His views 
are not necessarily those of the Department of Labor.

CONNECTICUT NON-FARM JOBS 
ADDED IN FIRST 9 MONTHS OF 
RECOVERY (ANNUALIZED RATE) 
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REAL ANNUAL CHANGE IN CT GDP:
HISTORY & FORECAST, 2006-2012
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The overall index increased 1.0% in 
2010-Q3 compared with the same quarter 
the year before.  The index consists of 
room occupancy, slot machine revenues, 
attendance at six major tourist attractions, 
and traffic on five tourist roads.

Room Occupancy  +11.3%

Slot Machine Revenue   -1.2%

Attendance  -8.5%

Traffic  +2.5%

Overall  +1.0%
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(continued from page 24)

systems.  We will have to consolidate 
programs and expenditures in sensitive 
but critical areas (such as education, 
transportation, and housing) that build 
human and physical capital for the 
future.  We face hard choices in our tax 
and incentive systems between equi-
table, compassionate ends and raising 
the revenues needed to deliver essential 
services.  Some of the hardest decisions 
will necessarily involve public sector 
workers and their compensation pro-
grams.

 In short, we will have to be cre-
ative and not overlook any reasonable 
idea or proposal.  Ideas once consid-
ered radical should have new hearings.  
Business-as-Usual is not an option for 
Connecticut.

 Professor Barry Bluestone of 
Northeastern University has suggested 
that the United States is engaged in its 
third civil war.  The first two, waged 
between North and South, involved 
the 19th-century fight over slavery and 
the 20th-century contest over the loca-
tion of the country’s manufacturing 

industry.  The 21st-century civil war 
will pit all regions, states and localities 
against one another in a struggle to 
attract young working families to fill 
labor force and budget gaps. 

 The factors that seem most impor-
tant in winning this civil war are 
regional, not local, forces; smaller, more 
effective governments; and top quality 
educational, housing and transporta-
tion systems.  Harnessing our formi-
dable innovative capacity, our Yankee 
ingenuity, to achieve the excellence we 
need in all three of those factors will be 
the key to Connecticut’s future pros-
perity. 

 

FORWARD LOOK (continued from page 24) To meet the current severe 
challenge, we have to be 
creative and not overlook 
any reasonable proposal.
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BY JOAN MCDONALD
COMMISSIONER, DEPT. OF ECONOMIC 
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

 Connecticut has faced significant 
challenges and setbacks before, but the 
“Great Recession” has tested us severely 
and will continue to do so for the near 
future. I welcome this opportunity 
to reflect on Connecticut’s economic 
progress and its potential economic 
future. 

 As with other states, Connecticut’s 
economy is inextricably linked to the 
broader U.S. and global economies, 
and our fortunes wax and wane accord-
ingly.  But we can control and shape 
the way we manage our own affairs, 
and in so doing mitigate and even to 
an extent offset the economic dam-
age done by the Great Recession. Our 
policies on education, transportation, 
energy, housing, and taxes are all tools 
that can strengthen our competitive-
ness and improve our quality of life.

The state’s economic strategic plan 
laid out pathways to a better future, 

well suited to the stiff competition that 
will most likely characterize the grad-
ual global economic recovery ahead.

• The state’s high school redesign 
program is already producing higher 
completion rates and test scores.

• The State of Connecticut has cre-
ated a series of incentive programs for 
a new era.  One, the Angel Investor Tax 
Credit, is designed to attract capital 
investment in new ventures.  Another, 
included in the recent “Jobs Bill”, 
focuses on attracting more Connecticut 
students to seek a college education and 
rewards them for doing so.  Yet a third 
program, created by Executive Order 
23, aims to build a greener economy 
and train workers for the new types of 
jobs that will be created.

• The state has fundamentally 
changed the way it views and invests in 
development.  Policies to foster respon-
sible growth, transit-oriented devel-
opment and sustainable communities 
have begun to take hold, and we are 

beginning to see tangible proof of their 
benefits at the local and regional level.  

• Over the past five years, 
Connecticut has created the Housing 
Trust Fund and HOMEConnecticut 
programs to address the dearth of 
affordable housing in the state.

 But we currently face significant, 
and unique, challenges.  Projected state 
budget deficits will be upwards of $3 
billion for each of the next three fiscal 
years.  And prudent, responsible con-
tributions to the state employees’ and 
teachers’ retirement funds should be 
$3 billion each year as well.  (Current 
projections are that, absent such con-
tributions, the retirement funds will be 
insolvent by 2019.)

 Clearly, we in government are in 
uncharted waters as we face the cer-
tainty of having to make hard choices 
with unpopular and unpleasant con-
sequences.  We must make state and 
local governance alike more efficient, 
perhaps by adopting more cost-effec-
tive regional approaches and develop-
ing regional assets and service delivery 


