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Introduction: The purpose of this report is to provide general guidelines for the Town’s 

financial planning. Nothing in this report is presented as absolute or written in stone, but rather it 

is to provide a fluid, interactive guideline to adapt to the current circumstances that face the 

Town. The following areas have been considered: 

  1. Stabilization Account Limits, Uses, Earnings 

 2. Free Cash Sources and Uses 

 3. Self-Insurance Fund Purpose and Interest Earned 

 4. Capital Appropriations, Maintenance and Sources of Funding 

 5. Long-Term Debt Level 

 6. Expense Growth Limit, Contracts, Headcount, and Benefits 

 7. Real Estate Tax Growth and Distribution 

1) Stabilization Account (83): MGL 40 s 5B.  

This fund may be used for any lawful purpose by an appropriation at a town meeting by a 2/3 

vote. An amount not exceeding 10 % of the tax levy may be added to this fund to create it or add 

to it. The aggregate amount in the fund at any time shall not exceed 10% of the equalized 

valuation of the town (e.g.,$3.3 Billion x 10% =$330,000,000). See history of stabilization 

account Exhibit #1.  

 

Monies have been accumulated in the Stabilization Account to reserve for future known and 

unknown contingencies and as a repository for long-term debt payments toward future capital 

requirements. This fund also improves our financial rating for issuance of debt, which allows us 
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to receive lower interest rates on bond issuances. The amount we have set aside approximates 

11% of our budget and is greater than what most other communities have put aside. See Exhibits 

#2 & 3 showing comparison to other Blackstone Valley communities and comparable size 

communities. When combined with free cash (some towns do not utilize stabilization), the 

combined balance as a % of the total budget approximates 9% for BV towns and 6% for 

comparable size towns.  

 

In years 2013-2015, our projected debt service schedule is anticipating drawing down over 

$900k from this account to accommodate new debt which might be approved by that time. A 

new school or renovation would withdraw about $6.0 in years 2015-2017. See attached debt 

service schedule provided by the Town Treasurer as Exhibit # 4 for current existing approved 

debt service.  

 

Recommendation: This account should typically not fall below 10% of the operating budget, 

which for the 2013 budget is $8m (10% of $80 million). The range would be reviewed and 

adjusted annually depending on the budget and the debt service limit. The committee 

recommends that at a minimum, the town should be sufficiently reserved at 10 % of the 

operating budget. This amount will need to be reviewed annually to take into consideration new 

debt and capital requirements, on a 10 year basis. We recognize that a higher balance yields a 

more favorable bond rating for the issuance of debt, and lower interest expense in the long run.  

 

2) Free Cash: This represents the portion of surplus revenue, which the town is able to 

appropriate. Free cash is generally viewed in a positive sense and occurs when revenues exceed 

operational budgets. In those cases where revenues are lower than operating budgets the town 

incurs what is termed “negative” Free Cash. A negative free cash number requires the town to 

lower their expenses and raise any shortfalls on the next state tax recap sheet in the fall, before 

setting the tax rate. Negative free cash has occurred in the town 4 times from 1991 to 1994 (See 

Free Cash Exhibit # 5). Free cash can be used for any legal use after it is certified by the 

Department of Revenue.  



 3 

In the past, the town has used free cash for: 

1. Capital projects & vehicles 

2. Reductions to debt authorizations 

3. Funding the stabilization and insurance accounts 

4. Reducing the tax rate 

 

Some towns leave large amounts in free cash, while others move some to their stabilization 

accounts. Moving the money to stabilization allows for better investment opportunity, while 

retaining a balance as free cash may reduce any potential borrowing that a town may need to 

balance its cash flow. Milford’s combined balance of free cash and stabilization is typical for 

comparable communities as noted in Exhibits 2 & 3. 

 

Recommendation: Utilize Free Cash for the following purposes when the amount exceeds 

$500,000: (this is a general guideline and we can deviate from this allocation as agreed upon 

from time to time) 

 

 Reduce tax rate (See Exhibits # 5)     33% 

    (28% has been historical average) 

 Funding of Stabilization         

 Capital Items & Vehicles      67%  

 Reductions of Debt         

 Road Repairs / Infrastructure        

 Reduce Unfunded Liabilities         

 Carry-forward        _____  

          100% 
 

For example, if free cash was certified at $2.0 million, a reduction $666,000      $2,000,000 

($2.0 mill. x 33%) in the tax levy would be recommended. With the funding of         -666,000 

the Stabilization Account a priority, if the balance was at $7.5 million, Then        -500,000 

$500,000 would be transferred to reach our minimum balance of $8.0m. The        -834,000 

remaining balance of $834,000 could be allocated to capital, roads, unfunded,        -0-

liabilities, reducing debt authorizations or carried forward to the next year.  

