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Connecticut Family Assets: Asset Outcomes, 2002 

Promoting Family Economic Security Through 
Family Asset Promotion and Protection 

 
 

Assets are the way resources can be moved through time.  They are durable and can be leveraged – 
allowing for relatively great appreciation.  They are flexible and can be used to survive a time 
without a job, meet an emergency, invest in a business, purchase a home, or finance an education. 
 
In a very real sense, it is assets that allow people to live in and for the future – they provide the 
reason to believe in it, the confidence to shape it, the impetus to plan for it, the investment to make it 
real.  

Corporation for Enterprise Development, 2002 State Asset Development Report 
Card: Benchmarking Asset Development in Fighting Poverty (p. 6) 

 
I. A Bit of Context 
 
In 1999, the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management released the Self-Sufficiency 
Standard for Connecticut.  This report documented for each of 12 regions in Connecticut and 
for 70 different family types per region (one and two parent families, with differing numbers 
of children of varying ages) the income that is necessary for a family to meet its needs 
without help. 
 
The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut was quite properly heralded as a significant 
improvement over the federal poverty threshold as a measure of family economic security.  
Unlike the federal poverty threshold, first developed in 1963, this newer metric takes into 
account regional differences in cost of living, includes expenses incurred by working families 
that are ignored by the poverty threshold (most notably child care), and more accurately 
reflects the proportion of family income that is spent today on various necessities. 
 
Data from the 2000 Census show that while 7.9% of Connecticut households have income 
below the federal poverty threshold ($17,960 in 2001 for a family of four), more than 1 in 10 
Connecticut children (10.4%) live in families below the threshold The 2000 Census also 
showed that nearly 1 in 4 Connecticut children (24.1%) lived in families with incomes below 
twice the federal poverty threshold, a rough approximation of the Connecticut self-sufficiency 
standard in many regions of the state. 
 
Both the federal poverty threshold and the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Connecticut focus on a 
family’s income, however.  That is, they measure the cash flow that is necessary for a family to 
meet its essential needs each month.  Neither metric looks at family assets – whether a family 
has a savings account, equity in a home, a stake in a business, health insurance, or a parent 
with the educational attainment necessary to compete in the “new” economy, for example.  
Yet it is a family’s assets that can provide shelter from potential economic disaster in times 
of job loss, divorce, long-term illness, and other events that can disrupt income, and it is 
family assets that can help create a future that is better than the present:  
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As this state-specific report will show, assets are not distributed evenly among Connecticut 
families, and many Connecticut families lack sufficient assets to survive even temporary 
losses of income.  Indeed, nearly one in four (22.5%) of Connecticut households lack 
sufficient net worth to subsist at the federal poverty level for more than three months 
without other support.  That is, Connecticut’s “asset” poverty rate (22.5%) is 2.8 times its 
“income” poverty rate (7.9%, according to the 2000 Census). 
 
As the state with the nation’s highest per capita income, yet the fastest growing income 
divide over the 1990s, it is important that public dialogue about how best to achieve 
economic security for all Connecticut families consider family assets, as well as family 
income.  This Connecticut-specific report, produced in partnership with the Corporation for 
Economic Development (CFED) and released together with its first-ever State Asset 
Development Report Card, highlights where Connecticut does well in family asset accumulation, 
distribution, and protection, and where it needs improvement.  This report focuses on assets 
that are either financial assets or assets that can be quickly converted into financial assets and 
that typically appreciate in value.1  For a complete view of how well Connecticut families are 
doing in achieving family economic security, this report is best read in conjunction with CT 
Voices’ State of Working Connecticut 2002 (available at www.ctkidslink.org) which provides 
current data on trends in Connecticut family income, wages, benefits, unemployment and 
other labor trends.. 
 
II. Connecticut’s Overall Grades 
 
Connecticut gets a “B” in this Report on CFED’s Asset Outcome Index, ranking 20th best 
among all states (behind New Hampshire, Maine, and Vermont, among others).  
Connecticut also gets a “B” on the Asset Policy Index, ranking 12th best among all states (but 
behind New York, Massachusetts, Vermont, New Jersey, and Maine).  By comparison, 
Maine, Vermont, Washington, Minnesota, and Oregon received straight As on the two 
indices. 
 
Notably, Connecticut’s performance on the 68 socioeconomic and policy measures included 
in CFED’s two indices varies greatly.  In short, Connecticut’s “B” grades result from a 
combination of some very high state rankings, and some very low ones.  Indeed, of the 42 
quantitative measures on which individual states are ranked, Connecticut falls in the bottom 
half of all states on 19 (45%) of all measures.  Connecticut is in the top 10 of all states on 13 
of the 42 measures.2    

                                                 
1  It includes, therefore, within its definition of “family assets” such things as home equity, stocks and mutual 
fund shares, vehicles, business capital, and bank accounts, as well as human capital assets such as high parental 
educational attainment. 
2  The report’s methodology and its rationale for selection of the various asset outcome and policy measures is 
explained in detail in CFED’s 2002 State Asset Development Report Card (2002), at pp. 19-30.  This report is 
available on-line at www.cfed.org.  The Report Card uses three indices.  The first, an Asset Outcome Index, is 
comprised of 30 socioeconomic data measures that are grouped into five categories related to asset building 
(financial assets, homeownership capital, human capital, business capital, and bank access) and one category 
related to asset protection.  The Asset Outcome Index helps answer the question of how wealthy state 
residents are, how equitably wealth is distributed (by income, race, and gender), how much opportunity  
residents have to save, and how well assets are protected.  CFED’s second index is its Asset Policy Index, 
comprised of 36 policy measures grouped into eight categories.  Five pertain to asset building (financial asset 
building, affordable home ownership, human capital development, small business development, bank access) 
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This state-specific report has two parts. The first provides a detailed discussion of 
Connecticut’s performance on CFED’s Asset Outcomes indicators and places these findings 
in a Connecticut context.  The second part will focus on Connecticut’s performance on the 
Asset Policy indicators, and outline policy measures that could facilitate greater and more 
equitable family asset growth in Connecticut.    
 

                                                                                                                                                 
and three to asset protection (wage protection, health insurance, and property protection).  The Asset Policy 
Index helps answer the questions of how well state policy encourages asset accumulation (particularly for low-
income families), how well it protects the assets of low-income families and removes barriers to asset 
accumulation, and how well state policy facilitates access to the financial mainstream.  The third index, the Tax 
Policy and Accountability Index, has just two measures that assess how transparent the state’s tax-based 
subsidies are and who benefits from these subsidies. 

Technical Note 
 
On race and gender comparisons. The CFED report makes several of its race and gender comparisons on the basis 
of household-level data, rather than data at the individual level..  One limitation of household data for this 
purpose is the classification of who is the household “head,” such that comparisons can be made between 
“male-headed” households and “female-headed” households, or between “white-headed” households and 
“non-white-headed” households.  Until 1980, the Census Bureau’s March Current Population Survey (which 
gathers the data on which many of these comparisons are based) presumed that men were the head of 
household in married couple households.  Since 1980, the “head of household” is called the “householder” 
and is defined as the person (or one of the people) in whose name housing is owned or rented (or if there is 
no such person, any adult household member except roomers or paid employees).  Further, if the house is 
owned or rented jointly by a married couple, the householder may be either the husband or the wife.  The 
person designated as the “householder” is the “reference person,” i.e. the person to whom the relationship of 
all other household members is recorded when the survey is completed by that family.  U.S. Census Bureau, 
Current Population Survey (CPS) –Definitions and Explanations.   
 
A second limitation of household data for such comparisons is that the assets of the person who is not 
classified as the “householder” are either invisible (i.e. not counted at all) or mis-counted (i.e. not counted as 
being held by the non-householder) in the comparison.  For example, in comparisons of financial assets by 
gender, the woman’s assets are counted as household assets, but are attributed to the male householder.  In 
comparisons of educational attainment, however, the women’s assets (i.e. high educational attainment) are not 
even counted; only the educational attainment of the male householder is counted.  
 
The limitation of using household-level data matters far more in comparisons by gender than comparisons by 
race, since most spouses and partners in households are of the same race and either both are Hispanic or both 
are not-Hispanic.  Specifically, only 2% of married couples are of different races (and 4% of unmarried 
partners) and only 3% of married couples consist of one Hispanic and one non-Hispanic person (and 6% of 
unmarried partners).  In married couple households, however, spouses are most often of different genders, yet 
in only about 10% of the household surveys are wives classified as the “householder.” US Census Bureau, 
America’s Families and Living Arrangements (June 2001). 
 
