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I. INTRODUCTION

The multitude and complexity of the fiscal woes of the

state of Massachusetts seem almost to defy explanation. Yet

lawmakers must continue to strive for solutions, as

difficult as the process may be. For many, the most

pressing financial issue is the problem of local aid: the

state cannot afford to continue subsidizing local

governments to the extent it has been, but the cities and

towns are not able to support themselves.

Over $250 million in local aid has already been cut

from the fiscal year '90 budget. Seventy-five percent of

the state's cities and towns are in a deficit situation.

The Governor is currently threatening to withhold an

additional $500 million from the local aid distributions

scheduled for this June (money that has already been

allocated).

One state legislator who is attempting to address this

situation is Senator William Golden, a Democrat from the

Norfolk-Plymouth District on the South Shore. Golden's

philosophy and strategies on the local aid issue are

outlined below.

According to Senator Golden, any viable long-term

solution to the state's budget problems must include a

restructuring of the relationship between state and local

governments. Among the necessary changes he sees are: newl

taxes, cuts in the state bureaucracy, and structural
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reforms. Unfortunately, the state's current attempts at

solving its fiscal problems have revolved largely around

reducing the amount of money it allocates to the cities and

towns of Massachusetts. Senator Golden feels that cutting

local aid is the easy but destructive way out. Golden

stated, "We can't allow the state to pass the buck and

create a new crisis for cities and towns."

He asserts that cities and towns have a right to fiscal

stability and he wants public policy to reflect that right.

To that end, he wants all further reductions or withholding

of local aid stopped. He also wants the state to guarantee

a fair percentage of its revenues to cities and towns on a

permanent basis. He hopes to achieve these objectives in

two ways: 1) by getting appropriate legislation passed, and

2) through the use of statewide nonbinding referenda

questions in local elections.

The focus of our project is on the referenda, but a

brief description of the legislation is essential to

understanding Golden's strategies. Along with Rep. Thomas

Kennedy, Golden filed legislation in January that would

prohibit the withholding of this year's local aid funds. It

also would ensure that, in the future, the Governor would

not be able to impound local aid money in order to solve its

budget difficulties. If the bill passes, it will prevent

Dukakis from withholding the additional $500 million this

June.
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Golden's other strategy is to call for a "citizen's

mandate," as he puts it, to protect cities and towns from

the state's proposed action. He has asked every city and

town in the state to put the following two nonbinding

referenda questions on their local ballots:

1) Do you oppose further reductions or withholding of local

aid to (TOWN)?

2) Should the state guarantee 40% of all personal and

corporate income taxes and sales taxes and all of the

lottery revenues to local aid?

It is important to note that each city council or town

selectboard is making the decision of whether or not to

place both questions, one question, or neither question on

the ballot.

Golden says that using referenda is the best way to

make local voices heard in the state's financial decision-

making process. If many towns put the questions on their

ballots, it will send a message to Beacon Hill.

The second of the two questions is one that will also

be on the state ballot in the fall (the local elections are

March through June), and it will be a binding referendum.

That referendum is being sponsored by the Massachusetts

Municipal Association (MMA), which is supporting Golden's

current efforts. But Golden says that by the time the fall

election is held, it will be too late to send a message for

this year; the budget decisions for FY '91 will already have

been made.



Finally, for towns or cities that don't have elections

this spring or don't want to put the questions on their

ballots, he is asking that the selectmen pass a resolution

expressing support for local aid and requesting that they

send it to him and to their representatives.

The primary purpose of our field project has been to

implement Golden's strategies concerning the referenda: to

get the questions on as many ballots as possible, to monitor

election results, and to gather additional financial

information about the effects of local aid cuts across the

state.

The purpose of this paper will be to analyze the

effectiveness of using these referenda as a means of

changing state policy on local aid. An important note here,

and one that will play a major role in our analysis, is that

Senator Golden is currently a candidate for Lieutenant

Governor of Massachusetts.



II. LOCAL AID: BACKGROUND

In Massachusetts, local communities' historical

reliance on property taxes stands as the underlying root

problem of the current local aid crisis. In analyzing the

political and economic features of local property taxes, it

is clear that this tax can be characterized as highly

visible, regressive, inelastic, and inequitable in terms of

the ways in which property taxes vary widely from community

to community. As a result, local property taxes are the

most unpopular of all tax programs.

It was this unpopularity and public dissatisfaction

with the ways in which local property taxes were being used

which gave rise to a "taxpayer revolt" in the late 19705.

Public disapproval of local taxing policies led to efforts

nationwide to reform property tax policies. As examples of

these reforms, California's Proposition 13 and

Massachusetts' Proposition 2 1/2 were passed by voters at

general elections by 2 to 1 and 3 to 2 margins,

respectively.

In Massachusetts, the passage of the citizen petition,

Proposition 2 1/2, led to a dramatic crisis in government

finance in every local community. Proposition 2 1/2, as

designed by the Massachusetts High Technology Council and a

group of business people called "Citizens for Limited

Taxation," implemented the following:



1) A direct limitation on property taxes to be established

at 2.5% of 1 ocally assessed property values.

2) A limitation on future increases in property tax

assessments of 2.5%.

3) The placement of school budgets within the overall city

or town budgets as a result eliminating school board

autonomy.

4) The establishment of an override provision whereby local

communities could increase the property tax beyond the 2.5%

annual cap with the approval of two-thirds of the voters at

a town election. (In 1988, the legislature changed this

provision to require only a majority vote at the election.)

Implementing these provisions was extremely difficult

for local communities. Proposition 2 1/2 reduced property

taxes by almost 57% and caused local revenues to decrease by

$600 million. To cope with these financial realities, local

communities were forced to reduce expenditures for education

(17,000 teachers were laid off), to eliminate planned

capital projects, to reduce personnel in other departments

(Mayor White of Boston dramatically reduced the number of

police and fire personnel to force the legislature to come

to the city's aid), to close public libraries, parks and

recreation programs, and to decrease local health programs.

In addition, cities and towns worked to revaluate property

assessments to increase the base level of assessed values

and to increase rates and fees for other services and to

diversify their tax bases, charging higher rates for
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business and commercial property than those charged to

residential users.

However, these local actions to reduce expenditures and

raise local revenues from other sources only made up 34% of

the money lost as a result of Proposition 2 1/2. For the

remaining funds, the localities looked to state government

for assistance. As a result, a new reli ance upon local aid

from the state was created, and it is this new situation

upon which the current crisis is centered.

In the period prior to fiscal 1990, from 1981
to 1989, total state spending, netting out local
aid increases, has doubled from roughly $4.8
billion to $9.6 billion. Total local spending has
also increased considerably, but at half that rate
from roughly $6 billion in 1981 to $9 billion in
1989.

Clearly these statistics show that local spending was

under far greater control than state spending, and the

state government spent more to increase their role in

providing services at a time when local communities could

not afford to participate.

In terms of local aid, "for five of the last nine

years, the Executive and Legislative branches of government

were able to adhere to a revenue sharing policy under the

principle allocating 40% of anticipated 'growth taxes' to

local support - in advance of funding decisions on all other

state programs." Throughout the 19805, local communities

came to rely upon local aid more than ever, and while
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revenue was available at the state level, this aid was

reliable.

In fiscal year '89, this reliability on local aid came

into question. As the Committee on Taxation Chairperson,

Rep. Jack Floods stated at a forum on local aid:

the withholding of local aid funds by the Governor
during the summer of 1 988 while he was out
campaigning, and the failure of the legislature to
return from their summer recess to override the
Governor's withholding of state aid 'promised' by
the March '88 cherry sheets [the term is used to
describe the color of the paper used by the state
to notify local communities of their levels of
local aid] set the stage for the current crisis.
It proved that local aid could be tapped at any
time to help the state deal with its own budget
problems. It set a precedent which may be
followed again and again.

The policy in the 1980s of allocating increasing

amounts of money to local aid "was an ambitious policy that

could not be sustained when revenue growth flattened and

state service costs continued to increase. It has been

abandoned. At this time, the state has no local aid policy,

and, indeed, after years of an increasing level of support

has made a large cut in revenue sharing funds. (Final report

from the Governor's Special Task Force on Local Aid)"

Specifically, the Governor reduced the state's initial

cherry sheet allocations for FY '90 by over $250 million in

July of 1989, which was after most communities had set local

budgets based on the previously stated cherry sheet figures,

therefore causing even greater problems for local leaders.
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Similarly, the Governor has subsequently threatened to

withhold an additional $500 million dollars from the FY '90

local aid payments in June to make up for a budget deficit

which seems to be increasing daily.

Clearly, the local aid problem could have been

expected. The history of the "tax revolt" movement has

continued in the 19805, making it difficult for local

communities to even make use of the override provisions of

Proposition 2 1/2. The unwillingness or inability of state

government to establish a consistent and reliable source of

local aid has led to the current political debate and fiscal

chaos at both the local and state level as the parties seek

to find out what each other will do and can afford.



III. REFERENDA: A THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

The referendum. based upon the concept of
shared decision making, is a natural extension of
the New England town meeting and allows voters to
determine whether referred matters are to become
parts of the state constitution, state statutes,
local charters, or local ordinances. Not
surprisingly, the first referendum was held in the
Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1 640. [Zimmerman,
1986: p. 35]

A politically active citizenry is essential to the

legitimacy of any democratic polity. This, of course, is a

widely accepted notion in American political culture.

However, when it comes to determining the appropriate modes

and levels of citizen participation in the United States,

there is considerable disagreement within our

"representative democracy."

Originally, the early New England towns sought "true"

democracy whereby citizens made laws directly and held all

offices on a nonprofessional basis. Indeed, these towns

"made voting and office-holding by freemen compulsory."

[Zimmerman, p. 1] The ratification of the Constitution,

however, solidified a trend that had shifted the decision-

making responsibility to government officials, and limiting,

to a large extent, general citizen participation to voting

for these representatives.

This attenuation of the citizens' decision-making

powers contradicts the democratic premise of self-

government, and the referendum, ideally, is used to restore

some of that power to those whom the government represents.
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All but one state provides "for a referendum on

constitutional amendments enacted by the state legislature."

[Zimmerman, p. 38]

Referenda allow citizens to take on greater

responsibility in resolving problems that directly affect

their lives. The underlying premise of any democratic

polity is that, regardless of its political process (e.g.,

representative democracy), each of its citizens is of equal

intrinsic worth; and for that worth to be recognized, there

must be effective avenues of participation within the

polity. In other words, the citizens must have sufficient

opportunity, and equal opportunity, for articulating their

preferences as to the outcome of binding decisions that

affect the whole.

As the referendum is likely to be dictated by the

citizens' intimate knowledge of their lives and local

conditions, it can represent a powerful collective decision-

making tool: ideally, it may be a means of achieving a

common good and, as such, a true reflection of the

assumption of equal intrinsic worth.

The referenda process adds legitimacy to collective

decisions by providing information to both the citizens and

their representatives. Thomas Jefferson advocated public

education as he believed an uneducated citizenry would not

only produce poor common decisions, they would likely be

manipulated by their leaders. Similarly, by stimulating

public discourse the referenda process has the potential to



force citizens to come to terms with their concerns and

communicate those concerns to their representatives. At its

essence, the process is one that consensually validates

public policy -- that which guides the political and social

actions taken by citizens and their representatives.

Ultimately, the relationship between citizens and their

representatives may be enhanced by the referenda approach as

it provides, in a sense, a "citizens' veto" without removing

leaders from office. Ideally, this will liberate leaders to

pursue innovative yet possibly controversial policies, while

at the same time fostering citizen interest and

participation in governmental affairs.

The mobilization of an informed public is essential to

a successful referenda process. However, mobilizing the

public is time consuming and the costs are high in keeping

the public informed and may lead to delays in addressing

salient policy questions.

An advantage of representative over direct democracy is

that in the former the decision-makers have, by virtue of

their position, the capacity to study the various policy

alternatives and thus come to rational, advantageous

conclusions. Citizens, on the other hand, may have neither

the time nor the resources to evaluate complex and technical

issues. Referenda initiatives may put in the hands of the

citizens options they are not adequately prepared to weigh.

The very nature of the referenda process is polarizing

in its effect. Its limitation of complex questions to a
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yes/no vote incites confrontation between the proponents and

opponents of particular initiatives. Of course, this

potential conflict often arises between local areas and the

broader geographical range: cities and towns vs. state or

Federal government.

Because even fewer citizens vote on referenda questions

than do vote for candidates, policy propositions are

approved or rejected by a smaller percentage of voters.

(Moreover, the vote per se does nothing to reveal the

intensity behind each voter's preference.) However, on the

larger scale, minority manipulation of the process is not

the greatest threat. Potentially the most damaging effect

of the referenda process is that it may facilitate a

"tyranny of the majority." Voters can, through a referenda

initiative, repeal laws that protect the rights of

minorities; thus allowing the checks and balances, built

into the Constitution to neutralize the passions of passing

majorities, to be circumvented.



IV. THE PROJECT: A DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW

Senator Golden's staff began the referenda project by

sending out letters to every city and town in January.

These letters provided the wording of the two referenda

questions and asked the board of selectmen or city council

to consider placing the questions on the ballot. The letter

also included a press release and a copy of the legislation,

which local officials were asked to support.

From that point on, we were primarily responsible for

the implementation and follow-through of the project. The

process was divided into four general sections:

1) Telephone calls. In order to get the questions on

as many ballots as possible, we called every town hall and

city hall in the state of Massachusetts. There were several

pieces of information we were attempting to obtain from

these calls. First, we needed to get the date of the town's

spring election (this information is not gathered by any

other source at the State House). Next, we had to find out

whether Golden's initial letter had been received and

whether the selectmen had voted to place the questions on

the ballot. We were also asking for the name and telephone

number of each town's finance committee chairperson so we

could approach them for information at a later date.

Finally, after each election, we obtained the results - the



number of ye and no votes for each of the referendum

questions.

This process involved a minimum of two phone calls to

each town; generally, it took two calls just to obtain the

election date and whether the letter had been received. In

many instances, a whole series of calls to a given town did

not provide us with all the information w were looking for.

2) Follow-Up Letters. For those towns that did not

receive (or couldn't find) the letter sent in January, we

sent a second copy with a new cover letter, urging the board

of selectmen to place the questions on the ballot. These

towns then required follow-up phone calls to determine

whether the letter had finally been received, in addition to

the rest of the information we were seeking.

3) Surveys. We had initially planned to contact each

finance committee chairperson by telephone to determine: the

effect of local aid cuts on their town so far (number of

jobs lost, services cut, etc.), the potential effects of the

proposed June cuts, and whether a Proposition 2 1/2 override

was attempted and/or passed. It soon became clear, based on

our experience with the first group of calls, that this

would be impossible.

Instead, we suggested to Golden's staff that we design

and mail a survey to gather the same information. As the

need for financial information was not particularly time-

sensitive, they were receptive to this idea. Golden was

especially interested in getting this information because no



one else had yet attempted to assess the combined "human"

effect of local aid cuts across the state.

4) Press Releases. Our goal here was to generate a

press release for each town. The release would be

distributed to local newspapers two weeks prior to the

town's election. The press release explained what the

questions meant and why Golden is sponsoring them; it also

provided the dollar amounts of actual and proposed cuts for

each town.

These are the aspects of the project that we completed.

Golden's staff will be continuing to monitor the issue by

obtaining the outcome of more elections as they take place

and by compiling results of the finance committee surveys as

they are returned.
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V. THE RESULTS

The project, thus far, has beer, extremely successful:

of the 351 municipalities in Massachusetts, 125 have decided

to put Golden's questions on the ballot. There are 37

cities that do not have elections in the spring, and 89

towns that have decided not to put the referenda before

their voters. This leaves approximately 100 towns, which

can be divided into two categories: either we have been

unable to obtain the necessary information despite repeated

phone calls, or a decision concerning the ballot questions

is still pending by the board of selectmen.

Results have been obtained from 41 elections so far

(many towns have their elections in late May and June). The

referenda questions passed in each of these towns, with an

overall average of 88% of the voters for and 12% against.

In general, question 2 is passing by a much larger margin

than question 1.

There are two issues that should be addressed here.

First, comments from some town clerks indicate that many

voters may not have fully understood question 1 and may have

actually voted the opposite of their intention. Second,

there were a large number of voters who left the questions

blank in some town.

In terms of the other areas of the project, the results

are as follows. Follow-up letters were sent to about 80
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towns that did not receive the initial mailing. Finance

committee surveys were mailed to all 125 town placing the

questions on the ballot. Approximately 20 of those have

been returned so far. Press releases were sent to about 100

local papers. We have not been able to determine how many

papers printed the information.



VI. HOW THE PROJECT WILL AFFECT PUBLIC POLICY

The success of the project, to the extent that the

questions were placed on the ballot and passed throughout

the state, is obvious. But we must consider the extent to

which its success can go beyond that - what effect will it

have on the local aid issue?

First, it must be recognized that the two questions

were chosen and worded by the Senator's staff and sent out

to the towns. Therefore, in this instance, the citizens'

impact was defined by the policy makers' perception of the

issues. The referendum process, ideally, should allow

citizens control of the agenda.

Yet there is an even more critical issue to be

addressed: efficacy. Golden has stated that the

overwhelming passage of these referenda questions across the

state will send a loud, clear, and timely message to Beacon

Hill: the cities and towns of Massachusetts want the money

they were promised for this year, and they want to continue

to receive a reasonable amount of funding on an ongoing

basis.

In reality, it is not clear exactly how the passage of

these referenda will force a change in policy, especially

since the questions are nonbinding. In theory, the success

of the referenda will lead to the passage of Golden's

legislation and/or to changes in the way budget decisions
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are made. Golden's main concern now is getting the bill

passed as soon as possible. It is currently being held up

in the Ways and Means Committee, and if Golden can give the

committee evidence of support from around the state, it may

speed up the process.

In addition, legislators will see how residents in

their districts have voted on these questions. Ideally,

this will influence them to vote in favor of the bill and to

make local aid a priority in next year's budget. Golden is

also having the results of these elections published in the

MMA newsletter, in the hopes that all local leaders, not

just those whose towns participated, will be aware of the

referenda and of the legislation. Again, their support

might eventually be translated into support at the State

House.

With the right amount of publicity, there is no doubt

that the message will be heard by state lawmakers,

especially those representing towns where the questions were

voted on and passed by their constituents. But there is no

guarantee that this message will be taken seriously, acted

upon, or translated into substantial policy changes. There

is simply no mechanism for the votes, in and of themselv~s,

to affect policy. In short, the results of this project

have the potential to affect the state's policy on local

aid, but the path of influence is indirect at best.