 

The model allows flexibility depending upon need for capital or debt reductions and maintains a 

minimum balance for the stabilization fund. The funding of the stabilization fund at an amount 

that is greater than the minimum should be a key priority given the anticipated transfers from the 
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account to long-term debt and the maintenance and capital projects that may be needed by the 

town. If free cash is less than $500,000, the model would not apply and the appropriation of free 

cash would be recommended by the Finance Committee and determined at Town Meeting. 

 

3) Self-Insurance Fund (85): MGL 40 s 13 The purpose of this fund is to pay the cost of any 

municipal building or property damaged or destroyed or lost by fire, lightening, vandalism, 

burglary, theft or otherwise, and to assist with repair, rebuilding or replacement. The fund should 

not exceed 1% of equalized valuations ($33,000,000). The town of Milford insures itself for any 

damages and claims against the town. Over the last 4 years, the town has averaged $220,000 

between claims and the purchase of insurance coverage. The fund currently has a balance of 

about $6.1m. (Exhibit # 6). At this level, the fund can earn enough from investment income to 

minimize the amount transferred from the operating budget, approximately $133,000 annually. A 

yield of 2.5% would generate $150,000 of interest income.  

 

Ideas considered include the purchse of full insurance coverage to help eliminate the account. 

The town went away from this policy years ago as premiums for these coverages escalated. Most 

policies today that would be affordable have high deductibles of $50,000 to $100,000. The 

majority of claims we pay are well below that amount and we would need to pay these anyway. 

Insurance purchased would be directed to catastrophic coverage. Along with a well-equipped, 

full-time fire department, most of our buildings have fire suppression systems or smoke or heat 

detectors that would limit the opportunity for extensive damage. Others have been constructed in 

a manner that would minimize potential fire damage. Purchase of this catastrophic coverage 

would have limited benefits. This has been addressed by Town Counsel Gerry Moody in Exhibit 

7. 

 

Recommendation: Continue to maintain the self-insurance fund at its current level and utilize 

any investment income to offset any claims or expenses incurred by this item. Additionally, no 

further appropriations should be added to account unless deemed necessary to offset 

extraordinary losses. The payment of premiums should be made out of the operating budget. This 

would allow the fund balance and earnings to cover actual incurred losses.  

It will also be important for the Fire Department to periodically inspect the fire suppression 

systems and smoke/heat detector systems for functionality and compliance. The Fire Chief 

should provide a summary of the condition and status of all fire suppression systems in town 
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buildings. From time to time, the Town Administrator should seek quotes for property insurance 

coverage, to determine if premiums are still prohibitively high. 

 

4) Capital Appropriations, Maintenance and Sources of Funding: Each year the town 

appropriates thousands of dollars for capital appropriations as well as maintenance of our 

equipment and facilities. Typically, the town has funded smaller capital items, such as fire, & 

highway vehicles through free cash, while police vehicles have been added to the operating 

budget. This practice is dependent upon a positive free cash number and budget capacity. This 

approach has benefited the town as we have been able to update our vehicles based on the 

availability of funds and departmental needs. The Finance Committee has reviewed maintenance 

accounts in some departments to ensure sufficient funding to properly maintain our equipment 

and vehicles. In the long run, this could save the town considerable money.  

 

The town has also been able to provide for many major capital and infrastructure improvements 

without a debt exclusion or override vote due to new growth, increases in local receipts, free 

cash, and proper planning. In recent years, the following major projects have been completed or 

approved: 

MHS Football & Athletic Fields & Parking Lot, Brookside School Complete Renovation, Library 

Renovation, and Renovations at Stacy, Woodland and Memorial Schools. 

 

Recommendation: Continue to maintain equipment through annual operating budgets. Separate 

maintenance as its own line item annually within Article 4 would ensure maintenance 

expenditures are appropriately budgeted. Continue to look to replace items as warranted, 

according to the availability of free cash and other funds. Major projects will continue to be 

considered when they fit into the overall financial affordability and debt capacity of the town. 

Major projects must also be evaluated with a full disclosure of the incremental direct and 

indirect increases of operational costs (and savings when applicable), such as staffing, 

utilities, and maintenance. Given the cost of utilities, energy efficiency should be a major 

consideration in all new projects. A five–year capital plan should also be collected each year to 

update capital needs for future planning. 

 

5) Long-Term Debt Level: The limit set M.G.L. at 5% of EV allows the town to borrow up to 

$163 million which does not mean that the town can afford $163 million. In surveying 
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comparable size communities ($73-$88 million budget), Milford’s outstanding debt of $38-39 

million is in line with other communities’. The range of debt in these communities is from $4-

$79 million. See Exhibit # 8. Our debt service of $4.2 which includes Sewer Department debt 

(which is funded by their enterprise fund) and excludes state reimbursement for new construction 

compares favorably with similar size communities at 5.1% of budget vs. 8.6%. (See Exhibit 8)  

 

A debt service level excluding the sewer enterprise fund (principal + interest –School Building 

Assistance) is targeted at $3.0 million. This figure seems reasonable to provide for infrastructure 

improvements while not further burdening the operating budget. 

