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The 
Public vs. Private Employment in the Nutmeg State 

Executive Summarg 

W o e s  in Connecticzit's private * In most job categories, Connecticut's 
sector are suffering. The Federal public-sector employees earn more 
Deposit Insurance Corporation than private-sector workers 
recently concluded that since the early 
1990s, "no other state in the country * Healthcare benefits in Connecticut's 
has had such stagnation in public sector are substantially better -- 
employment." Connecticut remains a including the portion of insurance-plan 
wealthy state, but according to the cost that is covered by employers and 
U.S. Census Bureau, median the quality and variety of coverage 
household income is dropping. offered 
Adjusting for the cost of living, 
residents in other regions of the nation * While defined-benefit pension plans 
now have arguably more purchasing are shrinking in the private sector, 
power than citizens of the Nutmeg they continue to remain common in 
State. Jobs in Connecticut's Connecticut government employment 
manufacturing industry, which once 
provided relatively high pay and * Paid leave is substantially more 
strong benefit packages, have been generous in Connecticut's public sector 
czlt in half s i ~ c e  1984. 

* Job growth may be stagnant in the 
But for one type of employment -- work Nutmeg State's private sector, but 
in Connecticut's public sector -- the that's not the case for government 
picture isn't so gloomy. The state and employment, which has outpaced 
its 169 municipalities have boosted Connecticut population growth by a 
their tuorkforces substantially in factor of four since 1970 
recent decades. For the most part, 
earnings and benefits now outstrip * Strong anecdotal evidence suggests 
those of similar work in the private that misbehavior, cronyism, nepotism, 
sector. and even criminal activity may be far 

more common in Connecticut's public 
Examples of the disturbing asymmetry sector 
between public and private 
employment in Connecticut include: The cost of Connecticut's public 

employees is well over $1 0 billion. There 
* The unionization rate has dropped to are promising reforms to reduce the 
single digits in Connecticut's private immense revenue devoted to 
sector, but the percentage of public Connecticut's public employees, 
employees covered by collective- including privatization and competitive 
bargaining agreements is over 80 contracting. But political courage is 
percent required to implement these savings. 



No, layoffs are not something we would ever consider. 

- Former Connecticut House of Representatives Speaker Moira Lyons, irz 
response to a reporter's question about laying off state 
employees in order to close the state's budget deficit1 

I get 100 people applying for these jobs, and once 
someone is in they don't leave. They retire. 

- Milford Personnel Director John Boland, 
commenting on available janitorial positions in his town2 

You're talking about something that is not going to take place. 

- Winchester Mayor Maryann Welcome, responding to a taxpayer group's 
request that the town ask its employees for benefit concessions3 

Introduction 

Recent decades have not been kind to Connecticut's workers. Job growth 
has been anemic -- earlier this year a Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
analysis concluded that since the early 1990s, "no other state in the country 
has had such stagnation in employment."4 In the severe recession that lasted 
from 1989 to 1993, hundreds of thousands of jobs were lost in the Nutmeg 
State. The latest recession continues to impact workers -- employment in the 
state peaked in July 2000, and then dropped by over 60,000 jobs. Despite 
some gains in 2005, employment has yet to regain its 2000 high. 

Manufacturing, an industry that once provided relatively high-paying 
jobs with strong benefit packages, generates fewer and fewer employment 
opportunities. Half of the state's manufacturing jobs have disappeared since 
1984.5 



Connecticut remains a wealthy state -- but that wealth is tempered by a 
high cost of living. Residents of other states and regions continue to earn lower 
incomes than Connecticut's citizens. But the lower cost of living in places 
outside the Northeast has boosted the purchasing power of many Americans to 
a level almost on par with that enjoyed by residents of the Nutmeg State.6 

In the 1990s, Connecticut ranked 41st in inflation-adjusted personal 
income growth among the  state^.^ The U.S. Census Bureau recently disclosed 
that between 2002-03 and 2003-04, median household income in Connecticut 
fell by $344.8 

The condition of employment in Connecticut, as one columnist recently 
bemoaned, "couldn't be worse."g 

But for one type of employment -- work in Connecticut's public sector -- 
the picture isn't so gloomy. 

The state and its 169 municipalities have boosted their workforces 
substantially in recent decades. Compensation for most of these positions now 
outstrips that of similar work in the private sector. And benefits -- health 
insurance, retirement income, paid leave, etc. -- are superior to those offered 
by the vast majority of private-sector employers. 

For far too long, what one taxpayer activist calls "the widening divide ... 
between 'at-will' private-sector employees and government-sector union 
employees"l0 has been ignored by Connecticut's policymakers. A frank and 
open debate over this vital issue is long overdue. That debate cannot 
commence until the public-private employment disparity is accurately 
documented. 

The State of the Unions 

The most striking contrast between public and private employment in 
Connecticut is the difference in the rates of unionization. It is the one factor 
that influences all others -- earnings, healthcare coverage, pension benefits, 
paid leave, employer-employee disputes, and day-to-day working conditions. 

The Connecticut General Assembly allowed state employees to unionize 
in 1975. Thirty years later, the Department of Administrative Services reports 
that just under 88 percent of state employees are covered by union contracts. 

Legislators permitted unions to "organize" municipal workers in 1965, 
the same year that teachers were granted the privilege under separate 
legislation. The exact percentage of local-government unionization in 
Connecticut is difficult to determine. Inexplicably, the state's Advisory 
Commission on Intergovernmental Affairs does not track this figure. The 



Connecticut Conference of Municipalities -- the taxpayer-funded lobbying 
organization that represents municipal interests a t  the state capitol -- is also 
unable to provide accurate statistics. 

The Yankee Institute contacted dozens of municipal and school-district 
officials throughout the state in an effort to document the percentages of their 
workforces that are unionized. Unfortunately, over 80 percent either ignored 
repeated requests or refused to supply data. Examples of the figures that were 
disclosed include: 

local government % unionized 

Town of Avon 
City of Darien 
Darien School District 
Hebron School District 
Town of North Stonington 
Town of Ridgefield 
Town of Tolland 
City of West Haven 
Regional School District 18 

At slightly more than 50 percent, the Town of Avon reported the lowest 
percentage of unionized local-government employees. The average for municipal 
entities that responded to the Institute's survey is 85.9 percent, putting local- 
government employees near the rate of unionization of state workers. (The 
percentage at the municipal level appears to be increasing, with recent . . .  
~ , n , r \ ~ , c ~  MillulAILIatlVl10 ,-no V L  nf ullALL r \ ~ ~ c o  of oLaff, czstodians, arid cn Qfnfa L L L ~ L U  'n .r,orkers iz Regicna! 
School District 18, employees of the Housing Authority of Danbury, and 
emergency dispatchers of 18 towns in Litchfield County. Some municipal 
unions have been decertified in recent years, but in all cases they were 
replaced with a new union.) 

Unionization in Connecticut's private workplaces is 8.4 percent -- less 
than a tenth of the rate of state and local governments. In 1970, the figure was 
24.2 percent. 

Thus, recent decades have seen the percentage of private-sector workers 
covered under union agreements in Connecticut plunge by two thirds, while 
the share of unionized public-sector employees has risen from 0 to well over 80 
percent. 

In unionized workplaces, relations between employer and employees are 
governed by multi-year contracts that can be hundreds of pages long. As is the 
case with private-sector unionization -- which falls under federal rather than 
state law -- public-sector unions are granted the sole authority to negotiate 
working conditions for all employees in a given "bargaining unit." Once a union 
wins a certification election a t  a workplace, "individual employees are 



prohibited from representing themselves in matters having to do with wages 
and salaries and other terms and conditions of employment (the matters that 
come under 'the scope of collective bargaining7)."ll Instead, they are 
"represented" by union officials -- whether they agree with the union's priorities 
or not. Dissident employees are required to pay for the "services" unions 
provide. If they wish to keep their jobs, they have no choice. 

