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Date/Time: November 10, 2016 – 10:00 a.m. 

Place:  Massachusetts Gaming Commission  
 101 Federal Street, 12th Floor  
 Boston, Massachusetts 
  
Present:  Chairman Stephen P. Crosby  
 Commissioner Lloyd Macdonald  

Commissioner Bruce Stebbins 
Commissioner Enrique Zuniga 

 
Absent: Commissioner Gayle Cameron 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Call to Order  
See transcript page 2 
  
10:01 a.m.      Chairman Crosby called to order the 203rd Commission meeting.   
 
Approval of Minutes  
See transcript page 2 
  
10:01 a.m. Commissioner Macdonald moved for the approval of the October 26, 2016 

Commission meeting minutes subject to any corrections, typographical errors, or 
other nonmaterial matters.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Zuniga.  Motion 
passed unanimously.      

 
Administrative Update  
See transcript pages 2-21 
 
10:02 a.m. Executive Director Edward Bedrosian, Jr. recognized Commissioners Zuniga and 

Stebbins for celebrating Movember (a men’s health awareness campaign).   
 
10:03 a.m. CFAO Derek Lennon presented on a request to add an exception to the competitive 

procurement policy.  The exemption would allow staff to use the three bid 
requirement for small value procurements without utilizing the full RFR 
competitive process.  The exemption would eliminate an administrative burden 
while still being competitive.   

Time entries are linked to 
corresponding section in                  

Commission meeting video 



 
10:19 a.m. Commissioner Zuniga moved that the Commission approve the exception to the 

procurement regulation as discussed today and included in the packet, and set a 
guideline number to apply to procurements under $1,500 as discussed today, and 
that the finance team will come back to the Commission and report on the results of 
implementing this approach one year after its implementation.  Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Macdonald.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 
Workforce, Supplier and Diversity Development 
See transcript pages 21-53 
 
10:20 a.m. Director Jill Griffin presented on a request for Commission authorization for a grant 

award of $20,000 to the Association of Black Business and Professionals in 
Springfield.  Director Griffin stated that the grant is intended to build capacity for 
small businesses to increase their chances of working with casinos.  She stated that 
the Association of Black Business and Professionals will implement the Interise 
StreetWise MBA program to assist Springfield’s small businesses with growth and 
expansion.  She noted that letters of support were received from MGM Springfield 
and the Springfield Office of Planning and Economic Development.   

 
10:26 a.m. Commissioner Stebbins moved that the Commission authorize a grant award of 

$20,000 from the FY’17 budget to the Association of Black Business and 
Professionals to help Springfield small business owners grow and expand their 
businesses, and, hopefully, increase their opportunities to do business with our 
licensees.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Macdonald.  Motion passed 
unanimously.   

 
10:27 a.m. Director Griffin stated that our licensees have set diversity goals that include 

opportunities for veterans.  She recognized Christopher King, formerly with the 
Department of Veterans’ Services, for his work helping the Commission reach out 
to veterans.  Commissioner Stebbins noted the assistance that Mr. King has 
provided the Commission.  He also provided a summary of Mr. King’s educational, 
military, and professional background.  He presented Mr. King with a certificate of 
appreciation.   

 
 Christopher King stated that it was a pleasure to work with the Commission and he 

commended the Commission for their integrity, professionalism and focus on 
veterans.   

 
10:32 a.m.  A video, created by Michael Sangalang, was shown that highlighted the impact that 

the gaming statute has had on veterans in Massachusetts.  Veterans employed by 
MGM Springfield and Wynn Boston Harbor spoke about their employment and 
their military skills and training that they bring to the job.     

 
Commissioner Stebbins noted that on Veterans Day, MGM Springfield is having a 
SkillSmart session for veterans and Wynn will be distributing red, white and blue 
construction helmets to veterans on their construction site.  He also noted that our 
licensees attended the Veterans’ Service Officers training in Leominster.   

 
10:45 a.m. Director Jill Griffin reported on a new recruitment initiative to enhance diversity 

participation during construction of the casinos.  She stated that the initiative will 
focus on the challenges of recruiting women and women of color in construction.  



 
She stated that there will be two areas of focus: (1) an advertising and marketing 
campaign, and (2) a program administrator to serve as a point of contact between 
the unions and residents of the surrounding communities to increase women of 
color applicants into the building trades and make referrals to unions, GED 
programs, or other services.   

 
10:50 a.m. Elaine Driscoll, Director of Communications, presented highlights of a concept 

paper for a diversity marketing and advertisement campaign to address recruitment 
challenges.  She stated that a number of states have implemented a similar initiative 
and she cited an example of a campaign - Go Build Alabama.  She stated that an 
RFP will be issued to seek a marketing/advertising firm to develop a brand concept, 
marketing materials, and media campaign.  She noted that expanded gaming is at 
the forefront of a building boom and there may be partners, beyond the gaming 
industry, that may want to participate in this initiative.     

 
Commissioner Zuniga inquired about a budget and Director Griffin responded that 
the administrator position will be about $40,000 per year and funds in the current 
budget have been allocated for the marketing campaign.  Director Griffin stated the 
RFPs will be posted on our website.   
 

11:09 a.m. The Commission took a brief recess.   
11:15 a.m. The meeting resumed.   
 
Racing Division  
See transcript pages 53-83 
 
11:15 a.m. Dr. Alexandra Lightbown, Director of Racing, stated that the Commission received 

two applications to conduct live horseracing in 2017.  She stated that applications 
were received from Plainville Gaming and Redevelopment, LLC (Plainridge 
Racecourse) to conduct 125 days of harness racing from April 10th through 
November 24th; and Sterling Suffolk Racecourse, LLC (Suffolk Downs) to conduct 
six days of running horseracing on July 8th and 9th, August 5th and 6th, and 
September 2nd and 3rd, with the possibility of adding more days.  She stated that 
public hearings have been conducted and she provided a summary of the criteria to 
be considered by the Commission.  She noted that Plainridge Racecourse meets the 
requirements under Chapters 128A, 128C and 23K.  