VII. THE PROJECT AS A CAMPAIGN STRATEGY

An analysis of this local aid project would clearly

be incomplete without an evaluation of the potential

underlying political benefits to Senator Golden. His

campaign for Lt. Governor in 1990 will be enhanced by having

his office coordinate and direct this effort. Although

conversations with his staff indicate their personal belief

that Senator Golden is committed to local aid, the political

benefits should not be overlooked. In essence, this effort

is strictly a political activity.

As Senator Golden states in his letter to local

officials, "I believe that although state and local

officials have not yet been successful in getting this

message to Beacon Hill, the voters of Massachusetts will

give us an even stronger and more effective voice." This

statement identifies that placing these referenda on local

spring ballots does not provide for a means for solving the

local aid crisis. It merely adds support to the efforts of

those lobbying against further cuts. This effort is by no

means meant to offer proposals to help cities and towns. It

is uniquely political in nature. As such, it lends itself

to a variety of political means beyond simply demonstrating

to the Governor and others that the citizens of

Massachusetts support local aid.
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The politics of local aid have come to involve a great

many people, including the Governor, members of the State

Legislature, local officials, and various interest groups,

especially the MMA. All of these parties have been working

to accomplish a variety of goals. For example, the Governor

appears to be working for a tax increase, and his threats to

cut local aid have been considered by many to be his way of

forcing legislators to vote for his proposal (since they are

not likely to want to face the people in their towns who

will feel the dramatic cuts associated with such a

withholding).

The Legislature also has entered the political game of

local aid. The continuation of this debate has allowed many

to attack the Governor and to pledge their support for local

aid. It is precisely in this area that Senator Golden's

efforts can be evaluated, and it is important to note that

he is not alone. Local aid is an issue which everyone wants

to support. It would be political suicide to declare

oneself an opponent of local aid in Massachusetts, for it is

the lifeblood of most local services, including public

education and public safety.

With 1990 being an election year in which competition

is intense, candidates need to find issues upon which to

focus their attention, issues which will allow them to

address the concerns of voters while also gaining public

attention for their efforts. The issue of local aid

provides a candidate with an important issue that also has a



high public/media profile. A candidate who champions the

cause for local government will certainly benefit

politically.

With the issue of local aid, the political benefits are

many. The local aid issue impacts most notably the public

officials forced to either make cuts or raise taxes, and

local public employees, especially the teachers who make up

the Massachusetts Teachers Association. It is these people

with whom candidates can seek out major political benefits

in the long run.

Specifically, Senator Golden's effort is aimed at

directly communicating with local officials throughout

Massachusetts. As part of this effort, these individuals

have received letters from his office, several phone calls,

and a voice of support. By leading this activity, Senator

Golden is increasing both his name recognition and his base

of mutual understanding with local officials.

This is important because of the influence of local

officials. To begin with, these people are recognized as

leaders in their communities. Local officials had to go

through their own election process. They have a

constituency, a public voice, a knowledge of their

community, and a relationship with the people that could

produce support for other candidates whom they endorse.

Similarly, local officials are very likely to be active

participants within their political parties and in local

elections.
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As a result, a candidate for statewide 6ffice who is

able to improve his or her name recognition, visibility, and

rapport with local officials will certainly increase his or

her ability to secure their support and the support of

others at the convention, the primaries, and/or the general

election. To miss an opportunity to communicate with local

officials should never be encouraged, and those candidates

who find a means to interact with these officials will

clearly benefit.

Senator Golden states in another letter to local

officials, "As a former local official and state legislator,

I am firmly opposed to any further reductions in Chapter 70

school aid." Once again, this offers no solution to the

problem, but certainly does work to let local officials

understand that he is "one of them." Senator Golden

benefits from this effort politically, and he is not alone

in this game.

House Minority Leader Steven Pierce, a candidate for

Governor, has also filed legislation to alter the dates upon

which local aid is distributed, thus allowing the

Legislature time to override a Governor's veto and enabling

local officials to have the money in hand earlier. Rep.

Pierce is also looking to capitalize on the publicity and

support that can be generated by showing one's resolve to

fight for local aid.

Similarly, the rally organized by the MMA and Senator

Golden's office in February to show support among local
I 1/



officials for resolving the cri is witnessed others seeking

statewide office entering the debate. Most notably, Rep.

Paleologis, another candidate for Lt. Governor, spoke to the

Taxation Committee in favor of protecting local aid. The

Chairman of the Committee, Jack Flood, another candidate for

Governor, spoke at length about how he had tried to bring

attention to the problem of local aid as early as 1988, when

the Governor first made local aid cuts. In essence, the

candidates are all trying to position themselves as

champions of local aid and local government by speaking out

at events which will be publicized.

This analysis clearly points out that Senator Golden's

efforts on behalf of local aid have solid political benefits

associated with them, but the key factor which needs to be

understood is that none of these efforts offers a solution

to the problem. To this point5 the work has largely been to

find a way to get the message across to people that a fight

is ongoing . No one has yet to o ffer comprehensive remedies

to the budget crisis.

While the referenda offer local residents a means to

voice their opinions, this voice alone will not produce a

solution to the structural and political problems inherent

in the local aid crisis. Instead, this referenda project
0

:. should be understood as yet another maneuver in the

seemingly never-ending political game on Beacon Hill over

the future of the state/local government relationship.
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS

This field project's goal was to involve us in an

effort to increase and evaluate citizen participation in

public policy making. The project provided us wjth a

challenging and unique role in an effort, the likes of which

have never been attempted before, to mobilize local

residents to demonstrate their support for local aid. The

project required us to develop an improved understanding of

the issue of local aid, the relationship between state and

local governments, and the role, or potential roles, that

citizens can play in the public decision-making process.

In terms of citizen participation, this project does

not lend itself to any clearly identifiable conclusion that

the mobilization of local citizens behind an issue will

produce any actual public policy changes. This referenda

project does, however, point out that citizen opinion can be

registered in a variety of ways. Public opinion polls need

not be the only means for measuring public sentiment.

Instead, citizens can be provided with new forms for

registering their opinions with policy makers.

However, the utility of this form of public

mobilization or opinion measurement should be questioned

just as intensely as current policy observers are evaluating

the effects of public opinion polling. In fact, it seems

clear that this referenda process was a political mechanism



designed to manipulate local citizen opinion to offer

support for one side of a public policy debate. Never was

there any doubt that local citizens would support local aid.

Instead, this process sought to solidify support for local

aid as a means of pressuring public policy makers to act.

In addition, it is important to recognize that this

project offered Senator Golden a unique method of gaining

support for his candidacy for Lt. Governor: this was not

only a referenda on local aid, but a mobilization of

citizens who ultimately would be following. the lead of

someone who sought their support for another objective.

The main pc,int critical to evaluating this referer*la

project as an effort to increase citizen participation is

that this means for measuring public opinion can not, by

itself, produce a solution to the problems causing the

current crisis in local aid. While opinion has been

measured in a unique way, it must be concluded that no

change in public policy was created by the participation of

the people via these nonbinding referenda.

The citizens' participation in this effort, at best,

provided them with a greater understanding of the issue of

local aid and possibly the belief that they made a

difference. Hopefully this will increase citizen

participation in future political initiatives -- a success

Golden may not have anticipated.
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January 25, 1990

Dear Colleague in Government,

The purpose of this letter is to ask you to join with
state and local officials throughout Massachusetts in a campaign
to stop all reductions and impoundments of local aid. Already
the state has reduced local aid by $250 million dollars with
disastrous consequences to city and town budgets. Now unable to
balance the state FY 1990 budget, the state is seeking to solve
its budget problems by cutting local aid an additional 500
million in FY 1990 and shifting the fiscal crisis to cities and
towns. An additional reduction of $86 million has already been
proposed for FY 1991.

We know that cutting local aid and disrupting vital
local services is simply not an acceptable solution to the
state's budget woes. We must send a clear signal to state
government that cuts and impoundments in local aid will not be
tolerated.

I believe that although state and local officials have
not yet been successful in getting this message to Beacon Hill,
the voters of Massachusetts will give us an even stronger and
more effective voice. That is why I am asking you to place the
following two questions on your local town ballot this spring.

1. Do you oppose further cuts or withholding of local aid to
(YOUR TOWN)?

2. Should the state share 40% of its revenue from growth taxes
(income, state and corporate income) with towns and cities on a
continuing and consistent basis to help support basic local
services such as public safety, public health and education?
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The first question will give voters a chance to clearly
voice their support for local government and for the services it
provides. The second question will allow voters this spring to
cast their ballots in favor of the Massachusetts Municipal
Association November ballot question which provides for a fair
division of state revenues. Strong early suppport for this
question at town elections in March, April and May could have a
critical and timely impact on saving local aid as the state
attempts to balance the FY 1990 budget and to formulate the FY
1991 budget.

I have enclosed for your information, M.G.L. Ch 53 sec.
18A a copy of the statute which authorizes the placement of
these questions on your town ballot.

In addition to the placement of these questions on your
town ballot, I would also appreciate your support of the
enclosed legislation which I have filed. This legislation would
prohibit the impoundment of local aid funds and ensure that, in
the future impoundment of local aid funds can not be used to
solve the state's budget difficulties.

Thank you for your assistance. Please contact me if you
have any questions or concerns.

s*ner eiy z

WILLIAM B. GOLDEN
State Senator
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE
ROOM 4168

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722.1646

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN 
COMMITTEES:

COUNTIES (CHAIRMAN)

NORFOLK-PLYMOUTH DISTRICT CRIMINAL JUSTICE

COHASSET HULL
DUXIUMY MARSHFIELD 

HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

HINGHAM SCITUATE
WEYMOUTH 

PUBLIC SERVICE

January 25, 1990

Dear Colleague in Government,

The purpose of this letter is to ask you to join with

state and local officials throughout Massachusetts in a ca
mpaign

to stop all reductions and impoundments of local aid. Already

the state has reduced local aid by $250 million dollars with
disastrous consequences to city and town budgets. Now unable to

balance the state FY 1990 budget, the state is seeking to
 solve

its budget problems by cutting local aid an additional 500
million in FY 1990 and shifting the fiscal crisis to citi

es and

towns. An additional reduction of $86 million has already been

proposed for FY 1991.

We know that cutting local aid and disrupting vital

local services is simply not an acceptable solution to the
state's budget woes. We must send a clear signal to state

government that cuts and impoundments in local aid will not be
tolerated.

By proposing the following two resolutions to the city

council, city officials across the Commonwealth can deliv
er a

clear and timely message to Beacon Hill.

1. Do you oppose further cuts or withholding of local aid to

(YOUR CITY)?

2. Should the state share 40% of its revenue from growth taxes

(income, state and corporate income) with towns and cities on a
continuing and consistent basis to help support basic local
services such as public safety, public health and education?
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The first resolution will constitute a statewide call 
by

city officals against any further cuts or reductions in local
aid. The second resolution will allow City Councils throughout

Massachusetts to voice their support for the Massachuse
tts

Municipal Association November ballot question. This referendum

question calls for a fair division of state revenues. 
We need

strong support for this question now so that we can impact the
state budget process as the state balances the FY 1990 b

udget

and formulate a new budget for FY 1991. The November ballot

mandate will simply be too late to affect critical 
FY 1990 and

FY 1991 state budget decisions.

I have enclosed for your information a copy of budget

statute (M.G.L. Ch. 53 Sec. 18A) which authorizes the placement

of these resolutions before your City Council.

In addition to proposing these resolutions, I would also

appreciate your support of the enclosed legislatio
n which I have

filed. This legislation would prohibit the impoundment of lo
cal

aid funds and ensure that in the future impoundment of local aid
funds can not be used to solve the state's budget difficulties.

Thank you for your assistance. Please contact me if you

have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM B. GOLDEN
State Senator
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: ILENE LADD
JANUARY 24, 1990 617-722-1646

GOLDEN PROPOSES STATEWIDE LOCAL AID REFERENDUM DRIVE;
CALLS FOR "CITIZENS' MANDATE" TO PROTECT CITIES AND TOWNS

Calling for a "citizens' mandate" to preserve state aid

to cities and towns, Sen. William B. Golden (D-Weymouth) today

announced he will ask the Boards of Selectmen in over 300 towns

to put two nonbinding questions on town ballots this spring so

that taxpayers can voice their support for local aid.

In addition, Golden will ask the state's 40 cities to

pass resolutions to maintain state aid to localities in the

current fiscal year and ensure its existence in FY91 and beyond.

"These ballot questions will allow the people of

Massachusetts to send a clear message to Beacon Hill that they

will not accept cuts in local aid," Golden said. "We simply

can't take anymore cuts in local services -- such as police,

fire, education and public works."

"The state has failed to solve the 1990 fiscal crisis in

state government. We can't allow the state to pass the buck and

create a new crisis for cities and towns."

-more-



"Cities and towns also have a right to fiscal

stability. As called for in the Massachusetts Municipal

Association referendum, which will be on the 1990 ballot, the

state must guarantee that cities and towns receive a fair

division of state revenues. The reduction in local aid made

over the last year has disrupted the entire budget cycle of

local government and has disrupted necessary local services,"

Golden said.

The questions that Golden is asking localities to put on

the ballot are:

--Should the town oppose all reductions and impoundments

of local aid.?

--Should the state guarantee 40% of all personal and

corporate income and sales taxes and all of the lottery revenues

to local aid? (MMA Question)

Massachusetts law allows nonbinding questions to be

placed on the ballot in cities and towns upon approval by local

officials. Town elections are held between March and May.

Golden organized a similar referendum effort in several

South Shore towns in 1985 in order to build grassroots support

for restoration of commuter rail in Southeastern Massachusetts.

After the ballot question was approved in all towns by

an average of 77 percent, support for commuter rail grew

significantly, finally resulting in a $195 million bond

authorization for construction of the rail system.

-more-



Golden, a long time advocate for local aid and former

local official in Quincy, has been a strong supporter of the

November MMA ballot question. "Unfortunately," said Golden,

"The results of the November ballot question will not be heard

in time for the 1991 state budget process."

"We need to send a clear signal to Beacon Hill today

that the citizens of Massachusetts support local aid."

-end-



[SIMILAR MATTER FILED DURING PAST SESSION -
SEE SENATE HOUSE NO. OF 1

ED£ Commonalealth of 6*la~achu*ettl

IN THE YEAR ONE THOUSAND NINE HUNDRED AND;GiGNI¥ NINETY

.#(trju.

AN AcT
RELATIVE TO CHAPTER 70 AID FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court assembled.
and by the authority of the same, as follows:

•SaGN@N- k
WHEREAS, the appropriation for Chapter 70 Aid for

public schools for fiscal year 1990, Line Item 7061-0008
in Section 2 of Chapter 240 of the Acts of 1989, was
specifically "to be distributed pursuant to the provisions
of section three of" that act;

WHEREAS, in section 3 of said Chapter 240, the
distribution of Chapter 70 Aid was to be accomplished in
accordance with the terms and provisions of Section 3 and
Section 4 in said Chapter 240, "[nlotwithstanding the
provisions of any general or special law to the contrary;"

WHEREAS, the deferred operation of this act would
defeat its purpose and would lead to financial disaster
for the cities and towns of Massachusetts, therefore, it
is declared to be an emergency law, necessary for the
immediate preservation of the operation of the public
schools in the cities and towns of Massachusetts and the
public convenience and welfare;

BE IT ENACTED, AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The appropriation for Chapter 70 Aid for
Public Schools for fiscal year 1990, Line Item 7061-0008
in Section 2 of Chapter 240 of the Acts of 1989, was, in
Section 3 of said Chapter 240, made exempt from all general

NOTE - Use only ONE SIDE of each leaf. DOUBLE SPACE. insert additional leaves. if necessary.



or special laws, including Chapter 29, Sections 98 and 9C, of
the General Laws, and , therefore, is not subject to allotment
withholding or impoundment by the Governor;

SECTION 2. to avoid any continued or additional withholding
of the Chapter 70 Aid appropriation, aforesaid, it is hereby
declared and established that said appropriation is not subject to
any withholding or impoundment by the Governor;

SECTION 3. This act shall take effect upon its passage.



53:17A. NOMINATIONS, QUESTIONS, ETC. [Chap. 53.1 [Chap. 53.]

candidate for member of the state committee for which he was 29 the annnominated. Such candidate may not withdraw such acceptance. 30 sion of i
A proQUESTIONS TO BE SUBMITrED TO THE VOTERS. on the b

be prese53:18. Amendments to federal constitution; opinion of voters ascertained. least terSection 18. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the common- 1 shall ncwealth that the general court, when called upon to act upon a 2 election.proposed amendment to the federal constitution, should defer action 3 petitionuntil the opinion of the voters of the commonwealth ·has been taken, 4 city or tas herein provided, relative to the wisdom and expediency of ratifying 5 such acthe same; therefore, if a proposed amendment to the federal constitu- 6 after rttion is duly submitted to the general court as provided in article five 7 certifiesof the constitution of the United States, and is not ratified at the 8 questiorsession at which it is submitted, there shall be submitted to all the 9 electionvoters of the commonwealth at the following state election, if such an 10
election is to occur prior to the next regular session of the general 11 The p:
court, otherwise at such special or regular state election as the 12 City or 1
general court may order, the question whether such ratification is 13 prescrib,
desirable. The question shall be placed upon the official ballot in the 14 special e
following fom: "Is it desirable that the proposed amendment to the 15 public 03
constitution of the United States (describing the same) be ratified by 16 , procedui
the general court?" The votes cast shall be received, sorted, counted, 17
declared and transmitted to the state secretary, laid before the 18 53:19. Que
governor and council, and by them opened and examined in accord- 19 tion.
ance with the laws relating to votes for state officers so far as they 20 Sectioiare applicable, and the governor shall thereupon communicate to the 21 any senageneral court the total number of votes cast in the affirmative and in 22 district,the negative for the proposed amendment, and likewise the same 23 representotals arranged by senatorial and representative districts. This section 24 or represhall not authorize the taking of the opinion of the voters more than 25 of, the ionce in respect to any such proposed amendment unless otherwise 26 determinprovided by the general court. 27 such qu,

secretary53:18A. Nonbinding public opinion advisory questions on local ballots. unequivo
Section 18A. As used in this section "governing body" shall mean, 1 presenta

in a city, the city council acting with the approval of the mayor 2 of this a,
subject to the provisions of the charter of said city, in a town having a 3 such que
town council, the town council, and in every other town the board of 4 represeni
selectmen. 5

53:20. AppliA nonbinding public opinion advisory question may be placed on the 6
ballot for a regular municipal election in any city or town no later 7 Sectionthan the thirtieth day preceding such election: by vote of the city 8 tion pape
council of such city, with approval of its mayor where so required by 9 certificatithe city charter; by vote of the board of selectmen of a town or by 10 for, shallvote of the town council of a town having a town council or by vote of 11 nineteen.