 

The attached projected debt service schedule (Exhibit # 4) shows the town’s current obligations 

for the next 20 years. 

 

Recommendation: Maintain a debt service limit of $3.0 million, which level has been 

maintained for that past several years. This limit should be periodically reviewed based upon 

affordability and capital necessity, but setting the limit as a percentage of the budget should be 

avoided because it does not allow for critical analysis.  

 

6) Health Insurance, worker’s compensation, unemployment and retirement benefits:. 

These expenses have increased at double-digit rates over the past few years while most other direct 

expenses have been level funded. With the rising cost of healthcare and retirement benefits, 

managing personnel expense growth and costs will be more challenging in future years.  

 

Recommendation: (1) Monitor closely the need for new positions. (2) As a town, strategically 

negotiate labor contracts and other employee fringe benefits. This will help the town keep its 

expenses in line with anticipated revenue growth. Health insurance, workmen’s compensation, 

unemployment and retirement are directly related to payroll expense. This should be kept in 

mind when considering an increase in headcount. 

We should also gather as much information as possible regarding the retirement benefits system 

and the unfunded liability associated with it. The magnitude of this issue needs to be assessed so 

that we can determine where it falls on our priorities list. 

 

7) Real Estate Tax Growth and Distribution: Because tax rates and valuations vary from 

community to community, we will use “average tax bills” in our analysis. Over the last 10 years, 



 7 

an average tax bill has increased approximately 50.8% while the state median is 56.3% (See 

Exhibit # 9). Some area communities have experienced 50-70% increases in this same period.  

 

Valuations and rates are inversely related, as one goes up the other goes down so that the net 

effect is to increase the tax levy by 2.5%. By statute (proposition 2 ½) the total tax levy cannot 

increase by more than 2.5% annually. Additional levy is generated from new growth which 

consists of new residences, businesses, additions, etc. Milford also utilizes a dual tax rate, which 

is arrived at by dividing the total levy by the total valuations to come up with a single rate. This 

figure is multiplied by 1.48-1.6 (shift) to come up with the commercial/industrial and personal 

property rate. The commercial / industrial tax is subtracted from the total levy, which is then 

allocated over the residential tax base to come up with a residential rate.  

 

With the constraints of proposition 2 ½, some question why the average residential bills have 

increased more than 2 ½ %. Milford’s dual tax rate complicates the problem. For example, while 

existing commercial real estate may go up in value 3-5% a year over the last few years, 

residential valuations have gone up 5-10% or more, thus shifting the composition of the tax base 

(see Exhibit # 10, especially 2003-2008). Also the mix of residential valuations can shift 

additional levy. For example, if the valuation of an older home increased from $120,000 to 

$150,000, a 25% increase, and a newer $300,000 house increased to $330,000, a 10%increase, 

the older home would experience a greater percentage tax increase. To minimize the tax increase 

to the homeowner, over the past 8 years, a sum of money has been applied to the tax rate 

averaging $430,000 (Exhibit # 5). This $430,000 averages 26% of Free Cash on an annual basis.  

 

Recommendation: Continue to research and evaluate proposals to shift the burden of tax 

increases from residential taxpayers.  

 

With continued financial oversight by the Finance Committee, Board of Selectmen, Town 

Treasurer, and Town Accountant, Milford will continue to manage the town’s finances to ensure 

the level of services required by our community balanced with fiscal responsibility.  



Stabilization Fund Activity

Fund Balance Revenue Transfers Transfers Net Audit Fund Balance 

FY 1-Jul (Interest) In Out Change Adj. 30-Jun

7/11-6/12 9,280,723         147,071$      350,000        497,071      9,777,794       

7/10-6/11 9,046,861         233,861$      233,861      9,280,723       

7/09-6/10 8,431,475         215,386$      400,000        615,386      9,046,861       

7/08-6/09 7,770,292         131,183$      530,000        661,183      8,431,475       

7/07-6/08 7,285,047         485,245$      485,245      7,770,292       

7/06-6/07 6,913,545         371,502$      371,502      7,285,047       

7/05-6/06 6,374,235         139,310$      400,000        539,310      6,913,545       

7/04-6/05 6,206,495         167,740$      167,740      6,374,235       

7/03-6/04 6,032,911         120,207$      53,377          -$             173,584      6,206,495       

7/02-6/03 4,097,098         285,813$      1,650,000     1,935,813   6,032,911       

7/01-6/02 2,894,387         227,711$      1,450,000     (475,000)$    1,202,711   4,097,098       