But whereas unionization in both the private and public sectors is a 
restriction of the right of two parties to freely associate, the empowerment of 
government unions is particularly troubling. No one is required to purchase 
products or services from a unionized company. That is not the case with 
government. Granting "rights" to union officials and requiring public-sector 
entities to "bargain in good faith" can only lead to higher costs to the taxpayer. 

The problem runs even deeper, though. Through their power to forcibly 
extract dues from employees, union bosses generate a steady -- and massive -- 
stream of revenue. Research has shown that the percentage of these funds 
used for political purposes regularly exceeds 80 percent. 

Thus, the very nature of collective bargaining gives public-employee 
unions considerable power when it is time to negotiate a new labor contract. 
And through the political use of forced dues, unions exert strong influence over 
the decisionmakers on the other side of the bargaining table. 

The outcome of this arrangement is hardly surprising -- pay, benefits, 
and working conditions that are consistently superior to the private sector. 

Pay Masters 

In his book Power and Privilege, economist Morgan Reynolds described 
Americans' traditional view of public-sector earnings as "secure, if 
unspectacular."l2 

Government work may still offer job security, but there is abundant 
evidence, both nationally and in Connecticut, that "un~pectacular~~ no longer 
accurately describes pay in the public sector. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the agency that tracks U.S. 
employment data for the federal government, regularly conducts the "National 
Compensation Survey," a detailed examination of earnings in a wide range of 
industries and occupations. 

The BLS's most recent survey revealed that for the most part, state- and 
local-government employees in the Hartford Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
-- which includes 28 towns in Hartford County, 12 towns in Tolland County, 
eight towns in Middlesex County, five towns in Litchfield County, three towns 



in Windham County, and two towns in New London County -- receive higher 
pay than their counterparts in the private sector. In some cases, the disparity 
is substantial. 

In the broadest category, mean hourly earnings for all workers, public- 
sector employees in the Hartford region best their counterparts in the private 
sector by 37.3 percent. For white-collar jobs, the advantage is 29.6 percent. For 
blue-collar work, the public-sector premium is 22.3 percent. Service workers 
earn 78.1 percent more. 

Private-sector employees working part-time do earn a higher hourly wage 
than public-sector workers. But for full-time workers -- typically about 8 out of 
every 10 jobs are full-time -- the premium for government employment is often 
substantial. 

Examples of average hourly earnings for full-time work in the Hartford 
MSA include: 

occupation catezory private sector public sector - yo 

professional specialty and technical $32.58 
management related $24.35 
blue collar $17.27 
transportation and material moving $13.02 
service $12.40 

source: "Hartford, CT National Compensation Survey, " Bureau of Labor Statistics, June 2004 

In only two employment categories -- executive/administration and 
administrative support -- do full-time workers in the Hartford MSA enjoy higher 
hourly pay. 

The BLS7s analysis of the New York City region includes a significant 
number of Connecticut communities: all of Fairfield County, all of New Haven 
County, eight towns in Litchfield County, and two towns in Middlesex County. 
(The BLS7s New York City MSA also examines employment in 12 New York 
counties, 14 New Jersey counties, and one Pennsylvania county.) 

In the broad category of mean hourly earnings for all workers, public- 
sector employees in the New York City MSA prevail over their counterparts in 
the private sector by 14.8 percent. For white-collar jobs, the advantage is 3.1 
percent. For blue-collar work, the public-sector premium is 30.0 percent. 
Service workers earn 93.5 percent more. 

Examples of average hourly earnings for full-time work in the region 
include: 



occupation category private sector public sector - YO 

professional specialty and technical $36.08 
management related $38.40 
blue collar $18.43 
+*-----*+-+;-- - -A --+0.4.-.1 ---? :-- 
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service $12.11 

source: "?Jew Yorfc-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PL4 National Compensation Survey," Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, April 2004 

As was the case in Hartford, executive/administration positions in the 
private sector enjoy higher hourly pay, although this result is hardly surprising 
for a region that is home to so many billion-dollar multinational corporations. 

The advantage enjoyed by administrative-support personnel in central 
Connecticut evidently disappears in the New York City MSA, where public- 
sector workers in this category earn 5.5 percent more. 

As the above table indicates, in contrast with the Hartford MSA, 
management-related positions are more lucrative in the private sector. But 
again, this is hardly surprising given the economic nature of the region. 

It's worth noting that the advantage enjoyed by private-sector part-time 
workers in the Hartford MSA disappears in the New York City area -- 
government employees came out on top, $14.50 versus $13.25 an  hour. 

One important empioyment category not scrutinized by the BLS invoives 
the care of people with special needs. The State of Connecticut contracts out 
much of its social-service work -- including substance-abuse treatment, 
assistance for the mentally retarded, and help to victims of domestic violence. 
Private providers "are primarily funded through fee for services contracts with 
the state under which the nonprofits are paid a negotiated rate in return for 
services they provide to designated populations."l3 

Agencies that contract out services include the Department of Social 
Services, Department of Mental Retardation, Department of Correction, 
Department of Children and Families, and Department of Mental Health and 
Addiction Services. 

The disparity in pay between state and private-provider employees who 
provide similar social services is substantial. For example, a n  analysis by the 
Connecticut Community Providers Association concluded that a nonprofit 
mental-health worker in the 2004-05 fiscal year received $29,069, while a state 
employee doing the same work earned $42,942 -- 47.7 percent more. (And the 
disparity is growing.) 14 



Educator Earnings 

But perhaps the most striking pay disparity between private- and public- 
sector jobs in the Nutlrneg State occurs in education. 

With well over 60,000 employees, Connecticut's system of K-12 
government schools represents a workforce that rivals the entire state payroll. 
Teachers represent the greatest portion of this workforce, a d  while it's 
common for the Nutmeg State's government-school enthusiasts to claim that 
teachers are "underpaid," evidence suggests that the opposite might be true. 

According to the American Federation of Teachers, the average salary for 
Connecticut teachers in 2003-04 was $56,5 16 -- up 4.7 percent from 2002- 
03.15 Amazingly, that figure is greater than the median household income in 
the Nutmeg State. 

That finding becomes even more dramatic when one considers that 
unlike the vast majority of workers in the private and public sectors, teachers 
do not work a full year: 

In public schools, the . . . number of school days is 180 per year. Add half-a-dozen 
or so workdays for parent conferences, professional development, and planning, 
and the annual work year for most teachers is still shorter than 190 days. By 
comparison, an accountant or lawyer with two weeks of paid vacation and ten 
holidays or personal days will work 240 days annually -- near29 30 percent more 
days per year than public school teachers.16 

While the BLS did not compare the salary disparity between private- and 
public-sector teachers in the Hartford MSA, it did for the New York City MSA. 
Private educators at the K-12 level earned only 56.7 percent of the pay of their 
government-school colleagues. This amount dipped below the national average 
for private-school pay, which is "about 60-70 percent of that in public 
schools."l7 (It's often the case that private-school students are more prepared 
for the classroom than their counterparts in government schools. But since 
Connecticut's poverty, crime, and illegitimacy problems are overwhelmingly 
confined to a few urban centers, most government-school teachers are 
untouched by severe social pathologies .) 