On use of ratios. The use of ratios to compare performance on indicators such as college attainment by gender 
potentially may mask the absolute performance on those indicators.  A state in which 40% of women, but 45% 
of men had college degrees would have a ratio of male to female attainment (1.13) that would rank below a 
state where only 10% of the women and 10% of the men had college degrees (resulting in a 1.0 ratio).  To 
suggest that women perform less well on college attainment measures in the state where 40% of women have 
college degrees than in the state where 10% have college degrees would be incorrect; the ratios, however, 
might suggest an opposite conclusion. 
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III. Connecticut’s Performance, Measure-by-Measure:  Asset Outcomes Index 
 
Connecticut’s best and worst performance.  The following tables highlight the 10 
quantitative family asset outcome measures on which CFED ranks Connecticut best, and the 
10 on which Connecticut is ranked worst: 
 

Top Ten CT Outcome Measures 

 Asset Outcomes Index CT 
CT 

Rank National #1 
 Basic educational proficiency (reading)3  46.0% 1/39 CT 
 Employer-provided health insurance4 77.4% 1/50 CT 
 Basic educational proficiency (math)5  32.0% 3/40 34.0% (MN) 
 Households with a savings account 77.3% 3/50 78.8% (WI) 
 College attainment6  31.54 5/50 35.90 (CO) 
 Mean net worth of households7 $140,989 6/50 $164,318 (HI) 
 Asset inequality by gender8  1.28 6/41 1.2 (WA) 
 Median value of owned home $112,156 10/50 $172,771 (HI) 
 Homeownership rate by gender9  1.13 10/50 1.06 (NV) 
 Business ownership value by race10  $224,030 11/50 $1,776,247 (IA) 

 
 

Bottom Ten CT Outcome Measures 

 Asset Outcomes Index CT 
CT 

Rank 
National 

#1 
 Private loans to small business11  $621 49/50 $2,062 (AK) 
 College attainment by gender12  1.6 47/50 0.86 (ME) 

                                                 
3  Percentage of 4th graders proficient in reading, based on 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress.   
4  Percentage of non-elderly population covered by employer-based health plans (2000). 
5  Percentage of 4th graders proficient in math, based on 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. 
6  Percentage of household heads with at least 4 years of college (based on 3 year average, 1997-1999). 
7 Net worth of households, at the mean (expressed in 1996 dollars).  Net worth is calculated as the sum of 
assets attributable to any person aged 15 or older in the household less any liabilities.  Assets include interest-
bearing assets, stocks and mutual fund shares, real estate, own businesses, motor vehicles, and mortgages held 
by sellers. Liabilities include debts secured by any asset, credit card or store bills, bank longs, and unsecured 
debts, among others. 
8  Ratio of mean net worth of male-headed households to that of female-headed households (in 1996 dollars). 
9 Ratio of homeownership among male-headed households to that of female-headed households (based on 3 
year average, 1997-1999). 
10 Average total sales and receipts (in thousands of dollars) for minority-owned businesses (in 1997). 
11 Dollar amount of private business loans under $1 million, per worker (in 1999). 
12 Ratio of the percentage of male heads of household with a college degree to the percentage of female heads 
of household with a college degree (based on a 3-year average, 1997-1999).   
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Bottom Ten CT Outcome Measures 
 Homeownership rate by race13  2.33 42/46 0.85 (HI) 
 College attainment, by race14  2.43 42/46 1.1 (OR) 
 Head Start coverage15  15.2% 39/50 46.4% (AK) 
 Homeownership by income16 2 37/50 1.5 (ME) 
 Households with zero net worth17 16.1% 36/50 8.9 (IA) 
 Minority entrepreneurship rate18 0.1 36/50 0.24 (FL) 
 Households with checking accounts19 31.9% 35/50 51.9% (WV) 
 College attainment by income20  7.25 33/50 3.19 (CO) 

 
Connecticut’s performance on Asset Outcome indicators.  This following sections 
summarize the 30 socioeconomic indicators that comprise CFED’s Asset Outcomes Index.  
Where relevant and useful, this Connecticut report includes more recent data from the 2000 
Census and other sources to supplement the data in the Asset Report Card, or to make 
important comparisons. 
 
A. Financial Assets      
 
Data in this section pertain to estimates of household wealth accumulation, asset poverty, 
and the distribution of assets among various population groupings.21    
 
1. Mean net worth 
   
The mean net worth of Connecticut 
households (in 1996 dollars) is $140,989, 
6th highest in the nation.  Net worth 
represents total wealth from household 
interest-earning accounts and assets, 
checking accounts, stocks, bonds, and mutual fund shares, real estate, own business, 
                                                 
13 Ratio of homeownership among white-headed households to homeownership among non-white headed 
households (based on three year average, 1997-1999). 
14 Ratio of the percentage of white heads of household with a college degree to the percentage of non-white 
heads of household with a college degree (based on a 3-year average, 1997-1999). 
15 Percentage of children age 0-5 who are in poverty and who are served by a Head Start program (as of 2001). 
16 Ratio of homeownership rates among household heads in the top income quintile to homeownership among 
household heads in the bottom income quintile (based on a 3-year average, 1997-1999). 
17  Percentage of households with zero (or less than zero, i.e. negative) net worth (as of 1996). 
18  Share of minority-owned firms compared to adult minority population (age 18 and older) divided by the 
share of total firms relative to the total adult population (as of 2000). 
19  Percentage of households with non-interest bearing checking accounts (as of 1996). NOTE: Households 
with interest-bearing checking accounts are not included in this. 
20  Ratio of the proportion of college graduates among the wealthiest 20% of residents to the proportion of 
college graduates among the poorest 20%. 
21  As more fully described in the CFED report (p. 84), these data on financial assets are derived from the 
Census Bureau’s Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP).  They are first-time estimates of wealth 
at the state level, specially calculated for the CFED report by Robert Haveman (Professor of Economics, La 
Follette School of Public Affairs, University of Wisconsin) and Jon Haveman (Research Fellow, Public Policy 
Institute of California). 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value $140,989 
CT Rank 6th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State $164,318 (Hawaii) 
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mortgages owned by sellers, IRAs and Keogh accounts, and motor vehicles22 less total 
liabilities (e.g., bank, educational and other loans, credit card and store bills, secured debts).  
The highest average for household net worth is in Hawaii (at $164,318) and the lowest in 
Oklahoma (at $74,431).  Rhode Island (#2 at $157,476), New Hampshire (#3 at $145,550) 
and New Jersey (#4 at $145,243) are area states with higher mean net worth than 
Connecticut. 
 

 
 
2. Asset inequality by race   
 
Racial inequality in assets is calculated by 
dividing the mean net worth of white-
headed households by the mean net worth 

                                                 
22  Major assets not included are equity in pension plans, the cash value of life insurance policies, and the value 
of home furnishings and jewelry.  These assets are not included because reliable data about them are extremely 
hard to get in household surveys. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 3.47 
CT Rank 12th out of 28 
Value of #1 Ranked State 2.03 (Tennessee) 
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of non-white headed households.23  The closer the ratio is to 1, the greater the equality 
between white and non-white households in mean net worth. 
 
Although Connecticut ranks in the middle (12 th best among the 28 states ranked) on this 
measure of racial inequality, Connecticut’s ratio nonetheless shows significant racial inequity.  
Indeed, Connecticut’s white households have nearly 3.5 times the wealth of its non-white 
households.  It is believed that a variety of factors contribute to inequality in wealth by race, 
including a legacy of past discrimination (resulting in less intergenerational wealth 
transmission in non-white families) and some current continuing discrimination.24  
 
Interestingly, a comparison of average family income by race (using 2000 Census data) 
suggests that Connecticut’s racial inequality in income is less than its inequality in assets. The 
median income of white Connecticut households is 1.6 times that of black households 
($57,518 v. $35,104), and 1.8 times that of Hispanic households ($57,518 v. $32,075).25 By 
comparison, wealth of white households is 3.5 times more than that of non-white households. 
 

Median Household Income Ratios Household Wealth Ratio 
White to Black White to Hispanic Black to Hispanic White to Non-White 

1.6 to 1 1.8 to 1 1.1 to 1 3.47 to 1 

                                                 
23 As discussed in the Technical Note, CFED’s report uses household data, rather than individual data, for its 
various comparisons by race and gender.  The limitations of this are less significant in comparisons by race, 
than by gender, since only a very small proportion of married couple households are of different races. 
24 See M. Oliver & T. Shapiro, 1997, Black Wealth/White Wealth: A New Perspective on Racial Inequality (Routledge: 
New York); D. Conley, Being Black, Living in the Red: Race, Wealth, and Social Policy in America (U. of California 
Press, 1999). 
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3. Asset inequality by gender 
 
Gender inequality in assets is calculated by 
dividing the mean net worth of male-
headed households by the mean net worth 
of female-headed households.  
Connecticut ranks 6th best among the 41 
states ranked on this measure, with male-
headed households reporting 1.26 times the wealth of female-headed households.  Like non-
whites, women in this country faced barriers to acquiring assets, not being allowed to own 
property (for example) in the early years of the nation.26 
 
Interestingly, according to 2000 Census data, the median earnings for Connecticut men 
working full-time, year round in 1999 were 1.35 times greater than median earnings for 
Connecticut women working full-time, year round ($47,156 for men vs. $34,929 for women), 
while aggregate earnings for Connecticut men are nearly twice (1.96) times those of 
Connecticut women ($52.9 billion compared to $27.0 billion).  Given these gender disparities 
in earnings, an asset inequality ratio of only 1.28 is striking.27    
 
4. Asset poverty    
 
This measure assesses the proportion of 
households who are “asset poor.”   A 
household is defined as “asset poor” if its 
total savings (and other assets) are 
insufficient to support the household for 
more than three months when family 
income is interrupted, even if the family reduces its living expenses to living at the federal 
poverty threshold ($17,960/year for a family of four in 2002). 
 
Nearly 1 in 4 Connecticut households (22.5%) are “asset poor.”  That is, their savings and 
other assets do not provide a three-month cushion, even if living at the federal poverty level.  
Connecticut ranks in the bottom half of all states on this fundamental measure of minimum 
wealth – at 29th.  Indeed, every New England state but Massachusetts ranks ahead of 
Connecticut on this measure. By comparison, according to the 2000 Census, 7.9% of 
Connecticut households had incomes below the federal poverty threshold.  That is, nearly 
three times more Connecticut households are “asset poor” than are defined as “income 
poor.”28   
 

                                                                                                                                                 
25  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, Tables P152A,B,H. 
26 It is important to stress that while assets held by married couples are jointly held, this measure by definition 
miscounts the share of household assets “owned” by women in married couples in all those instances where 
the man is classified as the “household head.”  That is, by relying on household data, rather than individual 
data, the assets owned by married women are counted as household assets, but attributed to the male 
householder.  This misattribution reduces the total assets counted as being “held” by women, making gender 
inequality worse than it appears. This household measure tends to overstate gender inequality in assets. 
27 US Census Bureau, Census 2000, SF3, Tables PCT45 and P86.   
28 US Census Bureau, Census 2000, SF3, Table PCT50.  