 
11:15 a.m. Lenny Calderone, Announcer from Plainridge Racecourse, stated that they are 

having a tremendous season and an increase in purses has helped.  He stated that he 
believes that they are on their way to being one of the premier racetracks in the 
country.  He noted that there has been a significant increase in new people at the 
track as a result of the casino.  He also noted the addition of the Virginia Equine 
Alliance, a new export entity.     

 
11:20 a.m. Commissioner Stebbins moved that the Commission approve the application of 

Plainville Gaming & Redevelopment, LLC, Plainridge Racecourse for live harness 
horseracing in 2017, with the addition of Virginia Equine Alliance to Exhibit 28, 
and with the condition that they have an independent expert review the track 
surface prior to racing for safety purposes.  Motion seconded by Commissioner 
Macdonald.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 



 
11:21 a.m. Douglas O’Donnell, Senior Financial Analyst, presented on a request for 

consideration for the Suffolk Downs Capital Improvement Trust Fund.  He stated 
that the projects were conducted in 2014 for a total of $90,476.15.   

 
11:22 a.m. Commissioner Zuniga moved that the Commission approve the disbursement, or the 

consideration request from Suffolk Downs Capital Improvement Trust Fund in the 
amount of $90,476.15 as detailed in the packet here today.  Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Macdonald.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 
11:23 a.m. Dr. Lightbown presented on the Suffolk Downs 2017 racing application.  She stated 

that there is no purse agreement but they will come back to the Commission with 
what they are requesting.  She noted that Suffolk Downs wants to include a new 
ADW, b Spot, and that will be placed on the agenda for a demonstration at a future 
meeting.  She stated that the Suffolk Downs application meets the requirements for 
128A and the Session Laws.   

 
11:25 a.m. Chip Tuttle, COO of Suffolk Downs, stated that they will accept the Commission’s 

recommendation to postpone the b Spot request.  Commissioner Zuniga inquired 
about the purse agreement.  Mr. Tuttle responded that their conversations with the 
NEHBPA (New England Horsemen’s Benevolent and Protective Association) have 
been positive.  Mr. Tuttle reported on racing expenses.   

 
 Commissioner Stebbins inquired about the forecast of racing beyond 2017.  Mr. 

Tuttle stated that it is taking longer with the development of the property and as a 
result, the property remains available for racing.  He stated that unless there is a 
radical change they will apply for an application in 2018, but they cannot make any 
assurances to the Commission beyond that.   

 
11:40 a.m. Executive Director Bedrosian noted that staff has met with racing stakeholders and 

discussed legislative filings.   
 
11:45 a.m. Commissioner Zuniga moved that the Commission approve the recommendation 

from the racing division to approve the application from Sterling Suffolk 
Racecourse, for live running horseracing in 2017 with the following conditions:  
Suffolk Downs will have an independent expert review the track surface prior to 
racing.  Second, that after each two days of racing, each weekend of racing, I 
should amend that, Suffolk will report to the Commission the numbers and 
percentage of recent Suffolk horsemen and horses that benefited from the races.  
Third, that Suffolk Downs would request, in writing to the Commission, how much 
money they would like from the Race Horse Development Fund, and detail how it 
will be spent, and provide, to the Commission, their purse agreement with the 
NEHBPA or anyone else.  Fourth, that Suffolk Downs will notify the Commission, 
in writing, if they’re going to race more than six days, at least 30 days before the 
races are conducted.  Finally, that b Spot will not be considered part of the vote of 
the Suffolk Downs license application and this Commission may take that matter at 
a later time, if Suffolk Downs wishes to pursue approval of b Spot, and notify the 
Commission in writing.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Macdonald.  Motion 
passed unanimously.   

 
 
 



 
Ombudsman 
See transcript pages 83-136 
 
11:47 a.m. Ombudsman John Ziemba presented on the continuing review of the draft 2017 

community mitigation fund guidelines.  He stated that he has met with the local 
community mitigation advisory committees in regions A and B and the 
subcommittee on community mitigation.  He recommended that the Commission 
approve a draft to post for public comment.  He provided an overview of the 
recommended changes.   

 
12:45 p.m. Ombudsman Ziemba stated that his second agenda item (Springfield Community 

Mitigation Fund application) will not go forward as they are still collecting 
information.    
 

Investigations and Enforcement Bureau (IEB) 
See transcript pages 137-140 
 
12:48 p.m. Director Karen Wells presented on the results of the suitability investigation for 

Lisa McKenney, an applicant for a key gaming employee executive license.  Ms. 
McKenney was hired as a Compliance Manager at Plainridge Park Casino.  
Director Wells stated that an investigation and interviews were conducted, and she 
provided a summary of her educational and professional background.  She stated 
that the IEB recommends that the Commission approve her application.    

 
12:51 p.m. Commissioner Stebbins moved that the Commission approve Lisa McKenney as a 

key gaming employee executive licensee as recommended by the IEB.  Motion 
seconded by Commissioner Macdonald.  Motion passed unanimously.   

 
Commissioner’s Update  
See transcript pages 141-150 
 
12:51 p.m. Commissioner Stebbins reported that an AOC (Access and Opportunity Committee) 

meeting was held in Springfield.  He stated that after the meeting they discussed 
licensing qualification standards with stakeholders from the region.  He also 
reported that a licensing information sheet was developed and distributed to the 
stakeholders.   