In addition to lavish teacher pay, the state's K-12 government schools 
appear to generously reward their burgeoning non-instructional staff. (In the 
last three decades, the ratio of teaching staff to school bureaucrats in the U.S. 
shifted from 2.5-to-1 to nearly 1-to- 1.18) Returning to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics data, in the New York City MSA, public-sector administrators in 
education and related fields earned more than double their private-sector 
counterparts. (In the Hartford MSA, the public advantage was 27 percent.) 



The rapid growth in the number and compensation of government-school 
administrators is a frequent focus of taxpayer activists in Connecticut. One 
forner administrative employee confirmed the growing suspicion many have 
about the productivity of government-school bureaucracy: 

I spent two years in the office of a superintendent of schools watching the 
wasted hours offoolish meetings about nothing, thousands of copies of 
meaningless memos distributed for no reason, duplication of responsibility, 
people pretending to be busy. Nobody in that office did an honest day's work. 
There was more time spent on coffee breaks, long lunch hours and planning 
social events than producing anything.19 

One veteran educator offers this assessment of the value of government- 
school superintendents: 

[A superintendent] is purely an intermediary forprincipals and the Boards of 
Education. He/she is dispensable. The principal does the budget planning, does 
the hiring and really i s  the person that needs to go straight to a Board of 
Selectmen with his budget and concerns. . . . The superintendent may be 
necessary in large urban districts, but small towns and cities in Connecticut are 
drowning from excessive education costs and excessive personnel in 
administration is one of the reasons.20 

The average salary for a superintendent in Connecticut is $127,451, 
nearly 2.3 times the state's median household income." In January: 
Stamford's daily newspaper noted that its school district's superintendent 
"makes more money than the vice president of the United States, the governor 
and the mayor."22 

Recent salaries announced in Connecticut newspapers include: 

district superintendent salary 

Branford 
Brookfield 
Fairfield 
Madison 
Meriden 
Milford 
Newington 
Plainfield 
Southington 
Stonington 
Watertown 
Windsor Locks 
Regional School District 5 
Regional School District 9 
Regional School District 15 

source: 2004 and 2005 press accounts 



Examining salaries alone does not give the full picture of just how 
lucrative superintendent jobs can be in the Nutmeg State. In a 2004 article on 
superintendent compensation, reporter Tracie Mauriello discovered: "One 
superintendent got a $25,000 bonus this school year. Another gets a $600 
monthly aallowance to pay for his car. One is getting $17,250 in payments for a 
tax-sheltered annuity."23 Media coverage of superintendent compensation in 
Connecticut confirms that these non-salary financial perks -- which can also 
include reimbursement for travel expenses -- are commonplace. 

Connecticut law does not permit superintendents to unionize. Their 
generous compensation packages are the result of voluntary decisions by 
government-school boards. 

Non-instructional staff below the level of superintendent also earn 
substantial pay in Connecticut -- many earn more than doubie the median 
household income in the state. Recent salaries (once again, excluding annuities 
and other cash bonuses) documented by local newspapers include: 

school district position salary 

Cheshire 
Cheshire 
East Harnpton 
Easton 
Easton 
Easton/Regional School District 9 
Fairfield 
Fairfield 
Milford 
Milford 
New Haven 
Old Saybrook 
Southington 
Stratford 
Wallingford 
Waterbury 
Regional School District 9 

high-school principal 
assistant superintendent 
high-school principal 
middle-school principal 
director of special services 
director of finance 
elementary-school principal 
elementary-school principal 
rniddlelhigh-school principal 
high-school principal 
middle-school principal 
director of pupil services 
assistant superintendent 
high-school principal 
high-school principal 
chief financial officer 
assistant principal 

source: 2004 and 2005 press accounts 

To Your Health 

While the extravagant financial remuneration of so many state and local- 
government employees is disturbing enough, other forms of compensation may 
be even less in line with the private sector. 

"While the average benefits package for private-sector employees 
represents 27 percent of their salaries," Hartford Courant reporter Christopher 
Keating uncovered in 2002, "the figure for Connecticut state employees is a 
more lucrative 40 percent, according to state officials and federal employment 
statistics ."24 



Reporter Tom Breen conc~~rred ,  in an  analysis published shortly after 
Keating's: "[Sjtate employees receive more than private-sector workers in nearly 
all benefit categories. "25 

According to CCM research quoted by the Connecticut General 
Assemb~y's Office of Legislative Research: 

... all of Connecticut's largest municipalities provide employees and their 
beneficiaries with medical, surgical, hospital, and dental care benefits; all 
prouide their employees with a retirement or pension benefit plan; and some 
provide disability and death protection benefits. A few provide prepaid legal 
services and day care.26 

The Yankee Institute's research indicates that most of these benefits -- 
particularly healthcare coverage and pensions -- are offered by smaller 
municipal entities as well. 

In a n  era of rapidly rising prices for medical services and prescription 
drugs, no benefit enjoyed by Connecticut's public-sector is more valuable than 
healthcare coverage. 

There are two key differences between the healthcare coverage of 
government and private-sector workers in Connecticut: 

" a greater percentage of public-sector employers offer healthcare benefits 

" the employee portion of healthcare premiums is significantly smaller -- 
sometimes even nonexistent -- in the public sector 

Collective-bargaining agreements at  the state and local level typically 
require employers to offer healthcare coverage to full-time employees 
(occasionally even part-time workers). 

In the private sector, workers face a harsher healthcare environment. 
Nationally, the portion of private-sector employers who offer coverage has fallen 
to 60 percent -- down 9 percentage points in just the last five years.27 

That percentage might be higher in a wealthier state such as  
Connecticut. But the rapidly evolving nature of the Nutmeg State's employment 
picture suggests the opposite could be true. Over 95 percent of firms in 
Connecticut employ fewer than 50 employees. Over 44 percent of workers in 
the state are employed by such firms.28 According to the state's Department of 
Labor, small businesses accounted for over 96 percent of Connecticut private- 
sector job growth between 1996 and 2004.29 



Smaller firms typically offer healthcare coverage a t  a much lower rate 
than larger companies -- for example, only 49.8 percent for firms with fewer 
than 10 employees.30 

Nationally, the average percentage of healthcare-coverage costs paid by 
employees of firms that offer the benefit is 16 percent for single coverage and 
26 percent for family coverage.31 

That's not the case in Connecticut's public sector. At the state level, 
single employees can choose from several healthcare plans that require them to 
cover a miniscule portion of the costs of their coverage. (For family coverage, 
premium percentages are closer to the national average.) Exact percentages are 
unable to enumerate here, because despite repeated requests over several 
months, the Office of the State Comptroller refused to supply the Yankee 
Institute with information. (In an email communication, a n  administrator 
indicated that his employees were resistant to releasing such data.) 

Healthcare premiums are even more generous at  the municipal level, 
where distinctions are rarely made between single and family coverage. 