16



[Chap. 53.1 NOMINATIONS, QUESTIONS, ETC. 53:20.

the annual town meeting; or in conformity with the following provi- 12
sion of this section: 13

A proposal to place a nonbihding public opinion advisory question 14
on the ballot for a regular municipal election in any city or town may 15
be presented to the governing body thereof on a petition signed by at 16
least ten registered voters of the city or town. If such governing body 17
shall not approve said petition at least ninety days before said 18
election, then the question may be so placed on said ballot when a 19
petition signed by at least ten per cent of the registered voters of the 20
city or town, but in no case less than twenty such voters, requesting 21
such action is filed with the registrars, who shall have seven days 22
after receipt of such a petition to certify the signatures. Upon 23
certification of the signatures, the city or town clerk shall cause the 24
question to be placed on the ballot at the next regular municipal 25
election held more than thirty days after such certification. 26

The procedures established by this section shall be available to any 27
city or town; provided, however, that if an alternative procedure is 28
prescribed by a home rule charter, optional plan of government, or 29
special act applying to such city or town, relative to the placing of 30
public opinion questions upon the local ballot, then such alternative 31
procedure shall apply. 32

53:19. Questions of public policy submitted in certain districts upon applica-
tion.

Section 19. On an application signed by twelve hundred voters in 1
any senatorial district, or by two hundred voters in any representative 2
district, asking for the submission to the voters in that senatorial or 3
representative district of any question of instructions to the senator 4
or representatives from that district, and stating the substance there- 5
of, the attorney general shall upon request of the state secretary 6
determine whether or not such question is one of public policy, and if 7
such question is determined to be one of public policy, the state 8
secretary and the attorney general shall draft it in such simple, 9
unequivocal and adequate form as shall be deemed best suited for 10
presentation upon the ballot. Upon the fulfilment of the requirements 11
of this and the two following sections the state secretary shall place 12
such question on the official ballot to be used in that senatorial or 13
representative district at the next state election. 14

53:20. Applications; signatures; identification; certification.
Section 20. The provisions of law relative to the signing of nomina- 1

tion papers of candidates for state office, and to the identification and 2
certification of names thereon and submission to the registrars there- 3
for, shall apply, so far as apt, to applications submitted under section 4
nineteen. Petition forms for such applications submitted under section 5

17
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Golden ---The- proposed questions "We can't allow the state

ask: "Should the town op- to pass the buck and create

launches pose all reductions and im a new crisis for cities and
poundments of local aid?" towns." he said.
and "Should the state Golden will send letters
guarantee 40 percent of all
personal and corporate in· to officials in each of the

~1Q 0 + come and sales tax and all state's 300 towns asking
them to include the ques.

of the lottery revenues to
local aid?" tions on ballots for local

protect Gov. Michael Dukakis. March and Miy, a spokes-elections held between

faced with a projected man said.
year-end deficit and dim Golden also will ask offi-

local aid prospects for a tax in- clals in 40 cities, where
crease this year, has elections are not held until
warned he will withhold November. to pass resolu-
more than $500 million . lions protesting local aid

By JONATHAN WELLS from a $1.2 billion local aid reductions.
payment in June in order

State Sen. William Got- to balance the state bud-
den. a candidate for lieu- get.
tenant governor. will
launch another, statewide In addition. the gover-

campaign today, this one nor's proposed budget for
aimed at blocking more th6 next fiscal year, which
than $500 million in local begins July 1. calls for an
aid cuts. , $86.3 million drop In local

aid compared to what was
Golden (D-Weymouth) originally budgeted for

will try to persuade offi- this year.
clals in more than 300
Massachusetts towns to in. "These ballot questions
clude two non-binding will allow the people of
questions on their local , Massachusetts to send a

ballots this spring, both clear message to Beacon

aimed at demonstrating Hill that they will not ac.
widespread opposition to cept cuts in local aid." Gol-
cuts in state aid to cities den said.
and towns.



APPENDIX B : Financial Charts , 1981 -1989

- Trends in State and Local Spending

- Shares of Local Revenue
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SHARES OF LOCAL REVENUE
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APPENDIX C : Local Aid Cuts for Cities and Towns

- Actual FY '90 Cuts

- Proposed June Withholding
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001 ABINGTON 6,126,759 5,613,575 -513,184 27,199 24,776 -2,423 -510,761

002 ACTON 2,909,524 2,180,178 -729,346 45,987 48,745 2,758 -732,104

003 ACUSHNET 3,448,615 3,130,869 -317,746 73,840 83,507 9.667 -327,413

004 ADAMS 2,164,461 1,792,765 -371,696 45,224 48,926 3,702 -375,398

005 AGAWAM 10,607,981 9,412,262 -1,195,719 105,366 102,324 -3,042 -1,192,677

006 ALFORD 30,743 24,411 -6,332 9,843 9,317 -526 -5,806

007 AMESBURY 7,221,843 6,643,065 -578,778 209,170 292,665 83,495 -662,273

008 AMHERST 8,627,194 7,438,668 -1,188,526 515,327 514,946 -381 -1,188,145

009 ANDOVER 6,020,374 4,986,307 -1,034,067 650,206 748,898 98,692 -1,132,759

..0 ARL:N:.r. 16,122,142 14,402,560 -1,719,582 2,428,391 2,454,716 26,325 -1,745,907

011 ASHBURNHAM 686,858 478,435 -208,423 9,616 9,811 195 -208,618

012 ASHBY 318,572 228,588 -89,984 2,177 2,127 -50 -89,934

013 ASHFIELD 193,945 147,599 -46,346 21,824 21,592 -232 -46,114

014 ASHLAND 2,532,382 2,058,213 -474,169 279,554 283,474 3,920 -478,089

015 ATHOL 3,002,390 2,577,110 -425,280 3,903 4,390 487 -425,767

016 ATTLEBORO 16,864,702 15,388,060 -1,476,642 392,472 402,230 9,758 -1,486,400

W . , AWD.IM 4,800,344 4,215,427 -584,917 67,301 68,156 855 -585,772

018 AVON 1,436,979 1,288,026 -148,953 42,619 42,812 193 -149,146

019 AYER 4,789,227 4,221,246 -567,981 22,887 25,079 2,192 -570,173

020 BARNSTABLE 6,133,259 4,585,975 -1,547,284 768,964 954,107 185,143 -1,732,427

021 BARRE 652,014 487,584 -164,430 13,937 13,273 -664 -163,766

022 BECKET 170,627 165,062 -5,565 22,564 24,290 1,726 -7,291

023 BEDFORD 3,079,855 2,454,092 -625,763 307,209 319,216 12,007 -637,770

024 6t LCMt* fOWN 4,320,698 3,926,522 -394,176 45,673 43,289 -2,384 -391,792

025 BELL]NGHAM 7,285,782 6,674,391 -611,391 55,721 70,082 14,361 -625,752

026 BELMONT 6,502,576 5,198,470 -1,304,106 1,363,873 1,372,761 8,888 -1,312,994

027 BERKLEY 1,894,242 1,738,285 -155,957 23,155 30,957 7,802 -163,759

028 BERLIN 590,582 506,739 -83,843 3,666 3,645 -21 -83,822

029 BERNARDSTON 465,685 399,065 -66,620 16,259 18,213 1,954 -68,574

030 BEVERLY 12,275,087 10,816,859 -1,458,228 1,081,651 1,101,661 20,010 -1,478,238

031 BILLERICA 15,123,245 13,597,905 -1,525,340 262,188 357,052 94,864 -1,620,204

032 BLACKSTONE 1,133,152 874,617 -258,535 9,860 9,106 -754 -257,781

033 BLANDFORD 184,349 141,482 -42,867 4,312 4,367 55 -42,922

'14 ROLTON 388,944 272,447 -116,497 7,223 4,967 -2,256 -114,241

80*N 482,646,838 463,037,965 -19,608,873 48,615,257 49,983,201 1,367,944 -20,976,817

036 BOURNE 3,984,038 3,300,163 -683,875 275,051 342,943 67,892 -751,767

037 BOXBOROUGH 413,777 287,785 -125,992 9,852 10,991 1,139 -127,131

038 BOMFORD 1,137,461 902,479 -234,982 74,241 85,933 11,692 -246.674

039 BOYLSTON 658,704 504,924 -153,780 3,753 8,658 4,905 -158,685

040 BRAINTREE 11.428,772 9,941,725 -1,486,987 1,406,008 1,542,892 136,884 -1,623,871

041 BREWSTER 1,078,602 819,370 -259,232 95,753 104,936 9,183 -268,415

042 BRIDGEWATER 6,579,914 5,839,342 -740,572 93,585 131,575 37,990 -778,562

043 BRIMFIELD 776,864 669,181 -107,683 5,160 5,157 -3 -107,680

044 BROCKTON 62.884,459 58,914,449 -3,970,010 1,721,404 1,742,288 20,884 -3,990,894

045 BROOKFIELD 1,131,441 985,210 -146,231 4,867 5,707 840 -147,071

046 BROOKLINE 13,470,843 11,404,302 -2,066,541 4,438,476 4,465,884 27,408 -2,093,949

047 BUCKLAND 374,926 303,592 -71,334 19,627 19,705 78 -71,412

048 BURLINGTON 6,654,761 5,677,942 -976,819 738,444 740,644 2,200 -979,019

049 CAMBRIDGE 44,526,559 41,283,704 -3,242,855 5,885,938 5,780,801 -105,137 -3,137,718
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050 CANTON 4,685,938 3,890,118 -795,820 536,144 564,619 28,475 -824,295

051 CARLISLE 1,149,224 975,382 -173,842 9,152 8,971 -181 -173,661

052 CARVER 3,225,755 2,736,433 -489,322 21,932 28,818 6,886 -496,208

053 CHARLEMONT 271,157 233,467 -37,690 12,459 13,222 763 -38,453

054 CHARLTON 1,247,891 973,954 -273,937 2,406 2,948 542 -274,479

055 CHAl HAM 621,190 279,444 -341,746 149,378 144,846 -4,532 -337,214

056 CHELMSFORD 10,279,240 9,026,334 -1,252,906 181,157 184,877 3,720 -1,256,626

057 CHELSEA 21,994,088 21,021,926 -972,162 1,666,608 1,684,042 17,434 -989,596

058 CHESHIRE 580,213 453,962 -126,251 26,884 26,576 -308 -125,943

059 CHESTER 279,393 235,535 -43,858 8,122 7,740 -382 -43,476

060 CHESTERFIELD 276,143 241,196 -34,947 6,480 6,396 -84 -34,863

061 CHICOPEE 29,268,720 26,940,845 -2,327,875 475,379 422,673 -52,706 -2,275,169

062 CHILMARK 33,175 29,958 -3,217 75,064 60,825 -14,239 11,022

063 CLARKSBURG 937,559 865,558 -72,001 16,852 16,473 -379 -71,622

064 CLINTON 7,007,378 6,524,217 -483,161 49,905 58,606 8,701 -491,862

065 COHASSET 1,764,356 1,469,969 -294,387 270,732 321,963 51,231 -345,618

066 COLRAIN 347,628 284,213 -63,415 18,791 20,207 1,416 -64,831

067 CONCORD 3,387,336 2,639,242 -748,094 335,303 346,476 11,173 -759,267

068 CONwav 372,069 319,338 -52,731 17,268 18,704 1,436 -54,167

069 CUMMINGTON 145,511 112,055 -33,456 6,725 6,558 -167 -33,289

070 nAITAN 1.326,990 1,085,391 -241,599 48,793 54,703 5,910 -247,509

071 DANVERS 6,485,823 5,533,774 -952,049 765,596 783,073 17,477 -969,526

072 DARTMOUTH 7,155,690 6,133,610 "1,022,080 313,094 295,672 -17,422 -1,004,658

073 DEDHAM 6,881,155 5,985,979 -895,176 918,087 1,057,741 139,654 -1,034,830

074 DEERFIELD 1,011,952 826,800 -185,152 59,501 57,636 -1,865 -183,287

n~ neweir AT7 415 336,443 -300,972 247,378 243,382 -3,996 -296,976

076 DIGHTON 649,140 462,462 -186,678 55,102 52,516 -2,586 -184,092

077 DOUGLAS 2,630,133 2,331,322 -298,811 2,551 4,635 2,084 -300,895

078 DOVER 495,325 298,423 -196,902 163,184 161,222 -1,962 -194,940

079 DRACUT 9,059,530 8,089,505 -970,025 75,462 67,416 -8,046 -961,979

080 DUDLEY 1,576,465 1,256,050 -320,415 9,783 10,288 505 -320,920

081 DUNSTABLE 266,192 220,925 -45,267 6,623 6,661 38 -45,305

082 DUXBURY 3,357,651 2,717,802 -639,849 259,586 288,764 29,178 -669,027

083 EAST BRIDGEWATER 4,827,919 4,423,208 -404,711 21,582 28,747 7,165 -411,876

084 EAST BROOKFIELD 227,100 172,149 -54,951 9,587 9,957 370 -55,321

085 EAST LONGMEADOW 3,733,605 3,220.368 -513,237 78,763 79,255 492 -513,729

086 EASTHAM 623,234 487,006 -136,228 86,132 94,733 8,601 -144,829

087 EASTHAMPTON 8,835,178 7,883,530 -951,648 51,121 63,748 12,627 -964,275

088 EASTON 6,183,099 5,307,324 -875,775 215,552 229,764 14,212 -889,987

089 EDGARTOWN 753,077 687,372 -65,705 136,058 137,663 1,605 -67,310

090 EGREMONT 93,088 73,353 -19,735 27,374 19,987 -7,387 -12,348

091 ERVING 325,007 271,838 -53,169 47,978 39,573 -8,405 -44,764

092 ESSEX 656,990 536,050 -120,140 31,679 39,269 7,590 -127,730

095 ElcRETT 12,943,129 11,738,283 -1,254,846 1,977,841 2,113,784 135,943 -1,390,789

094 FAIRHAVEN 6,275,189 5,663,651 -611,538 179,040 177,625 -1,415 -610,123

095 FALL RIVER 69,779,359 66,352,674 -3,426,685 1,514,897 1,062,535 -452,362 -2,974,323

096 FALMOUTH 3,995,063 3,406,541 -588,522 358,624 320,921 -37,703 -550,819

097 FITCHBURG 21,899,396 21,129,749 -769,647 444,060 447,752 3,692 - 773,339

096 FLORIDA 143,731 112,495 -33,236 9,996 12,286 2,290 -35,526

099 FOXBOROUGH 4,930,621 4,281,523  -649,098 62,811 72,927 10,116 -659,214

100 FRAMINGHAM 18,231,403 15,654,439 -2,576,964 1,258,445 1,289,121 30,676 -2,607,640
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101 FRANKLIN 7,298,983 6,832,143 -466,840 198,310 277,027 78,717 -545,557

102 FREETOWN 1,832,041 1,568,475 -263,566 73,044 70,435 -2,609 -260,957

103 GARDNER 9,981,211 9,347,783 -633,428 123,437 130,108 6,671 -640,099

104 GAY HEAD 24,923 20,619 -4,304 14,590 22,033 7,443 -11,747

105 GEORGETOWN 2,217,943 1,965,668 -252,275 54,213 61,902 7,689 -259,964

106 GILL 144,183 123,330 -20,853 18,679 18,660 -19 -20,834

107 GLOUCESTER 8,927,114 7,825,108 -1,102,026 732,281 896,766 164,485 -1,266,511

108 GOSHEN 133,056 110,110 -22,946 2,027 1,955 -72 -22,874

109 GOSNOLD 11,076 8,035 -3,041 5,461 4,171 -1,290 -1,751

110 GRAFTON 3,977,935 3,471,966 -505,969 28,405 31,023 2,618 -508,587

111 GRANBY 2,387,438 2,139,233 -248,205 68,891 80,251 11,360 -259,565

112 GRANVILLE 341,969 569,214 227,245 16,712 27,877 11,165 216,080

113 GREAT BARRINGTON 1,513,935 1,233,225 -280,710 70,918 78,377 7,459 -288,169

114 GREENF]ELD 9,123,717 8,421,161 -702,556 130,864 143,619 12,755 -715,311

115 GROTON 1,054,010 795,394 -258,616 23,515 22,367 -1,148 -257,468

116 GROVELAND 1,390,135 1,194,127 -196,008 35,894 38,653 2,759 -198,767

117 HADLEY 929,760 748,028 -181,732 138,130 154,124 15,994 -197,726

118 HALIFAX 1,993,399 1,805,787 -187,612 10,766 10,331 -435 -187,177

119 HAMILTON 933,236 652,538 -280,698 215,073 237,184 22,111 -302,809

120 HAMPDEN 1,466,145 1,254,068 -212,077 17,449 15,778 -1,671 -210,406

121 HANCOCK 156,290 132,644 -23,646 6,032 9,295 3,263 -26,909

122 HANOVER 4,819,036 4,375,008 -444,028 236,338 240,608 4,270 -448,298

123 HANSON 3,582,487 3,272,281 -310,206 24,003 27,551 3,548 -313,754

124 HARDWICK 445,104 359,280 -85,824 9,440 7,511 -1,929 -83,895

125 HARVARD 3,708,480 3,028,632 -679,848 19,034 27,274 8,240 -688,088

176 HARwlru 1,426,559 1,552,599 126,040 144,447 151,186 6,739 119,301

127 HATFIELD 935,273 811,095 -124,178 3,295 4,757 1,462 -125,640

128 HAVERHILL 23,937,563 21,958,505 -1,979,058 598,158 662,627 64,469 -2,043,527

129 HAWLEY 108,308 99,197 -9.111 8,412 7.338 -1,074 -8,037

130 HEATH 166 , 093 145 , 520 - 20 .573 13 , 018 12 , 271 -747 - 19 , 826

131 HINGHAM 4,335,067 3,436,446 -898,621 707,927 837,620 129,693 -1,028,314

132 HINSDALE 311,359 233,853 -77,506 14,783 13,212 -1,571 -75,935

133 HOLBROOK 5,193,866 4,735,618 -458,248 416,746 485,751 69,005 -527,253

134 HOLDEN 3,725,960 3,189,028 -536,932 59.207 60,293 1,086 -538,018

135 HOLLAND 407,955 321,933 -86,022 10,517 10,438 -79 -85,943

136 HOLLISTON 4,578,140 4,092,244 -485,896 30,250 31,438 1,188 -487,084

137 HOLYOKE 39,350,371 37,561,330 -1,789,041 605,987 891,439 285,452 -2,074,493

138 HOPEDALE 1,405,912 1,206,545 -199,367 7,115 8,871 1,756 -201,123

139 HOPKINTON 1,943,217 1,600,085 -343,132 18,629 16,253 -2,376 -340,756

140 HUBBARDSTON 230,128 187,387 -42,741 11.514 14,548 3,034 -45,775

141 HUDSON 6,903,576 6.146,806 - 756.770 121,394 153,878 32,484 -789,254

142 HULL 5,199.580 4,691,010 -508,570 226,441 280,430 53,989 -562,559

143 HUNTINGTON 365,976 298,648 -67,328 3,087 3.858 771 -68,099

144 IPSWICH 3,566.858 3,665,045 -501,813 120,676 131,502 10,826 -512,639

145 KINGSTON T,751,375 1,471,093 -310,282 14,012 24,713 10,701 --  -320,983

146 LAKEVILLE 1,950,060 1,656,209 -293,851 17,454 27,012 9,558 -303,409

147 LANCASTER 2,192.202 1,970,684 -221,518 14,666 11,969 -2,697 -218,821

148 LANESBOROUGH 931,100 799,804 -131,296 26,808 29,092 2,284 -133,580

149 LAWRENCE 55,494,319 53,030,824 -2,463,495 765,958 960,448 194,490 -2,657,985

150 LEE 2,182,120 1,914,168 -267.952 46,615 47,986 1,371 -269,323

151 LEICESTER 5,336,032 5,005,136 -330,896 59,232 62,645 3,413 -334,309
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152 LENOX 1,867,479 1,608,173 "259,306 52,964 69,957 16,993 -276,299