 
12:53 p.m. Commissioner Macdonald reported that he attended the Community Mitigation 

Fund meeting in Springfield and he was struck by the fact that none of the 
representatives had concerns about immediate impacts in the surrounding 
communities.  He also stated that there was unanimity amongst the representatives 
that proceeds from the licensing fees paid by MGM should remain in the western 
part of the state rather than for Metropolitan Boston or eastern Massachusetts 
impacts.     

 
12:57 p.m. Chairman Crosby reported that he attended the public meeting of the Lower Mystic 

Valley Working Group (Sullivan Square).  He stated that the public was invited to 
brainstorm issues and solutions.   

 
12:59 p.m.  Commissioner Zuniga stated that he attended the first meeting of the online gaming 

and DSF Commission.  He noted that Chairman Crosby was unable to make the 



 
meeting due to a traffic jam.  He stated that the meeting was brief and 
administrative in nature.  He also stated that he believes that they are looking to the 
MGC for their expertise and guidance on topics and a process.  He noted that the 
matter of on-line lottery games is excluded from this online/DFS Commission.     

 
1:02 p.m. Executive Director Bedrosian noted that the office will be closed on Friday, 

November 12th  due to the holiday and that there is a tentative Commission meeting 
scheduled for November 22nd.   

 
Other Business Not Reasonably Anticipated 
See transcript page 150 
 
1:03 p.m.  Having no further business, a motion to adjourn was made by Commissioner 

Zuniga.  Motion seconded by Commissioner Macdonald.   Motion passed 
unanimously.   

  
List of Documents and Other Items Used 

 
1.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Notice of Meeting and Agenda dated November 10, 2016 
2.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Draft Meeting Minutes dated October 26, 2016 
3.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Memorandum dated November 9, 2016 regarding 
       Additional Procurement Exception – Small Dollar Procurements 
4.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Memorandum dated November 10, 2016 regarding 
       Request for Association of Black Business Professionals Grant Approval, with attachments 
5.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission Access and Opportunity Committee Public Outreach 
       Concept for Gaming Workforce and Diversity Development in Construction Trades, dated 
        November 8, 2016 
6.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Racing Division Memorandum, dated November 7, 2016 
       regarding Applications to Conduct Live Horse Racing in 2017 
7.  Letter from Penn National to the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, dated November 7, 
       2016 regarding Off Track Wagering Site (Virginia Equine Alliance) 
8.  Letter from Suffolk Downs to the Massachusetts Gaming Commission, dated November 7, 
       2016 regarding Income and Expense Summary, with attachments 
9.  Letter from the Massachusetts Thoroughbred Horsemen’s Association, Inc. to the 
       Massachusetts Gaming Commission, dated November 9, 2016 regarding Suffolk Downs 
       2017 Racing Application 
10.  Letter from the Massachusetts Thoroughbred Horsemen’s Association, Inc. to the 
        Massachusetts Gaming Commission, dated October 17, 2016 regarding Suffolk Downs 
        2017 Racing Application 
11.  Massachusetts Gaming Commission, Racing Division Memorandum, dated November 10, 
         2016 regarding Request for Consideration, Suffolk Downs Capital Improvement Trust Fund, 
         with attachments 
12.   Massachusetts Gaming Commission, recommended changes to the Guidelines for the 2017 
          Community Mitigation Fund from the 2016 Guidelines 
13.   Massachusetts Gaming Commission 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines 
14.   Massachusetts Gaming Commission 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines (redline) 
15.   Massachusetts Gaming Commission 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines 

          
     /s/ Catherine Blue  

     Catherine Blue, Assistant Secretary 



 
 

No Documents 



Plainridge Park Casino
Report to the Massachusetts Gaming Commission

Q3 2016



Employment

As of September 30, 2016:

Employees Full-time Part-time

Totals 501 338 163

100% 67% 33%



Employment

As of September 30, 2016:

Employees

Diversity 16%

Veterans 2%

Massachusetts 71%

Local 31%

Male/Female 51% / 49%



Gaming Revenue & Taxes

Net Slot Revenue
State 
Taxes

Race Horse 
Taxes

Total 
Taxes

2015

1st - - - -
2nd $6,211,001 $2,818,817 $278,784 $3,097,601 
3rd $45,827,524 $20,433,517 $2,020,897 $22,454,414 
4th $35,971,223 $16,089,669 $1,591,286 $17,680,955 

Total $88,009,748 $39,342,003 $3,890,967 $43,232,970 

2016

1st $38,663,538 $17,255,015 $1,706,540 $18,961,555 
2nd $39,185,247 $17,443,312 $1,725,163 $19,168,475 
3rd $39,756,062 $17,746,061 $1,755,105 $19,501,166 
4th - - - -

Total $117,604,847 $52,444,388 $5,186,808 $57,631,196 



Spend by State

MA, $1,030,624.03, 
71%

IA, $81,190.37, 5%

IL, $68,754.07, 5%

MI, $38,435.30, 3%

CT, $28,580.97, 2%

PA, $52,374.53, 4%

Other, $153,656.29, 10%

Total Q3 Spend: $1,435,054.16

MA IA IL MI CT PA Other



Local Spend Q3
Attleboro, $0.00, 0%

Plainville, $8,801.00, 
23%

Foxboro, $1,667.30, 4%

Wrentham, $0.00, 0%

Mansfield, $7,386.63, 
19%

North Attleboro, 
$20,991.82, 54%

Total Host & Surrounding Community Spend: $38,846.75

Attleboro Plainville Foxboro Wrentham Mansfield North Attleboro



Vendor Diversity Spend

21%

12%

6%

3%

25%

17%

4% 4%

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

30.00%

Total Diversity Spend WBE Spend MBE Spend VBE Spend

Q3 2016

Goal Q3 Spend



Q3 Diverse Vendor Spend Statistics

Q3 WBE Vendors

13 Vendors used totaling $243,688.85

Q3 MBE Vendors

5* Vendors used totaling $54,122.14

Q3 VBE Vendors

3* Vendors totaling $58,328.91

*Includes vendors that are certified in multiple diversity categories.  

