
Portsmouth, NH —Budget and Staffing Levels 
 

It takes some time and effort to understand the relationship between your property tax bill and city 

spending, more than most citizens are able to devote. Our goal here to lay out the facts as we have 

researched, analyzed and understood them and present them to you, to help inform your vote. 

Your Property Taxes based on tax levy, not overall 

spending 

Plain English: relationship between property taxes and city spending 

🧾 Where Portsmouth’s General Fund Money Comes From (FY26) 

• General Fund (property-tax budget): $149.9M 
 

• Property-tax levy (what your property taxes pay for): about $115 (≈77%) 
 

• Other GF revenues (not paid for by property taxes) come from state aid, local 
fees/licenses, transfers, fund balances. 

🚫 Outside the property-tax levy 

• Water ($14.0M) & Sewer ($24.3M) funds — paid by user rates 
 

• Special Revenue/Grants (Parking, CDBG, Prescott Park, Stormwater, etc.) — 
dedicated revenues/grants 
 

[Sources: FY26 Budget Adoption Memo and NHDRA] 



Scorecard + Documented Analysis 

As of October 18, 2025 — Sources are numbered in brackets [#] and listed in full at the end. 



Condensed Scorecard (quick read) 

Candidate Claim (short) Verdict Why (one‑liner) Sources 

John Tabor FY26 reduces 
headcount by 
~15 FTE 

TRUE City press release: 
FY26 reduces 
total headcount 
by over 15 FTEs; 
work‑session 
slides align. 

[2] 

John Tabor Net +19.28 FTE 
over four years 

MOSTLY TRUE Matches 
proposed‑budget 
deltas; net 
depends on basis. 
ACFR year‑end 
shows larger 
FY23→FY24; 
FY25 +0.32; FY26 
−15. 

[1], [2], [9] 

Andrew 
Bagley 

City currently 
has 855.73 FTE 

OUTDATED 855.7 is FY22 in 
ACFR; FY23 
882.3; FY24 
897.8; after FY26 
cut, current ≈ 
low‑880s, not 
855.7. 

[9], [1], [2] 

Andrew 
Bagley 

About half are in 
the schools 

TRUE ACFR shows 
Education = 
52.6% of full‑time 
positions in FY24. 

[9] 

Peter Whelan Budget up 26% 
over four years 

FALSE (as 
stated) 

All‑funds total 
FY23→FY26 rises 
~13.2%; 
Operating 
~16.2%, not 26%. 

[3], [4], [5], [2] 

Peter Whelan Added 33 new 
hires 

UNPROVEN / 
UNSPECIFIED 

Gross adds 
through FY25 
exceed 33 on both 
ACFR and 
proposed bases; 
figure depends on 
scope not stated. 

[9], [1] 

Peter Whelan 4% 
across‑the‑board 
raise in 2023 

TRUE City slide: FY23 — 
All employees 
received a 4% 
salary adjustment. 

[6] 

Peter Whelan Council/admin 
consolidating 
power away 

UNPROVEN No cited 
ordinance/charter 
change identified 
in public 

[7] 



from elected 
commissions 

materials; needs 
docket/date/vote. 

 

Facts at a glance 

Staffing  

Two expansion years (FY23, FY24), a flat FY25 (+0.32), then a FY26 cut (>15 FTE). The four‑year 

net is positive; its size depends on whether you use proposed deltas (~+20) or ACFR year‑end 

counts (higher through FY24, then reduced in FY26). [1], [2], [9] 

Budget  

The all‑funds budget rose ~13% FY23→FY26 (Operating ~16%), not 26%. [3], [4], [5], [2]  

Wages 

A 4% across‑the‑board adjustment occurred in FY23. [6] 

 

Questions voters can press on (to both critics and supporters) 

• What are you counting — FTE or headcount? The City reports full‑time positions/FTE; decimals 

reflect partials. [9] 

• Which basis — proposed budget or year‑end (ACFR/adopted)? Proposed adds won’t always 

match the year‑end total. [9] 

• What funds are in scope? General Fund (includes schools) vs. also Water, Sewer, Parking, 

Stormwater, and Grants/Special Revenue. [2] 

• Gross adds or net after reductions? FY26 intentionally cuts >15 FTEs; any “adds” claim should 

reconcile to that. [2] 

• If you cite “26%,” show the math and the line. City totals show ~13% over FY23→FY26; Operating 

~16%. [3], [5], [2] 

• On pay: the 4% across‑the‑board in FY23 is real. What’s the long‑term plan to balance pay 

competitiveness with tax impacts? [6] 

Detailed analysis (document‑based) 

What the city’s own records show (quick baseline) 

Citywide staff (full‑time positions / FTE proxy at year‑end): FY22: 855.7; FY23: 882.3 (+26.6); 

FY24: 897.8 (+15.5). These are the 'Total All Functions' counts in the FY24 ACFR statistical table 

“City Government Employees by Function — Full Time Employees.” [9] 



FY25 change: The FY25 public hearing deck shows an overall change of +0.32 FTE citywide 

(General Fund +0.48). That’s essentially flat. [1] 

FY26 change: The FY26 proposed budget reduces headcount by “over 15” FTEs. [2]  

Total budget trend (all appropriated city funds, proposed each year): FY23: $132,424,911 [3]; 

FY24: $137,283,375 [4]; FY25: $144,861,347 [5]; FY26: $149,894,940 [2]. From FY23→FY26 that’s 

+13.2% total (not 26%). Operating alone moves from $106.1M to $123.3M, about +16.2%. [3], [2] 

One pay decision worth noting: a 4% salary adjustment for all employees in FY23, documented in 

the FY24 adoption/public‑hearing slide. [6] 

Scorecards (expanded) 

Councilor John Tabor 

Claim: “The latest budget reduces city headcount by 15 positions.” — Verdict: TRUE (and 

conservative). The FY26 press release states the proposed budget reduces total headcount by over 

15 FTEs; work‑session slides align. [2] 

Claim: “Over the past four years the net gain is 19.28.” — Verdict: MOSTLY TRUE, with basis noted. 

