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ANALYSIS of TAX BURDEN SHIFTING from RESIDENTIAL
to COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL, & PERSONAL PROPERTY (CIP)

Town of Foxborough

Value Tax Rate Tax
No Classification
Average Residential 351,583 14.69 5,164.76
Average CIP 640,689 14.69 9,543.04
1.01 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.64 514718
Average CIP 649,689 14.84 9,641.39
1.02 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.59 5,129.60
Average CIP 649,689 14.98 9,732.35
1.03 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,683 14.54 5112.02
Average CIP 649,689 15.13 9,829.80
1.04 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.49 5,004 .44
Average CIP 649,689 15.28 9,927.25
1.05 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.43 5,073.34
Average CIP 649,689 15.42  10,018.21
1.06 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.38 5,055.76
Average CIP 645,689 158.57 10,115.66
1.07 CIP Shift '
Average Residential 351,583 14.33 5,038.19
Average CIP 649,689 1572  10,213.12
1.08 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.28 5,020.61
Average CIP 649,689 15.87 10,310.57
1.10 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 14.18 4 985.45
Average CIP 649,689 16.16  10,498.98
1.15 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 13.92 4,894.04
Average CIP 649,689 16.89 10,973.25
1.20 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 13.67 4.,806.14
Average CIP 649,689 17.63 11,454.02
1.25 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 13.41 471473
Average CIP 649,689 18.36  11,928.30
1.30 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 13.16 4 626.83
Average CIP 649,689 18.10  12,409.07
1.40 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,583 12.65 4 447 53
Average CIP 649,689 2057 13,364.11
1.50 CIP Shift
Average Residential 351,683 12.14 4,268.22
Average CIP ' 649,689 22.04 14,319.15

14

% Change

0.00%
0.00%

-0.34%
1.02%

-0.68%
1.97%

-1.02%
3.00%

-1.36%
4.02%

1.77%
4.97%

-2.11%
5.99%

-2.45%
7.01%

-2.79%
8.03%

-3.47%
10.01%

-5.24%
14.98%

-6.94%
20.01%

-8.71%
24.98%

-10.42%
30.02%

-13.89%
40.03%

-17.36%
50.03%

$ Change

(17.58)
97.45

(35.16)
188.41

(52.74)
285.86

(70.32)
383.32

{91.41)
47427

(108.99)
571.73

(126.57)
669.18

(144.15)
766.63

(179.31)
955.04

(270.72)
1,429.32

{358.61)
1,910.09

(450.03)
2,384.36

(637.92)
2,865.13

(717.23)
3,320.17

(896.54)
4,775.22

Voted Tax Burden
Res Factor % Shift

1.000000 0.00%
0.996528 - 0.35%
0.993056 0.69%
0.989584 1..040./0
0.986112 1.39%
0.982640 1.74%
0.979168 2.08%
0..975696. "2.43%
0.972224 2.78%
0.965281 : 3.47%
0.947921 5.21%
0.930561 6.94%
0.913201 8.68%
0805842 '1'0..42%
0.861122 13.89%
0.826403  17.36%
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It's a dual tax rate for North

BY AMY DeMELIA SUN CHRONICLE STAFF

NORTH ATTLEBCORO - Residential and business properties will
be taxed at different rates for the first time since 2007,
selectmen decided on Monday.

The board voted 3-2 with Selectmen Christopher Sweet and
Paul Belham opposed, to switch to a dual tax rate.

A dual tax rate does not raise any additional revenue for the  North Attleboro town hall
town. It merely shifts a bigger portion of the tax burden onto businesses,

Selectmen can vote for a shift of up to 50 percent, but settled for a 3 percent shift, meaning the residential
tax rate will be about $12.24 while the commercial tax rate will be around $12.71 for every thousand dollars
of a property's value. Those rates could change by a few pennies as the figures are finalized.

At that rate, a residential property owner with an assessed value of $325,000 would pay a tax bill of $3,978.
Assuming that property had the same value last year, the homeowner would have paid a tax bill of $3,809.

Contrary to popular notions, a property owner's tax bill can increase more than 2.5 percent.

The tax-limiting law Propaosition 2 1/2 says the town can only increase the overall revenue it collects from

property taxes by 2.5 percent each year, plus any additional money generated from the construction of new
buildings.

When property values decrease, the tax rate increases so the town can still collect all of that revenue.
Assessor John Bellissimo said residential values remained mostly flat, while commercial values declined by
about 8 percent. As a result, the tax bills for residential properties would mostly increase, while tax bills for
businesses would mostly decrease under a single tax rate.

Emerald Square mail, the town's largest taxpayer, saw a $26 million drop in its value, and is now assessed
at $148 million. As a result, its annual tax bill will drop from $2 million to $1.8 million under the new

commercial tax rate.

Looking over the impact of the tax rate, Selectwoman Joan Marchitto argued for a dual tax rate with a 5
percent shift,

"It makes it even; everyone takes a little hit here," she said.

Belham, who leases property in the industrial park for his business, disagreed, arguing it was unfair to tax
businesses more because their property values dropped by thousands of dollars.

"A single rate draws business,” he said. "In the three years we had a dual rate, six businesses left the
industrial park. Call it a coincidence if you want, but we have a single rate now and the industrial park is full,

http://www.thesunchronicle.com/articles/2011/11/22/news/1053253 1.prt 11/23/2011
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with the exception of two small buildings,” he said.

Selectmen Chairman John Rhyno said residents are having difficulty making ends meet and can ill afford the
higher tax bills.

"Heating costs are going up and there's no more water in the well. They have to choose between food, heat
and medicine," he said.

Sweet said the proposed single tax rate of $12.34 would be below the statewide average of $12.55.

"As much as it pains me to have an increase in my tax rate - my property tax bill is going to go up 5.3
percent - the single tax rate has helped attract businesses to this town,” he said.

Selectman Michael Thompson initially said he would vote for a single tax rate, but was swayed by the
discussion to change his vote.

"A 3 percent shiff evens everything out," he said.

http://www.thesunchronicle.com/articles/2011/11/22/news/10532531.prt 11/23/2011
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The Tax Levy

by Debhie Wagner and Terry Williams

The tax levy is tha revenue a community
raises ihrough real and personal prop-
erty taxes, Property taxes are levied
against all non-exempt real and per-
sonal property, which is classified info
residential, open space, commercial,
industriat or personal property classes.
The tax rate is expressedt as dollars per
thousard doliars of the property valua-
tion. These iax rates apply singly ta ali
property classes in a municipality or are
“aplit” bbetween residential/open space
and commercial/industrial/personal
property.

The property tax levy is the largest
source of revanue for most communi-
ties. Other ravenue scurces are stafe
aid, local receipts, and other available
furds, such as free cash and stabiliza-
tion funds. White the levy is the largest
source of revenue for cities and towns,
there are vast differences in the levetl of
contribution to the total budget of com-
munities in Massachusetts. Statewide
in FYO3, the levy was responsibie for
an average of 50.8 percent of munici-
pal revenue, but varied from almost 84
parcent in Alford and Daover to only 15
percent in Lawrence. This is because
formulas for the distribution of state aid
generally are weighted to give greater
assistance to communities with lower
property wealth and incomes.

The Effects of Proposition 2'2
Proposition 2% is a law that places two
constraints on the amount of the tax levy
that can be raised by a city or town and
how much the levy can be increased
from year to year. These conslraints are
called the fevy ceiling and the levy limit.
The levy celling is determined by muiti-
plying the total full and fair cash value
of all taxable real and personal property
in a community by 2.5 parcent. The levy
ceiling may change annually as prop-
arty is added or celeted from the tax
ralls and due to adiustments for market
value fluctuations. Secondiy, and mare
impartantly, is the levy timit, which is the
maximum amount that a community
can raise through taxation in any given
year. The levy limit must be below, or at
most equal to, the levy cailing.