7/00-6/01 2,877,173         217,214$      400,000        (600,000)$    17,214        2,894,387       

7/99-6/00 4,871,091         281,082        1,225,000     (3,500,000)$ (1,993,918)  2,877,173       

7/98-6/99 3,923,285         340,671        607,135        0 947,806      4,871,091       

7/97-6/98 4,058,309       252,611      -              (387,635)    (135,024)   -         3,923,285     

7/96-6/97 3,905,050       333,087        -              (219,500)    113,587    39,672   4,058,309     

7/95-6/96 3,753,662       169,728        650,000      (668,340)    151,388    -         3,905,050     

7/94-6/95 3,116,213       287,449        400,000      (50,000)      637,449    3,753,662     

7/93-6/94 2,797,148       133,851        271,344      -             405,195    (86,131)  3,116,212     

7/92-6/93 3,266,905       328,402        -              (798,158)    (469,756)   2,797,149     

7/91-6/92 3,221,366       237,738        -              (192,200)    45,538      3,266,904     

7/90-6/91 3,143,206       336,160        -              (258,000)    78,160      3,221,366     

7/89-6/90 3,418,526       171,180      -              (446,500)    (275,320)   3,143,206     

7/88-6/89 2,420,001       198,525      800,000      -             998,525    3,418,526     

7/87-6/88 1,986,246       133,754      300,000      -             433,754    2,420,000     

7/86-6/87* 1,845,760       140,486      0 -             140,486    1,986,246     

7/85-6/86 1,714,216       131,544      -              -             131,544    1,845,760     

7/84-6/85 631,020          83,196        1,000,000   -             1,083,196 1,714,216     

7/83-6/84 603,585          27,435        -              -             27,435      631,020        

7/82-6/83 93,064            10,521        500,000      -             510,521    603,585        

7/81-6/82 83,564            9,500          -              -             9,500        93,064          

7/80-6/81 78,294            5,270          -              -             5,270        83,564          
7/79-6/80 73,051            5,243            -                -               5,243        78,294          