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 1.28 
CT Rank 6th out of 41 
Value of #1 Ranked State 1.2 (Washington) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 22.5% 
CT Rank 29th out of 50  
Value of #1 Ranked State 14.2 (Iowa) 
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5. Asset poverty by race 
 
This measure assesses racial disparities in 
the proportion of households who are 
asset poor.  It is calculated by dividing the 
asset poverty rate of white-headed 
households by that of non-white headed 
households.  A ratio of 1 would show 
equality between white and non-white households in asset poverty.   
 
On this measure, Connecticut ranks worst among all states ranked (28th of 28), with a ratio of 
0.29.  That is, the proportion of white-headed households who are asset poor is less than a 
third the proportion of non-white-headed households who are asset poor.   Said another 
way, for every 10 non-white households who are asset poor, there are fewer than 3 white 

households who are asset poor.  By comparison, the state with the greatest racial equality in 
asset poverty is Mississippi, where the asset poverty rate among white households is nearly 
60% that of black households (a ratio of 0.57). 
 
6. Asset poverty by gender 
 
This measures looks at gender inequality 
in “asset poverty.”  It is calculated by 
dividing the asset poverty rate of male-
headed households by that of female-
headed households.  A ratio of 1 would represent equity in asset poverty.  Connecticut’s 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 0.29 
CT Rank 28th out of 28 
Value of #1 Ranked State 0.57 (Mississippi) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 0.71 
CT Rank 14th out of 40 
Value of #1 Ranked State 0.86 (Arizona) 
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ratio is 0.71, placing it 14 th most equal among the 40 states ranked on this measure.  That is, 
the proportion of male-headed households who are asset poor is about 70% of the 
proportion of female-headed households who are asset poor.  Said another way, for every 
ten female-headed households who are “asset poor” there are about seven male-headed 
households who are asset poor. 
 
7. Households with no net worth 
This measure captures that depth of asset 
poverty among some households, and 
therefore the distance these families must 
travel to achieve true economic security.   
 
Fully 16.1% of Connecticut households 
have either zero net worth, or a negative net worth (household debt that is greater than the 
total of all household assets).  Connecticut ranks in the bottom third among all states on this 
important measure – at #36.   

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 16.1% 
CT Rank 36th out of 50  
Value of #1 Ranked State 8.9% (Iowa) 
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B. Homeownership Capital 
 
For most families, equity in a home is the single largest source of family wealth – on average 
nationally, about 44% of measured household net worth.29  Because data are not collected 
that directly measure the amount of equity families have in their homes, or the affordability 
of housing, the Asset Report Card uses a variety of proxy measures, described as follows: 
 
1. Homeownership rate  
 
Homes are assets that foster family 
stability, build financial equity and 
commitment to a community, and enable 
long-term planning.  The homeownership 
rate identifies the proportion of families who are having the chance to build wealth through 
home equity, though does not measure the specific amount of equity families have in their 
homes. 
 
Connecticut’s 70% homeownership rate30 places it in the bottom half of all states (at 28 th), 
but higher than all other New England states except Maine (with a 76.5% homeownership 
rate),. 
 
Data from the 2000 Census31 show that the statewide homeownership rate is about 67%, but 
that rates vary greatly among Connecticut’s towns and cities.  As illustrated in the map and 
tables that follow, seven Connecticut towns (including its six largest cities) had 2000 
homeownership rates that were less than 50%.  Hartford’s 24.6% homeownership rate 
placed it last in the state; its homeownership rate is about one-third the state’s overall 
homeownership rate.  On the other hand, 113 of Connecticut’s 169 towns had 
homeownership rates of 75% or more in 2000.  The town with the highest homeownership 
rate was Killingworth, at 95.6%.  
 
 
 

 
 

 

Source: US Census Bureau, Census 2000. 

                                                 
29  Corporation for Enterprise Development, 2002 State Asset Development Report Card (2002), p. 93. 
30  This 70.0% homeownership rate comes from the Census Bureau’s 2000 Housing Vacancy Survey.  
31  US Census Bureau, Census 2000, DP-1. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 70.0% 
CT Rank 28th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 77.2% (Michigan) 

Bottom Seven Homeownership Rates 
HARTFORD 24.6%
NEW HAVEN 29.6%
NEW LONDON 37.9%
NEW BRITAIN 42.7%
BRIDGEPORT 43.2%
WATERBURY 47.6%
WINDHAM 48.4%

Top Seven Homeownership Rates 
KILLINGWORTH 95.6%
BURLINGTON 94.9%
EASTON 94.3%
NEW FAIRFIELD 93.4%
MONROE 93.4%
WESTON 93.2%
HARWINTON 93.1%
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2. Median value of home 
This measure shows the median value of 
homes that are owned by households as 
their primary residences. It is a three-year 
average of median home values (for 1997-
99) that is adjusted for differences among 
states in the cost of living.32  This measure is a proxy for homeowner’s equity.  While a 
homeowner can have a home with high value, yet little home equity (or a home with less 
value, but more equity), in general the higher the value of a home, the greater the family 
asset (e.g., the more one can borrow against it to invest in additional assets, such as college 
education).  At $112,156, Connecticut’s median home value is 10 th highest in the nation.  
 
There is substantial variation among Connecticut’s towns and cities in median home value.  
According to 2000 Census data, the median Connecticut house is valued at $166,900.33  As 
reported in The Connecticut Economy (Summer 2002) however, the range in the median value of 
houses across Connecticut’s 169 cities and towns is quite wide – from a high of $831,000 in 
New Canaan to a low of $93,900 in Hartford (in 2000).  Even within the same labor market 
area, there are significant differences in median house value, as the following data about the 
Stamford LMA illustrate: 
 

Town Median House Value % Change in Median House Value: 
1990-2000 

New Canaan $831,000 66.2% 
Greenwich $781,500 56.3% 
Darien $711,000 53.7% 
Weston $633,900 38.1% 
Westport $625,800 48.2% 
Wilton $561,100 37.3% 
Stamford $362,300 22.5% 
Norwalk $270,100 11.9% 
Source: Percentage Change in Median House Values, 1990-2000, The Connecticut Economy (Summer 
2002), pp. 10-11.  
 
In addition, analysis of changes in Connecticut home values over the 1990s shows the same 
“pulling apart” phenomenon in the valuation of this most important family asset as occurred 
for family income –those with more gained more, and those with less fell further behind. 
 
Over the 1990s, Connecticut’s wealthiest 20% of families enjoyed a 21% growth in their real 
incomes, while Connecticut’s poorest families lost 19.4% of their inflation-adjusted 
income.34  An analysis of changes in housing values (Connecticut Economy, Summer 2002) 
shows a similar pulling apart in Connecticut’s median home values over the 1990s.   
 

                                                 
32  CFED’s cost of living (COLA) calculations used data from the American Chamber of Commerce 
Researchers Association (ACCRA), available online at www.coli.org. 
33  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, SF-3, DP-4 (universe is “specified” owner-occupied housing units, which 
excludes mobile homes, houses with a business or medical office, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing 
units in multi-unit buildings, collectively comprising 16% of owner-occupied homes in Connecticut). 
34  See D. Hall & S. Geballe, Pulling Apart in Connecticut: An Analysis of Trends in Family Income (Connecticut 
Voices for Children, 2002). 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value $112,156 
CT Rank 10th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State $172,771 (Hawaii) 
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The following table shows changes over the 1990s in median house value in those 
Connecticut towns with the 
highest house values in 2000, 
compared to those with the 
lowest. 
 
While median home values in 
New Canaan, Greenwich, 
Darien, Weston and Westport 
increased by at least 38%, and 
as much as 66%, over the 
1990s, median home values in 
Connecticut’s poorest cities 
declined as much as 30%. 
 
The accompanying maps 
highlight significant disparities 
in the median value of houses 
owned by “white only” 
householders, “Black or 
African American only” 

householders, and “Hispanic and Latino” 
householders.  As noted earlier, the 2000 
Census found that Connecticut’s median 
house value was $166,900 in 2000.  
However, for white homeowners, the 
median value was $169,700, for Black or 
African American homeowners $119,700, 
and for Hispanic homeowners $131,500.   

 
 
 

Towns Median House 
Value 

% Change in Median 
House Value: 1990-

2000 
Highest Values   
New Canaan $831,000 66.2% 
Greenwich $781,500 56.3% 
Darien $711,000 53.7% 
Weston $633,900 38.1% 
Westport $625,800 48.2% 
Lowest Values   
Hartford $93,900 -29.8% 
New Britain $96,900 -30.4% 
Waterbury $101,300 -23.1% 
Windham $105,200 -18.5% 
Plainfield $106,900 -8.8% 
New London $107,900 -18.0% 
Putnam $108,000 -9.7% 
New Haven $109,200 -24.7% 
Source: Percentage Change in Median House Values, 1990-
2000, The Connecticut Economy (Summer 2002), pp. 10-11. 
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3. Homeownership by race 
 
Nationally, home equity represents, at the 
median, about 40% of the net worth of 
white families, but is 57% of the net 
worth of African-American families and 
71% of the net worth of Hispanic 
families.  35  Yet, according to the 2000 Census, only 46% of African-American families and 
46% of Hispanic families owned their own homes, compared to 71% of white families, 
nationally.  Connecticut’s racial differences in home ownership are even more extreme, as 
illustrated in the following table and maps:  

 ` 
 

 

 
 
CFED’s measure of homeownership by race is expressed as a ratio that compares the 
homeownership rates among households with a white head of household to the 
homeownership rates of households headed by non-white head of household.  A ratio of 1 
represents racial equity in homeownership.  Connecticut’s 2.33 ratio (white homeownership 
                                                 
35  CFED, 2002 State Asset Development Report Card, p. 96. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 2.33
CT Rank 42nd out of 46
Value of #1 Ranked State 0.85 (Hawaii) 

Homeownership Rates by Race 
Race/Ethnicity US CT 

White Only  71% 72% 

Black Only 46% 36% 

Hispanic 46% 28% 
Source: 2000 US Census, Tables H14 and H16 
(proportion of households in which home is owned, by race of 
householder) 
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at more than twice the rate of non-white homeownership) places Connecticut fifith from the 
bottom of all states ranked on this measure of family assets – at #42 (out of 46 states ranked).   
 