Spend is only reported in one category.



Compliance with Regulations
Underage Guests

Month

Prevented 
from entering 
gaming 
establishment 

Escorted 
from the 
gaming area

Found 
gambling at 
table games

Found gambling 
at slot machines

Taken into custody 
for gambling

Taken into 
custody - other

Found consuming 
alcoholic beverages

July 52 0 N/A 0 0 0 0

August 44 0 N/A 0 0 0 0

September 26 0 N/A 0 0 0 0

Total 122 0 0 0 0 0



Lottery Sales
Quarter 2015 2016 $ Difference % Difference

1st $96,242 $705,304 $609,062 632.8%

2nd $162,173 $758,852 $596,679 367.9%

3rd $579,000 $738,116 $159,116 27.5%

4th $479,325 - - -

Total $1,316,740 $2,202,272 $1,364,857 163.0%

PPC currently has 5 instant ticket machines and 4 online terminals on site. Prior to the Casino 
opening the Property had 1 instant ticket machine and  2 online machines



Local Community
• Charitable Giving in Q3

 Relay for Life of Greater Attleboro
 Plainville Athletic League
 Boys & Girls Club of Warwick
 Wrentham Community Events
 Guide Dogs of America
 Arthritis Foundation
 North Attleboro Schools – Backpack Drive

• Sponsorships
 NESN – Bruins
 Comcast Sports Network – Celtic Prediction Machine
 Winning Wednesday Lottery Tickets



Q3 Marketing - Partnerships
• Yankee Spirits - North Attleboro

 Slack’s Oyster House 

 Luciano’s - Wrentham
 Offsite dinners

 Patriots - Foxboro
 Season Tickets

 Billboards

 Xfinity - Mansfield
 Brad Paisley Meet and Greet 

 Concert Series Sponsorship 

 Bass Pro Shop - Foxboro

 Imperial cars - Mendon



Q4 Marketing 

 Racing Rewards Roll-Out

 Dunkin Donuts Roll Out 

 Veterans Day – Free meal for all veterans

 Toy’s for Free SLOTPLAY

 Partnering MPRG

 New Year’s Eve



      

   

TO: Commissioners  

FROM: John S. Ziemba  

CC: Catherine Blue, Derek Lennon, Joe Delaney, Mary Thurlow  

DATE: November 18, 2016  

RE: Springfield Parking Pilot Program/Grant Requests 
 

Earlier this year the Commission authorized up to $150,000 for a pilot valet parking 
program, in the area of Springfield on Main Street directly in front of the MGM project site, 
provided that it is the best available method of serving the public purpose of addressing 
parking related concerns, including concerns that have been raised by Caring Health 
Center. The $150,000 was a slight increase above the $143,042 requested by Springfield for 
the valet program, given that additional costs would be likely because the Commission 
expanded the valet program to cover more neighbors than the Caring Health Center.  After 
this initial decision, when considering efforts to get the program up quickly, the 
Commission authorized up to $50,000 for the first 90 days of the program and instructed 
staff to continue to work with the City, applicable parties, other stakeholders to monitor 
and come back to the Commission with any potential recommendations, if significant 
changes need to be made.   

Following this additional authorization, the Springfield Parking Authority, working with 
the City of Springfield, issued a Request for Proposal for a valet parking service.  The Valet 
Park of America (“VPA”) was the winning respondent.  The Springfield Parking Authority 
has indicated to us that the cost of the SPA’s services for the first 90 days would be $37,026.  
The VPA will provide a valet station near the Caring Health Center that will be equipped 
with a podium, umbrella, tickets and signs as needed.  Valet Parking of America will utilize 
the parking area Caring Health Center currently rents on Hubbard Street.  In addition, VPA 
will secure access to an off-site surface lot for the purpose of parking approximately 10-15 
non-Caring Health Center patron valet vehicles daily.  The schedule is from 8:30 a.m. – 5:00 
p.m. Monday through Friday with no service on holidays.  

Springfield’s original application included $5,752 for printing and mailing costs to inform 
Caring Health’s patients of the availability of the valet parking services.  These costs are not 
included in the VPA response.  The actual parking and mailing cost for the 90 day pilot 
would need to accommodate all business in the valet project area. 

In addition to the $37,026 requested for the vendor, the Springfield Parking Authority 
estimates a need of $11,250.70 for its administration expenses during this period.  Such 
expenses would include the RFP advertising expenses and a portion for the time dedicated 



    

 

to the pilot by the Executive Director, Comptroller, Financial Analysis and On- Street 
Manager. 

In its application, Springfield asked for $17,925 for administration costs.  In comparison to 
the program involving Caring Health only, the new valet program involves the entire 
neighborhood, and will be more administratively burdensome. 

In addition, there are several expenses in the first 90 days that will not be necessary or may 
not be necessary after the initial period, including a sizeable mailing cost and costs for the 
issuance of a Request for Proposal by the Springfield Parking Authority.  While these costs 
may not appear in future periods, there may be additional costs in future periods 
depending on the utilization of the valet pilot. 

For reference purposes, below please find a breakdown of the currently projected expenses 
versus what was initially requested. 