6,359,676$   10,986,856$ (7,595,333)$ 

*FY 87 Fund 83 Set Up Exhibit #1

From Schedule E-2; D-2



Massachusetts Department of Revenue

Division of Local Services

Municipal Databank/Local Aid Section

Stabilization Fund & Free Cash as a Percentage of the Budget

Municipality

FY Budget 

& Free 

Cash Total Budget Free Cash

Free Cash 

as % of 

Budget

FY 

Stabilization 

Stabilization 

Fund

Stabilization 

Fund  as % 

of Budget

Stab. & FC 

as % of 

Budget

BELLINGHAM 2011 52,205,776 1,557,729 2.98 2010 895,053 1.71 4.70%

BLACKSTONE 2011 18,216,486 1,065,575 5.85 2010 1,523,992 8.37 14.22%

DOUGLAS 2011 26,213,227 270,645 1.03 2010 1,552,908 5.92 6.96%

GRAFTON 2011 47,000,526 2,775,152 5.90 2010 3,141,125 6.68 12.59%

HOPEDALE 2011 22,049,597 338,980 1.54 2010 1,584,121 7.18 8.72%

MENDON 2011 14,943,458 295,582 1.98 2010 681,863 4.56 6.54%

MILFORD 2011 81,263,916 2,207,276 2.72 2010 9,046,862 11.13 13.85%

MILLBURY 2011 35,845,198 1,179,465 3.29 2010 1,099,337 3.07 6.36%

MILLVILLE 2011 5,168,340 221,998 4.30 2010 152,883 2.96 7.25%

NORTHBRIDGE 2011 42,152,425 1,114,427 2.64 2010 2,058,498 4.88 7.53%

SUTTON 2011 26,091,810 1,102,363 4.22 2010 1,939,912 7.43 11.66%

UPTON 2011 19,842,295 508,878 2.56 2010 742,477 3.74 6.31%

UXBRIDGE 2011 38,868,973 613,019 1.58 2010 1,282,796 3.30 4.88%

429,862,027 13,251,089 3.08% 25,701,827 5.98% 9.06%

Exhibit #2



Massachusetts Department of RevenueDivision of Local Services

Stabilization Fund & Free Cash as a Percentage of the Budget

Municipality

DOR 

Code

FY Bud 

& Free 

Cash Total Budget Free Cash

Free Cash 

as % of 

Budget

FY 

Stabilization 

Stabilization 

Fund

Stabilization 

Fund  as % 

of Budget

AMHERST 008 2011 72,456,981 3,300,986 4.56 2010 1,421,401 1.96

DRACUT 079 2011 73,614,531 1,345,518 1.83 2010 1,887,249 2.56

MARBLEHEAD 168 2011 73,802,693 4,595,434 6.23 2010 0.00

SAUGUS 262 2011 76,202,022 (416,666) (0.55) 2010 521,311 0.68

EASTON 088 2011 76,397,377 1,515,679 1.98 2010 2,453,809 3.21

WALPOLE 307 2011 77,166,381 2,692,668 3.49 2010 1,349,897 1.75

MELROSE 178 2011 77,696,113 2,007,043 2.58 2010 1,446,995 1.86

WAKEFIELD 305 2011 78,122,570 1,623,667 2.08 2010 1,246,525 1.60

YARMOUTH 351 2011 78,410,714 1,086,943 1.39 2010 208,715 0.27

BEDFORD 023 2011 78,961,108 2,394,874 3.03 2010 3,403,858 4.31

WESTON 333 2011 78,982,781 4,255,473 5.39 2010 0.00

WILMINGTON 342 2011 79,588,643 6,684,088 8.40 2010 0.00

CONCORD 067 2011 81,263,870 8,635,340 10.63 2010 3,331,060 4.10

MILFORD 185 2011 81,263,916 2,207,276 2.72 2010 9,046,862 11.13

DARTMOUTH 072 2011 81,405,712 2,149,762 2.64 2010 5,275,621 6.48

AGAWAM 005 2011 81,642,943 4,882,516 5.98 2010 3,640,121 4.46

SUDBURY 288 2011 82,296,930 249,418 0.30 2010 1,910,114 2.32

CANTON 050 2011 82,342,676 990,878 1.20 2010 3,234,212 3.93

HINGHAM 131 2011 82,926,379 8,707,991 10.50 2010 0.00

MARSHFIELD 171 2011 84,532,680 1,223,910 1.45 2010 1,990,645 2.35

NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH211 2011 84,719,564 998,911 1.18 2010 2,512,042 2.97

MANSFIELD 167 2011 84,776,278 1,915,814 2.26 2010 2,000,476 2.36

STOUGHTON 285 2011 85,354,588 2,010,542 2.36 2010 644,853 0.76

ACTON 002 2011 85,551,488 4,650,574 5.44 2010 0 0.00

RANDOLPH 244 2011 87,544,622 218,715 0.25 2010 2,497,251 2.85

READING 246 2011 87,556,059 4,953,340 5.66 2010 0 0.00

WESTBOROUGH 328 2011 88,260,614 2,447,226 2.77 2010 1,756,495 1.99

Total Similar Size Towns 2011 2,182,840,233 77,327,920 3.54 2010 51,779,512 2.37

Exhibit #3









Town of Milford

 Certified Free Cash History

As of Date Amount

 Applied to 

Tax Rate 

 % of Free 

Cash 

3 Year 

Moving 

Average

7/1/2011 1,840,747$       $        851,000 46% $1,975,600

7/1/2010 2,207,276$       $        539,000 24% $1,605,921

7/1/2009 1,878,778$       $            7,000 0% $1,212,687

7/1/2008 731,710$          $        201,000 27% $1,037,315

7/1/2007 1,027,573$       $          50,000 5% $1,521,681

7/1/2006 1,352,662$       $        420,000 31% $1,781,424

7/1/2005 2,184,808$       $        987,000 45% $1,838,368

7/1/2004 1,806,803$       $        393,000 22% $1,794,503

7/1/2003 1,523,494$      174,000$         11% $2,159,454

7/1/2002 2,053,213$      400,000$         19% $2,459,488

7/1/2001 2,901,654$      843,000$         29% $2,772,654

7/1/2000 2,423,598$      983,000$         41% $2,460,859

7/1/1999 2,992,710$      676,000$         23% $1,889,806

7/1/1998 1,966,270$      500,000$         25% $1,383,294

7/1/1997 710,439$         438,000$         62% $813,097

7/1/1996 1,473,174$      500,000$         34% $409,953

7/1/1995 255,677$         ($288,667)

7/1/1994 (498,991)$        ($499,139)

7/1/1993 (622,688)$        ($715,001)

7/1/1992 (375,737)$        ($381,074)