The foffowing is the levy limit calcula-
tion: Prior Year’s Levy Limit x 1.025 +
New Growth = Current Year Levy Limit

The levy limit is increased from year to
year as long as it remains below that
year's levy ceiling. Each year, a cormmu-
nity’s levy limit automaticatly increases
by 2.5 percent over the previous years
levy limit. New growth is defined as a
calcutation of the net increase in munic-
ipal property values because of new
construction/subdivision or refurn of ex-
empt property to the fax roles. A com-
munity is not obligated to tax to the
limit annuaily. The difference batween

FY2003 Quarterly vs. Semi-Annual Tax Billing

MNumber of FY2003

communilies fax fevy
Quarterty communities with split tax rate 79 $4,700,127,419
Quarterly commuriities with single tax rate 143 $2,311,144,744
Total quarterly communifies 222 $7.011,272,133
Semi-annual communities with spiit tax rate 21 $ 489,075,192
Semi-annual communities with single tax rate 108 § 083,673,788
Tota? Semi-annual communities 129 $1,482,748,980
Total communities 351 $8,494,021,113

Table 1

the actual tax levy and the levy [imit is
called excess capacity.

Proposition 2% does, however, allow a
community fo increase its levy limit
through the passage of an override
and exceead its levy limit, or levy celing,
through passage of a debt or capital
autlay expenditure exclusion.

Prior to the passage of Proposition 272,
thare was no limitation on the amount of
taxes that could be levied by a commu-
nity. Municipal budgets were, therefore,
expenditure driven. The fimitations im-
posed by Proposition 24 have caused
municipal budgeting to be a revenue
driven process. This is ilustrated below.

Tax Levy Trends

Prior to Proposition 2V4:

Total Municipal Budget — State Aid
- Other Available Sources — Local
Receipts = Tax Levy

After Proposition 2%: Tax Levy +
State Aid + Qther Available Sources
+ Local Receipts = Total Municipal
Budget

In Massachusetts, over the past 10
years, the total tax levy has increased
61.8 percent as illustrated by the top
fine of Figure 7. Taxes on residential/
open space properly incraased 69.5
percent in the 10-year period from
1993 to 2003 while commercial, indus-
trial and personal property saw an in-
crease of 46.7 percent. The percent-
age of taxes derived from the various
classes of property has shifted during
this period, becoming more refignt on
residential and open space property
classes. The residential sector com-
prised 66.73 percent of the total tax
levy in 1923, while taxes in comrmercial,
industrial and personal property classes
made up 33.27 percent.

camtinued on page six
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Figure 1

Today the residential/open space por-
tion provides 68.84 percent and the re-
maining classes have fallen to 3G.16
percent of the fotal tax levy. This shift is
oceurting for two reasons. Residertial
parcel counts have increased about 5
percent over the past 10 years while
commercial/industrial property counts
have remalned constant. At the same
time, residential valuations have in-
creased at a faster rate than rates in the
commercial, industrial, and personal
property sectors.

Quarterly Tax Billing

Another aspect of the tax levy is the
abllity of a community to adopt quar-
terly tax billing {M.G.L. Ch. 5% Sec.
57C) in place of semi-annual billing.
Since 1990, 222 (or 63 percent) of the
351 communities in the state have ac-
cepled this provision. Those municipal-
ities had a combined levy in FYJ3 of
$7.011,272,133 {or 82.5 percent) of the
total $8,494,021,113 property tax levy.

This can be an attractive option for
many cities and towns because it re-
sults in a more even cash flow, and con-
sequently reduces the need to borrow
in anticipation of tax receipts. Communi-
ties taking advantage of this option
tend o be larger ones, which accounts
for the fact that they levy a greater per-
centage of the total.

“Shifting” tie Tax Burden

Larger communities, or those with an
appreciable percentage of commercial
and industrial property, often take ad-
vantage of the annual option to shift a
farger portion of the levy to that seg-
ment, This gives the residential owner
a lower bill than if the tex rate was &s-
sessad equally to ail classes. A review of
the FY03 tax levy shows that 28.5 per-
cent of communities have shifted the tax
burden or “split” the tax rate as shown
in Table 1. Those cities and fowns make
up over $4.7 billion or 55 percent of the
$8.5 billion statewide property tex levy.

Table 2 compares tax levy information
for FY02 and FY03 in each commanity.
Statewide the total tax levy increased
by nearly one-half billion doltars or 8.12
percent over FY02, Four of the commu-
nities added to their tax levy more than
25 percent (Monrce, Dunstable, Peter-
sham, and Aquinnah). Another 48 ap-
proved increases of between 10 and 20
percent. Large increases such as these
tend to cceur in comenunities that have
levied property taxes befow the levy
limit and then in the subsequent year,
assessed additional taxes to the limit
without the necessity of a ballot vote,
On the other hand, some of these larger
increases could have resulted from
successiut override or debt/capital out-
lay expenditure exclusicn votes. |
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Fiscal 2011 Average Single-Family Tax Bills and Assessed Values
Amy Handfield and Terry Williams, Bureau of Accounts and James Paquette, Bureau of Local Assessment

This article reviews fiscal year 2011 (FY11) single-family tax bills and property values across the Commonwealth.
The average tax bill increased 3.35 percent white the average assessment declined 3.23 percent.

As in previous years, this article ranks communities statewide. It also highlights trends and discusses their impact
on single-family tax bills. The analyses are based on FY11 data reported to the Department of Revenue s Division
of Local Setvices (DL.S) by local assessors.

The data demonstrates little change across the Commonwealth since previous analysis in August of 2010. While
home values have not plummeted, average home values are continuing a steady decline while property taxes
continue to rise ih accordance with Proposition 2 % .

Average single-family tax bills are calculated by summing the assessed value of all of the single-family parcels of
each community. This total is divided by the number of parcels and results in the average single-family property
value. This average value is divided by one thousand (as tax rates are expressed as per $1,000 of assessed
property value) and then multiplied by the community(ls residential tax rate.

The 13 cities and towns that have adopted a residential exemption are excluded from this analysis because they
do not submit sufficiently detailed data to DLS to determine their average tax bills. Therefore, our analysis covers
the remaining 338 communities.

In 2011 the average tax bill increased by $147 or 3.35 percent, to $4,537, a slight increase from 2010. The below
chart shows the steady upward trend of average tax bills since FY99:

http://webmail town.foxborough.ma.us/desknow/mail.do?IDFolder=630886453& Action=Viewltem&Vs... 11/21/2011
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A community s tax rate is often foremost in the average taxpayerCs mind when comparing tax burdens amongst
neighboring towns, yet it comprises only half of the formula when computing an average tax bill. While this average
tax bill is the more important number on which to focus, tax rate trends are reflective of movements in both values
and tax levies and their movements can be instructive. The average single-family fax rate steadily decreased from
a high of $14.73 per $1,000 in 1999 to a low of $9.74 per $1,000 in 2007. The direction changed in 2008 when it
increased to $10.00 per $1,000. It has continued to move up annually to the current $12.55 per $1,000 primarily
due to decreasing valuations.

The valuation of property represents the other half of the tax rate formula. The statewide average values of single-
family homes steadily increased each year from 1994 to 2007. In 2008, those values began to drop and the
average value decreased 0.73 percent in 2008 to $3403,705 from $406,673 in 2007. (The $406,673 had been a 5.5
percent increase in value from $385,502 in 2006.) The downward trend has continued; the average value in 2011
was $361,629, 3.23 percent lower than the 2010 average value of $373,702. Overall the average home value has
sunk $45,044 or 11.1 percent since 2007.

Over the past year, 266 of the 338 communities reviewed (78 percent) dropped in average value. Boylston /s
decrease was the highest at 14.17 percent. The remaining 72 communities had increased home values, but only
nine of those gained more than two percent in value. Those nine cornmunities are Middleton, Reading, Sherborn,
Lanesborough, Hancock, Rowe, Plainfield, Peru and Mount Washington.

This table details the average assessed value, and tax bill of single-family homes for fiscal years 2010 and 2011,
the 2011 tax rate, ranks the 338 communities from high to low for the 2011 average tax bill and shows the
percentage change in assessed value and tax bills.