We can directly verify FY25 (+0.32 FTE) [1] and FY26 (>15 FTE reduction) [2]. For FY23 and FY24, 

Tabor appears to use proposed‑budget deltas (a legitimate basis) which won’t match the ACFR 

year‑end counts (FY23→FY24 is +15.5 at year‑end). On a proposed‑basis, the four‑year net is ≈ 

+20.8 FTE; Tabor’s +19.28 is within the range explained by proposed vs adopted/revised 

differences. [1], [2], [9] 

Councilor Andrew Bagley 

Claim: “The city currently has 855.73 FTE employees.” — Verdict: OUTDATED as “current.” 855.7 is 

the FY22 total in the ACFR; the citywide table shows 882.3 (FY23) and 897.8 (FY24). With FY25’s 

+0.32 and FY26’s >15 reduction, today’s figure is roughly in the low‑880s. [9], [1], [2] 

Claim: “About half are in the school system.” — Verdict: TRUE. The ACFR shows Education = 52.6% 

of all full‑time positions in FY24. [9] 

Candidate Peter Whelan 

Claim: “26% budget increases over the past four years.” — Verdict: FALSE for the citywide budget; 

overstated by ~10 points. Using the City’s all‑funds totals: $132.4M (FY23) → $149.9M (FY26) is 

+13.2%. The Operating portion is +16.2%. If a different basis is meant (e.g., only a slice or the tax 

levy), it should be specified; the plain reading of “the budget” does not reach 26% on City sources. 

[3], [4], [5], [2] 

Claim: “Addition of 33 new hires.” — Verdict: UNPROVEN as stated; scope not specified. If you tally 

all functions using official counts through FY25 (ACFR to FY24 + FY25 deck), the gross rise is ≈ 

+42.4. Using proposed‑budget deltas for FY23 and FY24 (+26.5 and +9.06) plus FY25 (+0.32) yields 



≈ +36. A narrower scope (e.g., excluding schools or enterprise/special revenue) could be smaller, 

but the post doesn’t say. [9], [1] 

Claim: “In 2023 … approved a 4% across‑the‑board pay increase for all city employees.” — Verdict: 

TRUE as described by the City. The FY24 adoption slide states: “FY23 — All employees received a 

4% salary adjustment …”. [6] 

Claim: “Council and administration … consolidating power away from our elected commissions.” — 

Verdict: UNPROVEN. No ordinance, charter change, or City notice is cited; the City’s governance 

materials list boards and commissions, but no specific enacted change is identified. This needs a 

concrete example (date, docket item, vote) to verify. [7] 

Where the “33 positions” talking point likely came from 

If you add the increases during the two growth years (FY23, FY24) and the flat year (FY25), 

ignoring the FY26 cut, you get a mid‑30s number (≈ +36 on a proposed‑budget basis; ≈ +42 on the 

ACFR year‑end basis). Critics sometimes round this to “about 33.” That’s a gross‑adds story; it is not 

the net after the FY26 reduction (>15 FTE). Netting in FY26 lands the four‑year picture near +20 

(proposed‑basis) or the mid‑20s (year‑end basis), depending on scope. [9], [1], [2]  

Sources (complete list) 

[1] FY25 Public Hearing — Personnel Summary (+0.32 FTE): 

https://files.portsmouthnh.gov/finance/FY25/FY25.Public.Hearing.Presentation-May13-FINAL.pdf 

[2] FY26 Proposed Budget — Press release (total budget; operating; “reducing headcount by over 

15 FTEs”): https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/city/press-releases/city-manager-presents-fiscal-

year-2026-proposed-budget 

[3] FY24 Budget Work Session (May 22, 2023) — Base totals and trend context: 

https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/sites/default/files/2023-

05/FY24%20budget%20worksession%20May%2022-2023.pdf 

[4] FY24 Proposed Budget — Press release (total $137.28M): 

https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/city/press-releases/portsmouth-nh-city-manager-presents-fy24-

proposed-budget 

[5] FY25 Proposed Budget — Press release (total $144.86M): 

https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/city-manager/press-releases/city-manager-presents-fiscal-year-

2025-proposed-budget 

[6] FY24 Public Hearing & Adoption Slides — “FY23: All employees received a 4% salary 

adjustment”: https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/sites/default/files/2023-06/FY24%20June%205-

2023%20Public%20Hearing%20Adoption%20for%20City%20Council.pdf 

[7] Boards, Committees, and Commissions page (governance reference): 

https://www.portsmouthnh.gov/cityclerk/boards-committees-and-commissions 

[8] WMUR coverage — Budget proposal includes ~15 FTE eliminations (corroboration): 

https://www.wmur.com/article/portsmouth-budget-police-department-cuts-52925/64920425 



[9] Annual Comprehensive Financial Report (ACFR) FY24 — Statistical table “City Government 

Employees by Function — Full Time Employees” (Totals & Education share): 

https://files.portsmouthnh.gov/finance/fy24/ACFR24.pdf 
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