153 LEOMINSTER 16,104,798 14,728,379 -1,376,419 268,034 307,637 39,603 -1,416,022

154 LEVERETT 229,254 184,052 -45,202 23,527 24,092 565 -45,767

155 LEXINGTON 6,469,791 5,248,982 -1,220,809 831,235 842,353 11,118 -1,231,927

156 LEYDEN 141,230 113,457 -27,773 9,978 10,394 416 -28,189

157 LINCOLN 1,707,704 1,428,806 278,898 183,462 179,263 -4,199 -274,699

158 LITTLETON 1,558,736 1,281,923 -276,813 48,156 53,235 5,079 -281,892

159 LONGMEADOW 4,232,134 3,575,535 -656,599 102,809 102,280 -529 -656,070

160 LOWELL 61,233,704 57,436,887 -3,796,817 685,615 687,947 2,332 -3,799,149

161 LUD.OW 6,986,912 6,216,348 .770,564 82,459 83,035 576 -771,140

162 LUNENBURG 3,112,220 2,809,298 -302,922 7,320 8,718 1,398 -304,320

163 LYNN 55,431,083 52,371,985 -3,059,098 2,424,631 2,477,569 52,938 -3,112,036

164 LYNNFIELD 2,637,681 2,118,748 -518,933 478,942 562,656 83,714 -602,647

165 MALDEN 29,617,638 27,547,636 -2,070,002 2,628,781 2,662,993 34,212 -2,104,214

166 MANCHESTER 772,987 546,731 -226,256 188,668 200,011 11,343 -237,599

167 MANSFIELD 4,395,131 3,762,085 -633,046 201,477 199,870 -1,607 -631,439

168 MARBLEHEAD 3,069,909 2,317,568 -752,341 745,768 769,725 23,957 -776,298

169 MARION 433,689 312,347 -121,342 17,247 16,585 -662 -120,680

170 MARLBOROUGH 10,722,721 9,374,665 -1,348,056 119,993 112,782 -7,211 -1,340,845

171 MARSHFIELD 7,717,663 6,751,973 -965,690 465,880 478,140 12.260 -977,950

172 MASHPEE 1,756,222 1,534,809 -221,413 107,331 125,806 18,475 -239,888

173 MATTAPOJSETT 813,741 582,558 -231,183 24,418 26,587 2,169 -233,352

174 MAYNARD 3,936,790 3,524,285 -412,505 20,047 18,621 -1,426 -411,079

175 MEDFIELD 3,214,717 2,648,233 -566,484 271,165 282,781 11,616 -578,100

176 MEDFORD 26,758,098 24,534,793 -2,223,305 3,711,952 3,934,515 222,563 -2,445,868

177 MEDWAY 3,265,082 2,951,159 -313,923 50,528 47,133 -3,395 -310,528

178 MELROSE 12,334,972 11,181,320 -1,153,652 855,000 878,322 23,322 -1,176,974

179 MENDON 348,011 283,884 -64,127 1.287 1,417 130 -64,257

180 MERRIMAC 1,642,082 1,462.656 - 179,426 25,144 28,115 2,971 -182,397

181 METHUEN 14,104,808 12,516,330 -1,588,478 429,213 474,734 45,521 -1,633,999

182 MIDDLEBOROUGH 9,099,712 8,219,157 -880,555 43,480 39,517 -3,963 -876,592

183 MIDDLEFIELD 108,954 91,681 -17,273 4,861 5,151 290 -17,563

184 MIDDLETON 834,338 629,236 -205,102 141,687 158,563 16,876 -221,978

185 MILFORD 12,323,746 11,601,447 -722,299 43,883 40,599 -3,284 -719,015

186 MILLBURY 5,296,134 4,899,721 -396,413 41,049 44,540 3,491 -399,904

187 MILLIS 2,357,378 2,017,393 -339,985 233,766 254,085 20,319 -360,304

188 MILLVILLE 285,434 207,495 -77,939 4,451 3,500 -951 -76,988

189 MILTON 5,941,859 4,935,721 -1,006,138 1,487,645 1,603,645 116,000 -1,122,138

190 MONROE 66,865 60,529 -6,336 7,738 6,565 -1,173 -5,163

191 MONSON 3,645,996 3,324,766 -321,230 57,906 95,304 37,398 -358,628

192 MONTAGUE $,568,224 1,265,164 -303,060 115,957 146,589 30,632 -333,692

193 MONTEREY 135.401 116,083 -19,318 14,077 15,252 1,175 -20,493

194 MONTGOMERY 95,999 66,465 -29,534 6,874 6,724 -150 -29,384

195 MOUNT WASHJNGTON 7D, 741 74,482 3,741 4,122 4,322 200 3,541

196 NAHANT 825,592 660,858 -164,734 168,131 173,305 5,174 -169,908

197 NANTUCKET 3,186,271 2,939,801 -246,470 25,645 36,457 10,812 -257,282

198 NATICK 8,919,035 7,519,882 -1,399,153 659,388 700,485 41,097 -1,440.250

199 NEEDHAM 4,895,427 3,740,927 -1,154,500 831,153 888,274 57,121 -1,211,621

200 NEW ASHFORD 42,653 36,109 -6,544 2,467 1,549 -918 -5,626

201 NEW BEDFORD 74,957,876 71,759,168 -3,198,708 1,063,085 1,130,789 67,704 -3,266,412

202 NEW BRAINTREE 148,819 122,417 -26,402 241 276 35 -26,437
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203 NEW MARLBOROUGH 144,277 112,617 -31,660 20,423 19,498 -925 -30,735

204 NEW SALEM 146,479 133,579 -12,900 6,955 6,471 -484 -12,416

205 NEWBURY 986,385 776,569 -209,816 53,663 59,819 6,156 -215,972

206 NEWBURYPORT 6,359,662 5,630,622 -729,040 169,117 219,692 50,575 -779,615

207 NEWTON 15,156,184 12,102,818 -3,053,366 3,969,308 4,028,818 59,510 -3,112,876

208 NORFOLK 1,750,917 1,387,094 -363,823 157,270 181,581 24,311 -388,134

209 NORTH ADAMS 11,862,052 11,177,281 -684,771 202,439 307,258 104,819 -789,590

210 NORTH ANDOVER 4,289,683 3,866,230 -423,453 317,775 367,831 50,056 -473,509

211 NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH 9,193,006 8,355,890 -837,114 328,659 380,489 51,830 -888,944

212 NORTH BROOKFIELD 2,504,240 2,356,383 -147,857 8,714 9,471 757 -148,614

213 NORTH READING 3,799,358 3,200,444 -598,914 277,768 294,863 17,095 -616,009

214 NORTEAMPTON 12,191,316 10,986,184 -1,205,132 182,611 216,374 33,763 -1,238,895

215 NORTHBOROUGH 2,665,909 2,236,592 -429,317 39,462 42,001 2,539 -431,856

216 NORTHBRIDGE 7,029,575 6,533,118 -496,457 8,465 14,748 6,283 -502,740

217 NORTHF]ELD 480,782 398,541 -82,241 25,283 26,665 1,382 -83,623

218 NORTON 6,288,884 5,734,696 -554,188 107,288 129,883 22,595 -576,783

219 NORWELL 2,765,890 2,355,098 -410,792 293,698 347,776 54,078 -464,870

220 NORWOOD 9,515,943 8,384,563 -1,131,380 858,045 870,761 12,716 -1,144,096

771 nar o,i,cre 271,421 177,506 -93,915 65,500 74,474 8,974 -102,889

222 OAKHAM 179,774 150,894 -28,880 4,969 5,037 68 -28,948

223 ORANGE 3,454,996 3,212,493 -242,503 75,952 106,589 30,637 -273,140

224 ORLEANS 332,348 383,871 51,523 120,156 119,297 -859 52,382

225 OTIS 188,382 146,517 -41,865 24,633 26,302 1,669 -43,534

226 OXFORD 6,106,752 5,624,894 -481,858 18,574 18,906 332 -482,190

227 PALMER 4,909,944 4,479,026 -430,918 25,024 25,932 908 -431,826

000 0~V¥Al' 844,275 690,406 -153,869 15,635 29,641 -167,87514,006

229 PEABODY 18,694,282 16,976,849 -1,717,433 1,559,843 1,823,807 263,964 -1,981,397

230 PELHAM 168,493 118,643 -49,850 9,550 9,847 297 -50,147

231 PEMBROKE 3,810,004 3,189,359 -620,645 327,777 340,823 13,046 -633,691

232 PEPPERELL 891,778 611,534 -280,244 21,219 25,354 4,135 -284,379

233 PERU 177,532 146,896 -30,636 7,779 7,306 -473 -30,163

234 PETERSHAM 202,512 159,268 -43,244 4,898 846 -4,052 -39,192

235 PHILLIPSTON 132,975 134.088 1,113 5,053 5,668 615 498

236 PITTSFIELD 28,754,938 26,737,042 -2,017,896 447,683 469,303 21,620 -2,039,516

237 PLAINFIELD 82,525 69,600 -12,925 5,054 5,461 407 -13,332

238 PLAINVILLE 1,465,032 1,255,611 -209,421 61,694 72,678 10,984 -220,405

239 PLYMOUTH 6,154,266 4,605,851 -1,548,415 155,817 161,053 5,236 -1,553,651

240 PLYMPTON 493,479 420,501 -72,978 8,089 8,177 88 -73,066

241 PRINCETON 654,813 537,863 -116,950 965 1,151 186 -117,136

242 PROVINCETOWN 707,493 546,348 -161,145 59,751 56.271 -3,480 -157,665

243 QUINCY 38,718,125 35,532,273 -3,185,652 3,325,091 3,542,641 217,550 -3,403,402

244 RANDOLPH 11,601,135 10,482,003 -1,119,132 966,056 1,036,605 70,549 -1,189,681

245 RAYNHAM 3,338,861 3,004,883 -333,978 90,795 93,182 2,387 -336,365

246 READING 7~089 , 286 . 6 * 126 , 020 - 963 , 266 590 , 719 609,968 19 , 249 - 982 , 515

247 REHOBOTH 876,197 591,026 -285,171 99,833 130,122 30,289 -315,460

248 REVERE 22,650,933 21,003,920 -1,647,013 2,887,313 3,126,122 238,809 -1,885,822

249 RICHMOND 344,539 268,180 -76,359 21,188 20,153 -1,035 -75,324

250 ROCHESTER 930,753 1,131,533 200,780 6,327 7,863 1,536 199,244

251 ROCKLAND 8,620,149 7,987,597 -632,552 413,723 480,988 67,265 -699,817

252 ROCKPORT 2,006,581 1,732,806 -273,775 160,265 210,383 50,118 -323,893

253 ROWE 38,024 30,363 -7,661 48,014 33,150 -14,864 7,203
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254 ROWLEY 1,002,434 1,254,974 252,540 38,036 36,181 -1,855 254,395