The six communities with the highest average tax bills in FY 10 retained their rankings in FY11. Each of these six
has average bills that exceed $10,000. Those included are: Weston ($15,535), Sherborn ($13,119), Lincoln
($12,378), Dover ($12,074), Carlisle {$11,650), and Wayland ($11,471). The six communities with the lowest
average tax bills also remained the same: Hancock ($757), Rowe ($1,108), Monroe ($1,112), Florida ($1,2486),
Erving ($1,348) and Tolland ($1,713).

During the past four years statewide average bills have moved up annually at a rate of three to four percent. This is
reflective of the statutory 2 % percent increase plus a factor for new growth. However, communities can have
increases greater than this by passage of overrides, new debt exclusions or use of existing excess capacity. In
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FY2011, six communities experienced increases in their average tax bills that were greater than ten percent,
ranging from Clarksburg with a 10.37 percent increase to Berkley with a 19.4 percent increase. BerkleyCs increase
was due in part to a general Proposition 2 % override and a stabilization fund override. The other four communities
are Bedford (11.03 percent), Bridgewater (12.15 percent), Tolland (13.52 percent) and Orange (14.93 percent).
Bridgewater and Orange also had general Proposition 2 V2 overrides while Tolland added a large debt exclusion.

Similar to past results, communities on the Cape and Islands tend to have high assessed values but lower tax bills
due to the large number of seasonal properties. Seasonal residents often demand fewer municipal services. Again,
Chilmark has the highest single-family home value in the state ($1,848,833) and has the second lowest tax rate of
$2.13 per thousand. Aquinnah has the third highest value ($1,256,205) and has the fifth lowest tax rate of $3.86
per thousand. Edgartown has the fourth highest value ($1,103,328) and fourth lowest tax rate of $3.40 per
thousand.

This year[:s analysis shows that only four of the nine communities with value increases over two percent

completed a triennial recertification in 2011. Annual interim adjustments soften abrupt changes in value every third
year during scheduled certification and became a BLA requirement for all communities beginning in FY10.

2011 Single Family Tax Bill

Lt ngeharit
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xecutive Office for Administration
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overnment service delivery, efficiency, guality,

DLS is pleased
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and cost savings.

In the FY2012 budget, Governcr Patrick
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f a competitive grant pregram to encourage
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savings for municipalities.

‘Informational meetings have been held in Ashland and Plymouth. Two more are scheduled for the following
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2010 2011 Pct. Single  Single Pct. 2011
Average Average Change Family Family Change Hi-Lo 2011

Municipality Value Value Value Tax Bilf Tax Bill Bill Rank Tax Rate
ABINGTON 312,264 298,094 -4.54% 4,328 4,513 4.27% 112 15.14
ACTON 512,103 500492 -2.27% 8,767 9,049 3.22% 16 18.08
ACUSHNET 300,340 281,912 -6.14% 3,145 3,217 2.29% 240 11.41
ADAMS 141,746 142377 0.45% 2173 2,278 4.83% 320 16.00
AGAWAM 226,851 217672 -4.05% 2,935 3,047 3.82% 258 14.00
ALFORD 852,651 662,523 1.53% 2,936 2,849  -2.96% 281 4.30
AMESBURY 319,201 310,557 -2.71% 5672 5,733 1.08% 60 18.48
AMHERST 334,327 334,568 0.07% 5,867 6,089 7.45% 51 18.20
ANDOVER 548,860 529775  -3.48% 7,239 7,480 3.33% 31 14.12
ARLINGTON 477,218 479,345 0.45% 5779 5,949 2.94% 55 12.41
ASHBURNHAM 228,072 218,512 -419% 3,683 3,747 1.74% 175 17.15
ASHBY 242,536 227.0M -6.37% 3,308 3,384 2.30% 223 14.90
ASHFIELD 238,932 240,308 0.58% 3,235 3,350 3.55% 229 13.94
ASHLAND 373,619 364,552 -243% 5,642 5,800 2.80% 59 15.91
ATHOL 154,121 148611  -3.58% 2,050 2,101 2.49% 327 14.14
ATTLEBORO 281,562 265167 -5.82% 3,153 3,235 2.60% 238 12.20
AUBURN 225198 222492 1.20% 3,229 3,422 5.98% 218 15.38
AVON 284,629 268134 -5.80% 3,097 3,290 6.23% 236 12.27
AYER 2759684 272354 -1.31% 3,171 3,293 3.85% 234 12.09
BARNSTABLE*
BARRE 215,674 205589 -4.63% 2,662 2,782 4.51% 291 13.53
BECKET 255277 247200 -3.16% 2,029 2,180 7.44% 324 8.82
BEDFORD 506,620 513,497 1.36% 6,627 7,358  11.03% 35 14.33
BELCHERTOWN 256,549 251,488 -1.97% 3,812 3,936 3.25% 162 15.65
BELLINGHAM 275984 264943 -4.00% 3,301 3,473 5.21% 206 13.11
BELMONT 757,904 730,849 -357% 9,216 9,676 4.99% 12 13.24
BERKLEY 353,869 335389 -522% 3,003 3,693 19.40% 179 11.01
BERLIN 383,436 385,321 0.49% 5,127 5,352 4.39% 74 13.89
BERNARDSTON 215,080 215,998 0.43% 3,327 - 3419 277% 220 15.83
BEVERLY 430,457 421282 -2.14% 5,006 5,228 4.43% 79 12.41
BILLERICA 325397 315186  -3.14% 4,077 4,246 4.15% 134 13.47
BLACKSTONE 266,938 254,561 -4.64% 3,750 3,948 5.28% 158 15.51
BLANDFORD 223,957 221,737  -0.99% 2,826 2,945 4.21% 266 13.28
BOLTON 485135 455777 -6.05% 8,543 8,851 3.61% 17 19.42
BOSTON* _
BOURNE 446624 422510 -540% 3,368 3,469 3.00% 207 8.21
BOXBOROUGH 506,349 507,184 0.16% 8,370 8,815 5.32% 18 17.38
BOXFORD 818,372 573,875 -7.20% 7,849 7,868 2.86% 28 13.71
BOYLSTON 389,418 334,225 -1417% 4,992 5,234 4.85% 78 15.66
BRAINTREE 365,241 352,009 -3.62% 3,632 3,590 1.64% 191 10.20
BREWSTER 500,612 458,251 -8.46% 3,104 3,180 2.45% 245 8.94
BRIDGEWATER 327645 313691 -4.26% 4,033 4523 12.15% 110 14.42
BRIMFIELD 262,139 236,521 -977% 3,127 3,278 4.83% 237 13.86
BROCKTON 197,037 193,187 -1.85% 2,713 2,954 8.88% 265 15.29
BROOKFIELD 236,930 237,394 0.20% 3,383 3,445 1.83% 214 14.51
BROOKLINE*
BUCKLAND 218,605 218,061 -025% 3,012 3,077 2.16% 254 14.11
BURLINGTON 383,265 374,382 -2.32% 4,178 4,305 3.04% 130 11.50
CAMBRIDGE*
CANTON 462,419 462,699 0.06% 5,008 5,344 6.71% 75 11.55
CARLISLE 771,254 722,226 -6.36% 11,276 11,650 3.32% 5 16.13
CARVER 282,701 268,699 -566% 3,814 3,942 3.36% 159 14.78

CHARLEMONT 199,973 196,183  -1.90% 3,158 3,139 -0.60% 247 16.00



Municipality
CHARLTON
CHATHAM
CHELMSFORD
CHELSEA*
CHESHIRE
CHESTER
CHESTERFIELD
CHICOPEE
CHILMARK
CLARKSBURG
CLINTCN
COHASSET
COLRAIN
CONCORD
CONWAY
CUMMINGTON
DALTON
DANVERS
DARTMOUTH
DEDHAM
DEERFIELD
DENNIS
DIGHTON
DOUGLAS
DOVER
DRACUT
DUDLEY
DUNSTABLE
DUXBURY

