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Education 
Fostering a first rate education system is a key component to ensuring that Danbury is a premier place to raise a family and requires a financial 
commitment that takes many forms. Funding the school system at reasonable levels allows the district to achieve its educational goals for students. I 
am proud of the accomplishments of our school system and am confident that the budget increases over the last five years have contributed to its 
success. Over these years, spending on education has increased by $18.3 million or 22.4%. I am continuing that commitment with this operating 
budget. The adopted budget includes an expenditure increase for the Board of Education of 6.1%, totaling $106.1 million, approximately $6.1 million 
more than the FY 2006-2007 budget.  
 

Increases in Education Spending
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Livable Neighborhoods & Cultural Resources  
In the FY 2005-2006 operating budget, I introduced my Livable Neighborhood Plan, designed to resolve quality of life complaints from residents that 
stem from the inappropriate use of property inconsistent with livable neighborhoods. I introduced the Unified Neighborhood Inspection Team (UNIT) 
and created the position of UNIT Coordinator to manage the activities of the UNIT. The UNIT responds to quality of life complaints through 
enforcement and education. Enforcement actions and remediation are published on the City’s website, residents are educated on the City’s zoning 
regulations, and new property owners receive a welcome packet describing the “Do’s and Don’ts” of living in our City. 
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ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS & FINANCIAL POLICIES  
 
There are economic considerations and financial policies that are key drivers for the City of Danbury and the development of the budget. These 
factors include the City’s grand list of taxable properties and the reliance on the property tax to finance city government, overall economic conditions 
in the City, and financial policies concerning undesignated fund balance and debt management. 
 
 
 
Property Taxes & Grand List Growth 
For FY 2007-2008, property taxes will account for 72.6% of total revenue for the City. This is consistent with prior years, as the City continually seeks 
opportunities to identify additional sources of new revenue in order to maintain property taxes at these levels. Over the past six years, the extent to 
which property taxes make up total revenue has remained relatively flat at 74.4% in FY 2001-2002 to 72.6% in FY 2007-2008. For the FY 2007-2008 
adopted budget, the City is able to achieve this through increased revenue from investment income and state aid. Even as spending in certain areas 
of the budget are increasing more than the rate of inflation, such as education and employee benefits, the City has been able to manage its reliance 
on property taxes.  While trends suggest that the City of Danbury will continue to rely on property taxes as its major source of revenue, I am 
committed to maintaining this revenue source at current levels. 
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The grand list of taxable properties includes residential real estate, commercial and industrial real estate, motor vehicles and business personal 
property. The City of Danbury has seen a significant increase in residential development, which has caused all residential property to increase in 
value. The property revaluation of October 2002 resulted in a significant inflation in residential property values that would have increased the tax 
burden beyond reasonable levels. Residential values increased by 46%, while commercial property values remained relatively flat increasing by only 
3%. Implementing the revaluation in a single year would have resulted in a shift in the tax burden away from commercial and industrial taxpayers to 
residential taxpayers. At that time, the City decided to phase-in the revaluation over a four-year period, minimizing the impact on residential property 
owners and mitigating the shift away from commercial and industrial taxpayers.  This strategy has allowed the City to manage the effects of 
revaluations and stabilize tax rates.  
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In addition to managing property revaluation, grand list growth is a key factor in stabilizing tax rates. The final year of the phase-in of the October 
2002 revaluation was implemented with the FY 2006-2007 budget. The Grand List for October 2006 does not reflect the effects of revaluation but is 
an indication of true growth in the value of the tax base. The City’s expanding tax base is being driven by expansion in all sectors including 
residential and commercial development. The Grand List for October 2006 reflects this ongoing development activity, with an overall increase of 
$150.4 million or 2.4%. Real estate values increased by $138.2 million or 2.6% and personal property assessments increased by 16.5 million or 
4.6%. Motor vehicle assessment dropped by $4.3 million or .93% due to reduction in new vehicle purchases. With a mill rate of 22.20, this new 
growth of $150.4 million equates to $3.3 million in new revenue.  
 

 
CHANGES IN NET TAXABLE GRAND LIST AFTER BOARD OF ASSESSMENT APPEALS 

 
  OCTOBER 1, 2003 OCTOBER 1, 2004 OCTOBER 1, 2005 OCTOBER 1, 2006 CHANGE 05 VS 06 % CHANGE 
REAL ESTATE 4,469,003,460 4,852,267,730 5,292,235,380 5,430,336,650 138,101,270 2.61% 
PERSONAL PROPERTY 329,968,950 342,432,340 357,497,870 373,994,650 16,496,780 4.61% 
MOTOR VEHICLES 401,484,930 441,104,225 453,490,220 449,235,730 (4,254,490) (0.93%) 

 TOTALS 5,200,457,340 5,635,804,295 6,103,223,470 6,253,567,030 150,343,560 2.40% 
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Undesignated General Fund Balance as a Percentage of General Fund Expenditures
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When the City’s policy regarding undesignated fund balance is compared with other communities in Connecticut, we are similarly positioned with 
municipalities with higher credit ratings than our own. A comparison with triple AAA rated communities in the State of Connecticut supports the City’s 
policy of an undesignated fund balance of 5% to 10% of General Fund expenditures and reinforces our position that returning excess fund balance 
back to the taxpayers in the form of lower taxes is good public policy.  

Undesignated Fund Balance as a % of General Fund Expenditures - Triple AAA Communities
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Sources: Comprehensive Annual Reports & State Office of Policy & Management, Municipal Fiscal Indicators, 2001-2005 






