4. Homeownership by income 
 
Not surprisingly, families with low 
incomes have a lower homeownership 
rate than families with higher incomes.  
Yet, without an equity stake in a home, 
low-income families cannot benefit when 
real estate appreciates, and they lack a 
resource against which they can borrow.  Homeownership by income is measured as a ratio 
of the proportion of homeowners among household heads in the top 20% of income 
compared to the proportion of homeowners among household heads who are in the bottom 
20% of income (based on a three-year average, 1997-1999).  Connecticut’s ratio is 2.00 – that 
is, high-income household heads are twice as likely to own their homes as low-income 
household heads.  This ratio places Connecticut in the bottom third of all states (at #37), 
though in the middle of New England states -- with Vermont (1.99) and Maine (1.50) closer 
to equality, and New Hampshire (2.11), Rhode Island (4.73), and Massachusetts (2.43) faring 
worse.   
 
Curiously, one might expect that Connecticut’s ratio of homeownership by income would 
exceed 2 to 1 since the economic capacity of families to own homes is associated with family 
income.  In the late 1990s, the wealthiest 20% of Connecticut families had an average of 
$181,194 in annual income, compared to an average income of just $19,351 for the bottom 
20%.36  This is an income ratio of more than 9 to 1 (compared to the 2 to 1 ratio in 
homeownership). 37  Part of the explanation may be that CFED’s measure assesses if a family 
holds title to a home, but not the home’s value or the family’s equity stake in it. 
 
 
5. Homeownership by gender 
 
Gender differences in incomes have 
been well documented over the years.  
Our understanding of gender 
differences in assets is evolving, as is 
our capacity to measure these differences meaningfully.  The data presented here compare 
homeownership among women and men using a homeownership ratio.  CFED’s ratio 
compares the rate of homeownership among male-headed households to homeownership 
                                                 
36 S. Geballe and D. Hall, Pulling Apart in Connecticut: An Analysis of Family Income Trends, (Connecticut Voices for 
Children, 2002).   
37 As noted in the text, this measure (as well as the measures of homeownership by race and gender) does not 
take into account the value of the houses owned.  It is limited, therefore, as a measure of a family’s assets.  For 
example, a state where 80% of the female householders own homes worth $100,000 each and 80% of the male 
householders own homes worth $300,000 each would report gender equality in homeownership – with a ratio 
of 1.0.  Yet, the male householders’ houses would have triple the value.  Similarly, the fact that there is a 2 to 1 
ratio in homeownership by income (though there is far greater inequality in family income) may reflect that 
poorer families own more modest homes.  More detailed data would allow us to look more closely at 
inequalities in this critical component of asset building.   

Indicator Summary 

CT Value 2
CT Rank 37th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 1.5 (Maine)

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 1.13 
CT Rank 10th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 1.06 (Nevada) 
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among female-headed households.  Connecticut’s ratio of 1.13 indicates that the rate of 
homeownership among male householders in Connecticut just slightly exceeds the rate of 
homeownership among female householders.    Connecticut’s ratio of 1.13 places it in the 
top ten states, and behind only Maine (1.11) among the New England States.  New 
Hampshire (1.16), Massachusetts (1.17) and Vermont (1.18) are clustered in the midrange of 
states, with Rhode Island (1.38) joining New Jersey (1.29) and New York (1.32) near the 
bottom. 
 
C. Human Capital 
 
Investment in human capital is critical to any asset development strategy. A strong 
educational system is essential if Connecticut’s children are to reach their full potential.  A 
well-educated and well-trained workforce is also important to Connecticut’s businesses, and 
indeed to Connecticut’s economic and social well-being.  Connecticut’s “new” knowledge-
based economy places a particular premium on education, with higher educational 
attainment translating into higher wages, which in turn can increase a family’s capacity to 
accumulate wealth.  CFED’s 2002 Asset Report Card uses a number of measures that assess 
investments in human capital. 
 
1. Head Start Coverage  
 
The Head Start program prepares low-
income children for school, helping 
them overcome barriers to learning 
associated with living in poverty.  The 
inclusion of this indicator acknowledges 
that early investments in the educational 
attainment of our most at-risk children not only can improve their own life outcomes, but 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 15.2%
CT Rank 39th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 46.4% (Alaska) 

Head Start Coverage, 2001
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also can help ensure that Connecticut’s future workforce is well-educated and able to 
compete in a global economy.  By fostering the educational success of all Connecticut 
children, we also expand the number of adults who – in the future -- will help meet the 
current needs of Connecticut’s dependent populations –its children, aged, and disabled – and 
who will not themselves need state resources.  
 
This measure indicates the percentage of children aged 0 to 5 years who are in living in 
poverty and who were enrolled in Head Start in 2001.  Connecticut’s 15.2% enrollment rate 
places it in the bottom third of states, with a state rank of 39.38   That is, 80% of other states 
enroll a greater proportion of their poor children in Head Start. 
 
2. Basic Educational Proficiency: Reading and Math 
 
 These data show what percentage of 4th 
graders are proficient in reading and math 
based on the performance on the National 
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) 
test.  It is a measure of how well schools are 
doing at providing students with the basic 
skills essential to future educational success. 
 
Connecticut ranks best (#1) in the nation in 
reading and 3rd best in math, boding well 
for Connecticut’s future.  The values 
themselves, however, invite concern.  
Though Connecticut out-performs other 
states, less than half (46%) of Connecticut’s 
4th graders demonstrate proficiency in reading and less than a third (32%) proficiency in 
mathematics.  This indicates the need to better address the educational preparedness of all 
Connecticut elementary school children.  
 
In a global economy, one might also be concerned that a state in which less than 1/3 of 
tested children demonstrated proficiency in mathematics could be among the top three 
states in the nation on that measure.  Indeed, #1-ranked Minnesota had only 34% of its 4th 
graders demonstrating proficiency in math.  
 
These high state averages also mask Connecticut’s significant gaps in educational 
achievement, even in these early grades.  As shown in data from the Strategic School 
Profiles, there is significant variation among Connecticut’s communities in the proportion of 
grade students who have basic education skills. 
 
For example, the most recently-reported results of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) 
demonstrate that 84% of the 4th grade students enrolled in schools in Connecticut’s 
wealthiest communities (Educational Reference Group A39) meet or exceed state goals in 
reading and math. By comparison, about a third of this proportion of students (23% for 
                                                 
38  It should be noted that other low-income Connecticut children may be enrolled in other state-supported 
early education programs that are not technically Head Start programs, but that also help prepare children for 
school.  These can include some of Connecticut’s school readiness programs, for example.  

Indicator Summary: NAEP Reading 
CT Value 46%
CT Rank 1st out of 39
Value of #1 Ranked State Connecticut 

Indicator Summary: NAEP Math 
CT Value 32% 
CT Rank 3rd out of 40 
Value of #1 Ranked State 34% (Minnesota) 
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reading and 29% for math) demonstrate proficiency in Connecticut’s poorest communities 
(ERG I). Importantly, over 17% of Connecticut’s students attend schools in an ERG I 
districts. 
 

As seen in the table above, Connecticut 4th 
graders’ proficiency in reading and math 
increases in a linear fashion as the wealth 
of their community increases. 
 
Another way to look at these data is by 
comparing schools at the 10 th and 90th 
percentiles (of all schools’ performance on 
these measures).  As reported in 
Connecticut’s Strategic School Profiles, in 
schools at the 90th percentile, 84% of 4th 
grade students met or exceeded state goals 
for math, while 82% met or exceeded state 
goals for reading.  The comparable numbers 
for schools at the 10 th percentile were 27% 
and 21%, respectively.  The statewide 
averages on these measures were 61% and 
58%.40 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Associate’s Degree 
 
Described by some as the “entry point 
for well-paying jobs of the future” this 
measure should perhaps be seen as a 
measure of which states are meeting the 
bare minimum for post-secondary 
educational attainment.  Today’s 
knowledge-based economy increasingly demands education beyond the high school level. 
 
In Connecticut, 6.3% of the population over the age of 25 has an Associate’s Degree (as of 
2000).  Connecticut ranks 28 th on this measure.   The state’s relatively low ranking on this 
measure41 is due, in part, to its high ranking on the proportion of the population with a four-
year degree (as discussed below). 

                                                                                                                                                 
39 Nine Educational Reference Groups (ERGs) are used in Connecticut to categorize school districts according 
to socioeconomic status and other indicators of need.  ERG A contains the state's most affluent towns and 
ERG I consists of its the poorest cities. 
40 Connecticut State Department of Education, Profiles of Our Schools: The Condition of Education in Connecticut, 
2000-2001. 
41 This measure looks only at the proportion of the population with an Associate’s Degree, not the proportion 
of the population with at least an Associate’s Degree. 