 Original Application Program Modified to Include all 
Area Businesses 

Valet Services (90 
days) 

$35,760.50 (1/4 of $143,042 
annual budget 
including $5,762 
in  mailing costs) 

$37,026.00 (including 10-15 new 
spaces for non-Caring 
neighbors) 

 $5,762.00 Mailing costs 

Administrative 
costs 

$4,481.25 ($17,925 
annually) 

$11,250.70 (90 days) 

Totals for 90 
days 

$40,241.75  $54,038.70 (Potential other costs 
depending upon how 
well utilized) 

Authorized for 
first 90 days 

$50,000.00  $50,000.00  

Authorized for 
year 

$150,000.00  $150,000.00  

Recommendation:  We recommend that the Commission provide staff with authorization 
to exceed the $50,000 previously authorized for the first 90 days of the Valet Pilot Program 
and that such funding can cover reasonable administrative expenses.  We also recommend 
that the Commission authorize an increase for the annual cost of the valet program to 
$200,000 from the current $150,000 authorization.  Staff would be required to report back 
to the Commission on the effectiveness and cost of the 90 day pilot program. 

In addition to Springfield’s application of $143,042 for a valet parking pilot initiative for 
patient parking at Caring Health Center’s complex, Springfield also requested $66,050 for 
the net increased cost of replacement of off-street parking for the Caring Health Center; 
$47,983 for Caring Health Center’s additional staffing and contractor costs due to time 



    

 

expended on utility disruptions, securing new parking sources and managing problems 
related to parking, delays in patient arrival due to traffic congestion and not parking; and,  
as noted, $17,925 for administrative costs for the City of Springfield to administer a MA 
Gaming Commission Award. 

The following are excerpts from the staff memorandum (attached) that described the 
$66,050 cost of parking request and the $47,983 staffing and contractor request.   These 
excerpts followed a more lengthy description of the Anti-Aid Amendment (Art. 46, § 2, as 
amended by art. 103 of the Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution) which 
prohibits “public money or property” from aiding non-public institutions.  Article 46 has 
been interpreted to allow the expenditure of public funds to non-public recipients solely 
for the provision of “public purposes” and not for the direct benefit or maintenance of the 
non-public entity.  As administrative expenses have been covered in depth earlier in this 
memorandum, no excerpt follows here.   

Excerpts from July 21, 2016 Memorandum: 

Compensation for Increased Parking Costs 

It is quite unclear if compensating Caring Health center for increased parking costs 
would not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this non-public entity.   
Further, it is unclear whether this is a construction period impact or may be 
reflective of ongoing or new increases in the cost of parking in the area.  MGM 
Springfield noted that “the application explains that increased real estate 
development pressures in the immediate vicinity of the project have caused the 
cost of parking to rise, and it is important to highlight that such ‘spin off‘ economic 
development is precisely one of the underlying goals of the Gaming Act.”   

Compensation for Additional Staffing and Contractor Costs.  

 It is quite unclear if compensating Caring Health center for additional staffing and 
contractor costs would also not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this 
non-public entity.  Out of the $47,983 requested for such costs, the City of 
Springfield included $10,851 to address utility disruptions.  MGM Springfield in its 
response noted that “the references to telecommunications and internet outages 
relative to local utility work do not acknowledge that there is ongoing utility work 
downtown and related inconveniences that are not directly part of or necessarily 
related to MGM’s project.”  Springfield was not able to determine the cause of 
several of the utility outages.  It is also noted that Caring Health Center noted that 
it could not get reimbursed from any outages because it is the policy of the 
Springfield Water & Sewer Commission not to compensate businesses and 
nonprofits for the impacts of water and sewer disruption.   

 



 
 

 
 

 

TO: Commissioners  

FROM: John Ziemba, Derek Lennon, Catherine Blue, Joe Delaney and Mary Thurlow 
Members of the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Review Team 

DATE: July 21, 2016  

RE: 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Application Review 

This memorandum provides an analysis of the applications for funding under the three 
different components of the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund (“CMF”):  Use of 2015/2016 
Reserves; Transportation Planning Grants; and Specific Impact Grants.  We, the community 
mitigation Review Team (“Review Team”) reviewed the applications to determine the 
suitability of the applications and to ensure the applications were in compliance with the 
2016 Guidelines.  We also received input from Rick Moore of City Point Partners, who 
advises the Commission on environmental, transportation and mitigation matters.  As part 
of this review process, copies of the applications were sent to the licensees for their review 
and comment.  Telephone conferences or in-person meetings were held between the 
applicants and the Review Team.  Additional information requests were submitted to the 
applicants (attached) and numerous meetings were held by the Review Team to ensure a 
thorough review process.  The Review Team also considered comments that the 
Commission received after it issued a request for public comments on such applications. 

For a brief background, in December 2015, the Commission established the Guidelines for 
the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund (“CMF”).  In order to access funding from the 2016 
CMF, communities and any other eligible entities were required to submit an application 
documenting the community’s anticipated mitigation need.   

On March 3, 2016, the Commission initially reviewed the 2016 applications, approved 
funding of the Springfield Historic Preservation Trust application, and created $100,000 
reserves for a number of new communities, including the three host communities (Everett, 
Plainville, and Springfield), Revere, Attleboro, Hampden, Melrose, and North Attleboro.  
Four towns, Attleboro, Hampden, Melrose and North Attleboro the Commission preserved 
their right to apply for a reserve in 2016 as they had either not filed or did not file in time 
for the 2015 Reserve. 

Since the Commission meeting on March 3, 2016, several events have occurred that may 
impact the projected annual allocation of funding in this and future years.  The 2016 
Application process anticipated that there would be approximately $4.9 million dollars 
available per year until the two Category 1 casinos are operational.  That annual amount 
was based on projections of Wynn Boston Harbor opening sometime in 2018 and MGM 
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Springfield opening in September 2018.  The CMF will not receive new funding until full 
casino facilities are operational and generate gaming taxes which partially go to the CMF.  
However, it is now apparent that the Wynn casino will not open until sometime in 2019 
and thus will not contribute further funding to the CMF until that time.   