EAST BRIDGEWATER
EAST BROOKFIELD
EAST LONGMEADOW

EASTHAM
EASTHAMPTON
EASTON
EDGARTOWN
EGREMONT
ERVING
ESSEX
EVERETT*
FAIRHAVEN
FALL RIVER
FALMOUTH
FITCHBURG
FLORIDA
FOXBOROUGH
FRAMINGHAM
FRANKLIN
FREETOWN
GARDNER
AQUINNAH
GEORGETOWN
GILL
GLOUCESTER

2010 2011 Pct.
Average Average Change
Value Value Value
276,208 253628 -B17%
861,926 793,290 -7.96%
347659 324573 £.64%
209,708 209,477 -0.11%
176,269 161,595 -8.32%
223423 213419  -4.48%
182,708 179,498 -1.76%
1,841,890 1,848,833 0.38%
170,002 170,597 0.35%
232,076 219,816 -528%
858,006 853,994 -0.47%
186,348 187,253 0.49%
835,687 839,569 0.46%
300,932 300,525 -0.14%
223,110 223,138 0.01%
213,020 201,953 -5.20%
374,517 349879 -8.58%
377,859 380295 -4.65%
385,198 381,657 -0.95%
283,854 278,588 -1.86%
423,534 407,314 -3.83%
312,068 299,334 -4.08%
283,419 259,008 -8.61%
1,071,801 1,031,867 -3.72%
284,026 271,782 -4.31%
226,508 214,732 -5.20%
416,275 408,249  -1.93%
611,353 584,588 -4.38%
329,440 318,331 -3.37%
242309 2254973 -B8.74%
260,660 258,379 -0.88%
486,521 462,912 -4.85%
229151 228893 -0.20%
304,048 375459 -4.83%
1,148,642 1,103,328 -3.94%
435307 403,780 -7.24%
186,613 186,154  -0.25%
545,337 515462  -5.48%
284772 271169 -4.78%
236,579 226655 -4.19%
492 809 490714 -0.43%
186,056 174,093 -6.43%
159,507 154242  -3.30%
392,930 385,903 -1.79%
342,887 324214  -545%
368,736 361,111 ~2.07%
312,786 288,771 -7.68%
180,050 174183 -3.27%
1,248,895 1,256,205 0.59%
412,477 378843 -8.15%
210,389 210,627 0.11%
475,858 466,043 -2.06%

2010
Single
Family

Tax Bili
2,828
3,293
5,267

1,957
2,051
3,409
2,490
3,739
1,717
3,098
9,627
2,786

10,939
3,948
2,659
3,366
4,577
2,966
5,227
3,367
2,232
3,589
3,336

11,704
3,354
2,168
5,740
7,220
4,078
2,954
4,530
2,681
2,844
5,328
3,549
3,021
1,308
6,686

2,632
2,138
3,326
2,687
1,276
4,633
4,979
4,436
3,222
2,676
4,733
4,364
2,884
4,992

2011
Single
Family

Tax Bill
2,934
3,395
5,427

1,680
3,012
3,447
2,631
3,938
1,895
3,106
9,898
2,790
11,074
3,901
2,778
3,510
4,688
3,041
5,483
3,432
2,277
3,625
3,447
12,074
3,449
2,268
5,969
7,366
4,205
3,130
4,566
2,736
2,902
5,448
3,751
2,879
1,348
7,021

2,592
2,319
3,533
2,820
1,246
4,994
5,197
4,676
3,292
2,729
4,849
4,421
2,928
5271

Pct.
Change
Biil
3.75%
3.10%
3.04%

1.18%
2.07%
1.11%
5,66%
5.32%
10.37%
0.26%
2.81%
0.14%
1.23%
-1.19%
4.48%
4.28%
2.43%
2.63%
4.90%
1.93%
2.02%
1.00%
3.33%
3.16%
2.83%
4.61%
3.99%
2.02%
3.11%
5.96%
0.79%
2.05%
2.04%
2.25%
5.69%
-4.70%
3.06%
5.01%

2.37%
8.42%
6.22%
4.95%
-2.35%
7.79%
4.38%
5.41%
2.17%
1.98%
2.45%
1.31%
1.53%
5.59%

2011
Hi-Lo
Rank
268
222
70

328
261
21
304
161
332
251
1
290
8
165
292
200
103
259
66
217
321
189
212
4
210
323
54
34
139
249
108
299
274
68
174
276
334
40

309
318
196
285
335

89

82
106
235
300

96
120
269

77

2011
Tax Rate
11.57
4,28
16.72

9.45
18.64
16.15
14.66

2.13
11.11
14.13
11.59
14.90
13.19
12.98
12.45
17.38
13.40

8.44
14.37
12.32

5.59
12.11
13.31
11.70
12.69
10.56
14.62
12.60
13.21
13.85
17.67

591
12.69
14.51

340

7.13

7.24
13.62

9.56
10.23

7.20
16.20

8.08
12.94
16.03
12.95
11.40
156.67

3.86
11.67
13.90
11.31



Municipality
GOSHEN
GOSNOLD
GRAFTON
GRANBY
GRANVILLE

GREAT BARRINGTON

GREENFIELD
GROTON
GROVELAND
HADLEY
HALIFAX
HAMILTON
HAMPDEN
HANCOCK
HANOVER
HANSON
HARDWICK
HARVARD
HARWICH
HATFIELD
HAVERHILL
HAWLEY
HEATH
HINGHAM
HINSDALE
HOLBROOK
HOLDEN
HOLLAND
HOLLISTON
HOLYOKE
HCPEDALE
HOPKINTON
HUBBARDSTON
HUDSON
HULL
HUNTINGTON
[PSWICH
KINGSTON
LAKEVILLE
LANCASTER
LANESBOROUGH
LAWRENCE
LEE
LEICESTER
LENOX
LEOMINSTER
LEVERETT
LEXINGTON
LEYDEN
LINCOLN
LITTLETON
LONGMEADOW
LOWELL
LUDLOW

2010 2011
2010 2011 Pct. Single  Singie
Average Average Change Family  Family
Value Value Value Tax Bill TaxBill
194,294 195,569 0.86% 2,782 2,861
1,116,434 1,079,265 -3.33% 2,021 2,115
344,408 329,497 -4.33% 4,281 4,491
232,096 233,149 0.45% 3,368 3,493
277,602 269519 -2.88% 3,108 3,207
408,276 387,756  -4.56% 4,680 4,715
190,928 185,305 -2.85% 3,376 3,361
403,710 396,318 -1.83% 6,371 6,492
362,032 355,526  -1.80% 4,319 4,462
306,965 312,992 1.96% 2,861 3,105
321,408 286,353 -10.91% 4,497 4,518
492915 474991 -3.64% 8,030 8,165
273,753 273,756 0.00% 4,336 4,282
236,890 243477 2.78% 824 757
428538 416145 2.89% 5,747 5,901
324,316 325,547 0.38% 3,885 3,939
236,660 214563 -9.34% 2,817 2,661
595,195 561415 -568% 8,529 8,685
477,993 448342 8.20% 3,360 3,452
291,797 297,128 1.83% 3,172 3,221
272,260 261,853 -3.82% 3,474 3,648
212,233 213433 0.57% 3,108 3,127
198,307 187,470 -5.46% 3,367 3,530
659,994 651,950 -1.22% 7,108 7,224
224301 225275 0.43% 2,496 2,573
257,603 241,758 -6.15% 4,070 4,197
277,156 270,782  -2.30% 4,102 4,238
210,896 195444  -7.37% 2,787 2,850
394,464 376,486 -4.56% 6,434 6,754
184,495 184,739 0.13% 2,764 2,815
326,085 302314 -7.29% 4,409 4,350
487,768 472457  -3.14% 7,687 7,904
261,104 244828 -8.23% 2,791 2,774
314,755 297,303  -5.54% 4,098 4210
390,280 371,230 -4.88% 4,477 4,585
200,847 200,577 -0.13% 2,830 2,840
456,271 446416  -2.16% 5,265 5,357
359,435 342428 -4.73% 4,887 5,017
324,041 306,535 -540% 3,312 3,433
309,536 298,986 -3.41% 4,974 5,122
213,094 218,463 2.52% 3,473 3,635
188,862 178,249  -5.62% 2,374 2,397
252,971 254,689 0.68% 3,190 3,326
232,377 225518 -2.95% 2,726 2,805
410,607 400285 -2.52% 4,073 4,199
238,471 225632 -5.38% 3,296 3,477
319,344 321,418 0.85% 5,048 5,207
691,470 698,677 0.75% 9,584 10,032
227,708 222877 -221% 3,780 3,659
1,018,661 1,000638 -1.77% 11,684 12,378
370,111 368,977 -0.31% 5,415 5,656
349,758 351,150 0.40% 6,394 6,584
231,515 224616  -2.98% 3,072 3,205
218,477 215448  -1.39% 3,238 3,383

Pct.