Examples of employees' share of their healthcare costs at  the local level 
include: 

entitvjemployee category % premium paid by employee 

Town of Avon (pre- 1997 hires) 
Town of Avon (1997-2005 hires) 
Town of Avon (post-2005 hires) 
City of Darien (HMO) 
City of Darien (PPO) 
City of Darien (dental) 
Hebron School District (certified) 
Hebron School District (administration) 
Town of North Stonington (highway workers) 
Town of North Stonington (all others) 
Town of Ridgefield (canine) 
Town of Ridgefield (non-union) 
Town of Tolland (Teamsters) 
Town of Tolland (non-union) 
Town of Tolland (fire) 
City of West Haven (all unionized) 
Regional School District 9 

In addition to providing healthcare coverage more often and requiring 
less of a n  employee contribution, there is strong anecdotal evidence indicating 
that public employers in Connecticut generally offer higher quality plans -- e.g., 
broader coverage of health problems and lower co-pays. According to a 
Stamford-based consultant: 



Most government employees in Connecticut have co-pays of $5 to $1 0, while 
corporate employees pay about $20 per doctor visit . . . . Private-sector employees 
in Connecticut pay a s  much as  $30 to see theirprimary-care physician and up to 
$45 to see a specialist.32 

'Golden Yearsv Gold 

Retirement benefits in Connecticut's public and private sectors differ in 
two substantial ways: 

* a higher percentage of public-sector employers offer a pension benefit 

* the type of pension offered is consistently more generous in the public sector 

State employees -- particularly those who have been on the job for 
several decades -- can be confident that their retirement income will be both 
reliable and substantial: 

All state employees have what's known as a defined-benefit retirement plan, 
which means their monthly retirement income is determined by length of service, 
average salary from the three highest-paid years out of the last five, and their 
age when they begin receiving payments. At a time when private-sector 
employers are increasingly abandoning pension plans and shiflng the burden of 
retirement planning to employee savings programs, such as  401 (k) plans, the 
state, like the auto and steel industries, promises a pension that is independent 
of what a worker might set aside for his or her own.33 

Defined-benefit pensions are also the norm at  the municipal level, 
although once again, the dearth of information -- due in large part to the 
unwillingness and inability of municipal authorities to provide data -- prevents 
a complete analysis. 

According to a 2005 survey by the Connecticut Business & Industry 
Association, 95.5 percent of municipalities offer a pension benefit. Nearly half 
are exclusively defined-benefit plans, while only 24 percent are exclusively 
defined-contribution plans.34 

Municipal attempts to shift toward defined-contribution plans, for 
obvious reasons, have met fierce resistance from union officials. Greenwich 
recently made the switch for new hires covered by the Greenwich Municipal 
Employees Association. But the town's police-union president declared that 
there was "no way I would ever agree" to such a switch, while its firefighter- 
union president recommended leaving pensions "the way they are."35 

In the private sector, a dramatic transformation in pension plans has 
taken place in recent decades: 



Currently, about 31,000 defined-benefit pension plans cover 44 million American 
workers and retirees, heavily concentrated in unionized industries. In 1980, 
nearly 40 percent of the American workforce participated; today that figure is 
down to about 20 percent -- and two thirds ofthose are hybrid 'cash-balance' 
plans that mimic defined-contribution plans. That there were nearly 1 15,000 
defined-benefit pensions plans in force just 20 years ago is a testament to how 
much they have fallen out oSfavor relative to defined-contribution alternatives.36 

According to BLS data, in the private sector a mere 2 1 percent of firms 
now offer defined-benefit pension plans. Defined-contribution plans are offered 
by 42 percent of employers, but as was the case with healthcare coverage, 
smaller firms offer them less frequently. 

Government-school teachers in Connecticut participate in the state-run 
Teachers Retirement System (TRS). This program, which takes the place of 
Social Security, allows teachers to retire either a t  age 60 with a minimum of 20 
years on the job, or a t  any age provided they have served 35 years (at least 25 
in Connecticut). The retirement-benefit formula is: 2 percent multiplied by the 
number of years teaching multiplied by the average salary during the teacher's 
three highest-paid years. 

At both the state and municipal level, one of the most disturbing 
developments regarding pension plans is the tendency for retired workers -- 
often those who have accepted the "early retirement" packages regularly ~offered 
during times of budget troubles -- to leave a government job, collect a generous 
pension, but earn new public-sector income. 

The New Haven Register described this phenomenon a t  the state level: 

It is common practice for [state] retirees to be hired through contracts as  
consultants without competitive bidding. Retired part-timers may serve as  
managers. Dr. Mary Jane Osborn is the head of the microbiology department at 
the University of Connecticut Health Center and receives $1 64,380 in pension 
and pay, compared to her salary of $1 75,000 before retirement. Another retired 
but rehired doctor at the UConn Health Center did even better. Dr. Marvin Henkin 
was  earning $206,400 when he retired in 1994. Last year . . . the state sent him 
more than $250,000 in pay and pension. The most publicized case of double 
dipping involves Henry Lee, the celebrated Jbrensic detective who retired a month 
after being named public safety commissioner. During his 22 months as 
commissioner, Lee was paid $374,000 plus collecting $1 13,735 in state pension 
pay m e n t ~ . 3 ~  

Consulting work may be lucrative, but it is often unreliable. At the 
municipal level, retirees are sometimes able to land full-time positions. In 



August 2004, The Advocate discovered that nine Stamford employees who 
accepted early retirement offers in 2002 were still on the city payroll: 

Former city health inspector Frederick "Rick" Petersen is one of them. He is 
making $30,000 a year more in his retirement and working hay  the hours. 
Petersen was earning $73,903 a year as afull-time employee when he took early 
retirement in 2002. One month later, he was hired back to work 19 hours a week 
as a public health training and disaster coordinator preparing the city for 
bioterrorism or public health emergencies. Petersen now makes $46.67 an hour 
plus $4,867 a month in pension benefits, putting him on target to make $1 04,513 
this year.38 

In January 2003, Hartford's budget director retired at age 48 with a 
pension of $62,500 and accepted a $105,000-a-year job as budget director in 
Stamford.39 Last year, Manchester7s 52-year-old general manger retired and 
began to collect a $90,000 pension, but accepted a position as Tolland's town 
manager. His new job pays $120,000 .40 

It is also troubling that state legislators have yet to address the issue of 
modifjring or rescinding the pension benefits of public employees who commit 
crimes on the job. While in 2004 and 2005, this debate mostly centered on the 
pensions of convicted or indicted officials of the Rowland administration, the 
problem also exists at  the local level. For example, in August 2005, a 
Bridgeport detective was granted a disability pension despite being under 
federal indictment for his participation in a narcotics-trafficking ring.41 

It's Just Sick 

The BLS reports that nationally, the percentage of private employers who 
offer paid sick leave is 58 percent. 

In Connecticut's public sector, things are much different. 

By state statute, Connecticut teachers -- whose work "year" is not a full 
12 months, remember -- are allowed 15 sick days. Many collective-bargaining 
agreements mandate even more. (In 2003 Regional School District 15 
negotiated a new union contract that established 18 paid sick days -- down 
from 20.42) 

State employees receive up to 15 sick days a year, and the story is much 
the same at  the municipal level. Avon offers 15 days to its employees. Its school 
district offers 20 days to administrators. Darien provides 12 sick days a year to 
police officers (1 5 for officers on the job more than five years). For the Hebron 
School District, 15 days are given to employees after a year of service. North 
Stonington employees earn 12 sick days a year. 