Educational 
Reference 

Group 
(ERG) 

% of 
Children 
Meeting 

State Goal 
on 4th 
Grade 

CMT in  
Math 

% of 
Children 
Meeting 

State 
Goal on 
4th Grade 
CMT in  
Reading 

% of All 
CT 

Students in 
the ERG 

A 84 84 6.4% 
B 79 76 15.1% 
C 73 74 8.3% 
D 67 66 12.7% 
E 68 68 3.2% 
F 65 62 13.3% 
G 58 57 4.1% 
H 54 47 15.6% 
I 29 23 17.4% 

Source: Connecticut State Department of Education, 
Profiles of Our Schools: The Condition of Education in 
Connecticut, 2000-2001 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 6.30% 
CT Rank 28th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 9.2% (North Dakota) 
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4. College Attainment  
 
CFED measures educational attainment 
by the proportion of heads of 
households who have at least four years 
of college.42   Connecticut’s top five 
ranking on this measure – with nearly 
one-third of Connecticut household 
heads (31.5%) having at least four years of college -- suggests that Connecticut’s strong 
statewide performance in elementary education extends to higher education as well.  It also 

speaks to a workforce that 
can attribute its high 
productivity in part to its 
high educational 
attainment.  Data from 
the Survey of Consumer 
Finance also show that, in 
1998, families in which 
the household head had a 
college degree had twice 
the net worth – at the 
median –as families 
whose household head 
had only some college.43 
 
Among the New England 
States, Connecticut’s 
31.5% rate of 4-year 
college educational 

attainment falls slightly behind Massachusetts (33.3%), but ahead of New Hampshire 
(28.1%), Vermont (28.0%), Rhode Island (25.2%), and Maine (21.7%). 
 
Town-level data available through the 2000 Census show a concentration of high rates of 
college attainment in western Fairfield County, largely mirroring the distribution of other 
family assets (such as homeownership rates, median household values) across Connecticut 
communities.  The 2000 Census measured the proportion of the population 25 years or 
older with bachelor’s degrees or higher.44  The Connecticut towns with the highest rates were 
Weston (74%), New Canaan (72%), Wilton (71%), Darien (70%), and Westport (69%).  At 
the other extreme, the five towns with the lowest rates of four-year college attainment were 
Plainfield (10%), Hartford (12%), Sterling (12%), Bridgeport (12%), and Killingly (13%). 

 

                                                 
42 This measure relies on a three-year average for the years 1997-99.   
43 Kennickell AB, Starr-McCluer M, & Surette BJ, January 2000.  Recent Changes in US Family Finances: Results from 
the 1998 Survey of Consumer Finances. Washington, DC.  Board of Governors, Federal Reserve System. 
44 US Census Bureau, Census 2000, Table DP-2 – Profile of Selected Social Characteristics. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 31.5%
CT Rank 5th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 35.9% (Colorado) 
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5. College Attainment by Race  
 
Connecticut’s poor score for college 
attainment by race contrasts strikingly 
with its strong overall score for college 
attainment.  Connecticut’s white 
household heads are 2.43 times more 
likely than its non-white household 
heads to have a college degree.  Connecticut’s state ranking of fifth worst (#42 out of 46 states 
ranked) on this CFED indicator is alarming.  That is, all but four of the states ranked show 
greater equity in college attainment by race than does Connecticut, though such attainment is 
a critical component of a family’s asset base in Connecticut’s “new” knowledge-dependent 
economy.  
 

 
 
6. College Attainment by Income 
 
This indicator compares college attainment 
for the wealthiest 20% of residents (by 
income) to that of the poorest 20% of 
residents,45 and is expressed as a ratio.  
Connecticut’s ratio is 7.25.  That is, its wealthiest 20% of residents are seven times more 
likely to have finished college than its poorest.  Two-thirds of the states out-perform 

                                                 
45 This measure also is a three year average, spanning 1997-1999. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 2.43 
CT Rank 42nd out of 46 
Value of #1 Ranked State 1.1 (Oregon) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 7.25
CT Rank 33rd out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 3.19 (Colorado) 
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Connecticut on this measure of educational equity, and Connecticut fares worse than all 
New England states except for Rhode Island (7.84).  Vermont’s 4.26 ratio makes it the most 
equal among the New England state in educational attainment by income, followed by New 
Hampshire (4.96), Maine (5.45), and Massachusetts (5.87).  A weak showing on this indicator 
may point to affordability barriers to college access, as well as disparities in K-12 educational 
success or even cultural barriers.   
 
The size of Connecticut’s ratio also means that the relationship of education to income in 
Connecticut is a stronger one than in most other states.  That is, the wage premium enjoyed 
by Connecticut residents with advanced educational attainment is even greater than is true in 
many other states.  This means, among other things, that it is particularly important that 
Connecticut assure that all its children reach the highest levels of educational attainment 
possible, as the economic security of their families, when they begin to have children, 
depends on it. 
 
7. College Attainment by Gender 
 
CFED’s measure of gender equity in 
college attainment is based on a 
comparison of the percentage of male 
heads of household with a college 
degree to the proportion of female 
heads of household with a college 
degree, and is expressed as a ratio.46  A ratio of 1 would demonstrate gender equality in 
college educational attainment.  
 
Connecticut’s ratio of 1.6 places it 47th among states on this measure, i.e. more male 
household heads have college degrees than do female household heads.  However, as 
described earlier (see Technical Note) this particular measure of gender equity has some 
substantial limitations, since the educational attainment of the female spouse in a male 
household head is not counted (and vice versa). 
 
An alternative measure of gender equity in college attainment looks at data about individual 
levels of educational attainment (rather than only the attainment of the household head).  
Using this measure, the educational attainment of all men and women is counted.  
Specifically, the 2000 Census reports on the percentage of women and men (25 years and 
over) with a Bachelor’s degree or higher.   
 
On this measure, Connecticut men and women compare more favorably to the other states.  
With 33.5% of Connecticut men holding a Bachelor’s degree or higher in 2000, Connecticut 
ranked third best among all states (behind only Colorado and Massachusetts).  Connecticut 
women fared almost as well.  With 29.5% of Connecticut women holding a Bachelor’s 
degrees or higher, Connecticut ranked fourth best, behind Maryland, Massachusetts and 
Colorado47  
                                                 
46 This measure also is a three year average, spanning 1997-1999 
47 US Census Bureau, Census 2000, SF-3, Table P37, Sex By Educational Attainment For The Population 25 
Years And Over. NOTE: Current Population Survey Data for 2000, reported in D. Hall and S. Geballe, State of 
Working Connecticut, 2002. (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2002), p. 31 indicate that 34.7% of Connecticut 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 1.6
CT Rank 47th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 0.86 (Maine) 
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Despite these strong individual rankings, however, the “ratio” of these two proportions  -- 
1.13 -- places Connecticut 28 th among all states.  While this is some improvement over the 1.6 
ratio (and 47th place ranking) found when using household level data, it still represents 
significant gender inequality in higher education attainment. 
 

State 

% of  men 
with 4+ 
years of 
college 

State 
Rank 

% of  
women 
with 4+ 
years of 
college 

State 
Rank 

Ratio of 
male 

attainment 
to female 

attainment
State Rank of 

Ratio 
Connecticut 33.5% 3 29.5% 4 1.13 28 

 
Further analysis of data at the individual level shows that helping women to complete college 
may be a key to closing Connecticut’s gender gap in college attainment.  Interestingly, in 
2000, 64.4% of Connecticut women had completed high school and had some post-secondary 
education, compared to 58.8% of Connecticut men.48  This represents a widening of the 
gender gap in favor of women during the 1990s since, in 1989, 54.2% of Connecticut women 
had some post-secondary education, compared to 52% of Connecticut men.   
 
Despite these gender inequities, it is clear that many Connecticut men and women are better 
prepared than their counterparts in most other states to face the challenges posed by today’s 
knowledge-intensive, ever-evolving global world economy, having obtained at least a 
Bachelor’s degree. 
 
D.  Business Capital  
 
Business capital is an important component of both the state’s asset base, and the asset base 
of many of the families in Connecticut.  Nationally, equity in unincorporated businesses 
made up the second largest share (17.7%) of total household wealth in 1998 (second only to 
a family’s equity in its home, on average about 44% of household net worth).49 
 
While it might seem that “business capital” is the largely the domain of big corporations and 
wealthy businessmen, business formation traditionally has been a route into the middle class 
for large numbers of households in the United States, including for immigrant families.50  
Because direct measures of business capital accumulation are not available at the state level, a 
number of proxy measures are used in the CFED report. 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
men have a college degree or more, compared to 33.4% of Connecticut women.  This figures differ from those 
in the text because they are both drawn from sample data (which has some margin of error) but from different 
samples. 
48 D. Hall and S. Geballe, State of Working Connecticut, 2002. (Connecticut Voices for Children, 2002), p. 31. 
49 E. Wolff, 2001. Recent Trends in Wealth Ownership, from 1985 to 1995, in TM Shapiro & E. Wolff  (eds), Assets for 
the Poor: The Benefits of Spreading Asset Ownership (New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation). 
50  Corporation for Enterprise Development, 2002 State Asset Development Report Card (2002), p. 106. 
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1. Small Business Ownership Rate  
 
This measure reports on the percentage 
of the state’s labor force that owns their 
own businesses, and therefore has the 
potential to build wealth through their 
businesses.  Connecticut’s small 
business ownership rate of 12.6% in 
2000 ranks it 20th highest among all states, ahead of neighboring Massachusetts (11.6%) and 
Rhode Island (11.0%), but behind New Hampshire (14.7%), Vermont (16.9%), and Maine 
(17.2%). 
 
 
2. Private Loans to Small Businesses 
  
For small businesses to prosper, they 
need access to credit from financial 
institutions.  Loans to small businesses 
help their owners build their business 
and, through that, their family assets.  
Loans also help the state economy, 
since small businesses employ over half the workforce nationally (on average) and 
commonly lead larger businesses in job creation and innovation.51   
 
CFED’s measure reports on the dollar amount of private business loans under $1 million, 
per worker (as of 1999).  Connecticut’s $621 in small business loans puts it firmly at the 
bottom of states (ahead of only Maine) on this indicator.  Lack of access to capital is a 
critical impediment to pursuing a business of any size.  Without sufficient capital to launch a 
business venture, asset building through that business venture cannot occur.  
 