Change

Bill
2.84%
4.65%
4.91%
3.71%
3.19%
0.75%
-0.44%
1.90%
3.31%
8.53%
0.42%
1.68%
-1.25%
-8.13%
2.68%
1.39%
1.68%
1.83%
2.74%
1.54%
5.01%
0.58%
4.84%
1.63%
3.08%
3.12%
3.32%
2.26%
4.97%
5.46%
-1.34%
2.82%
-0.61%
2.73%
2.41%
3.89%
1.75%
3.08%
3.65%
2.98%
4.66%
0.97%
4.26%
2.90%
3.09%
5.49%
3.19%
4.67%
3.20%
5.94%
4.45%
2.97%
4.33%
4.48%

2011
Hi-Lo
Rank
278
326
114
201
241
102
227
46
117
252
111
23
131
338
57
160
301
19
209
239
184
250
197
37
312
142
136
280
41
273
126
26
293
138
108
267
72
88
216
85
186
316
231
287
141
204
81
10
183
3
61
44
242
224

2011

Tax Rate
14.63
1.96
13.63
14.98
11.90
12.16
18.14
16.38
12.55
9.92
15.77
17.18
15.64
3.1
14.18
12.10
12.40
15.47
7.70
10.84
13.93
14.65
18.83
11.08
11.42
17.36
15.65
14.58
17.94
15.78
14.39
16.73
11.33
14.18
12.35
14.66
12.00
14 65
11.20
17.13
16.64
13.45
13.086
12.44
10.49
15.41
16.20
14.40
16.43
12.37
15.33
18.75
14.27
15.70



Municipality
LUNENBURG
LYNN
LYNNFIELD
MALDEN*
MANCHESTER
MANSFIELD
MARBLEHEAD
MARION
MARLBOROUGH*
MARSHFIELD
MASHPEE
MATTAPQISETT
MAYNARD
MEDFIELD
MEDFORD
MEDWAY
MELROSE
MENDON
MERRIMAC
METHUEN
MIDDLEBORQUGH
MIDDLEFIELD
MIDDLETON
MILFORD
MILLBURY
MILLIS
MILLVILLE
MILTON
MONROE
MONSON
MONTAGUE
MONTEREY
MONTGOMERY
MOUNT WASHINGTON
NAHANT
NANTUCKET*
NATICK
NEEDHAM
NEW ASHFORD
NEW BEDFCRD
NEW BRAINTREE
NEW MARLBORQUGH
NEW SALEM
NEWBURY
NEWBURYPORT
NEWTON
NORFOLK
NORTH ADAMS
NORTH ANDOVER
NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH
NORTH BROOKFIELD
NORTH READING
NORTHAMPTON
NORTHBOROUGH

2010 2011 Pct.
Average Average Change
Value Value Value
281,062 251,469 -10.53%
223153 223,882 0.33%
538,718 527,219  -2.13%
1,112,485 1,042,435 -6.30%
374,519 361,694  -3.42%
685,562 653474  -4.68%
606,290 569,873 -B5.01%
307,047
392,400 383,681 ~2.22%
467,482 448639 -4.03%
478,815 451,345  -574%
320,390 315,237 -181%
578,363 564,396 -2.41%
358,006 346,547  -3.20%
362,246 350,395 -327%
395,233 397,704 0.63%
371,748 356,395 -4.13%
351,972 334,956 -4.83%
281,335 265596  -5.50%
294,751 276643 -6.14%
189,868 183,377 1.85%
479,050 488,757 2.03%
299,354 278342  -7.02%
242,801 228,152 -6.03%
365,060 338,837 -7.18%
300,877 276,721 -8.03%
519,035 507,054 -2.31%
86,856 86,856 0.00%
235,781 221,223 B617%
194,927 191244  -1.89%
519,005 522467 0.67%
244,125 247,769 1.49%
321,116 423,382 31.85%
560,265 539,188 -3.76%
452,621 441,357  -2.49%
700,739 708,194 1.06%
259,425 262,935 1.35%
235,946 214410 813%
268,794 251274  B.52%
388,571 365085 -6.05%
239,314 231,364  -3.32%
461,116 434,744  -572%
451,108 456,553 1.21%
799,218 788,246 -1.37%
444,962 423,255 -4.88%
138,963 135448  -2.53%
469,012 455687 2.84%
341,432 317,391 -7.04%
211,013 211,488 0.23%
446,021 447,718 0.38%
302,155 303473 0.44%
416,865 395221  -515%

2010 2011
Single Single
Family  Family
Tax Bill Tax Bill

3,991 4,064
3,466 3,631
8,817 7,112
9,056 9,424
4,992 5176
6,561 6,672
5,184 5,357

4,280
4,218 4,332
3,642 3,765
4,951 5,082
5,171 5,617
8,236 8,477
3,831 4,023
5,901 5,992
4,770 4,055
4,636 4,872
4,604 4,686
3,337 3,370
3,487 3,610
3,139 2,924
5,872 5,048
4,215 4,236
3,268 3,320
4,979 5,221
3,547 3,489
6,929 7,134
1,113 1,112
3,171 3,192
2,770 2,822
2,777 2,759
3,213 3,422
2,129 2,269
5,278 5,392
5,282 5,561
7,379 7,719
1,774 1,914
2,838 2,762
3,758 3,880
2,980 3,092
2,944 3,054
4,390 4,426
5,260 5,511
8,320 8,592
6,261 6,391
1,729 1,896
5,975 6,161
3,565 3,720
2,650 2,868
6,008 6,268
3,819 3,933
5,892 5,972

Pct.
Change
Bill
1.83%
4.76%
2.82%

4.06%
3.69%
1.69%
3.34%

2.70%
3.10%
2.65%
6.69%
2.93%
2.34%
1.54%
3.88%
5.09%
1.78%
0.99%
3.53%
-6.85%
4.87%
0.50%
1.69%
4.86%
-1.64%
2.96%
-0.09%
0.66%
5.49%
-0.65%
6.50%
6.58%
2.16%

5.28%
461%
7.89%
-2.68%
3.25%
3.76%
3.74%
0.82%
477%
3.27%
2.08%
9.66%
3.11%
4.35%
8.23%
4.33%
2.99%
-0.33%

2011
Hi-Lo 2011
Rank Tax Rate
150 16.16
187 18.22
39 13.49
13 9.04
83 14.31
43 10.21
73 9.40
132 13.94
128 11.29
173 8.37
86 11.26
64 17.50
22 15.02
151 11.61
52 17.10
92 12.46
95 13.67
104 13.99
226 12.69
180 13.05
270 15.12
56 1217
137 15.22
232 14.55
80 15.41
202 12.61
38 14.07
336 12.80
244 14.43
272 15.28
297 5.28
219 13.81
322 5.36
71 10.00
62 12.60
29 10.90
330 7.28
296 12.88
167 15.44
253 8.47
255 13.20
119 10.18
65 12.07
21 10.90
47 15.10
331 14.00
49 13.52
178 11.72
277 13.56
48 14.00
163 12.96
53 15.11



2010 2011

2010 2011 Pct. Single  Single Pct. 2011
Average Average Change Family = Family Change Hi-Lo 2011