Evidently, public employees in the Nutmeg State regularly avail 
themselves of their sick-leave benefit -- and not always due to illnesses. In 
2004 a Connecticut Post investigation found: 

Teachers in Connecticut who put in 185 to 186 days a school year called in sick 
an average of8.2 days in the 2001-02 school year, the latest statewide figure 
avaiZabZe. That represents a fairly steady climb from 1996-97 when teachers 
were out 7.1 days. In private industry, employees took an average of only 6.2 
sick days, according to Hawis Interactive, and that's with an average of 238 
workdays in a year.43 

In a similar investigation conducted in 2005, the Republican-American 
discovered that teachers in the Waterbury School District had doubled their 
average use of sick days in just one year. Most notably, one teacher skipped 13 
Fridays during the school year (32 days in all), and eight teachers used sick 
time on three or more days when their teacher spouses also reported sick. 
When personal and training days were added, district teachers "were out once 
every 15 school days last year, leaving taxpayers with a $1.9 million bill for 
substitutes."44 

In August 2005, state labor authorities required Stonington to pay a 
police officer $50,000 after the town cut off his sick leave and healthcare 
premiums due to his yearlong refusal to tell officials when he would be able to 
return to work. The officer had previously been disciplined twice for abuse of 
sick time -- having taken 664 sick days during 2 1 years on the job, almost two 
thirds of which occurred between 1995 and 2001.45 

Paid vacation time is another benefit that is substantially better in 
Connecticut's public sector. BLS data indicate that 77 percent of private 
employers offer paid vacations, but the number of days allowed is not equal to 
the public sector. Government workers typically earn paid vacation days a t  a 
much faster rate. State employees, for example, can earn u p  to 28 paid 
vacation days. At the municipal level, up  to five weeks of vacation were granted 
by the municipalities that provided data to the Yankee Institute. In contrast, 
even after 25 years on the job in the private sector, the average number of paid 
vacation days does not reach 20.46 

Also in contrast to private-sector work, it is common for unused sick and 
vacation days to be "purchased by Connecticut's governmental entities when 
employees retire. 

The Republican-American's 2005 investigation of teacher sick leave found 
that retiring teachers in the Waterbury school district "are owed a n  average of 
$38,542 each for unused sick days. That money, to be distributed over three 
years, totals $7.2 million -- enough to fund salaries of 182 entry-level teachers 



at  $39,569."47 In July 2004, Bridgeport's housing director resigned in the 
middle s f  a disciplinary proceeding that could have led to her termination. In 
addition to an annual pension of $44,280, she received $29,484 in 
compensation for unused sick and vacation days.48 

During times of budgetary difficulties, Con~ecticut's politicians and 
public employees can be relied upon to raise the specter of "layoffs" and the 
cutbacks in "public services" that will inevitably result. While it's true that in - 

the short term, employees in some public agencies lose their jobs, the long- 
term trend runs in only one direction: up. 

Here again we face the quandary of sketchy data. For example, as hard 
as it may be to believe, there simply are no reliable statistics on the number of 
state employees. When one writer attempted to tackle the issue in 2002, he 
discovered that "finding out how many people the state employs depends on 
where you look, whom you ask, how you ask and who's working the calendar." 
(One anonymous official admitted: "We can't count.")49 

In its survey of local-government officials, the Yankee Institute 
discovered that municipalities do compile accurate statistics regarding their 
current payrolls, but historical figures are almost impossible to obtain. For 
example, not one municipality could provide the number of employees on its 
payroll in 1970, 1980, and 1990. 

The U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) surveys the nation's state and local 
employees on an annual basis. But the bureau's findings are problematic 
because it tabulates full-time-equivalent (FTE) totals, a method that attempts 
to resolve the problem of part-time workers by adding these positions together. 
USCB estimates show that FTE employment in Connecticut's public sector 
grew substantially between 1970 and 2000 (the bureau rounds its findings to 
the nearest thousand): 

level of government 1970 1980 1990 200q % growth 

state 
local 

source: U.S Census Bureau 

Connecticut's population growth between 1970 and 2000 was 12.3 
percent. 50 Thus, state-level government employment grew six times faster than 
population, and municipal employment grew four times faster. "Doing more 
with less" is evidently not the strategy of Connecticut's public-sector managers. 



One important caveat is that employees of "quasi-public7' entities -- and 
in Connecticut, their number is substantial -- are not counted by the USCB. 
According to one official, "traditionally when any part of a n  agency has 
evidence of private functioning, we tend to rule the whole agency as being 
private for Census purposes."51 Thus, it is safe to assume that employees of 
state and municipal "economic development" authorities (which often receive 
substantial startup, and sometimes even ongoing, financial support from tax 
revenue) are not counted in the bureau's figures. 

Specific examples of the growth of Connecticut public-sector payrolls 
include : 

* between the 1973-74 and 2002-03 school years, total staff for the Cheshire 
school district rose from 455 to 620 -- despite a drop in enrollment from 5,340 
to 5,103 students52 

* between 1970 and 2000, a period when its population approximately doubled, 
the Town of Avon's workforce grew by a factor of six53 

* full-time staff for the state's Department of Revenue Services rose from 399 in 
1970 to 833 in 200054 

* full-time staff for the Connecticut Attorney General grew from 92 in 1970 to 
355 in 2OOO55 

* full-time staff of Connecticut Office of State Treasurer grew from 38 in 1970 
to 154 in 200056 

USCB data compiled since 2000 indicate that while the recession at  the 
start of this century did lead to a drop in state employees, growth in local- 
government employees made up  the difference. Thus, despite the loss of tens of 
thousands of private-sector jobs in Connecticut the last few years, there has 
been no net loss of combined state/local employees in Connecticut. 

Bureaucrats At Blag 

Do higher professional and ethical standards justify better pay, more 
generous benefits, and job security for Connecticut's government workers? This 
claim if often made by defenders of the state's "public servants," but 
unfortunately incompetence, dishonesty, and even criminal activity appear to 
be at  least as common in the Nutmeg State's government as they are in its 
private sector. 

Anyone who has worked for an  office, factory, farm, restaurant, or store 
has seen employees take advantage of their employer -- a stolen box of pens 
here, a lingering lunch "hour" there. While it's difficult, if not impossible, to 



quantify erfiployee misbehavior in any kind of workplace, a relentless stream of 
disturbing anecdotal evidence suggests that in Connecticut's public sector, it is 
the norm. 

While media accounts in the last few years have focused on high-profile 
misbehavior by elected officials -- including Connecticut Treasurer Paul 
Silvester, Bridgeport Mayor Joe Ganim, Waterbury Mayor Philip Giordano, 
Governor John Rowland, and state Senator Ernest Newton -- uneiected public 
employees with much lower profiles often commit serious offenses. Some pay a 
price for their misdeeds, but others do not. 

Examples of Connecticut public-employee malfeasance and 
incompetence short of criminal activity during 2004 and 2005 include (all 
items taken from press accounts): 

* In January 2004 the state fired its managed-care ombudsman after a n  
investigatioA confirmed that "many sexually explicit and/or pornographic 
photographs had been viewed on his office computer 

* In February 2004, New Haven discovered that 695 people were improperly 
listed as dependents on its employees' healthcare plans 

* In March 2004, a survey requested by former Governor John Rowland found 
four state police officers living either rent-free or a t  greatly reduced rates on 
state and town property 

" In April 2004, a n  associate state medical examiner retired after admitting in 
court that he accepted a $300 payment from the relatives of a victim in a well- 
publicized vehicular crash (the trial also revealed that a state-police scientist 
took $2,500 from the family for examining paint scrapings from the car) 

* In April 2004, state auditors released a report on the Department of 
Environmental Protection that documented the agency's failure to address 
longstanding problems, including nepotism, poor record-keeping, and missing 
equipment 

* In April 2004, the Connecticut Post revealed that in the previous five years, 
the Bridgeport Housing Authority had spent tens of thousands of dollars on 
perks for employees, including picnics, gift certificates, Palm Pilots, and tickets 
to baseball games (in addition, the agency was subsidizing healthcare coverage 
for non-employees) 

* In May 2004, a Bridgeport police officer who worked for a Vermont police 
department while on sick leave from his Connecticut job was denied a disability 
pension -- but remained on sick leave after serving a 60-day suspension for his 
transgression 



* In June 2004, voters in Bethel rejected an attempt by town officials to get 
taxpayers to cover state fines levied against town registrars of voters and 
voting-machine mechanics for violating election state laws 

* In July 2004, the Department of Transportation demoted a n  employee for 
accepting free granite curbing from a state contractor 