3. Minority Entrepreneurship Rate 
 
This indicator measures the relative 
prevalence of business ownership 
among minority populations in the 
state.  CFED presents it as a ratio of the 
proportion of minority-owned firms 
among the minority adult population as 
compared to the proportion of the total firms in the total population.  Connecticut has a 
0.10 ratio – meaning that the rate of minority business ownership in the minority community 
is about one-tenth the rate of overall business ownership.  Connecticut ranks in the bottom 
third of states (#36) on this measure of equity.  The significant distance between 
Connecticut’s current rate (0.10) and unity (where the rate of business ownership among 
minority populations is equal to the overall state rate) is considerable.  However, no state 
does particularly well on this measure.  The “best” state – Florida – has minority business 
ownership that is one quarter the rate of overall business ownership.  

                                                 
51 Corporation for Enterprise Development, 2002 State Asset Development Report Card (2002), p. 108. 
 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 12.6% 
CT Rank 20th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 19.9% (Montana) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value $621
CT Rank 49th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State $2,062 (Alaska) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 0.1
CT Rank 36th out 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 0.24 (Florida) 
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4. Women’s Business Ownership Rate 
 
As the number of businesses owned by 
women increases, the likelihood that women 
will be able to build their asset base through 
business capital also increases.  CFED 
measures women’s business ownership as the 
total number of firms owned by women per 
the adult female population (in 1997). 
 
Connecticut has a 4.1% women’s business ownership rate by this measure; that is, for every 
100 Connecticut women about 4 own their own business.  Connecticut’s proportion places it 
16th highest among states.  As is true with a number of the other indicators in CFED’s 
report, there is significant clustering within the United States by region on this indicator.  
Four of the six New England States place among the top ten, with only Rhode Island (at 
29th) faring less well than Connecticut.  The five states with the lowest rates of women’s 
business ownership are all clustered in the Southeast. 
 
5. Business Ownership Value by Race  
 
While mere legal ownership of a business can 
be an asset, what matters ultimately is how 
valuable the business is. CFED uses as a proxy 
for business capital a measure based on the 
average sales and receipts of minority-owned 
business (in 1997).52  With average sales of 
$224,030, Connecticut’s minority businesses 
ranked 11 th in the nation on this measure of business value, behind New Hampshire, but 
ahead of Massachusetts, Vermont, and Rhode Island. 
    
6. Business Ownership Value by Gender   
 
CFED’s measure is a proxy for the value of 
woman-owned businesses.  Connecticut’s 
average sales and receipts of $128,139 per 
female owned business (in 1997) places it 29th 
among all states.53  Interestingly, despite 
Connecticut’s “middle of the pack” ranking, 
only Rhode Island fared better ($134,950) among New England states. 
 
E. Bank Access 
 
The measures in this section demonstrate the extent to which state residents participate 
actively in banking activities.  Access to a wide range of financial products is an important 
determinant of success in family asset accumulation. 
                                                 
52  US Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census of Minority- and Women-Owned Businesses, Connecticut.  Available at 
www.census.gov/epcd/mwb97/ct/CT.html. 
53  Ibid. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 4.1%
CT Rank 16th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 5.5 (Alaska) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value $224,030 
CT Rank 11th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State $1,776,247 (Iowa) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value $128,139
CT Rank 29th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State $193,120 (New Jersey) 
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1. Households with Checking Accounts 
 
CFED’s measure indicates the proportion of 
households in each state that have non-
interest-bearing “transaction” or “checking” 
accounts.  Nearly 32% of Connecticut’s 
households (31.9%) have such accounts, 
placing Connecticut in the bottom third of 
states (with a ranking of 35).  Connecticut’s low ranking on this measure may be explained in 
part by its high ranking on the following measure; interest-bearing checking accounts or 
linked accounts may be more widely used in Connecticut than in other states. 
 
2. Households with Savings Accounts  
 
Traditional savings accounts are perhaps the 
most basic tool for family asset accumulation.  
This indicator measures the percentage of 
households holding interest-bearing checking, 
savings, or money market accounts (as of 
1996).  More than three-quarters (77.3%) of 
Connecticut households hold such accounts, third highest among states.   

 
F. Asset Protection 
 
Families can spend years building their assets, only to have them quickly depleted if a wage-
earner loses a job, or a serious illness requires that much of the family reserves go to pay for 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 31.9% 
CT Rank 35th out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 51.9% (West Virginia) 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 77.3% 
CT Rank 3rd out of 50 
Value of #1 Ranked State 78.8 (Wisconsin) 

Savings Account Rate (1996)
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health care.  Indeed, a study of 1.1 million personal bankruptcies in 1999 showed that more 
than 326,000 were directly caused by illness or injury to a family member, while substantial 
medical bills were a contributing factor in more than 260,000 cases.54 
 
Since unpaid medical bills can pose a significant risk to a family’s assets (particularly low 
income families), the measures in this section assess the extent to which families have 
adequate health insurance coverage.  
 
1. Employer-Provided Health Insurance 
 
Connecticut ranks best in the nation on 
the proportion of its non-elderly 
population that is covered by employer-
based health insurance (as of 2000).  
Nearly 8 in 10 non-elderly residents 
(77.4%) are covered.55   
 
This is great disparity in employer-provided health insurance depending on the size of the 
business.  As of 1999, only about 56% of Connecticut private sector companies with fewer 
than 50 employees offered health insurance to employees, compared to 99.8% of firms with 
50 employees or more. Only half of Connecticut’s private firms with less than 10 employees 
offered health insurance.56 
 
A potential limitation of these measures is that they include all people who are technically 
“covered” by employer-provided health insurance, including those who may choose not to 
participate due to prohibitively expensive premiums or co-pays.  These families risk asset-
depletion if a serious illness occurs. Policies may also exclude or set limits on coverage for 
certain types of care.  In short, the fact that there is employer-provided health insurance 
does not necessarily mean that a particular employee is covered, or that a particular set of 
medical bills will be paid by an insurer. 

                                                 
54  E. Warren, T. Sullivan & M Jacoby, May 2000.  Medical problems and bankruptcy filings. Norton Bankruptcy Law 
Advisor. 
55 These data are from a different source, and were collected differently from the data presented in Hall and 
Geballe, State of Working Connecticut, 2002, and therefore show different levels of coverage.  
56   Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, Center for Cost and Financing Studies, 1999 Medical 
Expenditure Panel Survey- Insurance Component, Table II.A.2. Available at 
www.meps.ahrq.gov/MEPSDATA/ic/1999/Tables_II/TIIA2.pdf.  

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 77.4%
CT Rank 1st out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State Connecticut 
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2. Uninsured Low Income Children 
 
The illness of a child can pose a 
significant threat to a family’s assets, 
particularly for uninsured low income 
families. 
 
Connecticut’s provides health insurance 
coverage at no or low cost for children in lower income families.57  Uninsured children living 
in families with incomes below 185% of the federal poverty level are eligible for HUSKY A 
(Medicaid) at no cost.  Uninsured children with incomes above this are eligible for HUSKY 
A (SCHIP), with the cost dependent on family income.   
 
CFED’s report shows that 19.1% of Connecticut children living in households with incomes 
at or below 200% of the federal poverty level lacked health insurance (for the period 1998-
2000), placing Connecticut in the middle of states (24th best) on this measure.   

A somewhat different presentation 
of the health insurance status of 
Connecticut’s children is presented 
in the accompanying table.  These 
data look at the health insurance 
status of all children, not just those 
living at or below 200% of the 
federal poverty level.  
 
According to the Urban Institute 
and the Kaiser Commission on 
Medicaid and the Uninsured, the 
“uninsured” rate among all 
Connecticut children (6%) is half 
the national average (12%).   Nearly 
8 in 10 Connecticut children (78%) 

are covered by employer-provided plans, 5% by “individual” plans, and 11% by Medicaid. 
The graph below presents the growth in HUSKY enrollment since 2000.  Though the 
growth has been modest, it also has been steady. 
 

                                                 
57 For families under 150% of the federal poverty level, HUSKY A provides coverage at no cost to children, 
parents, and relative caregivers.  Children and pregnant women living in households with incomes between 150 
and 185% of the federal poverty level also are eligible for free health care through HUSKY A.  Uninsured 
children living in families above this income level are eligible for HUSKY B, with required co -pays and 
monthly premiums that increase as family income increases. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 19.1%
CT Rank 24th out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 8.8% (TN) 

Distribution of Children 18 and Under by Insurance 
Status, 1999-2000 

CT CT US US  
# % # % 

  Employer 719,670 78 48,801,180 64 
  Individual 41,920 5 3,111,890 4 

  Medicaid 103,790 11 15,266,090 20 
  Medicare 1,790 0 257,930 0 
  Uninsured 54,340 6 9,168,950 12 

  Total 921,510 100 76,606,050 100 
Sources:  Urban Institute and Kaiser Commission on Medicaid 
and the Uninsured estimates based on pooled March 2000 and 
2001 Current Population Surveys. 
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Statewide HUSKY (A & B) Enrollment:
 January 2000-September 2002
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In 2002, Husky B accounted for approximately 6% of the HUSKY total.

 
 
Source: Children’s Health Council, 2002 
 
3. Uninsured Low Income Parents 
 
Connecticut’s HUSKY program 
provides health insurance to parents 
and relative caregivers only if family 
income is at or below 150% of the 
federal poverty level.   These low-
income parents and relative caregivers 
are eligible for HUSKY A, at no cost.  
 
As a result, the parents and relative caregivers of many children enrolled in HUSKY A and B 
(i.e., all those living in families where income exceeds 150% of the federal poverty level) do 
not themselves have health insurance coverage.  For all families, but particularly for low-
income families, the presence of an uninsured family member significantly increases the risk 
to the family’s assets, since having to pay for health care out-of-pocket can quickly deplete 
family resources.   
 
CFED’s measure of uninsured low-income parents is the number of parents living in 
families with income below 200% of poverty without health insurance in the late 1990s.  By 
this measure, nearly one in three of Connecticut’s low-income parents (30.0%) lack health 
insurance.  Twenty states perform better on this crucial measure than does Connecticut. 