255 ROYALSTON 223,145 166,993 -56,152 300 349 49 -56,201

256 RUSSELL 169,782 118,620 -51,162 7,954 7,995 41 -51,203

257 RUTLAND 1,850,721 1,676,242 -174,479 4,690 5,978 1,288 -175,767

258 SALEM 14,945,662 13,516,446 -1,429,216 1,294,398 1,443,614 149,216 -1,578,432

259 SALISBURY 1,688,28< 1,421,659 -266,625 65,937 93,933 27,996 -294,621

260 SANDISFIELD 188,927 161,754 -27,173 9,887 9,316 -571 -26,602

261 SANDWICH 3,812,458 4,288,896 476,438 147,475 152,322 4,847 471,591

262 SAUGUS 7,634,026 6,551,260 -1,682,766 1,007,475 1,083,256 75,781 -1,158,547

263 SAVOY 352,160 321,399 -30,761 12,218 5,073 -7,145 -23,616

264 SCITUATE 4,950,261 4,159,443 -790,818 376,545 387,807 11,262 -802,080

265 SEEKC"v 3,814,481 3,293,463 -521,018 154,732 142,282 -12,450 -508,568

266 SHARON 4,433,057 3,792,039 -641,018 398,799 419,675 20,876 -661,894

267 SHEFFIELD 368,423 287,616 -80,807 27,367 26,431 -936 -79,871

268 SHELBURNE 487,148 409,313 -77,835 26,288 28,659 2,371 -80,206

269 SHERBORN 632,078 411,377 -220,701 106,495 116,858 10,363 -231,064

270 SHIRLEY 2,701,017 2,474,162 -226,855 6,960 7,636 676 -227,531

271 SHREWSBURY 6,406,889 5,491,683 -915,206 89,331 93,789 4,458 -919,664

272 SHUTESBURY 195,689 147,942 -47,747 19,219 18,720 -499 -47,248

273 SOMERSET 3,095,637 2,378,045 -717,592 294,568 248,151 -46,417 -671,175

274 SOMERVILLE 54,194,571 51,278,939 -2,915,632 3,855,192 3,879,475 24,283 -2,939,915

275 SOUTH HADLEY 6,194,755 5,559,226 -635,529 117,633 103,881 -13,752 -621,777

276 SOUTHAMPTON 1,315,773 1,154,259 -161,514 5,875 6,423 548 -162,062

277 SOUTHBOROUGH 1,033,082 773,170 -259,912 15,723 15,105 -618 -259,294

278 SOUTHBRIDGE 10,716,892 10,137,509 -579,383 23,447 27,541 4,094 -583,477

279 SOUTHWICK 3,522,721 794,724 -2,727,997 22,961 26,178 3,217 -2,731,214

280 SPENCER 1,792,751 1,365,589 -427,162 44,133 52,254 8,121 -435,283

281 SPRINGFIELD 134,630,426 128,431,151 -6,199,275 1,635,511 1,894,005 258,494 -6,457,769

282 STERLING 1,430,282 1,098,677 -331,605 12,180 15,097 2,917 -334,522

283 STOCKBRIDGE 118,193 96,947 -21,246 60,521 56,553 -3,968 -17,278

284 STONEHAM 7,105,597 6,235,848 -869,749 595,251 673,405 78,154 -947,903

285 STOUGHTON 9,894,222 8,740,350 -1,153,872 288,108 341,126 53,018 -1,206,890

286 STOW 950,724 746,354 -204,370 14,511 13,914 -597 -203,773

287 STURBRIDGE 1,543,992 1,223,268 -320,724 5,019 5,240 221 -320,945

288 SUDBURY 3,452,978 2,842,509 -610,469 308,503 316,649 8,146 -618,615

289 SUNDERLAND 1,075,820 978,171 -97,649 67,978 76,831 8,853 -106,502

290 SUTTON 3,402.180 3.072,838 -329,342 8,434 8,788 354 -329,696

291 SWAMPSCOTT 3,009,504 2.582.111 -427,393 535,357 541,701 6,344 -433,737

292 SWANSEA 6,321,568 5,686,599 -634,969 178,979 169,085 -9,894 -625,075

293 TAUNTON 27,520,357 25,718,236 -1,802,121 626.942 714,917 87,975 -1,890,096

294 TEMPLETON 1,619,535 1,389,760 -229,775 7,041 7,896 855 -230,630

295 TEWKSBURY 9,844,884 8,703,075 -1,141,809 58,948 134,210 75,262 -1,217,071

296 TISBURY 287,875 156,345 -131,532 67,102 67,502 400 -131,932

297 TOLLAND 112.009 56,974 -55,035 3,623 2,816 -807 -54,228

298 TOPSFIELD 1,204,315 934,803 -269,512 177,313 187,144 9,831  -279,343

299 TOWNSEND 1,125,050 809,505 -315,545 21,811 18,547 -3,264 -312,281

300 TRURO 149,002 92,810 -56,192 46,143 58,292 12,149 -68,341

301 TYNGSBOROUGH 2,421,528 2,144,432 -277,096 16,405 24,623 8,218 -285,314

302 TYRINGHAM 62,983 50,202 -12,781 6,772 6,432 -340 -12,441

303 UPTON 663,362 500,804 -162,558 1,422 1,836 414 -162,972

304 UXBRIDGE 4,175,863 3,900,503 -275,360 2,706 3,126 420 -275,780



.COMPARISON FY89/FY90 TOTALS CITIES/TOWNS

.JUR. .EST RECEIPTS .EST RECEIPTS ~ INC/DEC ~ .EST CHARGES . EST CHARGES . INC/DEC . DIFF NET

'COO.MUNICIPALITY . FY89 . FY90 ~ RECEIPTS~ . F¥89 . FY90 . CHARGES .REC-CHARGES

*=...S.====.................===========.......=======b -------------

305 WAKEFIELD 7,657,908 6,669,522 -988,386 642,470 648,480 6,010 -994,396

306 WALES 502,356 450,565 -51,791 7,480 7,879 399 -52,190

307 WALPOLE 5,991,426 5,164,685 -826,741 501,398 520,960 19,562 -846,303

308 WALTHAM 18,726,871 16,444,070 2,282,801 1,245,033 1,264,876 19,843 -2,302,644

309 WARE 4,684,207 4,402,026 -282,181 44,540 65,975 21,435 -303,616

310 WAREHAM 7,091,442 6,124,428 -967,014 157,076 219,740 62,664 -1,029,678

311 WARREN 1,698,251 467,928 -1,230,323 12,495 11,383 -1,112 -1,229,211

312 WARWICK 259,126 231,360 -27,766 7,372 7,977 605 -28,371

313 WASHINGTON 188,501 164,943 -23,558 5,572 5,442 -130 -23,428

314 WATERTOWN 11,675,872 10,072,820 -1,603,052 1,968,705 2,087,275 118,570 -1,721,622

315 WAYLAND 3,161,087 2,604,101 -556,986 299,525 310,085 10,560 -567,546

316 WEBSTER 7,596,338 6,757,225 -839,113 26,765 27,496 731 839,844

317 WELLESLEY 4,856,804 3,714,317 -1,142,487 768,369 796,208 27,839 -1,170,326

318 WELLFLEET 150,142 80,458 -69,684 65,990 62,797 -3,193 -66,491

319 WENDELL 279,792 251,612 -28,180 10,360 10,173 -187 -27,993

320 WENHAM 534,000 481,394 -52,606 112,483 106,331 -6,152 -46,454

321 WEST BOYLSTON 1,722,473 1,478,847 -243,626 16,856 15,202 -1,654 -241,972

322 WEST BRIDGEWATER 2,301,303 2,033,323 -267,980 73,844 96,379 22,535 -290,515

323 WEST BROOKFIELD 831,911 263,630 -568,281 4,179 15,004 10,825 -579,106

324 WEST NEWBURY 875,102 737,688 -137,414 28,500 31,994 3,494 -140,908

325 WEST SPRINGFIELD 9,201,912 8,238,102 -963,810 457,004 550,077 93,073 -1,056,883

326 WEST STOCKBRIDGE 166,660 119,615 -47,045 9,939 11,077 1,138 -48,183

327 WEST TISBURY 744,735 686,409 -58,326 48,118 51,463 3,345 -61,671

328 WESTBOROUGH 2,644,233 2,112,351 -531,882 49,827 32,305 -17,522 -514,360

329 WESTFIELD 16,614,297 15,377,027 -1,237,270 582,633 732,306 149,673 -1,386,943

330 WESTFORD 4,623,965 3,945,625 -678,340 51,789 56,195 4,406 -682,746

331 WESTHAMPTON 238,052 186,696 -51,356 7,327 6,567 -760 -50,596

332 WESTMINSTER 726,061 491,394 -234,667 9,253 8,545 -708 -233,959

333 WESTON 2,278,098 1,756,777 -521,321 259,511 274,527 15,016 -536,337

334 WESTPORT 4,489,197 3,835,027 -654,170 162,557 162,223 -334 -653,836

335 WESTWOOD 2,544,093 1,994,100 -549,993 439,523 434,657 -4,866 -545,127

336 WEYMOUTH 24,053,024 21,711,230 -2,341,794 1,909,709 2,159,600 249,891 -2,591,685

337 WHATELY 226,864 170,887 -55,977 19,736 23,531 3,795 -59,772

338 WHITMAN 5,539,009 4,996,016 -542,993 28,275 32,045 3,770 -546,763

339 WILBRAHAM 2,799,238 2,338,254 -460,984 160,031 208,158 48,127 -509,111

340 WILLIAMSBURG 731,276 595,774 -135,502 11,909 14,961 3,052 -138,554

341 WILLIAMSTOWN 1,861,627 1,616,758 -244,869 52,030 56,739 4,709 -249,578

342 WILMINGTON 6,175,020 5,355,726 -819,294 387,718 407,085 19,367 -838,661

343 WINCHENDON 4,761,674 4,470,828 -290,846 2,112 2,497 385 -291,231

344 WINCHESTER 3,918,486 3,108,376 -810,110 553,998 565,962 11,964 -822,074

345 WINDSOR 161 , 501 146 , 175 - 15 , 326 4 , 317 4 , 070 - 247 - 15 , 079

346 WINTHROP 9,024,083 8,311,772 -712,311 687,601 770,152 82,551 -794,862

347 WOBURN 11,638,049 10,301,300 -1,336,749 1,019,236 1,121,735 102,499 -1,439,248

348 WORCESTER 107,816,072 101,297,620 -6,518,452 1,215,160 1,269,926 54,766 -6,573,218

349 WORTHINGTON 117,347 99,341 -18,0aS 5,416 5,785 369 -18,375

350 WRENTHAM 2,293,895 1,963,082 -330,813 35,608 40,529 4,921 -335,734

351 YARMOUTH 1,382,367 944,601 -437,766 257,625 248,145 .9,480 -428,286

2,692,968,637 2,463,890,553 -229,078,084 158,019,163 165,905,141 7,885,978 -236,964,062



(*543 A-3 09 C- T ..

. SIMULATED $ 504 . 4 MILLION CUT ON APPROPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS A+An

+JUR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as 1 12 666 73
*COD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total

C /*7 6

001 ABINGTON 2 , 089 , 984 2 , 685 , 035 77 . 8 f ~ 4 LJ(MA -
002 ACTON 250,545 942,474 26.6

003 ACUSHNET 1,023,988 1,446,282 70.8

004 ADAMS 284,293 928,207 30.6 77* KE'}76 AlL .

005 AGAWAM 2,970,891 3,957,484 75.1 ---
006 ALFORD 

7,512 0.0

007 AMESBURY 2,035,983 2,980,340 68.3 /9/414-4 0«c.zo

008 AMHERST 1,789,360 3,767,609 47.5

009 ANDOVER 786,866 1,540,520 51.1

010 ARLINGTON 1,207,223 6,587,230 18.3 F4 40 i
011 ASHBURNHAM 72,636 226,552 32.1

012 ASHBY 102,655 0.0

013 ASHFIELD 52,918 0.0

014 ASHLAND 238,202 887,326 26.8

015 ATHOL 747,323 1,264,559 59.1

016 ATTLEBORO 4,730,213 6,548,828 72.2

017 AUBURN 1,329,633 1,974,548 67.3

018 AVON 79,383 589,920 13.5

019 AYER 1,637,759 1,912,229 85.6

020 BARNSTABLE 602,594 1,044,325 57.7

021 BARRE 17,366 221,884 7.8

022 BECKET 63,731 0.0

023 BEDFORD 255,461 1,034,269 24.7

024 BELCHERTOWN 1,048,787 1,435,798 73.0

025 BELLINGHAM 2,296,852 2,864,539 80.2

026 BELMONT 342,218 1,864,082 18.4

027 BERKLEY 412,487 536,108 76.9

028 BERLIN 139,518 232,439 60.0

029 BERNARDSTON 92,898 164,239 56.6

030 BEVERLY 1,431,935 5,093,224 28.1

031 BILLERICA 2,253,678 5,935,488 38.0

032 BLACKSTONE 115,665 441,083 26.2

033 BLANDFORD 13,121 55,735 23.5

034 BOLTON 43,682 95,180 45.9

035 BOSTON 23,418,670 224,988,634 10.4

036 BOURNE 363,265 1,209,912 30.0

037 BOXBOROUGH 34,031 125,993 27.0

038 BOXFORD 34,771 276,018 12.6

039 BOYLSTON 105,465 229,005 46.1

040 BRAINTREE 635,352 4,727,204 13.4

041 BREWSTER 43,618 166,550 26.2

042 BRIDGEWATER 2,008,060 2,721,047 73.8

043 BRIMFIELD 166,473 261,852 63.6

044 BROCKTON 15,227,758 26,368,135 57.8

045 BROOKFIELD 316,783 439,504 72.1

046 BROOKLINE 474,182 5,517,695 8.6

047 BUCKLAND 65,576 140,776 46.6

048 BURLINGTON 598,491 2,420,214 24.7

049 CAMBRIDGE 767,478 18,429,815 4.2

050 CANTON 326,682 1,674,277 19.5

051 CARLISLE 55,001 191,292 28.8

052 CARVER 755,003 1,053,610 71.7

053 CHARLEMONT 52,020 97,636 53.3



. SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPR
OPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS

*JUR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

*COD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total
1...==========.===========. .....==I==......==.

054 CHARLTON 169,007 459,826 36.8

055 CHATHAM 47,703 86,822 54.9

056 CHELMSFORD 865,359 4,145,600 20.9 '

057 CHELSEA 4,706,753 9,491,094 49.6

058 CHESHIRE 82,207 223,718 36.7

059 CHESTER 54,026 104,852 51.5

060 CHESTERFIELD 50,079 89,828 55.7

061 CHICOPEE 6,723,437 11,602,999 57.9

062 CHILMARK 754 0.0

063 CLARKSBURG 302,363 404,094 74.8

064 CLINTON 1,671,786 2,809,187 59.5

065 COHASSET 188,064 569,038 33.0

066 COLRAIN 50,817 117,087 43.4

067 CONCORD 163,572 979,907 16.7

068 CONWAY 76,613 129,187 59.3

069 CUMMINGTON 12,592 39,514 31.9

070 DALTON 265,413 543,466 48.8

071 DANVERS 381,337 2,183,873 17.5

072 DARTMOUTH 1,918,662 2,593,240 74.0

073 DEDHAM 541,354 2,743,992 19.7

074 DEERFIELD 228,494 361,769 63.2

075 DENNIS 122,949 0.0

076 DIGHTON 20,530 208,516 9.8

077 DOUGLAS 412,686 560,217 73.7

078 DOVER 121,332 0.0

079 DRACUT 2,511,869 3,560,843 70.5

080 DUDLEY 229,770 608,051 37.8

081 DUNSTABLE 103,141 0.0

082 DUXBURY 536,883 849,558 63.2

083 EAST BRIDGEWATER 1,557,774 1,921,795 81.1

084 EAST BROOKFIELD 81,943 0.0

085 EAST LONGMEADOW 947,456 1,367,507 69.3

086 EASTHAM 29,526 0.0

087 EASTHAMPTON 2,418,129 3,176,000 76.1

088 EASTON 1,898,309 2,412,226 78.7

089 EDGARTOWN 12,842 94,276 13.6

090 EGREMONT 27,330 0.0

091 ERVING 46,296 98,145 47.2

092 ESSEX 61,986 204,513 30.3

093 EVERETT 625,350 5,095,286 12.3

094 FAIRHAVEN 1,359,953 2,702,439 50.3

095 FALL RIVER 18,477,304 30,099,191 61.4

096 FALMOUTH 624,947 1,064,049 58.7

097 FITCHBURG 6,366,538 9,503,791 67.0

098 FLORIDA 12,667 35,198 36.0

099 FOXBOROUGH 1,493,858 1,930,058 77.4

100 FRAMINGHAM 1,024,212 7,123,507 14.4

101 FRANKLIN 1,919,827 2,978,333 64.5

102 FREETOWN 369,126 611,208 60.4

103 GARDNER 2,646,452 3,986,732 66.4

104 GAY HEAD 657 0.0

105 GEORGETOWN 541,623 929,926 58.2

106 GILL 55,018 0.0



· SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPROPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS

*JUR., MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

*COD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST 1 of Total

721 GATEWAY 515,314 515,314 100.0

772 GROTON DUNSTABLE 337,945 337,945 100.0

764 GILL MONTAGUE 670,134 670,134 100.0 '

724 HAMILTON WENHAM 344,948 344,948 100.0

725 HAMPDEN WILBRAHAM 378,513 378,513 100.0

726 HAMPSHIRE 249,311 249,311 100.0

727 HAWLEMONT 21,569 21,569 100.0

728 KING PHILIP 658,159 658,159 100.0

729 LINCOLN SUDBURY 353,887 353,887 100.0

731 MARTHA'S VINEYARD 99,599 99,599 100.0

732 MASCONOMET 364,973 364,973 100.0

733 MENDON UPTON 385,731 385,731 100.0

736 MOUNT GREYLOCK 355,733 355,733 100.0

734 MOHAWK TRAIL 203,165 203,165 100.0

737 NARRAGANSETT 792,389 792,389 100.0

738 NASHOBA 151,174 151,174 100.0

787 NEW SALEM WENDELL 56,691 56,691 100.0

741 NORTHBOROUGH SOUTHB 169,129 169,129 100.0

740 NORTH MIDDLESEX 1,607,398 1,607,398 100.0

745 OLD ROCHESTER 177,507 177,507 100.0

746 PENTUCKET 432,478 432,478 100.0

747 PIONEER VALLEY 60,783 60,783 100.0

748 PLYMOUTH CARVER 672,025 672,025 100.0

749 QUABBIN 1,173,852 1,173,852 100.0

730 RALPH C. MAHAR 497,685 497,685 100.0

752 SILVER LAKE 1,222,246 1,222,246 100.0

755 SOUTHERN BERKSHIRE 201,299 201,299 100.0

766 SOUTHWICK TOLLAND 1,099,429 1,099,429 100.0

756 SPENCER EAST BROOKF 2,182,553 2,182,553 100.0

757 TANTASQUA 452,199 452,199 100.0

763 TRITON 237,342 237,342 100.0

759 WACHUSETT 531,805 531,805 100.0

750 WARREN WEST BROOKFI 927,328 927,328 100.0

761 WHITMAN HANSON 798,966 798,966 100.0

770 ASSABET VALLEY 793,204 793,204 100.0

708 BLACKSTONE VALLEY 875,645 875,645 100.0

709 BLUE HILLS 1,115,470 1,115,470 100.0

771 BRISTOL PLYMOUTH 887,443 887,443 100.0

779 CAPE COD 610,303 610,303 100.0

816 QUINOBIN 
0 0.0

782 FRANKLIN COUNTY TEC 336,968 336,968 100.0

722 GREATER FALL RIVER 1,244,702 1,244,702 100.0

723 GREATER LAWRENCE 1,949,624 1,949,624 100.0

786 GREATER NEW BEDFORD 2,376,568 2,376,568 100.0

767 GREATER LOWELL 2,534,222 2,534,222 100.0

778 SOUTH MIDDLESEX 758,683 758,683 100.0

781 MINUTEMAN 819,375 819,375 100.0

735 MONTACHUSETT 1,257,972 1,257,972 100.0

743 NORTHERN BERKSHIRE 539,394 539,394 100.0

739 NASHOBA VALLEY 491,871 491,871 100.0

742 NORTHEAST METROPOLI 1,003,944 1,003,944 100.0

783 NORTH SHORE 384,308 384,308 100.0

784 OLD COLONY 475,177 475,177 100.0



SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT O
N APPROPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTR

IBUTIONS

RJR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

7OD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total

.

107 GLOUCESTER 545,306 3,181,325 17.1

k08 GOSHEN 11,765 32,523 36.2

109 GOSNOLD 
2,334 0.0 ,

110 GRAFTON 950,359 1,550,378 61.3

111 GRANBY 758,618 991,545 76.5

112 GRANVILLE 67,207 111,176 60.5

113 GREAT BARRINGTON 367,750 597,497 61.5

114 GREENFIELD 2,586,266 4,004,726 64.6

115 GROTON 202,371 378,152 53.5

116 GROVELAND 392,855 576,562 68.1

117 HADLEY 65,087 331,974 19.6

118 HALIFAX 577,245 811,104 71.2

119 HAMILTON 15,636 329,646 4.7

120 HAMPDEN 374,439 551,375 67.9

121 HANCOCK 9,213 50,681 18.2

122 HANOVER 468,185 2,088,787 22.4

123 HANSON 1,117,155 1,463,427 76.3

124 HARDWICK 38,036 162,230 23.4

125 HARVARD 483,616 1,015,102 47.6

126 HARWICH 135,572 330,221 41.1

127 HATFIELD 143,380 243,595 58.9

128 HAVERHILL 5,018,857 10,358,889 48.4

129 HAWLEY 3,935 33,374 11.8

130 HEATH 6,341 25,925 24.5

131 HINGHAM 504,836 1,520,148 33.2

132 HINSDALE 48,998 103,004 47.6

133 HOLBROOK 1,381,172 2,193,912 63.0

134 HOLDEN 863,616 1,327,768 65.0

135 HOLLAND 58,148 111,496 52.2

136 HOLLISTON 899,367 1,865,743 48.2

137 HOLYOKE 8,857,661 13,628,383 65.0

138 HOPEDALE 430,020 562,444 76.5

139 HOPKINTON 227,938 645,391 35.3

140 HUBBARDSTON 69,851 0.0

141 HUDSON 1,913,046 2,842,963 67.3

142 HULL 659,998 2,213,904 29.8

143 HUNTINGTON 55,866 136,907 40.8

144 IPSWICH 262,064 1,341,658 19.5

145 KINGSTON 410,047 630,834 65.0

146 LAKEVILLE 382,229 580,811 65.8

147 LANCASTER 635,084 943,185 67.3

148 LANESBOROUGH 222,600 350,380 63.5

149 LAWRENCE 14,083,383 19,965,414 70.5

150 LEE 559,115 868,574 64.4

151 LEICESTER 1,660,755 2,122,966 78.2

152 LENOX 354,339 750,743 47.2

153 LEOMINSTER 4,089,975 6,122,911 66.8

154 LEVERETT 29,126 75,187 38.7

155 LEXINGTON 707,812 1,627,207 43.5

156 LEYDEN 10,421 30,567 34.1

157 LINCOLN 456,512 0.0

158 LITTLETON 158,976 566,264 28.1

159 LONGMEADOW 775,694 1,504,432 51.6



SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPROPRIAT
ED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS

JUR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

COD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total
1.=====.....===...===========. ==========...