Municipality Value Value Value Tax Bill TaxBill Bill Rank Tax Rate
NORTHBRIDGE 288,555 271,154 -B.03% 3,001 3,173 5.73% 246 11.70
NORTHFIELD 216,645 218,239 0.74% 3,014 2,994 -0.66% 263 13.72
NORTON 320,469 302,294 -567% 3,711 3,833 3.29% 171 12.68
NORWELL 569,881 533,617 -6.36% 7,266 7,401 1.86% 33 13.87
NORWOOD 368,872 362,606 -1.70% 3,442 3,662 6.39% 181 10.10
OAK BLUFFS 640,870 585,792 -8.589% 4,037 4,118 2.01% 147 7.03
CAKHAM 262,292 286,281 -2.29% 2,707 2,799 3.40% 288 10.82
ORANGE 164,677 158,307 -3.87% 2,284 2,625 14.93% 306 18.58
ORLEANS 751,795 712,928 -517% 3,872 3,971 2.56% 156 5.57
OTIS 319,539 325372 1.83% 2,023 2,154 6.48% 325 6.62
OXFORD 236,496 227,783 -3.68% 2,909 2,879 2.41% 264 13.08
PALMER 188,955 184,481 -237% 2,836 2,924 3.10% 271 15.85
PAXTON 301,283 283629 -5.86% 4,911 4,830 -1.65% 93 17.03
PEABQODY 311,748 300,295 -3.67% 3,273 3,477 6.23% 205 11.58
PELHAM 321,727 321,004 -022% 50900 ° 5842 -0.98% 58 18.20
PEMBROKE 333,182 325,746 -2.23% 4,295 4,388 2.17% 122 13.47
PEPPERELL 301,105 296,834 -1.42% 3,788 3,897 2.88% 166 13.13
PERU 177,624 188,561 6.16% 2,723 2,842 4.37% 282 15.07
PETERSHAM 261,832 250,754 -423% 3,482 3,553 2.04% 195 14.17
PHILLIPSTON 218,215 207,924 -4.72% 2,723 2,842 4.37% 283 13.67
PITTSFIELD 187,519 183,972  -1.89% 2,683 2,795 4.96% 289 15.19
PLAINFIELD 201,150 211,174 4.98% 2,925 3,132 7.08% 248 14.83
PLAINVILLE 351,007 328,313 -8.47% 4412 4,455 0.97% 118 13.57
PLYMOUTH 314,154 307,975 -1.97% 3,902 4,016 2.92% 152 13.04
PLYMPTON 332,675 316,374 -4.90% 4,993 5,052 1.18% 87 15.97
PRINCETON 332,168 305473  -8.04% 5,109 4,839 -528% 97 15.84
PROVINCETOWN 796,630 729,094 -8.48% 4,875 4,965 1.85% M 6.81
QUINCY 330,755 325774 -1.51% 4,373 4372  -0.02% 123 13.42
RANDOLPH 267,015 252901 -5.29% 3,722 3,912 5.10% 164 15.47
RAYNHAM 326,393 310,065 -5.00% 3,946 4,204 6.54% 140 13.56
READING 432939 442655 2.24% 5,953 6,109 2.62% 50 13.80
REHOBOTH 390,338 369,543 -5.33% 3,638 3,743 2.89% 176 10.13
REVERE 250,334 233515 -B8.72% 3,347 3,372 0.75% 225 14.44
RICHMOND 439569 442364 0.64% 3,821 3,999 1.99% 153 9.04
ROCHESTER 355,504 348,197 -2.06% 3,836 4,185 9.10% 144 12.02
ROCKLAND 254027 258,129 1.61% 3,655 3,838 5.01% 170 14.87
ROCKPORT 526,739 524965 -0.34% 4,720 5,145 9.00% 84 9.80
ROWE 200,845 207,832 3.48% 1,048 1,108 5.73% 337 5.33
ROWLEY 387,562 374,646 -3.33% 4,845 4,975 2.68% 80 13.28
ROYALSTON 215,346 207,351 -3.71% 1,871 1,924 2.83% 329 9.28
RUSSELL 197,517 197,266  -0.13% 3,530 3,682 1.47% 192 18.16
RUTLAND 267,982 253032 -5.58% 3,462 3,578 3.35% 193 14.14
SALEM 311,918 296,827 -4.84% 4,370 4,487 2.22% 116 15.05
SALISBURY 328,169 313,541  -4.46% 3,236 3,333 3.00% 230 10.63
SANDISFIELD 278,230 279,578 0.48% 2,401 2,631 9.58% 305 9.41
SANDWICH 376,765 358225 -4.92% 4,235 4,363 3.02% 125 12.18
SAUGUS 343,062 324493 -541% 3,321 3,446 3.76% 213 10.62
SAVOY 158,982 159,084 0.06% 2,526 2,682 2.22% 311 16.23
SCITUATE 505,815 487,302 -3.66% 5,341 5,482 2.64% 67 11.25
SEEKONK 318,320 305,985 -3.88% 3,365 3,485 3.57% 203 11.39
SHARON 428673 412,373 -3.80% 7,682 8,029 4.52% 24 19.47
SHEFFIELD 318,923 319,158 0.07% 3,897 3,989 2.36% 155 12.50
SHELBURNE 241,154 240,762  -0.16% 3,058 3,048 -0.33% 256 12.66

SHERBORN 723,985 740,373 2.26% 12,626 13,118 3.80% 2 17.72



Municipality
SHIRLEY
SHREWSBURY
SHUTESBURY
SOMERSET*
SOMERVILLE*
SOUTH HADLEY
SOUTHAMPTON
SOUTHBOROUGH
SOUTHBRIDGE
SOUTHWICK
SPENCER
SPRINGFIELD
STERLING
STOCKBRIDGE
STONEHAM
STOUGHTON
STOW
STURBRIDGE
SUDBURY
SUNDERLAND
SUTTON
SWAMPSCOTT
SWANSEA
TAUNTON
TEMPLETON
TEWKSBURY
TISBURY*
TOLLAND
TOPSFIELD
TOWNSEND
TRURO
TYNGSBOROQUGH
TYRINGHAM
UPTON
UXBRIDGE
WAKEFIELD
WALES
WALPOLE
WALTHAM*
WARE
WAREHAM
WARREN
WARWICK
WASHINGTON
WATERTOWN*
WAYLAND
WEBSTER
WELLESLEY
WELLFLEET
WENDELL
WENHAM
WEST BOYLSTON
WEST BRIDGEWATER
WEST BROOKFIELD

2010

2011

Average Average

Value

290,234
377,640
243,814

232,576
280,205
548,620
183,421
254,771
236,431
137,709
311,328
514,281
401,628
300,498
445,062
277,918
850,508
276,988
340,638
475,930
280,209
251,614
189,512
321,473

317,043
532,305
248,492
771,042
324,403
513,092
394,661
311,507
395,826
190,073
417,956

194,218
282,306
193,569
181,706
209,413

617,648
248,626
1,009,640
567,314
170,632
585,126
276,357
311,359
234,453

Value

265,968
370,711
244 755

233,581
282,597
509,780
166,412
255,657
217,694
135,329
296,439
489,371
386,565
284,348
428,744
269,927
627,988
274,967
326,618
474,810
269,979
236,133
183,776
309,097

314,812
512,872
246,194
723,718
318,054
498,577
372,015
291,388
400,087
188,149
404,802

104,829
261,221
183,193
180,871
207,373

592,825
231,496
986,935
567,003
169,412
536,273
260,065
287,108
224285

Pct.
Change
Value
-8.36%
-1.83%
0.39%

0.43%

0.85%
-7.08%
-9.27%

0.31%
-7.82%
-1.73%
-4.78%
-2.90%
-3.75%
-5.37%
-3.67%
-2.88%
-3.46%
-0.73%
~4.12%
-0.24%
-3.65%
-6.15%
-3.03%
-3.85%