Indicator Summary 
CT Value 30.0%
CT Rank 21st out of 50
Value of #1 Ranked State 11.0% (Vermont) 
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IV.  Conclusion 
 
The Corporation for Enterprise Development’s first-ever national “report card” on family 
assets is an important next step in defining what true economic security is for Connecticut’s 
families, and what Connecticut must do to move toward that goal for all families.  Despite 
Connecticut’s “honorable mention” in this family asset “report card,” the state’s 
performance was uneven (with Connecticut falling in the bottom half of all states on nearly 
half of the quantitative measures), and the state’s minority population in particular fared 
poorly on many measures. 
 
Recognizing that a first-ever report of this kind can rely on measures that need some 
refinement, and that it is difficult for a national report to give town-by-town data for each of 
the states that are ranked, Connecticut Voices for Children created this state-specific report, 
Connecticut Family Assets, which is to have two parts.  This first part, Asset Outcomes 2002, 
focuses on the family asset outcomes, while the second part will focus on family asset policy.  
 
Among the key findings of the CFED and CT Voices’ reports that are of particular concern 
are: a) nearly one in four (22.5%) of Connecticut households are “asset poor;” b) nearly one 
in six (16.1%) of Connecticut households has either zero net worth, or negative net worth 
(household debt greater than all financial assets); c) on many measures of family assets, 
Connecticut’s minority populations fare far less well than their counterparts in other states, 
including on homeownership rates by race (42nd best), on college attainment by race (42nd ), 
and on minority entrepreneurship (36th); d) Connecticut’s racial inequality in family assets is 
about twice its inequality in family income;  e) statewide average measures of assets 
(including homeownership rates, median house values, and educational attainment) mask 
some very significant differences in these key family assets across Connecticut’s 169 towns, 
as well as inequalities by gender and by race 
 
On the other hand, Connecticut ranks best in the nation on reading proficiency among 4th 
graders and employer-provided health insurance.  It also ranks in the top five states on math 
proficiency among 4th graders (3rd), proportion of households with a savings account (3 rd), 
and proportion of household heads that has completed four years of college. 
 
This report, when read together with CT Voices’ State of Working Connecticut 2002, provides a 
more complete analysis of the economic well-being of Connecticut families, and how that 
has changed differentially over the 1990s.  To date, assessment of the financial security of 
Connecticut’s families has focused primarily on family income -- the percentage of families 
with incomes above the poverty level, and trends in median household income.  This report 
shows that family income, while important, is not the only piece of the puzzle.  Family assets 
matter greatly too.  They protect families against economic ruin if family income is 
interrupted, and enable families to move themselves out of poverty -- permanently. As 
highlighted in this report, the 1990s did not lift all family boats equally.  Those with the least 
fell further behind, in assets as well as in income, while those with the most gained in both 
income and assets.  Stronger family asset policy (to be reviewed in more detail in the second 
part of CT Voices’ state-specific report) is essential to narrow this growing divide that 
threatens the health, safety, and continued economic prosperity of our state. 



Town Level Data from Maps 
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Town 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

White 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Black 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Hispanic 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 
White 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Black or 
African 

American 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

Percent of 
Population 
25 years or 
Older with 
Bachelor's 
Degree or 

Higher 

Sources 
Census 2000, 
DP1 Census 2000, SF3, H11, H12 

Census 2000, SF3, HCT42A, B, 
H 

Census 
2000, DP2 

    

Note: These Census data are based on a sample, and are subject to confidentiality protection, 
sampling error and non-sampling error. In particular, zero values for homeownership may reflect the 
absence of householders either from this category, or merely from the sample taken.  Also, where 
samples are very small, dollar values may be suppressed to ensure confidentiality.   

ANDOVER 87% 87% 100% 73% $153,100 $147,500 $162,500 34% 

ANSONIA 56% 60% 23% 39% $140,000 $136,900 $146,900 15% 

ASHFORD 73% 74% 0% 26% $136,400 $0 $0 35% 

AVON 86% 86% 83% 75% $251,300 $192,300 $363,600 62% 

BARKHAMSTED 86% 86% 100% 0% $160,700 $0 $0 36% 

BEACON FALLS 78% 81% 29% 0% $154,100 $162,500 $0 27% 

BERLIN 88% 89% 100% 58% $171,400 $207,500 $216,700 31% 

BETHANY 92% 92% 100% 100% $223,400 $141,700 $238,600 48% 

BETHEL 77% 77% 75% 61% $219,300 $147,800 $226,200 37% 

BETHLEHEM 85% 85% 100% 0% $214,100 $112,500 $0 35% 

BLOOMFIELD 75% 71% 81% 67% $143,400 $126,100 $138,600 31% 

BOLTON 85% 85% 100% 100% $174,400 $187,500 $253,600 37% 

BOZRAH 82% 83% 0% 75% $140,400 $0 $112,500 19% 

BRANFORD 69% 70% 74% 26% $185,600 $159,200 $116,300 39% 

BRIDGEPORT 43% 52% 37% 28% $120,700 $107,600 $108,000 12% 

BRIDGEWATER 90% 90% 100% 100% $279,400 $162,500 $225,000 48% 

BRISTOL 62% 64% 40% 28% $129,900 $112,200 $132,600 16% 

BROOKFIELD 89% 89% 89% 81% $250,300 $211,300 $233,800 44% 

BROOKLYN 74% 74% 0% 100% $125,300 $0 $123,600 20% 

BURLINGTON 95% 95% 47% 81% $199,000 $225,000 $148,200 44% 

CANAAN 80% 82% 67% 0% $164,600 $162,500 $0 33% 

CANTERBURY 86% 86% 0% 0% $129,100 $0 $0 18% 

CANTON 81% 81% 58% 67% $179,800 $141,100 $171,900 43% 

CHAPLIN 79% 79% 0% 76% $118,600 $0 $140,600 20% 

CHESHIRE 87% 87% 43% 65% $211,700 $308,300 $216,100 48% 

CHESTER 74% 76% 32% 57% $183,700 $162,500 $307,100 36% 

CLINTON 80% 81% 59% 44% $167,300 $158,900 $158,100 33% 
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Town 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

White 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Black 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Hispanic 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 
White 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Black or 
African 

American 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

Percent of 
Population 
25 years or 
Older with 
Bachelor's 
Degree or 

Higher 

COLCHESTER 77% 77% 71% 81% $160,900 $164,800 $139,600 32% 

COLEBROOK 86% 87% 0% 56% $170,200 $0 $120,800 34% 

COLUMBIA 92% 92% 0% 44% $159,300 $0 $137,500 36% 

CORNWALL 80% 79% 100% 0% $198,500 $0 $0 47% 

COVENTRY 86% 87% 55% 93% $145,000 $137,500 $275,000 28% 

CROMWELL 76% 76% 64% 71% $144,500 $122,100 $154,200 33% 

DANBURY 58% 63% 42% 20% $189,000 $171,400 $184,600 27% 

DARIEN 88% 89% 0% 83% $718,300 $0 $571,400 70% 

DEEP RIVER 75% 75% 0% 78% $162,200 $0 $183,900 32% 

DERBY 58% 60% 19% 23% $135,800 $89,400 $112,500 18% 

DURHAM 91% 91% 0% 100% $192,100 $0 $112,500 39% 

EAST GRANBY 82% 82% 100% 0% $170,300 $154,200 $0 37% 

EAST HADDAM 84% 85% 100% 100% $165,900 $225,000 $137,500 30% 

EAST HAMPTON 81% 81% 33% 100% $150,000 $168,800 $175,700 30% 

EAST HARTFORD 58% 68% 28% 34% $114,200 $101,700 $108,300 13% 

EAST HAVEN 73% 74% 49% 30% $127,500 $110,300 $115,200 17% 

EAST LYME 79% 79% 70% 30% $164,100 $183,300 $195,300 35% 

EAST WINDSOR 65% 67% 36% 29% $136,100 $117,400 $180,600 20% 

EASTFORD 80% 80% 0% 100% $139,600 $0 $166,700 30% 

EASTON 94% 94% 0% 100% $453,800 $0 $416,700 60% 

ELLINGTON 69% 69% 51% 19% $157,700 $305,000 $162,500 32% 

ENFIELD 76% 77% 41% 45% $124,600 $123,300 $121,800 18% 

ESSEX 79% 80% 47% 0% $235,800 $162,500 $0 52% 

FAIRFIELD 83% 84% 60% 74% $326,400 $264,500 $223,500 52% 

FARMINGTON 75% 76% 63% 75% $193,200 $195,000 $204,200 49% 

FRANKLIN 90% 90% 100% 100% $142,800 $120,800 $137,500 23% 

GLASTONBURY 82% 83% 25% 47% $217,700 $211,100 $166,100 55% 

GOSHEN 88% 89% 100% 100% $210,000 $137,500 $137,500 32% 

GRANBY 89% 89% 100% 100% $176,100 $228,800 $175,000 52% 

GREENWICH 69% 72% 16% 28% $788,900 $700,000 $787,900 59% 

GRISWOLD 71% 71% 62% 100% $122,400 $123,800 $130,900 15% 

GROTON 51% 54% 27% 21% $141,800 $131,900 $138,300 26% 
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Town 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

White 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Black 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Hispanic 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 
White 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Black or 
African 