160 LOWELL 12,533,568 24,975,055 50.2

161 LUDLOW 2,096,404 2,855,976 73.4

162 LUNENBURG 980,467 1,267,091 77.4

163 LYNN 9,846,312 22,592,646 43.6

164 LYNNFIELD 256,845 939,769 27.3

165 MALDEN 5,455,220 13,053,423 41.8

166 MANCHESTER 87,604 251,479 34.8

167 MANSFIELD 526,310 1,701,894 30.9

168 MARBLEHEAD 283,363 929,385 30.5

169 MARION 27,286 95,276 28.6

170 MARLBOROUGH 554,012 4,047,241 13.7

171 MARSHFIELD 1,481,577 2,759,895 53.7

172 MASHPEE 57,210 145,141 39.4

173 MATTAPOISETT 72,034 259,774 27.7

174 MAYNARD 497,336 1,494,652 33.3

175 MEDFIELD 236,225 1,279,005 18.5

176 MEDFORD 3,675,816 12,012,288 30.6

177 MEDWAY 698,736 1,323,878 52.8

178 MELROSE 1,536,655 5,071,444 30.3

179 MENDON 132,717 0.0

180 MERRIMAC 517,744 705,770 73.4

181 METHUEN 3,134,307 5,579,005 56.2

182 MIDDLEBOROUGH 2,820,883 3,455,658 81.6

183 MIDDLEFIELD 13,322 35,652 37.4

184 MIDDLETON 15,708 288,144 5.5

185 MILFORD 2,901,315 4,960,835 58.5

186 MILLBURY 1,524,475 2,195,146 69.4

187 MILLIS 371,748 973,743 38.2

188 MILLVILLE 16,639 101,933 16.3

189 MILTON 308,446 2,290,744 13.5

190 MONROE 1,971 19,318 10.2

191 MONSON 1,074,233 1,470,007 73.1

192 MONTAGUE 262,054 613,249 42.7

193 MONTEREY 45,193 0.0

194 MONTGOMERY 1,875 28,380 6.6

195 MOUNT WASHINGTON 931 29,391 3.2

196 NAHANT 41,364 286,789 14.4

197 NANTUCKET 65,620 155,680 42.2

198 NATICK 618,708 3,242,558 19.1

199 NEEDHAM 461,861 1,528,198 30.2

200 NEW ASHFORD 2,628 12,508 21.0

201 NEW BEDFORD 22,614,018 30,381,114 74.4

202 NEW BRAINTREE 1,689 39,026 4.3

203 NEW MARLBOROUGH 32,829 0.0

204 NEW SALEM 33,439 0.0

205 NEWBURY 219,812 357,538 61.5

206 NEWBURYPORT 611,973 2,449,171 25.0

207 NEWTON 1,119,836 5,002,846 22.4

208 NORFOLK 400,982 625,715 64.1

209 NORTH ADAMS 3,371,463 4,757,650 70.9

210 NORTH ANDOVER 500,753 1,483,813 33.7

211 NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH 2,767,502 3,549,686 78.0

212 NORTH BROOKFIELD 728,806 942,710 77.3



SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPROPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIO
NS

R : MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as
D.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total

3 NORTH READING 293,816 1,516,207 19.4
4 NORTHAMPTON 2,799,676 5,153,565 54.3
5 NORTHBOROUGH 447,170 1,003,483 44.6
6 NORTHBRIDGE 2,003,944 2,603,891 77.0
7 NORTHFIELD 79,348 151,171 52.5
B NORTON 1,940,232 2,482,316 78.2
9 NORWELL 314,669 1,095,412 28.7
3 NORWOOD 515,253 3,707,916 13.9
1 OAK BLUFFS 22,458 38,865 57.8
2 OAKHAM 41,040 0.0
3 ORANGE 955,349 1,388,091 68.8
8 ORLEANS 42,475 0.0
5 OTIS 22,068 42,844 51.5
S OXFORD 2,056,399 2,615,264 78.6
1 PALMER 1,464,273 1,982,249 73.9
3 PAXTON 213,151 328,042 65.0
8 PEABODY 2,556,736 7,423,331 34.4
) PELHAM 12,071 50,499 23.9
L PEMBROKE 1,038,982 1,478,048 70.3
2 PEPPERELL 298,633 0.0
8 PERU 27,221 65,499 41.6
& PETERSHAM 18,864 56,347 33.5
5 PHILLIPSTON 55,390 0.0
5 PITTSFIELD 6,692,058 11,534,372 58.0
p PLAINFIELD 47 18,385 0.3
1 PLAINVILLE 331,164 578,956 57.2
P PLYMOUTH 935,539 1,685,421 55.5
D PLYMPTON 76,704 136,503 56.2
. PRINCETON 145,373 231,306 62.8
1 PROVINCETOWN 30,940 141,110 21.9
~ QUINCY 3,579,352 17,092,101 20.9

RANDOLPH 2,093,515 5,079,723 41.2
i RAYNHAM 788,214 1,108,439 71.1
, READING 578,206 2,787,555 20.7

REHOBOTH 259,698 0.0
REVERE 3,293,805 9,838,781 33.5
RICHMOND 46,623 90,983 51.2

1 ROCHESTER 217,510 331,798 65.6
ROCKLAND 2,301,315 3,801,169 60.5
ROCKPORT 111,871 314,548 35.6
ROWE 1,200 0.0
ROWLEY 101,557 377,843 26.9
ROYALSTON 5,643 64,379 8.8
RUSSELL 56,329 0.0
RUTLAND 551,838 761,852 72.4
SALEM 1,522,893 6,102,741 25.0
SALISBURY 328,778 581,333 56.6
SANDISFIELD 14,404 38,429 37.5
SANDWICH 176,175 532,506 33.1
SAUGUS 657,883 3,083,675 21.3
SAVOY 77,361 135,568 57.1
SCITUATE 503,569 1,902,464 26.5
SEEKONK 1,120,278 1,474,005 76.0



SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPR
OPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS

TUR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

:OD.REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total

U..........================.===========.==========gill==========...
166 SHARON 888,537 1,648,624 53.9

867 SHEFFIELD 124,445 0.0

k 68 SHELBURNE 102,909 187,233 55.0

269 SHERBORN 20,442 166,223 12.3

270 SHIRLEY 629,424 1,145,693 54.9

271 SHREWSBURY 1,100,141 2,443,785 45.0

272 SHUTESBURY 15,653 50,671 30.9

a73 SOMERSET 448,232 888,980 50.4

274 SOMERVILLE 5,344,439 22,374,095 23.9

275 SOUTH HADLEY 1,786,719 2,621,485 68.2

276 SOUTHAMPTON 322,075 478,945 67.2

277 SOUTHBOROUGH 108,551 325,531 33.3

278 SOUTHBRIDGE 3,162,106 4,088,131 77.3

279 SOUTHWICK 317,532 0.0

280 SPENCER 119,801 668,532 17.9

281 SPRINGFIELD 31,773,044 49,465,293 64.2

282 STERLING 298,858 475,573 62.8

283 STOCKBRIDGE 35,684 0.0

284 STONEHAM 335,979 2,790,574 12.0

285 STOUGHTON 2,468,943 4,185,717 59.0

286 STOW 103,618 314,577 32.9

287 STURBRIDGE 304,252 473,424 64.3

288 SUDBURY 192,641 1,180,037 16.3

289 SUNDERLAND 160,311 313,178 51.2

290 SUTTON 611,032  821,080 74.4

291 SWAMPSCOTT 245,145 988,457 24.8

292 SWANSEA 1,873,038 2,431,106 77.0

293 TAUNTON 8,417 ,573 10,971,867 76.7

294 TEMPLETON 363,106 681,315 53.3

295 TEWKSBURY 2,517,020 3,835,527 65.6

296 TISBURY 21,608 49,351 43.8

297 TOLLAND 19,333 0.0

298 TOPSFIELD 20,368 413,921 4.9

299 TOWNSEND 125,382 396,077 31.7

300 TRURO 13,043 21,192 61.5

301 TYNGSBOROUGH 657,977 836,956 78.6

302 TYRINGHAM 8,211 0.0

303 UPTON 67,537 263,722 25.6

304 UXBRIDGE 1,005,544 1,357,623 74.1

305 WAKEFIELD 905,941 3,123,034 29.0

306 WALES 120,111 178,292 67.4

307 WALPOLE 712,318 2,274,809 31.3

308 WALTHAM 1,265,980 7,886,165 16.1

309 WARE 1,486,336 1,923,265 77.3

310 WAREHAM 1,995,214 2,567,803 77.7

311 WARREN 25,533 211,579 12.1

312 WARWICK 26,741 89,112 30.0

313 WASHINGTON 18,285 73,313 24.9

314 WATERTOWN 316,558 4,908,954 6.4

315 WAYLAND 300,732 936,904 32.1

316 WEBSTER 1,846,943 2,887,319 64.0

317 WELLESLEY 333,629 1,219,463 27.4

318 WELLFLEET 16,290 0.0



SIMULATED $504.4 MILLION CUT ON APPR
OPRIATED JUNE 1990 DISTRIBUTIONS

UR MUNICIPALITIES & CH. 70, TOTAL CH 70 as

OD,REGIONAL SCHOOL DIS SCHOOL AID JUNE DIST % of Total
.===========.===========.===========.

19~WENDELL 14,768 86,514 17.1

20 WENHAM 240,695 0.0

21 WEST BOYLSTON 304,991 672,734 45.3

22 WEST BRIDGEWATER 544,572 955,251 57.0

23 WEST BROOKFIELD 118,436 0.0

24 WEST NEWBURY 102,937 192,779 53.4

25 WEST SPRINGFIELD 2,023,238 3,512,056 57.6

26 WEST STOCKBRIDGE 12,236 49,024 25.0

27 WEST TISBURY 10,296 173,880 5.9

128 WESTBOROUGH 319,621 936,456 34.1

129 WESTFIELD 5,044,447 6,589,941 76.5

130 WESTFORD 492,770 1,807,268 27.3

131 WESTHAMPTON 31,455 71,135 44.2

m32 WESTMINSTER 72,822 222,654 32.7

133 WESTON 184,045 332,617 55.3

834 WESTPORT 934,968 1,615,904 57.9

835 WESTWOOD 276,014 865,959 31.9

b 36 WEYMOUTH 4,956,653 10,457,064 47.4

837 WHATELY 27,474 67,682 40.6

F 38 WHITMAN 1,744,150 2,350,653 74.2

839 WILBRAHAM 688,576 1,030,423 66.8

940 WILLIAMSBURG 158,055 248,651 63.6

)41 WILLIAMSTOWN 359,055 763,982 47.0

942 WILMINGTON 492,450 2,124,076 23.2

;43 WINCHENDON 1,600,410 1,976,354 81.0

944 WINCHESTER ' 492,099 1,476,838 33.3

145 WINDSOR 57,312 0.0

346 WINTHROP 1,202,743 4,017,806 29.9

347 WOBURN 628,161 4,820,850 13.0

348 WORCESTER 24,108,080 46,243,781 52.1

349 WORTHINGTON 36,764 0.0

350 WRENTHAM 488,303 817,147 59.8

351 YARMOUTH 352,547 0.0

701 ACTON BOXBOROUGH 381,601 381,601 100.0

702 ADAMS CHESHIRE 1,102,323 1,102,323 100.0

703 AMHERST PELHAM 1,162,234 1,162,234 100.0

704 ASHBURNHAM WESTMINS 657,879 657,879 100.0

717 ASHFIELD PLAINFIELD 58,541 58,541 100.0

705 ATHOL ROYALSTON 1,406,216 1,406,216 100.0

706 BERKSHIRE HILLS 371,013 371,013 100.0

707 BERLIN BOYLSTON 137,618 137,618 100.0

765 BLACKSTONE MILLVILL 1,050,142 1,050,142 100.0

710 BRIDGEWATER RAYNHAM 638,105 638,105 100.0

711 BUCKLAND SHELBURNE 194,031 194,031 100.0

712 CENTRAL BERKSHIRE 562,546 562,546 100.0

713 CONCORD CARLISLE 243,004 243,004 100.0

714 DENNIS YARMOUTH 766,897 766,897 100.0

715 DIGHTON REHOBOTH 1,442,699 1,442,699 100.0

716 DOVER SHERBORN 158,905 158,905 100.0

780 DUDLEY CHARLTON 1,408,702 1,408,702 100.0

776 NAUSET 292,245 292,245 100.0

718 FREETOWN LAKEVILLE 509,230 509,230 100.0

720 FRONTIER 115,733 115,733 100.0



APPENDIX D : Sample Call Sheets



15>
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE
ROOM 4168

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722.1646

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN 
COMMITTEES:

COUNTIES (CHAIRMAN)

NORFOLK.PLYMOUTH DISTRICT CRIMINAL JUSTICE

COHASSET HULL
DEVELOPMENTDUXBURY MARSHFIELD 

HOUSING AND URBAN

HINGHAM SCITUATE

WEYMOUTH 
PUBLIC SERVICE

Local Aid Worksheet Rd)7 ' f14 , 41 . - A J#.b Ass.*.

Town/City 6,#,4 , tie
Phone Number for Selectmen's office/city council 913 -39-7 -FS Fr

Af"' \Yfh.
A. date of Spring election

He,
B. have they received Golden' s letter-Zegarding referenda

f VES h -, - /4,0/,"i, fl ./4 4,3 -
C. are questions on Spring ball-bt---PEE-*~~=<"'- C J. rgjj,1/e-,v + 44* 81

D. name and-~hone number of the Chairman of the advisory/ finance i q /(* r

committee , u t1 Flo /'*42 i rk -M 0 7 ~rk.* Ct d
357-6 953 ~ " ' 74-- 41~ 41 e . 411<·c

Calls to Chairman
A. impact of *
cuts -, Si°oi, Ar .s©t~-·I w°.(4* ~e4 - #,it·' 41©V 11"- 4, <L·~ A'- t'

B. was an overrule attempted.~/ No did it Pass /~-i~ (AL,k 41
SK.t

C. what services lost/cut? fire / police Qteacher- , , S AA- 0

explain ese- Atv#ir ( cr elm r 5 -0 -*4*11,/ ~ **B- 1 - S<*071 1>w4

D. what would the proposed cuts be with the Gov' s withholding of~

$500 million in local 3861 10,0
aid

~~D ~1111 513 1 --3 1%
no ;26 ut C,r - zf3-~ ,~.~',1 4

1-4 0*
4

142 A Kvt

e , 4-4
r I

-----

, f· * 6 ' fLZ~A.4 .k~.*1.
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43-F;iri,4
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS  SENATE 
0 ./ 2 U , C

ROOM 4168 -zf e 6
STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722-1646

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN 
COMMITTEES:

NORFOLK.PLYMOUTH DISTRICT 
COUNTIES (CHAIRMANI

COHASSET HULL 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE

DUXBURY MARSHFIELD 

HOUSING AND URBAN

HiNGHAM SCITUATE 

DEVELOPMENT

WEYMOUTH 

PUBLIC SERVICE

Local Aid Worksheet

Town/City 8%26 kil NE
Phone Number for Selectmen' s off ice/city council/613) 73~S Z,Z·#0

A . date of Spring election I MT
B. have they received Golden' s letter regarding referenda ~~~"

C. are questions on Spring ballot·N~ef 6 b ./ 0 _ /2-£*, 4 fi.X -1

3 9-"er'~~F Ccl»f'EL- 4.AAr 0\

t D,1 name and phone number of the Chairman of the<advisor/finance

~ L,dommittee

Calls to Chairman
A. impact of FY 90
cuts

B. was an overrule attempted? Yes / No 
did it Pass / Fail

C. what services lost/cut? fire / police / teachers

explain

D. what would the proposed cuts be wit
h the Gov's withholding of

$500 million in local
Sfs: aid

BE§!'4- C*S (61)c«er*JALYS-1) #B c Lv~5 -f

'i~ 30 - 3-1-06 ( A

C»A * VA YCOVOC Y/n -142&., ~PAn 3 #77

C 64._ Ad,/ ' s em,+kr (22 '1)~D 0 L, 4' ~'~n 4(l~~ ~

731-35-ELI 9 3 0
(011~ ASS L,0#-4 -*,r~ COrk-
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

l4iiiifi:::511 MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

ROOM 4168

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722-1646

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN 
COMMITTEES:

COUNTIES ICIdAIRMAN)

NORFOLK-PLYMOUTH DISTRICT CRIMINAL JUSTICE

COHASSET HULL
DUXBURY MARSHFIELD 

HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

HINGHAM SCITUATE

WEYMOUTH 
PUBLIC SERVICE

Local Aid Worksheet

Town/City Niom I ls;PN
Phone Number for Selectmen's office/city council<foS)96q *NY<-f-

-A . date of Spring election C 9 /kn -jj)
B . have they received Golden ' s lettgr-regarding referenda IN'-1 liev.« i-

C. are questions on Spring ballot / AJES)
D. name and phone number of the Chairman

 of the advisory/finance

committeei f.4.r -r>/09/
Calls to Chairman ®SbS £/6% 4061--

A. impact of FY 90
Cuts 5(*'33 02 1514

B. was an overrule attempted? Yes / No did
 it Pass / Fail

C. what services lost/cut? fire / police / teachers
explain

\ D. what would the proposed cuts be with th
e Gov's withholding of

$500 million in local
2 aid

-

-Dor , s

76 \3»';r~9 -1 {SEV~-4u *AASIEN

631- 647 8-4 .A

\eBUV (r.4\ 0113(2 f / 6(*« 12 ,4 / 4 kb6ivjk11
idff Gff i

*64 6-h G.->.v-2-,- 5*4 2 ,10~,ll ',
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE W b j 6*r
ROOM 4168 A,Y r]~ri~ -

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722.1646

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN COMMITTEES: ~'l
NORFOLK·PLYMOUTH DISTRICT 

COUNTIES {CHAIRMAN

COHASSEr HULL

CRIMINAL JUSTICE

DUXBURY MARSHFIELO 
HOUSING AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT
HINGHAM SC[TUATE

WEYMOUTH 
PUBLIC· SERVICE

Local Aid Worksheet

Town,city 8 ELPAO Afl-
Phone Number for Selectmen' s office/city counc i 1~G+~*---id*A

6 '17) 954-2306
A. date of Spring election

948 1/\ B . have they received Golden ' s letter legarding referenda ~~ CP¢F

C. are questions on Spring ballot <~~~~
L-

D. name and phone number of the Chairman of_the advisory/finance

committee 0, 7,4**LA;'(Ir*ated£gl pr"Eh 4·'5*5 umt
Calls to Chairman
A. impact of FY 90 

//#6 b kn, 0-2-1 qg OF-

cuts
r

B. was an overrule attempted? Yes / No did it Pas
s / Fail

C. what services lost/cut? fire / police / teach
ers

explain

D. what would the proposed cuts be with the Gov'
s withholding of

$500 million in local
aid

, , LA,44 rja Ye-4 676*) l~L~ , *Z~3O'

V

Gail«kt.r G *Aha#c
0

C i B an @*6f~F~

4 <-5 (crria 042 64»

Be/MJ  /~41  62,~ c ?-8
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS A/4

MASSACHUSETrS SENATE ,)-4 21,

ROOM 4168

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

TEL. 722-1646

SEN. WILLIAM e. GOLDEN 
COMMITTEES:

NORFOLK·PL'<MOUTH DISTRICT 
COUNTIES (CHAIRMAll
CRIMINAL JusTICE

COI'A·.'.rT HULL HOUSING AND URBAN
DUABul#v MARS, *FIE LO

HINGIAM SLITUATE 
DEVELOPMENT

PUBLIC SERVICE
PLYMOUTH

Local Aid Worksheet .-/

Town/City 1./;*35*6 0/- 8 (F r 1 4-

Phone Number for Selectmen's office/city counci16»3-  wfsr y#te

, G <50 z-z q r
A. date of Spring election ' 1 q)'LA+~ ·

B. have they received Golden's letter regarding referenda

C. are questions on Spring ballot

D. name and phone number of the Chairman of the advisory/finac59/
committee -~A CA SE~-

Calls to Chairman (411) uss- 86 3-9A. impact of FY 90
cuts

B. was an overrule attempted? Yes / No did it Pass / Fail

C. what services lost/cut? fire / police / teachers
explain

D. what would the proposed cuts be with the Gov's withholding of
$500 million in local
aid

Gr- dxy 1
, h' 2 #77-5-1.-

- 2% May _ l£6% Inscj.