* In July 2004, Greenwich fired one employee and disciplined three others for 
their alleged roles in issuing free beach passes to coworkers and relatives 

* In July 2004, Governor M. Jodi Re11 called for an  audit of the Department of 
Transportation's public transit division in light of the findings of a review 
conducted after a series of allegations of employee misconduct 

* In August 2004, a jury awarded $2 16,000 to a former state trooper who had 
been wrongfully transferred after blowing the whistle on a supervisor's botched 
lie-detector tests (nonetheless, the supervisor remained in charge of the state 
police polygraph unit) 

* In August 2004, Governor M. Jodi Re11 called for tighter controls over state 
property after several agencies reported close to $800,00 in lost, stolen, or 
vandalized goods so far that year -- including television monitors, radios, 
vacuum cleaners, furniture, iron patio chairs, and a washing machine 

~r In A ~ J - ~ L I s ~  2004, a state police major who oversaw the department's casino 

unit  was cleared of any wrongdoing over playing slot machines at Foxwoods 
Casino because investigators determined that there was no formal rule against 
doing so 

* In September 2004, Middletown placed an environmental specialist on paid 
leave amid accusations that he used city resources for personal projects and 
moonlighted with city contractors 

* In October 2004, the former director of the Middletown's 9 11 center (who had 
been arrested months earlier for breach of peace) threatened to sue the city if a 
settlement could not be reached to terminate his employment (the employee, 
who had been on a n  extended medical leave, informed the city that if an 
agreement could not be reached, he would release tape recordings of sexually 
explicit conversations between emergency dispatchers and police officers) 

* I n  October 2004, the Connecticut attorney general's office released an interim 
report alleging "blatant violations of the ethics code" by Department of 
Environmental Protection officials 

* In October 2004, New Haven7s police chief suspended eight officers without 
pay for one to three days and gave verbal reprimands to 14 others for abusing 



sick leave (the officers7 union called the suspensions "arbitrary and capricious" 
and immediately attempted to get the suspensions overturned) 

* In October 2004, four Department of Transportation employees were placed 
on administrative leave after an audit found violations in their handling of state 
contracts 

* In November 2004, a New Fairfield teacher was allowed to keep his job for 
another two years despite being accused of sexually harassing students 

* In November 2004, the Journal Inquirer revealed that the state paid $3.2 
million in fees to a Los Angeles-based law firm hired to handle a job- 
discrimination and harassment lawsuit brought by an employee of the 
Department of Environmental Protection 

* In November 2004, the Hartford Courant revealed that 51 officers in the 
transportation unit of the Department of Correction were paid almost $1.3 
million in overtime, including one officer who earned $80,000 (bringing his 
annual salary to $13 1,8 19) 

* In November 2004, Colchester's fire chief was placed on unpaid leave for a 
week for leaving the scene of an accident in which he lost control of the vehicle 
he was driving 

* Ian December 2004, East Hartford's maintenance director was taken off paid 
administrative leave and told to use vacation days while the city investigated 
allegations that he had accepted gifts from school contractors 

" In December 2004, Wethersfield's assistant town attorney resigned after being 
reprimanded by the Statewide Grievance Committee for "serious ethical 
misconduct" and accused of failing to be truthful to the town council about 
grievances pending against him and his firm 

* In December 2004, a 16-year veteran of the Clinton police department fired in 
2003 for having a sexual relationship with a 16-year-old junior firefighter 
reached an agreement with the town that that permitted him to formally resign 
-- and receive $4,000 in reimbursement for three months of healthcare costs -- 
provided that he drop the federal lawsuit he had filed in an effort to get his job 
back 

* In January 2005, state employees accidentally left behind a $10,000 piece of 
surveying equipment in Plainville (it was stolen) 

* In January 2005, an independent report documented the mistreatment of 
employees by Meriden's suspended police chief, which caused a "pronounced 
and negative effect ... upon the morale of his Department" (nine months later, 



the chief was granted a disability pension of $48,000, as well as healthcare 
coverage and $9,000 for unused sick and vacation time earned during his 
suspension) 

* In February 2005, state lawmakers passed legislation in response to an? 
incident in which the Department of Children and Families failed (for 10 
months) to notify the Newington School District that one of its teachers had 
been arrested on child molestation charges (according to a school-board 
member, DCF believed "that unless the teacher worked in the school district in 
which the child lived and went to school, they were not responsible for notifying 
the school district") 

* In February 2005, an arbitrator upheld the firing of a Middletown police 
officer with a long history of sexual harassment claims and disputes with fellow 
officers 

* In March 2005, state auditors reported that the state's traffic-offender school 
(managed by the Department of Motor Vehicles) had an appallingly high rate of 
recidivism, but that the two businesses providing retraining services had "a 
lifetime deal that not even the DMV ... can break" 

* In April 2005, federal auditors revealed that the Hartford agency that runs 
federally funded preschool programs had paid excessive salaries to 
administrators 

* In April 2005, the Waterbury Housing Authority's board of commissioners 
voted unanimously to conduct an investigation into an anonymous employee's 
allegations that coworkers had engaged in theft, drinking on the job, sales of 
illegal narcotics, falsifying timesheets, and sexual abuse of a retarded tenant 

* In April 2005, a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development audit 
found that officials of the NIilford Housing Authority mismanaged construction 
projects and misused over $1.5 million in federal revenue 

* In May 2005, the Meriden School District's food-services manager was forced 
to resign over accusations that she had mismanaged the district's cafeteria 
program 

* In May 2005, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
suspended, and began plans to debar, two former New Haven Housing 
Authority employees for their role in cheating on HUD inspections 

* In July 2005, an internal audit showed that 51 tickets had been issued by 
state troopers who had used radar and laser equipment that had not been 
properly calibrated 



* In July 2005, Wallingford's former parks and recreation director was hired by 
Killingly, despite lingering allegations of improper conduct that Wallingford 
officials refused to discuss (in 2001, the town had settled a lawsuit by a co- 
worker who accused the director of sexual harassment) 

" In July 2005, Bridgeport's Board of Fire Commissioners upheld the decision 
of the city's fire chief to impose two-week unpaid suspensions for two fire 
inspectors who allegedly violated the department's sick-leave policy by 
attending a week-long training class in Louisiana 

* In August 2005, the Hartford Courant revealed that 16 Department of 
Environmental Protection employees were living in "state-owned houses valued 
as high as $562,000 in exchange for duties such as making sure park gates are 
opened and closed and sidewalks are shoveled" 

* In October 2005, a U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
audit discovered that the Hartford Housing Authority had used over $1 million 
in federal funds for ineligible projects (a month earlier, an audit found that the 
agency used over $3.7 million to fix financial irregularities and improperly fund 
projects) 

* In October 2005, Coventry reprimanded its police chief and a lieutenant for 
having an inappropriate personal relationship 

* In October 2005, an Enfield police officer was fired. after repeatedly failing a 
mandatory EMT test 

* In October 2005, The News-Times reported that new drivers had a four-month 
wait for their driver's tests -- a period DMV Commissioner Ralph J .  Carpenter 
called "not acceptable" 

* In October 2005, several Southington parents asked Connecticut's attorney 
general to investigate their school board's decision to approve a severance 
package (including healthcare coverage and a payment of at least $67,896) for 
a science teacher accused of inappropriate behavior with his school's female 
basketball players 

* In October 2005, Winchester's Civil Service Commission declined to fire a 
police officer despite the request of the police chief, who had accused the officer 
of false reports and deletion of records 

* In October 2005, a Norwalk police officer was fired for keeping a skull 
fragment recovered from a fatal accident 