7/1/1991 (1,146,578)$     $496,291

7/1/1990 379,093$         $1,043,914

7/1/1989 282,282$         

7/1/1988 2,470,367$      

7,962,000$      

 Average 1,242,431$      620,000$         28%

Exhibit 5



Town of Milford

Property & Liability Insurance Expense

General Fund Sewer

FY 1987 (081) $398,625

FY 1988 $436,790

FY 1989 $492,799

FY 1990 $379,032 $38,680

*FY 1991 (194) $119,692 $40,000 began self-insurance

FY 1992 $141,226 $51,947

FY 1993 $141,226 $26,540

FY 1994 $141,226 $27,336

FY 1995 $144,051 $27,883

FY 1996 $145,000 $28,441

FY 1997 $145,000 $29,010

FY 1998 $165,000 $29,880

FY 1999 $165,000 $30,478

FY 2000 $165,000 $31,392

FY 2001 $165,000 $32,334

FY 2002 $165,000 $32,334

FY 2003 $165,000 $35,567

FY 2004 $73,000 $40,902

FY 2005 $73,000 $47,037

FY 2006 $75,190 $48,448

FY 2007 $77,446 $49,901

FY 2008 $79,769 $49,901

FY 2009 $82,162 $49,901

FY 2010 $83,394 $49,901

FY 2011 $83,394 $49,901

Town Meeting Appropriation $283,651 Avg. since 1991

* Self-Insurance Trust #85



Schedule E-2

Balance Insurance Operating Balance

1-Jul Interest Payment Intergov. Transfer Deposits 30-Jun

FY 91 $0 $7,580 ($81,497) $213,963 $0 $140,046

FY 92 $140,046 $12,043 ($100,053) $170,937 $0 $3,073 $226,046

FY 93 $226,046 $5,926 ($96,807) $170,766 $0 $6,896 $312,827

FY 94 $312,827 $7,962 ($97,987) $171,562 $0 $0 $394,364

FY 95 $394,364 $7,705 ($115,005) $174,934 $0 $94,215 $556,213

FY 96 $556,213 $12,999 ($166,688) $176,541 ($58,000) $4,648 $525,713

FY 97 $525,713 $14,723 ($141,098) $177,500 $2,014 $10,127 $588,979

FY 98 $588,979 $14,142 ($160,528) $198,380 $0 $6,014 $646,987

FY 99 $646,987 $20,395 ($150,583) $198,978 $1,258 $717,035

FY 00 $717,035 $62,300 ($288,784) $199,892 $3,500,000 $127,463 $4,317,906

FY 01 $4,317,906 $308,119 ($124,059) $2,633 $200,834 $4,705,433

FY 02 $4,705,433 $275,679 ($207,916) $200,834 $0 $4,274 $4,978,304

FY 03 $4,978,304 $312,444 ($161,882) $204,068 $0 $3,139 $5,336,073

FY 04 $5,336,073 $98,687 ($170,954) $125 $115,202 $0 $5,379,133

FY 05 $5,379,133 $134,073 ($173,541) $0 $121,237 $5,288 $5,466,190

FY 06 $5,466,190 $127,175 ($438,551) $0 $139,638 $150,000 $5,444,452

FY 07 $5,444,452 $282,325 ($125,433) $0 $128,097 $1,318 $5,730,759

FY 08 $5,730,759 $356,189 ($300,428) $0 $130,270 $0 $5,916,790

FY 09 $5,916,790 $111,088 ($289,185) $0 $132,664 $2,168 $5,873,525

FY 10 $5,873,525 $142,152 ($61,375) $0 $133,895 $0 $6,088,197

FY 11 $6,088,197 $142,534 ($244,757) $0 $133,895 $0 $6,119,869

insurance payments include claims and coverage











Massachusetts Department of Revenue

Municipal Databank/Local Aid Section

Fiscal Year 2011 Municipal Debt

Municipality

DOR 

Code

Long Term 

Retired

Total Debt 

Service With 

Interest

Debt 

Service 

as % of 

Budget

Equalized 

Valuation 2010

Debt 

Service 

as % of 

EQV Debt Limit

Total 

Outstanding as 

of 7/1/2011

FY11 Operating 

Budget 

DRACUT 079 4,737,013 7,155,999 9.72 3,175,898,800 0.23 158,794,940 53,822,687 73,614,531

MARBLEHEAD 168 2,290,000 3,734,950 5.06 5,580,750,300 0.07 279,037,515 28,080,000 73,802,693

SAUGUS 262 3,735,896 4,682,274 6.14 4,003,739,400 0.12 200,186,970 32,640,146 76,202,022

EASTON 088 3,833,281 5,625,925 7.36 3,256,098,100 0.17 162,804,905 43,309,294 76,397,377

WALPOLE 307 3,447,768 4,775,313 6.19 4,048,453,200 0.12 202,422,660 35,050,447 77,166,381

MELROSE 178 4,458,157 6,591,074 8.48 3,782,681,000 0.17 189,134,050 58,806,837 77,696,113

WAKEFIELD 305 2,637,400 3,565,914 4.56 4,028,504,400 0.09 201,425,220 27,835,945 78,122,570