~adc~LQI-*~0~ ~l *2(A



APPENDIX E : February 27 Local Aid Rally

- MMA Announcement

- Patriot Ledger Article

- Thank-you Letter



MMA February 27 Rally-Final Details
February 20, 1990-We need you-elected offi- Prepare testimony to give to the Taxation

cials, municipal employees, citizens, parents, the Committee(see WHAT TO BRING, below).

elderly-anyone who benefits from local govern- Prepare summary budget materials for your legis-
ment-to attend the February 27 rally supporting lators and the Taxation Committee.
S-1487, the Golden-Kennedy bill to stop the WHAT TO BRING TO THE RALLY:
Governor from withholding $500 million in local
aid. We also need you to testify later that day, PEOPLE: Local officials should bring as many

when the bill is heard before the Taxation people to the State House on Tuesday as possi-

Committee, and to meet with your legislators. ble. Call Paul Moran of the MMA staff to tell us

WHEN: Tuesday, February 27, 1989. how many people you will bring.
INFORMAIION:

WHAT: Rally to show the Legislators need to hear
importance of local services Come and Show the directly from local officials
and the seriousness of fur-
ther cuts in local aid. Strength and about what a $500 million

cut in Chapter 70 would do
Taxation Committee hear- Importance of Local to specific local services.
ing to demand Governor All communities now know
Dukakis be prevented from Government! how much they would lose
taking $500 million from if $500 million were with-
your FY 1990 budgets. held. You will be most

Individual meetings with legislators to secure effective if you come prepared to speak in some

their votes for S-1487. detail about your community's budget.

WHERE: The rally will be at 10:00 a.m. at the You should briefly summarize how your com-

State House in Dorie Hall, which is on the sec- munity has dealt with the local aid cuts that have
ond floor in the oldest part of the building (note already occurred in FY 1990 (e.g. cut budgets,

location change). used reserves, etc.).

The Taxation Committee hearing will be in If you have developed a contingency plan for

Room A-2 in the State House. Testimony begins the remaining months of this fiscal year-to save
at 10:30. money, eliminate services, or generate more

Legislators' room numbers will be available at revenues-you should describe that plan.

the rally. If you could not absorb your entire cut in this

WHAT TO DO BEFORE FEBRUARY 27: fiscal year-like most communities-you will
carry a deficit into FY 1991. Although your bud-

Call your legislators in advance and make get preparations may not have taken the pro-
appointments to see them that day. Even if you posed$500 million cut into account, you should
have spoken with them on the telephone or in describe how that cut would effect your FY 1991
your community, it is important for them to see budget. Be as specific about programs and lay-
you in their office. offs as you possibly can.

Massachusetts Municipal Association, Sixty Temple Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02111, (617) 426-7272



Legislature aims to sink ~ 64/ I ppx, S-t lefirtLegislatdts move re b
*28Dukakis threat on local aid ' to prevent aid cut U.) UL

• BUDGET from withholding the money but to make sure By Jeremy Crockford and Ceci ConnollyContinued from Page 1 that a tax bill passes to pay for the local aid Patriot Ledger State House Bureaupayment and other state expenses.
Lashman said he expects February tax Keverian, a candidate for state treasurer, BOSTON - I,egislators are moving today to preventcollections to fall below the projected $486.5 tried but failed to push tax bills through the Gov. Michael S. Dukakis from carrying out his threat tomillion, indicating that for the first time since House on three occasions in the last three withhold $500 million in state aid to cities and towns.1975 state revenue may actually fall below the months. "We have cut and we have cut and we About 300 mayors, selectmen and town managersprevious year's level. have cut," Keverian said. "You now have to rallied at the State House yesterday as Sen. William"To the extent we see change (in the deficit), look for revenues just like every other state in Golden, D-Weymouth, and Rep. Thomas Kennedy, D-it will more likely be negative than positive the union." Brockton, unveiled a bill that would prevent Dukakischange," Lashman said. Milton selectmen Chairman Joseph McEt- from using the money to pay state expenses.Voke blamed the growing budget deficit on tddge told the crowd the burden of the fiscal The governor has said repeatedly that without athe revenue shortfall, along with continuing cnsm hasbeen thrown from a stalemated State massive tax increase, he will have no choice but tospending increases in the welfare and Medicaid House to cities and towns. balance thestate's £990budgetbywithholdingpart ofthe"Massachusetts' small towns are faced with $1.2 billion local aid payment due in June.accounts.

massive cuts in public education and public Dukakis came under new pressure yesterday when aAt a Taxation Committee hearing yesterday safety because of gridlock here on Beacon Hill. variety of officials, including the governor's own topon the Golden-Kennedy local aid bill, Golden We are outraged by the prospect of additional fiscal aide, warned that the administration's $500 millionsaid the measure was necessary to make sure cuts," McEttridge said. · deficit estimate is far too low.the state did not simply shift its fiscal troubles Brian MacDonald, chairman of the Wey- Senate Ways and Means Chairman Patricia McGov-to cities and towns. mouth selectmen and a candidate for Golden's ern, D-Lawrence, said the deficit may be as high as $750"My concern is not to export the budget state Senate seat. said his town will end up million. House Ways and Means Chairman Richarddeficit to cities and towns," said Golden, a closing a fire station and laying off 15 fire- Voke, D-Chelsea, put the figure at $600 million. Dukakis'candidate for lieutenant governor. fighters and eight policemen if Dukakis with- administration and finance secretary, L. Edward Lash-Sen. John Olver, D-Amherst, the Taxation holds $500 million in local aid. man, said the figure is likely to be higher than $500Committee's co-chairman, said it is possible MacDonald said a recent census bureau million but declined to provide his own estimate.the bill will pass the Legislature unanimously report showed Massachusetts to be 44th in itsbecause of pressure from local officials. burden of taxes. Please see BUDGET - Page 6Dukakis is likely to veto the bill if it lands on "We are not going to make cuts that match ahis desk unaccompanied by a tax increase. But half-billion dollar deficit," MacDonald said. "IPaul Moran of the Massachusetts Municipal don't see any way around it. No one wants toAssociation said yesterday the groundswell of pay more taxes, but we have to get around thesupport could roll over the governor, and rhetoric."Moran predicted any veto would be overridden. At a House Ways and Means Committee"We have the votes for it now," Moran said. hearing on the governor's proposed 1991 bud-"If it is vetoed, I think we would be in good get, Voke said it was clear higher sales orshape." income taxes were needed. But he all but ruledBut House Speaker George Keverian told out the possibility of increasing alcohol andthe crowd of municipal officials that the cigarette taxes, saying they bring in relativelyimportant thing was not to prevent Dukakis little money.



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

i
STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

S OMMITTEES:

SEN WILLIAM B GOLDEN DUBLIC SERVICE (CHAIRMAN)

LORFOLK.PLYMOUTH CISTRICT 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE
ENERGY

ROOM 4168 LOCAL AFFAIRS
TEL 722.1646 NATURAL RESOURCES

February 27, 1990

Dear Colleague in Government,

Thank you for appearing at the State House today to rally in
support of S.1487, a bill filed by Representative Thomas Kennedy and
myself, which would prohibit the Governor from withholding the June
disbursement of Chapter 70 school aid.

As you well know, the reductions in local aid made over the
last fiscal year have disrupted the entire budget cycle of local
government. As a former local official and state legislator, I am
firmly opposed to any further reductions in Chapter 70 school aid.
I am also committed to creating a new covenant between state and
community that will allow us to best provide essential local
services.

Attached please find a letter I recently mailed to the
chairman of your board of selectmen regarding both S.1487 and a
statewide local aid referenda drive that I have initiated.

While you are lobbying at the State House today I would
greatly appreciate you reviewing the enclosed letter and supporting
the statewide referenda drive in your home community.

Please contact my office if you have any questions or concerns
regarding this issue. I can be reached in room 416B of the State
House or by phone at 722-1646.

S ineerely,1 :,3
, :/ 1

William B. Golden
STATE SENATOR

WBG:JMC:sep
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

STATE HOUSE  BOSTON 02133

COMMITTEES:

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN PUBLIC SERVICE (CHAIRMAN)

NORFOLK·PLYMOUTH DISTRICT 
CRIMINAL JUnICE
ENERGY

ROOM 4168

TEL. 722-1646 
LOCAL AFFAIRS
NATURAL RESOURCES

April 5, 1990

Dear Town Finance Chairperson,

I am writing to ask for your support of Senate Bill
#1487, the Golden-Kennedy Act Relative to Chapter 70 Aid for
Public Schools. Passage of this legislation would prohibit the
further impoundment of Chapter 70 School Aid funds in FY'90 and
ensure that, in the future, impoundment of these local aid funds
cannot be used to solve the State's budget problems.

One manner by which you can support this effort is to
complete the attached local aid survey. Through these surveys I
hope to compile information from throughout the state that will
demonstrate :

1.) the disastrous effect past reductions in FY'90 local
aid have had on our communities

2.) the unacceptable consequences of the threatened with-
holding of $500 million in local aid this June; and

3.) the urgent need for the legislature to re-examine the
funding resources available to our local communities to ensure
that a proper level of municipal services can be provided

Senate Bill #1487 is presently in the House Ways and
Means Committee after having been favorably reviewed and
referred out of the Joint Committee on Taxation. A copy of this
legislation was mailed to the Chairman of your Board of
Selectmen in January. By urging your Representative and Senator
to support this legislation (for a favorable report out of Ways
and Means and a favorable vote on the House and Senate floor)
you will be making a positive statement in support of protecting
your final local aid disbursement for FY'90 in June.

(more)



In closing I wish to thank your Board of Selectmen who
have assisted this effort both to preserve local aid and to
create a new covenant of adequate funding between the
Commonwealth and our local communities. By a vote of the
Selectmen your community is one of over one hundred and ten
localities which have placed two local aid referenda questions
on your Town ballot. It is my firm belief that these ballot
questions will send a clear and timely message to Beacon Hill
during the upcoming budget debate -- that any further reductions
in local aid are unacceptable.

If you need any additional information on this or any
other issue please do not hesitate to contact my office. I may
be reached in room 416B of the State House, or by phone at (617)
722-1646.

Thank you for your time and your assistance with this
survey. I look forward to reviewing your responses and to
working with you in the future to devise a more effective
revenue and local aid policy.

Si cerel ,
1

IAM B. GOLDEN
State Senator



LOCAL AID SURVEY TO FINANCE COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON

1 . A . Name : j, O 13 MA (2 f g 1
B . Town Represented : /0A d T  1 /646

C . Day or Home Phone # : -17 4-- 379/ X/ 59

2. In fiscal year 1990, $247 million was cut from l
ocal aid.

What impact have these cuts had in your town?

A. Free cash was reduced by $ 23205 000

B . Stabilization funds were cut by $ NI/9-

C. A proposition 2 1/2 override totalling $ 4/A*

was passed/ voted down (circle one)

D. A total of 5L personnel were laid off and/or positions
eliminated. Please indicate specific departments affected and

the number of personnel let go in each (e.g., police, fire,
schools, etc.) :

a )4<,14&,A,V 905,170»,5 wee-6 6uor Fitte© Aw.0 RE/)141AJ (An /5/obeo foc/Syc,/

E. Please indicate any additional area affected by loc
al aid

cuts in FY 90 :

A SPEMO)/116 f/28626: 11,45 CALL€O AL :1})EKE weee /6 Wit POS),/09%

FwD VEANCT fes,T,645 RErft 41A) 6 0 U N F )L L ED . ~ot f791 -ALL W N Aitccc A A 2
/7/

GPP.NniA)6 WAJ SLASHED -WARTE \)66 86106(T 'lt/1)5 -THAT' COGILO De

CUT, WECE CqT 10 186 60/06 eND 3)46$·30{nE

3. The state is considering withholding an additional $500

million in local aid this Spring (June 90). Please describe the

potential consequences of this action for your town :

THE G /ic- MD AiTAGUE  S t Hoot O,aTR (c r WOVit) HAVE to movel *

/YIEET j T 'S PA(,IAOLL . MO 'VTFC(,16 BOW-r) N f.f O TO RE Sc, W O 8 Q rtc leS

TH AT Wee€ NOT d»196(97 - PRou,O/46 T Ne APPRoff-,4-T /60 GUAr V RO N\

501(1PluR REVE·/ud< AR/OSPEND ALL of FTS FREE CASH 70 ~NO ITS

Fy 91 6wD(3€7. 906' D Aje BRokGI-
Thank you for your time.

Please return this survey as soon as possible to
 :

Local Aid Survey
Sen. William B. Golden

Room 416B
State House Boston, MA 02133

OU€2 -*
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LOCAL AID SURVEY TO FINANCE COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON

MARY T. BREWER, SECY. FINANCE COMMITTEE1. A. Name :

B. Town Represented: EASTHAMPTON

C. Day or Home Phone # : [4131 527 2468

2. In fiscal year 1990, $247 million was cut from local aid.

What impact have these cuts had in your town?

A. Free cash was reduced by $ FRE.F.-CARH TS NAW DOWN TO $90,000. BUT WHEN

THE BOOKS ARE BALANCED FOR FY '90 ON JUNE 30 WE WILL THEN KNOW HOW THE CUTS AFFECT US.
B. Stabilization funds were cut by $ AT A RFCFNT TOWN MEETING WE WIPED OUT

ALMOST ALL OF OUR STAB. FND ($300,00.) IN ORDER TO BALANCE OUR FY 90 BUDGET.
C. A proposition 2 1/2 override totalling $ NONE - TRTED TWTCE A FEW YRS.

was passed/ voted down (circle one) AGO AND RESOUNDINGLY DEFEATED.

D. A total of personnel were laid off and/or positions
eliminated. Please indicate specific departments affected and

, the number of personnel let go in each (e.g., police, fire,
schools, etc.): WE HAVE HAD NS) LAYOFFS YET BECAUSE WE USED ALL AVAILABLE

RESERVES AND THE STABILIZ. FUND [SEE ABOVE] TO KEEP AFLOAT AND NOT LAY OFF.

E. Please indicate any additional area affected by local aid

cuts in FY 90 :
WE WILL NOT REALLY KNOW THE EXTENT OF OUR AREAS AFFECTED UNTIL THE FORTHCOMING

BUDGET YEAR. THE WHOLE SITUATION IS EXACERBATED BY THE FACT THAT WE DO NOT KNOW

IF THE REST OF OUR LOCAL AID IS FROZEN. IF IT IS WE WILL BE SERIOUSLY IN DEFICIT

AND LAYOFFS WILL BE INEVITABLE THE NEXT FISCAL YEAR.

3. The state is considering withholding an additional $500

million in local aid this Spring (June 90). Please describe the

potential consequences of this action for your town :

DEVASTATION! WE HAVE NO RESERVES - WE WILL SIMPLY HAVE

TO CUT, CUT, CUT. SOME OF OUR MANDATED PROGRAMS, SUCH AS

HEALTH & LIFE INSURANCE FOR EMPLOYEES IS GOING WAY UP, DEBT

SERVICE AND RETIREMENT BENEFITS WILL INCREASE - SO EVEN A LEVEL

FUNDED BUDGET WOULD BE A DISASTER.

Thank you for your time.

Please return this survey as soon as possible to :

Local Aid Survey
Sen. William B. Golden

Room 416B
State House Boston, MA 02133



LOCAL AID SURVEY TO FINANCE COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON ~f 011990

1. A. Name : .SuU fko Skz~

B. Town Represented: .SL~n t>lk/v#

C. Day or Home Phone # : lk) 4 4* 3 : A+ 40'* cd nu 4 259 · Ir='-JU

2. In fiscal year 1990, $247 
million was cut from local ai

d.

What impact have these cuts had in your town? ~luA 9404 2.L{ C)~~

A. Free cash was reduced by $

B. Stabilization funds were cut by $ 7, 11 I a,v-& A de.·61- 6~ Y jit' 04

# 06~_ ,»-p CH 9 1

C. A proposition 2 1/2 overri
de totalling $

was passed/ voted down (circle one)

D. A total of personnel were laid off and/or positions

eliminated. Please indicate specific departments affected and

. the number of personnel let go in each ( e . g ., police , fire ,

schools, etc.) :

0-«v al 160 1 -15 U~+ ,·caa Ze_L« 9 61,Do ~4

0 -j

Svir ,~,kA~-L- GLLn,J- 680*l~1 9 So *u- 5 *{ .A-1 Jikikeu~

3 \\

E. Please indicate any additi
onal area affected by local a

id

cuts in FY 90 :

---ru_ u.,# ~- 6 L- aU-4~ ~ 0» OU/*~ S}t~n-~4 - _L<(A,

4 L_-:-5-6 ,4* at 1-p- ct 3/1.L A>C 44 <~.~be~-~--tu-v~~ci~ A k-o rv.

*Asl~ 1 c.1~~ 40 64

3. The state is considering withh
olding an additional $500

million in local aid this Spring (June 90). Please describe the

potential consequences of this acti
on for your town :

S\-y~X- 6'\4 A -Ae 2_-(14 -Zp~ v©on,~-- -(b *At 645~«tul
1©4 90 - 1-UoD C IS/ PH 91 f C  4 AA vjAAl .
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Thank you for your time.