Another factor to be considered in disbursing the CMF funds is that the Wampanoag Tribe 
began construction of a gaming facility in Taunton and stated the intention to open a 
facility in in 2017.  Consequently, there may be some communities in Region C that soon 
may experience construction or operational impacts.  According to the Compact between 
the Commonwealth and the Tribe, the Tribe will not begin to contribute to the CMF until 
after it has commenced operations. 

Summary of the Community Mitigation Funds 

Initial Balance from License Fees   $17,500,000  
2015 Reserve and Preserved 

 
  ($2,400,000) 

2016 Reserve Funding   ($400,000) 
    

2016 Previously Awarded  
Springfield Preservation Trust   ($350,000) 

Balance of Community Mitigation Fund 
Not Reserved or Awarded 

  $14,350,000 

~~~ 

Below is a chart of the recommendations of the Review Team for consideration by the 
Commission.   These recommendations are explained in detail below. 

 
Requests to Use 2015/2016 Reserve Funds 

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount 

Review Team 
Proposal 

East Longmeadow Transportation planning Withdrawn $100,000 - 

Chelsea Transportation/Roadway Planning  $100,000 $100,000 

Lynn Transportation Studies $100,000 $100,000 

Malden Planning and marketing $100,000 $100,000 

Saugus Analysis of impacts and 
opportunities for Saugus 
businesses 

$100,000 
($65,000 

deferred) 

$35,000 

Wrentham Study of Corridor - Route 1 $50,000 $50,000 

 Total $550,000 $385,000 
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2016 Transportation Planning Applications 

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount  

Review Team 
Proposal 

Chelsea Planning Study $167,150 $167,150 

Everett Planning Study $150,000 $150,000 

Malden Planning Study $100,000 $100,000 

Medford Transportation Planner and 
Consultants, water transportation 

$600,000(multi-
year request) 

$267,000 (one 
year funding) 

West Springfield Cover shortfall of SCA amount of 
Planning Study 

$247,500 $247,500 

 Total: $1,264,650 $931,650 

 

Specific Use  

Community Identified Mitigation Requested 
Amount 

Review Team 
Proposal 

Hampden County 
Sheriff’s Department 

Rental disparity $2,000,000 
(multi-year 

request) 

$280,000 (one 
year funding) 

Springfield/Caring 
Health 

Parking, lost business  $275,000 $150,000 
Pending further 

review  

 Total: $2,275,000 $430,000 

Pending further 
review 

 
2016 APPLICATIONS FOR USE OF RESERVE FUNDS 

 
In accordance with the 2016 Guidelines, communities can use reserves to cover impacts 
that may arise in 2016 or thereafter.  They may also use funds for planning, either to 
determine how to achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize any 
adverse impacts.  Communities that received reserves in 2015 or 2016 must first expend 
those funds before accessing any Transportation Planning Grant funds.  Communities may 
submit applications for the use of reserves on a rolling basis throughout the year.  Up for 
consideration by the Commission at this time are reserve applications from Chelsea, Lynn, 



 
 

23 
 

City of Springfield  on behalf of Caring Health Center, Springfield’s Dept. of Health & 
Human Services $275,000.   

The City of Springfield submitted an application for $275,000 on behalf of Caring Health 
Center.   

The City of Springfield is requesting mitigation funds to address the additional costs 
incurred by Caring Health Center as a result of prior construction impacts and for 
mitigation funds to address the continuing impacts of construction which are present today 
and are expected to continue throughout the period of construction.   

The City of Springfield’s $275,000 application includes $143,042 for a valet parking pilot 
initiative for patient parking at Caring Health Center’s complex; $66,050 for the net 
increased cost of replacement of off-street parking; $47,983 for additional staffing and 
contractor costs due to time expended on utility disruptions, securing new parking sources 
and managing problems related to parking, delays in patient arrival due to traffic 
congestion and not parking; and $17, 925 for administrative costs for the City of Springfield 
to administer a MA Gaming Commission Award. 

MGM Springfield Commentary on Springfield Application 
 
Upon review of this request the licensee, MGM Springfield, stated that:   

“MGM Springfield is in support of the City of Springfield's request for 2016 Community 
Mitigation Funds for Specific Impacts related to the Caring Health Center Richard E. Neal 
Community Health Center at 1049 Main Street.  MGM Springfield has been working with 
Caring Health Center to address the construction impacts upon their operations, 
particularly the needy patients served by Caring Health.  MGM Springfield is providing a 
small off-street parking lot with twelve spaces for patient parking on a temporary basis 
until summer 2016.  MGM believes the request for the Valet Parking Initiative pilot for 
patient parking is an excellent solution for patient parking given the extensive construction 
activity in the immediate area. 

“The City is applying for $275,000 for various costs to Caring Health Center in connection 
with more limited parking and business interruptions due to construction within the MGM 
Springfield project vicinity, as well as to fund a valet parking program to address patient 
parking constraints moving forward. As set forth in my letter of support included with the 
application and for the reasons set forth therein, MGM fully supports this application. 

MGM Springfield's strong support of the application and understanding that the City's need 
to make a compelling case for the requested funds notwithstanding, I feel it is important to 
make a few clarifications:    

(i) as a good neighbor and in recognition of Caring Health Center's important mission, MGM 
has continued to work closely with Caring Health Center to mitigate impact stemming from 
the construction of our Project, including as referenced in the application, by donating 
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temporary use of a lot for interim patient parking and as further evident from the enclosed 
letter of support of MGM from Caring Health Center's President/CEO, Tania Barber; 

(ii) the application explains that increased real estate development pressures in the 
immediate vicinity of the project have caused the cost of parking to rise, and it is important 
to highlight that such "spin off" economic development is precisely one of the underlying 
goals of the Gaming Act; 

(iii) the references to telecommunications and internet outages relative to local utility work 
do not acknowledge that there is ongoing utility work downtown and related 
inconveniences that are not directly part of nor necessarily related to the MGM's project; 
and (iv) the critical references to jersey barriers and construction fencing fail to 
acknowledge that those were erected as required by and pursuant to the Construction 
Management Plan and Temporary Traffic Control Plan requested and approved by the 