-0.70%
-3.65%
-0.92%
-6.14%
-1.968%
-2.83%
-5.74%
-6.468%

1.08%
-1.01%
-3.15%

0.31%
-7.47%
-5.36%
-0.46%
-0.87%

-4.02%
-6.89%
-2.25%

0.10%
-0.66%
-8.35%
-5.90%
~7.79%
-4.34%

2010 2011
Single Single
Family  Family

Tax Bill TaxBill
3,573 3,641
3,893 3,855
4,574 4,741
3,254 3,354
3,463 3,662
7,714 7,942
2,781 2,852
3,424 3,435
2,322 2,410
2,685 2,638
4,449 4,417
3,595 3,735
4,615 4,720
3,744 3,859
7,379 7,310
4,044 4,370

10,460 10,695
3,507 3,520
4,197 4,328
7,843 7,882
2,656 2,835
2,612 2,765
2,227 2,308
4,034 4,160
1,509 1,713
7,383 7,608
3,804 3,875
4,156 4,118
4,525 4,507
2,935 3,011
5,040 5,446
3,909 3,008
4,307 4,585
2,756 2,755
5,283 5,538
2,806 2,897
2,290 2,333
3,006 2,807
2,936 3,021
2,601 2,642
10,982 11,471
2,429 2,583
10,581 11,281
3,455 3,459
2,860 3,048
8,105 9,208
4,182 4,260
4,048 4,192
2,645 2,454

Pct.
Change
Bill
1.90%
1.50%
3.65%

3.07%
5.75%
2.96%
2.55%
0.32%
3.79%
-1.75%
-0.72%
3.89%
2.28%
3.07%
-0.94%
8.06%
2.25%
0.37%
3.12%
0.50%
6.74%
5.86%
3.65%
3.12%

13.52%
3.02%
1.87%

-0.91%

-0.40%
2.59%
8.06%
2.28%
6.45%

-0.04%
4.83%

3.24%
1.88%
-6.62%
2.90%
1.58%

4.45%
6.34%
6.62%
0.12%
6.57%
1.13%
1.62%
3.56%
-7.22%

2011

Hi-Lo

Rank
185
157
100

228
182
25
279
215
314
303
121
177
101
169
36
124
9
198
129
27
284
295
319
145

333

30
168
148
113
262

69
154
107
298

63

275
317
286
260
302

6
310
7
208
257
14
133
143
313

2011
Tax Rate
13.69
10.67
19.37

14.36
12.96
15.58
17.14
13.44
11.07
19.49
14.90

7.48
12.21
13.57
17.05
16.18
17.03
12.80
13.25
16.60
10.50
11.71
12.55
13.46

5.44
14.83
16.74

5.69
14.17

6.04
14.64
13.72
11.46
14.64
13.68

14.87

8.93
15.32
16.70
12.74

19.35
11.16
11.43

6.09
17.99
17.17
16.38
14.60
10.94



Municipality
WEST NEWBURY
WEST SPRINGFIELD
WEST STOCKBRIDGE
WEST TISBURY
WESTBOROUGH
WESTFIELD
WESTFORD
WESTHAMPTON
WESTMINSTER
WESTON
WESTPORT
WESTWOOD
WEYMOUTH
WHATELY
WHITMAN
WILBRAHAM
WILLIAMSBURG
WILLIAMSTOWN
WILMINGTON
WINCHENDON
WINCHESTER
WINDSOR
WINTHROP
WOBURN
WORCESTER
WORTHINGTON
WRENTHAM
YARMOUTH

Total

*Cities and towns with residential exemptions do net provide sufficient data for this analysis.

2010
Average
Value
491,224
223,045
469,540
1,066,313
422,996
236,945
450,723
291,668
257,901
1,400,149
405,747
636,918
299,544
276,231
287,022
295,952
277,290
385,009
356,075
194 280
762,067
203,453
324,714
341,718
208,517
255,408
397,285
339,537

373,702

2011
Average
Value
475,787
216,923
427,317
1,013,407
408,241
231,315
441,145
285,833
249,781
1,390,240
388,991
621,411
292,042
263,225
274,099
297,426
277,850
387,467
357,067
186,412
757,580
186,657
313,983
341,627
205,937
257,071
378,553
321,016

361,629

Pct.
Change
Value
-3.14%
-3.14%
-8.99%
-4.96%
-3.49%
-2.38%
-2.13%
-2.00%
-3.15%
-0.71%
-4.13%
-2.43%
-2.50%
-4.71%
-4.50%
0.50%
0.20%
0.64%
0.28%
-4.05%
-0.59%
-8.26%
-3.30%
-0.03%
-0.28%
0.65%
4.72%
-5.45%

-3.23%

2010 2011

Single  Single

Family  Family

Tax Bill Tax Bill
6,347 6,509
3,583 3,627
4,414 4,530
4,756 4,793
7,182 7,446
3,478 3,565
8,594 8,719
4270 4479
3,719 3,782
15,642 15,835
2,544 2610
8,325 8,594
3,322 3,414
4,008 4,072
3,559 3,681
4,791 4,955
4,001 4,137
4,736 4,921
4,106 4,242
2,564 2,621
8,771 9,167
2,262 2,408
4,124 4,333
3,627 3,519
3,129 3,307
3,128 3,193
5,212 5,330
2,621 2,774
4,390 4,537

Pct.
Change

Bill
2.55%
1.23%
2.63%
0.78%
3.88%
2.50%
1.90%
4.89%
1.69%
1.89%
2.59%
3.23%
2.77%
1.60%
3.43%
3.42%
3.40%
3.91%
3.31%
2.22%
4.51%
6.45%
5.07%

-0.23%
5.69%
2.14%
2.26%
5.84%

3.35%

2011

Hi-Lo 2011
Rank Tax Rate
45 13.68
188 16.72
109 10.60
99 473
32 18.24
194 15.41
42 15.23
115 15.67
172 15.14
1 11.38
308 6.71
20 13.83
221 11.69
149 15.47
180 13.43
93 16.66
146 14.89
94 12.70
135 11.88
307 14.06
15 12.10
315 12.80
127 13.80
199 10.30
233 16.06
243 12.42
76 14.08
294 8.64
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The Shift Was On

Split Tax Rates FY1992 to FY2006

James Pafuette

During the past 15 years growth in res-
idential property values has run far
ahead of growth in commaercial, indus-
trial and personal property (CIP) values.
The Classification Act of 1979 estab-
lished shift limits so that communities
cauld utilize split or dual {ax rates to bal-
ance the property tax burden among dif-
ferent classes of property, even as this
trend continued. The adoption of differ-
ent rates for CIP and residential prop-
erty does not change the total tax levy
but does determine the share of the
levy each property class is to bear,

Many communities using the split tax
rate and its shift limits have approached
their maximum shift. Trends, since the
advent of shifiing, have shown that as
the growth of residential values in the
marketplace stows down and an "up-
tick” in CIP values takes place, those
communities may get some breathing
room rather than bumping against their
maximum shift facior.

Other communities which still employ
the single tax rate, but whose residential
taxpayers have experienced the stress
of higher property tax bills, may warit to
review the experience of the nearly 100
communities that have opted to use the
split rate and its shift #mits, (See table
of communities that shifted, available
on the DLS website.)

Shitt limits of the “Spiit Tax Rate” were
established by the Classification Act of

affects communities with larger CIP val-
ues as a portion of their total vatue. In
the instance of a community that has 20
percent of their value as CIP; a shift in
the CIP by the 50 percent wauld result
in a MRF (minimum residentiat factor)
of .875. Inthe instance of a community
that has 45 percent of their value as CiF;
an attempt to shift 50 percent would
produce a MRF of .59, which would be
lower than the permitted .65, meaning
that they could not shift the

1979. The share of the levy o v

raised by the commercial and
industrial classes and per-
sonal property class (CiP)
may be increased 50 percent
as long as the residentiat (R)
and open space (O) classes | ™
raise at least 65 percent of [-lir
what they would have raised

erilire 50 percent,

Chapter 200 of the Acts of
1988 provides relief for those
communities in which the
maximum shift results in a res-
idential share which is larger
than that of the pricr year. For
those communities, the limits

without the shift. The "minimum resi-
dentjat factor” established by the Com-
missioner of Revanue Is used to make
certain that the shift of the tax burden
complies with the Classification Act. If
the minimum residential factor wouid
be less than .65, the community cannaot
choose the maximum shift and must
use a CIP factor less than 1.50. The .85
limitation is Important because it directly

CIP {_evy and Value Shares Statewide - £ Y1992 to FY2006
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have been raised. They may increase
the CiP share of the levy by 75 percent
as long as the residential class would
not be reduced te less than 50 percent
of its original share. However, this new
residentiai share cannot be less than
the residential share in any year since
the community's values were first certi-
fied at full and fair cash value.