* In October 2005, the Waterbury Housing Authority elevated its building and 
grounds director to executive director, despite the agency's record of health and 



safety violations, including broken windows, leaky plumbing, loose handrails, 
mold and mildew problems, damaged playgrounds and missing and broken 
smoke detectors 

* In November 2005, a Berlin police officer was demoted for having an affair 
with a junior officer's wife 

* In November 2005, the Hartford Courant reported that the Department of 
Children and Families had yet to open an investigation into an employee whose 
vehicle had been found to contain a gun and thousands of dollars in cash after 
a vehicular accident 

* In November 2005, two state troopers were suspended for their possible role 
in accessing motor-vehicle records on behalf of a company implicated in a 
federal organized-crime investigation 

* In November 2005, the IRS (responding to an anonymous tip) ordered the 
Derby School District to pay $3 1,000 for improper bookkeeping in 2002 

* In November 2005, the Naugatuck School District dismissed its security 
director due to what the mayor said were "numerous complaints from other 
staff members over a long period of time7' 

* In November 2005, the Bridgeport School District suspended a principal with 
pay, pending an investigation by the Department of Children a.nd Families 
(later that week, another district principal was suspended for the same reason, 
and a second-grade teacher was suspended pending an investigation into an 
alleged assault on a student) 

* In November 2005, a Ledyard employee was suspended pending an 
investigation into financial questions about the town's water-pollution 
authority 

* In November 2005, Meriden suspended a parks department foreman pending 
an investigation into the employee's activities while on the job 

* In November 2005, Portland suspended its building official but refused to 
disclose the reason(s) for the disciplinary action 

* In November 2005, the Journal Inquirer reported that despite a decade of 
planning, "there have been no drills and the state Public Health Department's 
49-page plan lacks significant details on how to respond to a flu pandemic -- a 
deadly event that some health experts expect could arrive in this country as 
early as next spring" 



* In November 2005, state auditors released a report that documented 
contracting problems, poor oversight, improper behavior by employees, and 
failure to follow regulations by the Department of Public Works 

* At the end of 2005, almost every significant school-construction project in the 
state was behind schedule and/or over budget (including a $15 million cost 
overrun In Middletown and $9 million cost overrun in Regional School District 
9) 

Recent examples of criminal activity -- credible accusations, indictments, 
and convictions -- by Connecticut's public employees include: 

* In February 2004, the chief state's attorney and attorney general began 
investigations into alleged gifts from contractors to Department of 
Environmental Protection officials (two months later, federal authorities began 
their own investigation) 

* In April 2004, Plainfield's economic-development director returned to work 
after being put on paid administrative leave for one week due to his conviction 
for violating the federal Clean Air Act (he later left his job to work for a 
distribution center he helped bring to town) 

* In June 2004, a Department of Transportation inspector was charged with 
taking contractors' bribes for overlooking shoddy work and inadequate permits 

" In June 2004, a Cromwell assistant foreman for building maintenance was 
placed on paid administrative leave after being arrested on several charges, 
including violating a restraining order (it was the sixth time he had been 
arrested since November of the previous year) 

* In July 2004, a high-ranking state trooper who also served as chief of staff to 
the state's public safety commissioner was arrested on larceny and conspiracy 
charges 

* In its August 2004 issue, Cosmo Girl! magazine ran a piece by a former 
Danbury high-school student in which she graphically detailed her affair with a 
37-year-old teacher (earlier in the year, the teacher pleaded guilty to sexual 
assault and was sentenced to four years in prison) 

* In August 2004, a Vernon School District payroll clerk was sentenced to 
prison for embezzling $153,000 

* In August 2004, a Bridgeport housing official was arrested on charges of 
bribery and extortion 



* In August 2004, a Depa-tment of Correction employee was charged with 
falsifying a disability claim worth $15,000 

* In August 2004, a Department of Motor Vehicles employee was arrested for 
running a fake ID ring (two more DM'J workers were arrested several months 
later) 

* In October 2004, an employee of the Danbury office of the Department of 
Children and Families was released on bail after being arrested on cocaine and 
gun charges 

* In November 2004, a Norwich School District substitute was charged with 
viewing online pornography in her middle-school class 

* In November 2004 the Hartford Courant revealed that the state was 
investigating whether state Department of Transportation employees accepted 
free gifts from contractors -- including free meals, rounds of golf, and at  least 
one visit to a strip club 

* In November 2004, a Department of Correction officer previously charged 
with stealing from a neighbor was charged with making a bomb threat against 
the Middletown office of the Department of Children and Families 

* In December 2004, a state police officer was charged with sexual assault 

* In December 2004, the interim fiscal officer of the Milford Council on Aging 
was placed on administrative leave after police began a n  investigation into 
missing f ~ ~ n d s  (five months later he was arrested for using center funds to buy 
electronics and pay his water bill) 

* In December 2004, a n  off-duty New Haven police officer was charged with 
drunk driving after causing a n  auto accident -- but only placed on unpaid 
suspension for five days 

* In December 2004, the Vernon School District accepted the resignation of a 
school principal who had been arrested for drunk driving the previous month 
(in 2000, the principal had been disciplined for viewing online pornography on 
his office computer) 

* In January 2005, the former executive director of the Berlin Housing 
Authority pleaded no contest to stealing $11 1,000 from the agency 

* In March 2005, the Waterbury School District's chief financial officer resigned 
the same day he pleaded guilty to federal corruption charges 



* In March 2005, a Derby School District guidance counselor resigned after 
being charged with sexually assaulting several female students 

* In April 2005, a married state police officer pleaded no contest to charges that 
he assaulted and threatened his girlfriend (the officer received no jail time, was 
transferred to administrative work, and then went on work-related disability 
which delayed any disciplinary proceedings) 

* In April 2005, police charged a Newtown teacher with attempting to defraud 
the school district with fabricated expense vouchers 

* In April 2005, an  off-duty state police officer was arrested for leaving the 
scene of an  accident after swerving into oncoming traffic on a Newtown road a t  
2:00 AM 

* In April 2005, a Department of Correction officer found on his bathroom floor 
after overdosing on heroin overdose was arrested on drug charges 

* In June 2005, an Easton police officer was arraigned on charges of 
eavesdropping and witness-tampering -- but still collected pay while on 
suspension from the force 

* In June 2005, the head of Stamford's highway department disclosed that an  
employee had been given clearance to drive a leaf collection truck the previous 
autumn despite having had his license suspended for drunk driving 

* In July 2005, a New London police officer was reinstated following a 17- 
month suspension despite having been arrested six times for domestic-violence 
offenses 

* In July 2005, a Department of Children and Families employee was charged 
with falsifying evidence and tampering with a witness in a child-endangerment 
investigation in Hartford 

* In July 2005, a Department of Correction guard was charged with fraud after 
he was seen doing physical activity while on medical leave 

" In August 2005, an  instructor a t  a Killingly technical school was arrested on 
sexual assault charges 

* In August 2005, a former Windsor teacher who had resigned a month earlier 
was arrested for having sex with a 16-year-old student during the school's April 
vacation 

* In August 2005, a former New Haven principal already serving charges for 
stealing checks from mailboxes was arrested again on the same charge 



* In August 2005, federal authorities arrested a former Westport art teaches for 
possessing "a treasure trove" of child pornography (in February 2002, state 
prosecutors had charged the teacher with touching a female sixth-grader) 

* In September 2005, an  employee of the New Haven Housing Authority 
pleaded guilty to bribery 

* In October 2005, a Waterbury School District employee was arrested for 
providing a 14-year-old girl with marijuana and alcohol and taking her to a 
beach house in Westbrook 