City.” 

Relevant Sections of Springfield Host Community Agreement 
 

Springfield’s Summary of Original Host Community Agreement 

MGM is required to make substantial payments to the City.  Upfront and advance payments 
total over $15 Million and annual payments to be made upon opening of the facility total 
over $25 Million. 

This agreement has been recently modified. 

The Review Team received several comment letters in support of Caring Health’s 
application from the following parties:  Representative Michael J. Finn; James W. Hunt, 
President and CEO of Massachusetts League of Community Health Centers; Mayor Domenic 
Sarno, Senator James T. Welch, Representative Jose F. Tosado, Jacqueline M. Johnson, C.O.O. 
of Caring Health Center; Jeffrey S. Ciuffreda, President, Springfield Regional Chamber of 
Commerce; Representative Benjamin Swan; a signed petition with signatures of employees 
of Caring Health and by the Board of Directors of Caring Health Center and Senator Eric P. 
Lesser. 

Recommendation:  The Review Team believes that it is unclear if portions of Springfield’s 
application for funding are consistent with the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund 
Guidelines. 

The 2016 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines provided further guidance on funding for 
non-governmental entities.  The Guidelines state that: 

“Communities and other parties may apply for funds to mitigate the impact to non-
governmental entities. However, the Commission strongly encourages applicants to 
ensure the impacts are directly related to the gaming facility. For example, an 
applicant could limit a request for assistance for impacts to businesses within 1000 
feet of a gaming facility.  Further, applicants should demonstrate that the 
governmental entity, the licensee, or both will also financially contribute to any 
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program of assistance.  The Commission does not anticipate funding any 
applications for assistance to non-governmental entities unless the applicant 
governmental entity or the licensee or both provide significant funding to match or 
partially match the assistance required from the 2016 Community Mitigation Fund. 
Communities may ask the Commission to waive these match or partial match 
requirements.  Communities seeking a waiver should include a statement in its 
application specifying the reason for its waiver request.  Please note that as stated 
by the Commonwealth’s Comptroller’s Office:  “The Anti-Aid Amendment of the 
Massachusetts Constitution prohibits “public money or property” from aiding non-
public institutions… Article 46 has been interpreted to allow the expenditure of 
public funds to non-public recipients solely for the provision of “public purposes” 
and not for the direct benefit or maintenance of the non-public entity… Any 
community seeking funding for mitigation to non-public entities should provide 
detail how its planned use is in conformity with this provision of the Massachusetts 
Constitution and with Municipal Finance Law.” 

 
Springfield did not pledge significant funding for assisting the non-governmental entity 
that was the subject of its application but did note in its answer that MGM has “assisted 
Springfield’s Caring Health Center by providing off-street temporary parking on Union 
Street for Caring Health's patients at no cost to CHC.  The value of these fourteen parking 
spaces at the Union Street lot as an MGM contribution for twelve months in 2015-2016 
(based on market parking rates established by the Springfield Parking Authority) is 
$14,280.  In addition, MGM has assisted Springfield's Caring Health Center as a facilitator to 
arrange parking through MGM partners and venders in the area.” 
 
Springfield requests a waiver of this matching requirement and noted that it “is willing to 
waive its administrative cost portion of the grant even though it is [their] practice to 
recover them as part of the sound municipal fiscal practices.” 
 
Before analyzing the specific requests in the application, we note that it is clear that even 
with the provision of the assistance requested that Caring Health would still face parking 
issues during the construction period.  In Springfield’s Response letter, Springfield noted 
that the Caring parking arrangement is due to expire six months before the availability of 
the garage.  Pursuant to MGM Springfield’s Section 61 requirements ordered by the 
Commission, “MGM or its general contractor shall develop a parking plan for the City of 
Springfield’s review and approval, which shall include the general contractor's plans and 
protocols for enforcing the prohibition on construction personnel parking personal 
vehicles on streets in the adjacent neighborhood.  Terms and conditions to maximize 
protection of the neighborhoods related to workforce parking will be written into each 
subcontract and reviewed with each worker during a mandatory orientation.  Terms and 
conditions encouraging public transportation use will be included in each subcontract.  
MGM shall coordinate with the Springfield Parking Authority, City of Springfield, and 
owners of private parking facilities throughout downtown Springfield to identify locations 
to accommodate construction employee parking, as well as parking for uses displaced from 
the site during construction.” 
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Although we have not sufficiently determined whether this application meets the 2016 
CMF Guidelines and passes Constitutional muster, we do recommend that staff be 
requested to work with MGM Springfield and the City of Springfield to discuss short term 
and long term parking needs, taking into account concerns issued by Caring Health. 
 
There remains a question whether Springfield’s application sufficiently demonstrates that 
the request for assistance is in conformity with Article 46 of the Massachusetts 
Constitution. 
 
The Commission is subject to state requirements relating to the expenditure of grant funds.  
Specifically, MMARS Policy:  Procurements/ Contracts on State Grants, Federal Sub-Grants 
and Subsidies, states the following: 
  
Constitutional Restrictions of a Grant of Public Money to a Non-Public Entity 

The Anti-Aid Amendment of the Massachusetts Constitution prohibits “public money or 
property” from aiding non-public institutions.  The Anti-Aid Amendment (Art. 46, § 2, as 
amended by art. 103 of the Amendments to the Massachusetts Constitution) provides in 
part that: 
  

"No grant, appropriation or use of public money or property or loan of credit 
shall be made or authorized by the Commonwealth or any political subdivision 
thereof for the purpose of founding, maintaining, or aiding any infirmary, 
hospital, institution, primary or secondary school, or charitable or religious 
undertaking which is not publicly owned and under the exclusive control, order 
and supervision of public officers or public agents authorized by the 
Commonwealth or federal authority or both..." 

  
Article 46 was drafted primarily to prohibit the use of public funds for private and 