6 4144 P ease return this survey as soon as possible to :

Local Aid Survey Ts. L~ att %63,c'
Sen. William B. Golden -+6- Sux-U-e«

Room 416B fi*zerd<-C
State House Boston, MA 021
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APPENDIX G: Towns Flacing Questions on Ballot and

Preliminary Election Results



Towns that have placed Local Aid referenda on ballot:

* = has completed and returned survey

Town Election Date Question 1 Question 2
Y-N Y-N

Abington May 12
Acushnet April 2 1975-134

Adams May 7
Amesbury April 9 745-315 928-138

Ashburnham April 30
Ashfield May 5
Athol April 2 1068-428 1340-164

Avon April 9 1032-74

Ayer April 23 756-148

Belchertown May 21
Berkley May 12
Brewster May 21
* Bridgewater April 28
Brookfield May 7
Brookline May 1 2323-601

Buckland May 7
Burlington April 7 3251-1317 3849-769

Carver April 14 1283-553 1659-176

Charlemont May 7
Charlton May 12
Chatham May 17
Cohasset April 14 1711-693 2097-324

Colrain May 7
Dalton May 11
Dartmouth April 2 2024-3268 4235-739

Deerfield May 7
Dennis May 7
Douglas May 8
Duxbury May 12
East Brookfield May 7
* Easthampton April 2 1387-570 1662-255

Easton May 21
Edgartown April 12 744-184 819-121

Erving May 7
* Essex May 14
* Fairhaven April 2 1109-547 1403-261

Florida May 4
Foxborough May 7
Georgetown May 14
Gill May 21
Granby May 21
Granville April 17 161-75 232-15

* Great Barrington May 14
Groveland April 30
Hadley April 10 1537-193

Hampden May 7
Hanson May 19
Harwich May 7
Harvard April 4 1036-151

Holden May 7
Holland June 11
Hull May 7
Huntington May 21
Lancaster May 14
Lanesborough May 15



Leicester April 2 2462-342
* Lenox May 7
* Leyden May 21
Littleton May 5
Lunenburg May 5
* Lynnfield April 9 3669-276
Mansfield March 19 1561-434 1429-522
Marion April 27
* Marshfield April 28
Mashpee May 14
Mattapoisett April 3 1448-621 1850-188
Maynard May 7
Medfield March 26 2555-696 2993-261
Medway May 7
Middleborough April 7 1890-670 2306-245
Middleton May 14
Millis May 7
Millville April 2 516-278 686-103
* Montague May 21
Norfolk May 1 1165-90
North Brookfield May 7
North Reading May 8
Northborough April 2 1722-165
Norton April 30
Norwood April 2 2796-538 3101-219
Pembroke April 28
Pepperell April 23 1,636-593 2,045-180
Phillipston May 11
* Plainfield May 5
Plainville April 2 1090-110
Plympton May 19
Raynam April 28
Rehoboth April 2 932-387 1154-179
Rochester April 11 555-204 673-82
Rockport April 3 1381-547 1670-175
Rowley May 14
Salisbury May 8
Sandisfield May 14
Sandwich May 10
Seekonk April 2 problem with computation
* Shutesbury May 5
Somerset May 14
Southampton May 27
Southborough May 14
Spencer May 7
Sterling May 7
Stoughton April 9 1837-606 2248-199
Sutton April 28
Topsfield May 3
Tyngsboro May 15
* Upton May 7
Walpole May 5
Ware April 17 1920-230
Wayland April 24 3339-419
Wellfleet April 30
* Wenham May 12
West Bridgewater April 14 2044-157 1754-453



West Newbury April 30
West Springfield April 7 1819-688 2122-377
West Tisbury May 17
Westford May 1 4267-842
Westminster May 12
Westport March 12 2479-1327 3111-685
Westwood April 30
* Weymouth May 21
Wilbraham May 5
Williamsburg May 7
Winthrop April 3 1805-775 2232-322
Worthington May 5
Yarmouth April 9 4242-547
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Massachusetts
/1'U[374 Municipal
925/LS Association
4€1*~D' Sixty Temple Place

Boston, Massachusetts 02111 (617) 426-7272 (800) 882-1498

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
FEBRUARY 2,1990
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT PAUL MORAN AT (617) 426-7272

MMA TO SUPPORT GOLDEN-KENNEDY INITIATIVE

IN AN EFFORT TO INSURE THAT CITIES AND TOWN ACROSS MASSACHUSETTS WILL RECEIVE THE

TOTAL LOCAL AID APPROPRIATED BY THE LEGISLATURE, THE MASSACHUSETTS MUNICIPAL

ASSOCIATION WILL WORK TOWARD PASSAGE OF A BILL RECENTLY FILED THAT WOULD

PROHIBIT THE GOVERNOR FROM IMPOUNDING LOCAL AID FUNDS.

THE LEGISLATION, FILED BY SENATOR WILLIAM GOLDEN (D-WEYMOUTH) AND REPRESENTATIVE

THOMAS KENNEDY (D-BROCKTON) WOULD PREVENT GOVERNOR DUKAKIS FROM MAKING GOOD

ON HIS THREAT TO WITHOLD $500 MILLION IN CHAPTER 70 MONIES SCHEDULED TO BE

DISTRIBUTED TO MUNICIPALITIES IN JUNE.

SHEILA CHEIMETS, MMA EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR COMMENTED ON THE LEGISLATIVE ACTION, "WE

ARE PLEASED THAT SENATOR GOLDEN AND REPRESENTATIVE KENNEDY HAVE TAKEN THIS

ACTION. THE EFFECT OF CITIES AND TOWNS MAKING YET A FURTHER REDUCTION IN BASIC

SERVICES WOULD BE DISASTROUS. THEY HAVE ALREADY LOST OVER $250 MILLION IN LOCAL

AID MONEY.THAT LOSS TRANSLATES INTO LESS PUBLIC SAFETY AND THREATENS PUBLIC

EDUCATION. ENOUGH IS ENOUGH:

THE LEGISLATION HAS ALREADY RECEIVED CONSIDERABLE SUPPORT FROM BOTH HOUSE AND

SENATE MEMBERS."MMA WILL WORK VIGOROUSLY WITH LEGISLATORS TO ENACT THIS BILL. IT

IS HEARTENING TO SEE SO MANY MEMBERS ALREADY SIGNED ON. IT INDICATES JUST HOW

STRONGLY THE LEGISLATURE FEELS ABOUT PROTECTING THE CONTINUATION OF LOCAL

SERVICES IN MASSACHUSETTS,  ADDED CHEIMETS.

-30-



Deadline Approaches for 40 Percent Initiative Petition
The legislature has until May 2 to

enact the initiative petition autho- - Local Votes Back 40 Percent
rized by the MMA that would dedi-
cate 40 percent of state revenues to As this issue of The Beacon was going to press, 109 municipalities

cities and towns in the form of un- had placed a nonbinding question on their local ballots asking whether

restricted revenue sharing. How- the state should return to cities and towns 40 percent of revenue from

ever , as this issue of The Beacon the sales and income taxes . All twenty of the towns that had voted by

was going to press in late April, press time adopted the measure by wide margins. The office of Senator

MMA Executive Director Sheila William Golden (D-Weymouth) gathered much of the below informa-

Cheimets, who testified in favor of tion.
the plan before the legislature's Community Yo/0 Nojo Community Y% N%
Committee on Taxation on April 3,
believes the legislature won't act on Acushnet 93 6 Medfield 91 8
the bill by the deadline. Middleborough

Failure to adopt the plan, which is Athol 89 10 90 9

backed by more than 70,000 signa- Burlington 83 16 Northborough 91 8

tures collected statewide last fall, Dartmouth 85 14 Norwood 93 6

will leave local officials only one op- Easthampton 86 13 Plainville 90 9

tion, Cheimets says: Collect the ad- Fairhaven 84 15 Rehoboth 86 13

ditional signatures required to put Harvard 87 12 Rockport 90 9

the plan on the November ballotasa Leicester 87 12 West Springfield 84 15

binding referendum. Mansfield 73 26 Westport 81 18

Meanwhile, the 40 percent plan Mattapoisett 90 9 Winthrop 87 12

won overwhelming in fourteen non-
binding local ballot tests last month.
As this issue of The Beacon was ministration; with ratification by the nents may then put their petition on

going to press, twenty of 109 local Local Government Advisory Com- the ballot by collecting more signa-

referendums on the 40 percent mittee, a group of local officials. tures. Although laws enacted in this

proposal had been tabulated with all "Government by referendum is way have no greater legal weight

passing by broad margins. The plan the last resort for local officials who than those passed bythe legislature,

would allow cities and towns to sue have been unable to get support for and may be amended or even re-

the state if it failed to distribute local local programs from state officials pealed by the legislature, the weight

aid quarterly. For fiscal year 1992- by anyother means,"Cheimetssaid. of such a popular mandate has his-

the year the law would take effect- "We have given the traditional pro- torically been great enough to pre-

local aid would be at least equal to cess of government every possible vent legislative tampering with such

that for FY 1989, and distributed ac- opportunity to work. Now local offi- laws without the consentof the orig-

cording to the FY 1989 formula. Any cials have a duty to their citizens to inal sponsors.

additional funds for the first fiscal protect vital local services by spon- Proponents of the 40 percent peti-

year would be distributed according soring a referendum," she said. tion will have from May 17 to June21

to a formula that is half based on The Massachusetts Constitution to collect referendum signatures-

population and half based on need. allows laws to be enacted by popu- which must be from registered vo-

In subsequent years, the distribu- lar referendum if they are first filed ters who did not sign the initiative

tion formula would be negotiated as bills by initiative petition. If the le- petition for the plan in the fall.

between local officials and the ad - gislature fails to pass the bill , propo- -Adam Auster

McCauley, Chartrand to Chair Petition Fundraising Efforts
Two former Massachusetts may- respectively. They join Robbins, office, all from Weymouth, have en-

ors have joined former Attleboro who has volunteered her time to dorsed the petition by making dona-

city councillor Judith Robbins in coordinate the referendum effort tions to the Committee to Save Our

heading up the next stage of refer- since last fall. Cities and Towns: Selectman John

endum to dedicate 40 percent of The petition question has already Carey, who is running for a House

state revenue to local aid. been endorsed by two state wide seat; Selectman Brian McDonald,

Frank McCauley, former mayor of candidates, Senator William Golden who is running for a Senate seat;

Quincy, and Bernard Chartrand, (D-Weymouth), who is running for and Paul Dillon, who is running for

former mayor of Fitchburg, last lieutenant governor, and Senator selectman. Other candidates are

month volunteered to become the Richard Kraus (D-Arlington), who is also considering endorsing the bal-

fund-raising chairmen of the east- running for state treasurer. lot question.

ern and western parts of the state , In addition , three candidates for -Sheila Cheimets

Page 10 TheBeacon May, 1990
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

STATE HOUSE. BOSTON 02133

COMMITTEES:

SEN. WILLIAM B. GOLDEN PUBL~ SERVICE (CHAIRMAN)

NORFOLK-PLYMOUTH DISTRICT
CRIMINAL JUSTICE

ROOM 4168 
ENERGY

TEL. 722-1646 
LOCAL AFFAIRS
NATURAL RESOURCES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: JIM CANTWELL

APRIL 13, 1990 SCOTT PASSMAN
722-1646

GOLDEN URGES SUPPORT OF LOCAL AID LEGISLATION, REFERENDA QUESTIONS

In an effort to preserve aid to cities and towns, Senator

William B. Golden (D-Weymouth) is seeking the support of Senate Bill

#1487, the Golden-Kennedy Act Relative to Chapter 70 Aid for Pu
blic

Schools. The bill is cosponsored by Representative Thomas Kennedy

(D-Brockton) and more than thirty other legislators. Passage of this

legislation would prohibit the further impoundment of Chapter 70

School Aid funds in FY'90 and ensure that, in the future, impoundment

of these local aid funds will not be used to solve the State's 
budget

problems.

"The Commonwealth's cities and towns have a right to fiscal

stability", stated Golden. "Reductions in local aid made over the

last year have disrupted the entire budget cycle of local government

and threaten to erode the quality of life we are accustomed to."

Local aid receipts are dedicated state monies which are to 
be

returned to Massachusetts communities to assist with local fire
 and

police protection, the education of our children, the administration

of our public works, and other essential town services. Thus far in

Fiscal Year '90 local aid has been reduced $247 million --

representing approximately 50% of all cuts that have been made in the

twelve billion dollar state budget.



Citizens of Belchertown can demonstrate their support of

preserving local aid by voting yes on two non-binding questions that

will appear on the Town's spring ballot. The questions read as

follows:

-- Should the town oppose all reductions and impoundments of

local aid?

-- Should the state guarantee 40% of all personal and

corporate income and sales taxes and all of the lottery revenues to

local aid? (MMA Question)

Golden's office has, to date, confirmed that over 125 towns in

the Commonwealth have placed at least one of these referenda on their

spring election ballot. In the twenty-eight communities which have

already had their spring election, the two local aid questions have

passed overwhelmingly.

"The Selectmen of Belchertown are to be commended for their

support in placing the local aid issue on the spring ballot. Thus

far in FY'90 Massachusetts cities and towns have seen their local aid

reduced by more than $250 million. Belchertown has already seen its

disbursement of local aid reduced by more than $ 391,792. The

threatened withholding of an additional $500 million in Ch. 70 School

Aid would be devastating, reducing the June disbursement of Ch. 70

Aid to Belchertown by $ 1,048,787," stated Golden.

"It is my firm belief that these ballot questions will send a

clear and timely message to Beacon Hill during the upcoming budget

debate -- that any further reductions in local aid are unacceptable,"

Golden said.

-end-



darshfield Mminer Wednesday, April 25, 1990 Page 9

Sen. Golden urges support on non-binding questions
In an eaort to preseive local school aid to Marsh- 

- budget has placed a tremendous strain on the provt-

leld. Senator Winlam B. Golden (D-Weymouth) is 
sion of local services - and has forced your town of-

seeking the support of Senate B]11 #1487. the 
fidals to consider an education override to maintain

Golden-Kennedy Act Mative to Chapter 70 Aid for Commentary a quality educatlon system. The threatened with-

Public Schods. 
holding of an additional $500 simon in Ch. 70

nie bill is cosponsore,1 by Representauve Thomas 
School Aid would be devastating. reducing the June

Kennedy (D-Brockton) and more than 30 other leg- least one of these referenda on their spring election disbursement in Ch. 70 Aid to Marshneld

islators. Passage of this legislation w~uld prohibit ballot. In the 28 communities which have already $1.481.578." stated Golden.

the impoundment of $500 million in Chapter 70 had their spring election. the two local aid questions -It is my firm belief'N stated Golden. "that these

School Add funds in FY ~90 and ensure that. in the havepassed ove-whelmingly. ballot questions will send a clear and timely mes-

future. tmpoundment ailhese local aid funds will not -Ihe Selectmen of Marshfield are to be com- sage to Beacon Hill during the upcoming budget de-

be used to solve the SEA#e's budget problems, ac- mended for their support in placing the local aid ts- bate - that any further reductions in local aid are

coding to Golden. sue on the spring ballot. Thus far in Flscal Year '90 unacceptable. I ask that the residents of Marshneld

91,e town of M*rehfield has a right to Bscal sta- MarshBeld has already seen its disbursement of 10- vote favorably on these local aid questions to sup-

bilitf. said Golden. =Reductions in local aid made cal aid reduced by more than $977.950. This sub- port both their local se:vices and a quality education

over the last yearhave disrupted the entire budget stantial cut to an already lean local government system."

cycle of local government and threaten to  erode the

quality of life we are accustomed to."
Incal aid receipts are dedicated state monies Tighter dog restrictions

which are tobe returned to Massachusetts commu-

nities to assist with local 8re and police protection.

the education of our children. the admin~stration of Residents can no longer let their dogs run on the

oit public Fmdr# and othe essentbl town servicea beach during the winte. Fire safety articles

~hus br in Fiscal Year 90. howevu. local aid to Mas- After a 20-minute discussion. town meeting Mon-

sachusetts dties and towns hasbeen reduced $247 day night overwhelmingly approved the ban on dogs Marshfield will probably be a safer place now that

million. 
running free on the beaches. Previously dogs were town meeting has approved three nre regulations

Marshfield residents can demonstrate their sup- allowed to run on beaches from October 1 to May 31. Deputy Fire Chief Kevin Robinson presented Mon-

Selectman Richard I,evin said Uie town has re- day night

port of puseiving local aid by voting yes on two non-

binding questions that will appear on the Town's celved several complaints about people being bitten Robinson said the regulations are important for

spring ballot. The two questions that Senator by dogs running on the beaches. ~increasing public safety:

Advisory board member Martine Anderson said Article 34 outlines requirements for smoke detec-

Golden has requested to appear onthe ballot read as that board prefemd to allow the dogs to run on tors tn buildings with between three and Bve real-

follows:
-Should the town oppoee all reductions and im- beaches during the winter. dential units. It passed unanimously.

Speaking for the beach commission, Kathy Sulli- Article 35 requires building numbers to be visible

poundments of local aid? van said that group favored restraining dogs on from the streeL It received a couple of negative votes.

-Should the state guarantee 40 percent of all per- beaches all year long.
sonal and corporate income and sales taxes and all The change wa* one part of the article. which ant- Article 36 mandates that all lodging or boarding

of the lotteiyrevenues tolocal aid7 (MMA Question)

Golden's ofnce has. to date. confirmed that mal control omcer Norma Haskins said combined houses have automatic sprinklers. 'Ihis passed

125 towns in the Commonwealth have place~~ all animal control regulations into one by-law. unanimously.
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Spring Baskets PEMBROKE

117 Old Church Street

First Communion ,/:fra pr a:LA,i/ Route 139

May Day • Create Your Own • Mother's Day 1-'11-0 (Across from Super Stop & Shop)
826-3411
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