* In October 2005, a Canton police sergeant was suspended for two weeks 
without pay for driving drunk in August 

* In October 2005, a former New Britain officer who had resigned after being 
arrested the previous November pleaded guilty to one count of obscenity 

* In November 2005, a former Southington High School teacher was sentenced 
to three years in prison for having sex with a 15-year-old girl 

* In November 2005, state police opened a criminal investigation into alleged 
threats made by an Oxford police officer against a former girlfriend and the two 
state troopers who supervised him 

* In November 2005, a Department of Child and Families employee was 
charged with disorderly conduct and risk of injury to a minor for his role in a 
dispute with his wife over care of their child 

" In November 2005, the former director of Meriden AmeriCorps pleaded guilty 
to stealing more than $150,000 in federal revenue by cashing checks for 
employees who no longer worked for the program 

* In November 2005, a former Stratford firefighter was arrested for fraudulently 
making $9,000 in disability claims 

* In December 2005, a state police officer who had been charged five months 
earlier with violating a restraining order was charged with a computer crime 

The Costs of Bureaucracy 

Aside from the core issue of fairness -- do government employees in 
Connecticut deserve substantially better wages, benefits, and working 
conditions than workers in the private sector? -- the full cost of the Nutmeg 
State's generosity toward its public employees deserves an  honest discussion. 



Research by the Federation of Connecticut Taxpayer Organizations has 
shown that 70 to 90 percent of municipal budgets are devoted to personnel- 
related costs.57 According to the most recent data available from the state 
Office of Policy and Management, in the 2002-03 fiscal year expenditures for 
Connecticut's 169 municipalities were nearly $9 billion. A simple calculation 
yields a range of personnA costs between $6.3 billion and $8.1 billion. 

Thus, finding just 18 percent savings in municipal salary and benefit 
expenses -- lowering salaries to comparable levels in the private sector, shifting 
retirement income to defined-contribution plans, fighting abuses of paid leave, 
firing incompetent employees, revoking the pensions of fired and/or convicted 
workers -- could yield as much as $800 million in taxpayer savings. (A more 
ambitious target of 25 percent would yield over $2 billion.) 

At the state level, opinions vary as to the percentage of expenditures 
devoted to all salary and benefit costs. Thirty percent is a conservative 
estimate. Using that figure, in the current fiscal year personnel expenses cost 
Connecticut's taxpayers approximately $4.5 billion. A savings of 10 percent 
would yield $450 million in savings -- a 25 percent improvement, over $1.1 
billion. 

Is it realistic to demand that the state and its municipalities achieve 
significant reductions in their personnel expenditures? Certainly public- 
employee unions have done everything they can to avoid such a development, 
from supporting candidates who approve lavish employee-compensation. 
packages to negotiating provisions in labor contracts that restrict the ability of 
governments to seek efficiencies through privatization reforms, competitive 
contracting, and layoffs. 

Ultimately, the answer lies in the political will of Connecticut's elected 
officials. And while bold efforts to reduce personnel costs have not yet taken 
hold in the Nutmeg State, they are being embraced elsewhere. Florida has 
become a leader in such attempts, through its Center for Efficient Government. 
The governors of California and South Carolina have also embraced 
privatization and competitive sourcing. 

Politicians willing to tackle bursting government budgets that are largely 
a function of numerous and well-compensated public employees are inspired 
by the work of Stephen Goldsmith, the former mayor of Indianapolis: 

From 1992 to 1997 our efforts to move city services into the competitive 
marketplace saved $230 million. During that period we cut the city budget each 
year. We did not just cut the rate of growth, we actually spent less. Our budget 
in 1997 was 7percent lower than the budget when I took office. We reduced the 
nonpublic safety work force (everybody but police officers and firefighters) by 
more than 40 percent.58 



How were such improvements possible? By subjecting public employees 
to market-oriented pressures, Goldsmith was able to bring some of the 
discipline of the private sector to government. Not all his efforts were successful 
-- efforts to reform education met with the most resistance -- but Goldsmith's 
work showed that demanding more from public employees can save taxpayer 
dollars. 

In addition to more realistic compensation, using the private sector to 
provide public services -- or retaining government workers who were required 
to compete in order to keep their jobs -- tends to reduce non-personnel costs as 
well. 

An example of such savings in Connecticut was provided a t  a legislative 
hearing in 2004. In testimony before the Connecticut General Assembly's 
Appropriations Committee, Katie Banzhaf of STAR, a Fairfield County nonprofit 
that  provides support services to people with mental retardation, recounted her 
findings upon assuming control of a formerly state-run facility: 

STAR .. . assumed management of one home located in Norwalk on February 2, 
2004. We knew that there would be a cost savings to the state in salaries and 
benefits of close to 42 percent. What we did not know, and now know, is that the 
state pays 20 cents per gallon more than STAR pays for every gallon of oil that 
goes into heat that house. What we did not know is that the state was paying an 
outside contractor $400 to have the driveway plowed each snowstorm, zero to 
five inches, $650 @-it was  overfive inches. STAR can do that job for about $50.59 

Evidence strongly suggests that reorienting Connecticut's public sector 
toward core duties, experimenting with privatization reforms, and opening 
government work to competitive contracting can all be effective tools for 
reducing the state's runaway spending. Bringing public-employee 
compensation in line with similar work in Connecticut's private sector -- 
possibly by repealing the state's public-sector union laws, or a t  the very least 
mandating comparable pay and benefits for comparable work in the private 
sector -- also will help. What's needed is farsighted political leaders willing to 
face the political strength of the state's aggressive and well-funded unionized 
government employees. 

Conclusion 

The Manhattan Institute's Terry Moe recently warned of the price 
taxpayers pay for a large and politically active public sector: 

As governments hire employees to perform public services, the employees 
inevitably have their own distinctive interests. They have interests in job security 
and material benefits, in higher levels of public spending and taxing, and in work 



rules that restrict the prerogatives of management. They also have interests in 
preventing governmental reforms that might threaten their jobs. To the extent 
public employees have political power, therefore, they will use it to promote their 
ownjob-related interests -- which are not the same as, and may easily conflict 
with, what is good for the public as  a whole.60 

Legislative acquiescence to demands for unionization, sawy participation 
in the political process, and aggressive public relations explain why employees 
of Connecticut's state and local governments have been able to secure 
substantially better compensation than their counterparts in the private sector. 

I t  may be that the Nutmeg State's taxpayers find this arrangement 
acceptable. At least to this point, municipal and state elected officials have paid 
no price a t  the polls for the largesse they have bestowed upon public-sector 
employees. 

But anyone who follows the state's public discourse closely would agree 
that a growing number of Connecticut citizens find the asymmetry in 
public/private employment in their state deeply disturbing. More and more 
citizens appear to be siding with a veteran Connecticut newspaperman: 

It is ... more than fair to ask why the wages and bene$ts ofpublic employees 
should not be reduced generally when the income and wealth oftaxpayers are 
being reduced. . . . If taxpayers are suffering, why should public employees be 
exempted? Indeed, why should taxpayers have to pay extra so that the people 
who supposedly work for them should not have to share the suffering?61 

Government employees in Connecticut are not "the enemy." They are our 
relatives, friends, and neighbors, and many are dedicated to providing quality 
services to Connecticut's residents. 

But does employment in Connecticut's public sector merit pay and 
benefits that are substantially better than workers receive in the state's private 
sector? 

Connecticut has ignored such a controversial question for decades. Given 
the Nutmeg State's struggling economy and growing property-tax revolt, its 
citizens can't afford to avoid asking it any longer. 
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