American 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

Percent of 
Population 
25 years or 
Older with 
Bachelor's 
Degree or 

Higher 

GUILFORD 85% 85% 75% 70% $229,300 $279,200 $213,600 50% 

HADDAM 86% 86% 45% 52% $178,000 $110,700 $153,100 34% 

HAMDEN 67% 71% 56% 49% $143,100 $118,000 $136,300 37% 

HAMPTON 88% 88% 100% 100% $130,300 $65,000 $120,800 31% 

HARTFORD 25% 33% 26% 13% $97,400 $91,200 $92,000 12% 

HARTLAND 92% 92% 100% 0% $162,600 $275,000 $0 29% 

HARWINTON 93% 93% 0% 100% $159,700 $0 $350,000 33% 

HEBRON 89% 89% 0% 0% $168,800 $0 $0 43% 

KENT 73% 73% 100% 100% $188,700 $350,000 $180,400 42% 

KILLINGLY 65% 66% 13% 47% $109,000 $0 $125,000 13% 

KILLINGWORTH 96% 95% 100% 100% $238,100 $123,400 $225,000 49% 

LEBANON 88% 89% 100% 38% $139,500 $112,500 $162,500 26% 

LEDYARD 82% 83% 75% 67% $144,800 $141,500 $164,800 33% 

LISBON 89% 89% 0% 68% $132,900 $0 $176,800 20% 

LITCHFIELD 78% 79% 75% 36% $180,300 $85,000 $275,000 36% 

LYME 86% 86% 0% 0% $289,300 $0 $0 56% 

MADISON 88% 88% 38% 50% $260,400 $162,500 $265,900 57% 

MANCHESTER 56% 61% 26% 29% $125,500 $107,100 $120,500 29% 

MANSFIELD 62% 66% 57% 34% $146,700 $123,600 $143,400 54% 

MARLBOROUGH 90% 90% 100% 100% $180,200 $145,000 $225,000 44% 

MERIDEN 60% 65% 38% 30% $119,800 $98,000 $110,500 16% 

MIDDLEBURY 89% 90% 57% 35% $199,400 $137,500 $875,000 42% 

MIDDLEFIELD 84% 84% 100% 30% $162,200 $350,000 $0 26% 

MIDDLETOWN 51% 55% 36% 23% $143,200 $109,800 $160,500 30% 

MILFORD 77% 78% 62% 62% $168,600 $176,100 $162,500 29% 

MONROE 93% 94% 68% 90% $255,400 $245,800 $219,300 41% 

MONTVILLE 77% 78% 70% 68% $125,200 $119,600 $132,500 18% 

MORRIS 78% 78% 100% 100% $180,800 $350,000 $193,800 25% 

NAUGATUCK 66% 68% 41% 46% $133,300 $114,700 $135,300 19% 

NEW BRITAIN 43% 50% 26% 20% $97,300 $91,200 $94,200 17% 

NEW CANAAN 83% 84% 47% 54% $834,300 $450,000 $1,000,000 72% 

NEW FAIRFIELD 93% 94% 100% 79% $228,400 $625,000 $192,300 41% 
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Town 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

White 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Black 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Hispanic 
Homeownership 

Rate (%) 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 
White 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Black or 
African 

American 

Median 
Value 

Housing 
Unit, 

Hispanic/ 
Latino 

Percent of 
Population 
25 years or 
Older with 
Bachelor's 
Degree or 

Higher 

NEW HARTFORD 86% 86% 0% 0% $177,800 $0 $0 43% 

NEW HAVEN 30% 36% 26% 17% $116,500 $97,100 $89,000 27% 

NEW LONDON 38% 44% 28% 21% $111,100 $97,700 $95,800 20% 

NEW MILFORD 78% 78% 73% 55% $186,100 $178,800 $180,800 31% 

NEWINGTON 81% 82% 55% 57% $144,700 $153,500 $120,800 29% 

NEWTOWN 92% 92% 85% 100% $261,000 $370,800 $237,500 50% 

NORFOLK 74% 73% 100% 100% $166,700 $112,500 $0 37% 

NORTH BRANFORD 84% 84% 100% 69% $178,800 $197,200 $151,400 28% 

NORTH CANAAN 67% 69% 0% 0% $127,700 $0 $0 21% 

NORTH HAVEN 87% 87% 78% 42% $178,800 $183,200 $150,900 32% 

NORTH STONINGTON 89% 89% 0% 87% $151,000 $0 $166,000 29% 

NORWALK 62% 68% 39% 28% $279,300 $202,700 $212,600 34% 

NORWICH 53% 56% 26% 18% $111,800 $83,400 $128,100 19% 

OLD LYME 84% 84% 0% 61% $244,100 $0 $225,000 45% 

OLD SAYBROOK 84% 84% 100% 69% $194,300 $163,000 $234,400 38% 

ORANGE 93% 93% 90% 100% $255,500 $185,400 $211,800 46% 

OXFORD 91% 91% 72% 100% $206,500 $216,700 $187,500 32% 

PLAINFIELD 69% 69% 70% 73% $106,900 $135,900 $126,100 10% 

PLAINVILLE 69% 72% 59% 45% $128,900 $106,400 $152,100 20% 

PLYMOUTH 79% 79% 47% 45% $124,200 $137,500 $125,000 14% 

POMFRET 73% 73% 0% 100% $157,800 $0 $187,500 36% 

PORTLAND 78% 79% 42% 55% $151,900 $163,500 $156,300 32% 

PRESTON 83% 84% 54% 0% $139,300 $275,000 $0 23% 

PROSPECT 93% 92% 100% 100% $181,600 $211,400 $215,000 23% 

PUTNAM 56% 57% 6% 67% $107,900 $225,000 $168,200 17% 

REDDING 90% 90% 100% 100% $393,700 $275,000 $414,300 63% 

RIDGEFIELD 85% 86% 76% 65% $438,900 $407,100 $457,900 66% 

ROCKY HILL 66% 68% 50% 34% $165,700 $151,000 $135,900 37% 

ROXBURY 87% 88% 0% 0% $357,600 $0 $0 47% 

SALEM 86% 86% 100% 65% $180,100 $225,000 $176,400 41% 

SALISBURY 69% 70% 40% 52% $228,600 $225,000 $237,500 45% 

SCOTLAND 87% 87% 100% 100% $133,000 $137,500 $112,500 22% 
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SEYMOUR 71% 72% 100% 49% $157,200 $320,000 $167,900 19% 

SHARON 77% 77% 100% 100% $179,800 $137,500 $187,500 36% 

SHELTON 82% 83% 53% 66% $217,200 $255,000 $219,300 30% 

SHERMAN 91% 92% 56% 83% $260,200 $225,000 $280,000 42% 

SIMSBURY 84% 85% 36% 81% $229,000 $153,100 $197,500 61% 

SOMERS 87% 87% 100% 100% $191,800 $162,500 $187,500 23% 

SOUTH WINDSOR 89% 90% 83% 90% $167,000 $170,400 $163,200 42% 

SOUTHBURY 89% 90% 100% 100% $209,500 $205,600 $185,700 43% 

SOUTHINGTON 81% 82% 52% 63% $165,000 $112,500 $144,300 27% 

SPRAGUE 66% 67% 50% 100% $132,400 $137,500 $137,500 15% 

STAFFORD 75% 75% 23% 69% $128,800 $0 $163,400 17% 

STAMFORD 57% 65% 32% 28% $373,800 $235,500 $257,800 40% 

STERLING 82% 82% 0% 0% $116,600 $0 $0 12% 

STONINGTON 71% 71% 67% 44% $169,000 $115,600 $163,300 35% 

STRATFORD 80% 83% 65% 67% $165,900 $121,900 $144,400 26% 

SUFFIELD 82% 82% 100% 76% $172,900 $173,200 $303,300 35% 

THOMASTON 74% 74% 100% 38% $135,200 $187,500 $85,000 19% 

THOMPSON 80% 80% 100% 100% $119,700 $112,500 $156,300 17% 

TOLLAND 93% 93% 70% 70% $166,100 $166,100 $168,200 43% 

TORRINGTON 65% 66% 40% 33% $117,400 $127,300 $117,400 16% 

TRUMBULL 91% 92% 79% 89% $261,000 $235,100 $315,800 43% 

UNION 84% 85% 0% 0% $141,500 $0 $0 26% 

VERNON 57% 59% 29% 23% $137,300 $122,200 $139,900 27% 

VOLUNTOWN 82% 82% 100% 100% $124,500 $137,500 $98,000 17% 

WALLINGFORD 73% 74% 52% 48% $162,100 $144,800 $141,000 29% 

WARREN 87% 88% 0% 0% $203,100 $0 $0 35% 

WASHINGTON 78% 79% 0% 53% $237,200 $0 $172,500 42% 

WATERBURY 48% 55% 30% 22% $102,300 $96,300 $88,400 14% 

WATERFORD 84% 85% 57% 83% $152,700 $165,600 $147,800 28% 

WATERTOWN 79% 79% 82% 64% $148,400 $117,900 $142,500 25% 

WEST HARTFORD 72% 74% 41% 47% $179,500 $132,400 $127,300 53% 

WEST HAVEN 55% 61% 39% 32% $120,000 $107,600 $114,000 19% 
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WESTBROOK 73% 74% 100% 62% $194,400 $0 $187,500 31% 

WESTON 93% 93% 100% 100% $634,100 $429,400 $664,500 74% 

WESTPORT 86% 86% 54% 71% $629,200 $593,800 $471,400 69% 

WETHERSFIELD 78% 80% 51% 45% $160,100 $134,900 $134,500 33% 

WILLINGTON 65% 68% 100% 36% $141,100 $225,000 $225,000 34% 

WILTON 90% 91% 100% 95% $562,600 $470,000 $460,000 71% 

WINCHESTER 64% 66% 44% 9% $127,400 $85,000 $112,500 17% 

WINDHAM 48% 57% 24% 18% $106,700 $93,800 $99,200 19% 

WINDSOR 80% 82% 76% 73% $147,000 $134,100 $136,700 31% 

WINDSOR LOCKS 76% 78% 43% 22% $121,400 $125,000 $55,000 17% 

WOLCOTT 88% 88% 56% 90% $143,200 $137,500 $145,300 19% 

WOODBRIDGE 89% 91% 60% 100% $319,500 $169,600 $300,000 61% 

WOODBURY 75% 75% 100% 53% $236,600 $88,900 $205,600 42% 

WOODSTOCK 83% 85% 0% 64% $134,600 $0 $112,500 33% 
 