A change in circtiustances

The CIP as a percent of total value de-
creased from 22.2 percentto 15.4 per-
cent during the time period from
FY1992 to FY2006 for all 351 Mass-
achusetts communities {Figure 1). Dur-
ing the same time period 98 selected
communities {communities that had
shifted each year: FY1992-FY2008),
had shown a simitar large decrease
{Figure 2). The most significant drep oc-
curred during the period of FY2000 1o
FY2006. During that time period there
was a decrease in the CIP as a percent
of total value of 27.6 percent for alf com-
munities and a similar decrease for the
selected communities. Whie there was

T
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a somewhat paraliel pattern shown by
the statewide figures and the selected
community figures, & comparison of
Figure 1 and Figure 2 demonstrates the
higher overall figures for the selected
communitiss. The selected communi-
ties were running 5 percent higher on
the percent of total value and 10 per-
ceni higher on the percent of total levy.
This is significant because it has an ef-
fect on the abiiity to shift. If a community
has an extraordinary proportion of their
value in the CIP classes they can't shift
that much because the residertial share
would drop too low.

Additionally, in the instance of a com-
munity that has, for example, 20 per-
cent of their value as CIP; the maximum
shifi in the CIP of 50 percent (under the
acts of 1979) would resultina ClP as a
percent of the levy of 30 percent. If the
CIP as a percent of total value dropped
to 18 percent, the maximum shiftin the
CIP of 50 percent {under the acts of
1979) would resultin a CIP as a percent
of the levy of 27 percent, a change in
the batance between R=0 and CIP.

The purpose of Chapter 200 was 10
help keep the CIP percent of total levy
somewhat constant. Using the example

above, if the CIP as & percent of total
value dropped to 18 percent, the max-
imum shift in the CIP of 75 percent
(under Chapter 200) would result in a
CIP as a percent of the lavy of 31.5
percent, 8 chance o maintain the bal-
ance between R+O and CIP.

Through Figure 2, it can be seen that
this was, for the most part, what oc-
curred from FY1992 through FY20C0.
The situation shows a dramatic change,
though, from FY 200G through FY 2006.
The rapid decrease in the CIP as a per-
cent of total value was in turn causing
a rapid decrease in the CiP as a ltal
percent of tatal levy.

A reaction to the changing
circumstances

The cecrease inthe CIP as a percent of
fotal value resulted in a reciprocal In-
crease in the aggregate shift factor. The
aggregate shift factor of the selected
communities moved cuite rapidly from
1.60 In FY2000 to 1.92 in FY2006 (Fig-
ure 3). This is opposite of the movermnent
of the CIP as a percent of total value
during the same period {(Figures 2)
which moved, again, quite rapidly
downward during the same time pe-
riod. The comrmunities were attempting
to keep the CIP as a percent of total
levy stable, thereby keeping the exist-
ing balance between the residential
portion of the levy and CIP portion of
the levy. There was a nead (o shift more
and more to the shrinking CIP base to
keep the same balance. Communities
wera doing this by shifting to even
greater degrees but they were losing
ground. The upward movement of the
shift factor was not able to keep pace
with the downward movement of the CIP
as a percent of value. This resufted in a
drop inthe CIP as a percent of the levy
from 43.4 percent in FY1982 to 36.9
percent int FY2008.

The impact

The number of communities shifting to
their maximum had ranged from 2 low
of 13 in FY1993 to a high of 24 in

i
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FY2003 and the number of communities
within 5 points of their maximum shift
ranged from a low of 27in FY1996 to &
high of 44 in FY2004. While these varia-
tions may initially seem small, there was
an almost 63 percent increase in the
number of communities that were within
5 points of their maximum ailowable
shift. The largest number of communi-
ties, within 5 paints of their maximum
shift, occurred in the years of FY 2003
(40 of 99 commurities shifing}, just be-
fare Chapter 3 of the Acts of 2004 (see
explanation below), and in FY2004 (44
of 103 communities shifting). the first
year a shift greater than 1.75 could be
utilized. {See Figure 4.)

Under Chapter 3 of the Acts of 2004,
there were expanded parameters for
fiscal years 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007,
A community continued ¢ have its max-
imum shift computed under current law
in each of those years. If adopting that
shift resulted in residential taxpayers
paying a greater share of the tax levy
than the prior year. the shift was then
further adjusted upward using that
year's expanded parameters.

The expanded parameters for deter-
mining the maximum shifts for commu-
nities that qualify wauld be:

Maximim Minimum

business residential
Fiscal share share
year (pet.) {pct)
2004 200 45
2008 197 47
2006 190 49
2007 183 50

There was an additional imitation that
residential taxpayers could not pay a
lower share of the tax levy than in the
prior year,

In fiscal year 2008, communities that
used expanded parameters in any of
these years will have their maximum
shift determined as under current faw.
Based on the current legislation, begin-
ning in fiscal year 2009, the maximum
shift in these commurities wil: be based
on business taxpayers paying no more

Nl B B N
FYg2 FY93 FY94 FYS5 FYS6

Communities at or near their Maximum $hift Factor

Fya7 FYS8 Fyoa FYOD FY0i FY02 FY03 FY04 FYOS FY0S

Bpifing to mrax, Wuwihin 5 pis. of max. shift

Figure 4

Average Assessed Single Family Vatue & Average Single Family Tax Bill
Based on 336 to 340 of 361 Communitios
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Figure 5
than 170 percent of their fair cash value
share of the tax levy.

l¥'s impertant (0 note the impact on the
average residential tax bill that was
mitigated by the use of shifting (Figure
£). While the average single family as-
sessed value had increased from
$159.838 in FY1997 to $385,502 in
FY2006, an increase of 141 percent,
the increase in the average tax bill for
these properties, during the same pe-
riod was from $2,360 o $3,801. anin-
crease of 67 percent (based on 338 (o
340 communities out of the total 351
communities*}. During the time frame,

FY2001 to FY20C5, when there was a
rapid increase in single family assessed
vaiue, the average valuation increase
was 12 percent per year while the aver-
age increase in the carresponding tax
bifl was 5.7 percent per year.

The statistics surrounding the decreas-
ing CIP values and the corresponding
decreasing CIP share along with the in-
creasing shift factors demonstrates the
changes confronting communities in an
environment of rapidly increasing resi-
dential values along with the stagnant

continued or page eight
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and sometimes declining commercial
values. Chapter 3 of the Acts of 2004, in
allowing a greater teve! of shitt, helped
in the effort to stabilize the CIP as a per-
cent of total levy. While the increasing
ievel of shifting was a tool, a reversal of
the decreasing CIP value as a percent
of total value would address the root of
the situation causing the need for
greater and greater shifting levels. That
reversal couid be in the form of a "slow
down" in the rate of increase of residen-
tial real estate values, which has taken
place, in the market, during last year
and into this year. Additionally, thesa has
been a simultaneous increase in com-
mercial and industrial property values.
These market conditions should help
decrease the need to shift to greater
levels o stabilize the CIP as a percent
of the total levy. W

*Data far the 11 communities that have adopted
a residential exemption are excluded from this
fite because they do niot submit adequate data
to determine an average tax bill. The 11 com-
niunities are Boston, Brookling, Camisridge,
Chelsea, Marlborough, Nantucket, Sometset,
Somerville, Tishiry, Wailtham, and Watertowm.
The residential exemption reduces the taxable
valuation of each residential parcef thatis a
taxpayer's principal residence. Granting the
exemption raises the residential tax rate and
shifts the residential tax burden from low and
moderately valued homes to apartments and
higher valued homes. In FY05, Bamstable and
Everett adopted a residential exemption to make
13 communities.