YARMOUTH 351 4,751,129 5,605,586 7.15 6,167,744,700 0.09 308,387,235 28,808,608 78,410,714

BEDFORD 023 4,212,654 6,640,762 8.41 3,009,721,800 0.22 150,486,090 45,100,183 78,961,108

WESTON 333 6,283,725 8,925,262 11.30 5,797,438,800 0.15 289,871,940 57,744,458 78,982,781

WILMINGTON 342 3,558,280 3,773,468 4.74 3,768,005,200 0.10 188,400,260 3,857,519 79,588,643

CONCORD 067 7,792,207 10,415,972 12.82 5,562,518,600 0.19 278,125,930 79,599,887 81,263,870

MILFORD 185 2,645,809 4,192,586 5.16 3,272,042,800 0.13 163,602,140 38,889,556 81,263,916

DARTMOUTH 072 7,275,416 9,966,728 12.24 5,881,221,100 0.17 294,061,055 67,100,011 81,405,713

AGAWAM 005 2,807,643 3,792,190 4.64 2,956,191,400 0.13 147,809,570 27,085,845 81,642,943

SUDBURY 288 8,925,000 10,317,389 12.54 4,256,033,800 0.24 212,801,690 36,205,000 82,296,930

CANTON 050 5,393,869 7,910,686 9.61 4,386,215,300 0.18 219,310,765 60,313,869 82,342,676

HINGHAM 131 24,738,829 24,738,829 29.83 6,257,344,000 0.40 312,867,200 71,727,478 82,926,379

MARSHFIELD 171 4,821,978 5,821,766 6.89 4,678,944,800 0.12 233,947,240 34,013,930 84,532,681

NORTH ATTLEBOROUGH211 5,568,284 7,716,045 9.11 4,019,965,800 0.19 200,998,290 47,795,218 84,719,564

MANSFIELD 167 6,571,291 8,123,275 9.58 3,646,268,400 0.22 182,313,420 48,038,238 84,776,278

STOUGHTON 285 3,298,704 4,499,251 5.27 3,522,273,100 0.13 176,113,655 28,317,906 85,354,589

ACTON 002 2,719,599 4,737,038 5.54 3,988,811,200 0.12 199,440,560 45,007,532 85,551,488

RANDOLPH 244 2,514,873 3,625,436 4.14 3,168,418,900 0.11 158,420,945 25,039,381 87,544,622

READING 246 5,657,965 8,114,050 9.27 3,880,445,100 0.21 194,022,255 60,729,062 87,556,059

WESTBOROUGH 328 6,856,130 10,691,031 12.11 3,761,766,300 0.28 188,088,315 75,787,100 88,260,614

MILTON 189 3,234,938 4,672,229 5.29 4,827,150,700 0.10 241,357,535 41,887,376 88,343,671

Total 144,767,838 190,411,028 8.66 114,684,647,000 0.17 5,734,232,350 1,202,593,513 2,198,726,926

Average 5,361,772 7,052,260 8.64 4,247,579,519 0.16 212,378,976 44,540,500 81,434,331
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Statewide Average Single Family Tax Bill

Assessed Value Parcels Average Value

Single Family 

Tax Bill Growth $ Growth %

2002 298,035,628,441 1,261,639 236,229 3,015

2003 338,692,554,523 1,271,609 266,350 3,206 191 6.3%
2004 393,587,485,355 1,280,537 307,361 3,412 206 6.4%
2005 455,222,653,352 1,290,239 352,820 3,588 176 5.2%
2006 492,167,899,571 1,275,726 385,794 3,801 213 5.9%
2007 523,017,811,362 1,286,089 406,673 3,962 161 4.2%
2008 517,837,501,478 1,282,713 403,705 4,110 148 3.7%
2009 504,011,292,677 1,286,523 391,762 4,250 140 3.4%
2010 481,744,341,860 1,289,112 373,702 4,390 140 3.3%
2011 469,726,929,988 1,298,920 361,629 4,537 147 3.3%
2012 466,850,381,371 1,301,555 358,687 4,711 174 3.8%

Total Growth 1,696$  56.3%

Town of Milford

Fiscal Year

Single Family 

Assessed Values

Single 

Family 

Parcels

Single Family 

Average Value

Average Single 

Family Tax Bill Growth $ Growth %

2002 1,111,791,900           5,539 200,721  $             2,866 

2003 1,243,238,200 5,569 223,243 2,983 117 4.1%
2004 1,525,307,600 5,607 272,036 3,248 265 8.9%
2005 1,638,457,500 5,661 289,429 3,424 176 5.4%
2006 1,793,844,200 5,697 314,875 3,574 150 4.4%
2007 1,969,343,800 5,715 344,592 3,756 182 5.1%
2008 1,906,716,300 5,747 331,776 3,915 159 4.2%
2009 1,812,896,400 5,748 315,396 3,952 37 0.9%
2010 1,722,780,700 5,755 299,354 4,215 263 6.7%
2011 1,606,867,400 5,773 278,342 4,236 21 0.5%
2012 1,544,363,500 5,777 267,330  $             4,323 87 2.1%

1,457$  50.8%
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Effect on Tax Bill

 Class % Residential Change In 

Residential Commercial Industrial Personal Subtotal C/I/P Total Change Tax Levy % Avg. Tax Bill Shift

FY 12 2,180,020$      77.3% 344,550$    12.2% 192,205$    6.8% 102,851$    3.6% 639,606$    22.7% 2,819,626$   -3.1% 66.49% 87$             1.480%

FY 11 2,268,275$      78.0% 350,520$    12.1% 184,907$    6.4% 104,727$    3.6% 640,154$    22.0% 2,908,429$   -5.4% 67.42% 21$             1.480%

FY 10 2,423,095$      78.8% 359,572$    11.7% 195,392$    6.4% 96,878$      3.2% 651,842$    21.2% 3,074,937$   -7.5% 68.20% 263$           1.500%

FY 09 2,619,890$      78.8% 383,267$    11.5% 215,479$    6.5% 107,229$    3.2% 705,975$    21.2% 3,325,865$   -3.0% 68.16% 38$             1.500%

FY 08 2,741,063$      80.0% 379,768$    11.1% 211,640$    6.2% 95,787$      2.8% 687,195$    20.0% 3,428,258$   -1.3% 69.93% 158$           1.500%

FY 07 2,820,540$      81.2% 344,734$    9.9% 212,773$    6.1% 94,002$      2.7% 651,509$    18.8% 3,472,049$   11.1% 69.98% 182$           1.600%

FY 06 2,527,187$      80.9% 302,511$    9.7% 184,178$    5.9% 110,285$    3.5% 596,974$    19.1% 3,124,161$   9.1% 69.43% 150$           1.600%

FY 05 2,281,015$      79.6% 286,164$    10.0% 182,626$    6.4% 114,324$    4.0% 583,114$    20.4% 2,864,129$   5.9% 67.83% 175$          1.580%

FY 04 2,140,829$      79.1% 267,829$    9.9% 176,445$    6.5% 120,340$    4.4% 564,614$    20.9% 2,705,443$   23.1% 66.70% 263$          @1.58623%

FY 03 1,681,498$      76.5% 242,572$    11.0% 149,621$    6.8% 124,676$    5.7% 516,869$    23.5% 2,198,367$   11.3% 62.71% 117$          @1.58623%

FY 02 1,497,812$      75.8% 220,168$    11.1% 135,336$    6.9% 122,212$    6.2% 477,716$    24.2% 1,975,528$   11.2% 63.73% 166$          @1.5%

FY 01 1,342,482$      75.6% 189,452$    10.7% 121,978$    6.9% 122,045$    6.9% 433,475$    24.4% 1,775,957$   19.4% 63.39% 126$          @1.5%

FY 00 1,122,869$      75.5% 163,692$    11.0% 88,833$      6.0% 111,750$    7.5% 364,275$    24.5% 1,487,144$   6.0% 63.26% 125$          @1.5%

FY 99 1,059,057$      75.5% 151,364$    10.8% 82,344$      5.9% 110,855$    7.9% 344,563$    24.5% 1,403,620$   4.1% 63.18% 130$          @1.5%

FY 98 1,011,418$      75.0% 146,272$    10.9% 81,265$      6.0% 108,758$    8.1% 336,294$    25.0% 1,347,712$   6.3% 62.57% 53$            

FY 97 956,660$         75.5% 136,820      10.8% 71,504        5.6% 102,937      8.1% 311,261      24.5% 1,267,920$   1.5% 63.18%

FY 96 942,084$         75.4% 137,524      11.0% 71,128        5.7% 98,399        7.9% 307,051      24.6% 1,249,135$   4.1%

FY 95 896,291$         74.7% 131,430      11.0% 74,076        6.2% 98,093        8.2% 303,600      25.3% 1,199,891$   -2.5%

FY 94 902,771$         73.4% 154,436      12.6% 87,318        7.1% 85,943        7.0% 327,698      26.6% 1,230,469$   -3.9%

FY 93 957,499$         74.8% 172,069      13.4% 101,206      7.9% 50,058        3.9% 323,332      25.2% 1,280,832$   -6.6%

FY 92 1,035,116$      75.5% 189,976      13.9% 114,806      8.4% 31,672        2.3% 336,454      24.5% 1,371,570$   -15.0%

FY 91 1,238,856$      76.7% 205,748      12.7% 144,460      8.9% 25,403        1.6% 375,611      23.3% 1,614,468$   3.4%

FY 90 1,227,319$      78.6% 186,433      11.9% 121,522      7.8% 25,380        1.6% 333,335      21.4% 1,560,654$   

in thousands, 000's
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