parochial schools, and other types of non-public institutions that did not provide a benefit 
to the general public.  “Public money” is interpreted to include appropriated funds (state 
tax revenue) which can be either operating or capital appropriations.  Although the 
language of Article 46 specifies only “institutions”, the language could be interpreted to 
extend the prohibition to individuals, partnerships and corporations.  Article 46 has been 
interpreted to allow the expenditure of public funds to non-public recipients solely for the 
provision of a “public purposes” and not for the direct benefit or maintenance of the non-
public entity. 
  
Therefore, absent specific legislative authorization authorizing a grant of state 
appropriated funds to a non-public entity, 815 CMR 2.00 provides that state appropriated 
funds may not be granted to a non-public entity unless: 

1. the grant funds are used by the non-public entity solely to cover the actual costs of 
fulfilling a public purpose to benefit the general public or a segment of the general public, 
and may not provide a direct benefit or be used for maintenance of the non-public entity 
not associated with the fulfillment of the grant, and 
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2. absent specific legislative authorization awarding grant funds to a named non-public 
entity, or identifiable class of non-public entities, the non-public grantee has been selected 
through an open public award process as determined appropriate by the granting 
department in accordance with an authorized exception and the department’s grant 
funding authority; and 

3. the department has included a statement as part of the contract justifying the reasons 
why the award to the non-public entity supports the efficient, effective and appropriate use 
of state appropriated funds. 

---- 
 
In regard to this Policy, the Commission does not have specific legislative authorization to 
provide funding to reimburse non-profits for parking expenses, utility outages, staff and 
consultant time associated with parking expenses and utilities outages, and a valet parking 
program.  Therefore, in order to be able to provide funding for a non-profit (or for profit), 
the Commission would need to determine how such provision of funding would meet the 
above requirements under the Comptroller's guidance.    
 
Specifically, will the grant funds be used by the non-public entity solely to cover the actual 
costs of fulfilling a public purpose to benefit the general public or a segment of the general 
public?  In addition, will the grant funds not provide a direct benefit or be used for 
maintenance of the non-public entity not associated with the fulfillment of the grant? 
 
Springfield argues that the necessary public purpose of the grant is "to assure that CHC can 
perform its obligations under existing grant agreements with the City to provide necessary 
care."  The City further notes that "[t]he available public funds in the City's grant, like the 
funds sought from the Commission, must be used for the designated public purpose, and, 
will allow the CHC to continue to further public purposes as set forth in its grant with the 
City." 
 
It should be noted that the City in its award of a grant to CHC and the Commission in 
considering a grant to assist CHC are not in the same position.  The City awarded a grant to 
CHC so that CHC would provide services to Springfield residents.  If Springfield was 
required to abide by 815 CMR 2.00, then Springfield would need to demonstrate that the 
grant funds were used "to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public purpose."  There is a 
concern that the City is requesting funds not to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public 
purpose but instead to provide general financial assistance so that CHC can continue its 
operations and, as stated by Springfield, enable CHC to fulfill its grant with Springfield. 
 
In this regard, consistent with the Comptroller’s Guidance, the Commission may need to 
evaluate if the funding requested is meant to cover the actual costs of fulfilling a public 
purpose or instead is being used for a direct benefit or maintenance of the not public entity 
not associated with the fulfillment of the grant. 
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Valet Parking Program 
 
The provision of valet services for persons with disabilities and others to help such persons 
access a section of the City of Springfield experiencing significant construction is perhaps 
the most clear public purpose identified in Springfield's application.    
 
The Community Mitigation Fund Review Team asked Springfield if it would consider a 
broader or alternative program to serve a wider section of the public that may be 
experiencing difficulties in the area.  This request partially sprang from the need to 
demonstrate that the grant must be for a public purpose and the greater difficulty in 
showing such public purpose since the valet program was designed to serve only one 
entity.  In its response, Springfield noted that it would expand the valet program to include 
its H&HS Department, which is located in the same vicinity as CHC. 
 
To the degree that the Commission determines that the valet program meets this 
requirement under the Comptroller's guidance, the Commission would need to determine 
that the non-public grantee has been selected through an open public award process.  In its 
response to the Review Team's questions, the City stated that during the Casino Overlay 
Site Plan Review process, "the City publically stated that it would consider any reasonable 
applications submitted to it which met the statutory and Constitutional limitations for 
mitigation funds.  During that process, only one entity submitted a request for mitigation 
funds in accordance with the Community Mitigation Fund."  It is unclear how aware other 
non-public entities were of the potential valet program or the City’s grant application at the 
time of the application to the Commission. 
 
In the summary of this memorandum, we included a placeholder amount for the funding of 
this program of $150,000.  This figure, which is in excess of the amount requested for this 
sub-item, may need to be adjusted based on the number of participants in the valet 
program, if one is determined to be fundable.  In any regard, further conversations with the 
City about the program would be necessary.  
 
In comparison to the valet program, it is less clear that the provision of grant funds for 
increased CHC employee and patron parking costs is consistent with the Comptroller’s 
guidance and the Anti-Aid provision in the Constitution.  It is unclear if such assistance 
could be characterized as primarily for the direct benefit or maintenance of CHC.  It is also 
unclear if this is a construction period impact or if the increased cost of parking will 
continue past the construction period. 
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Administrative Costs   

The Commission’s 2016 CMF Guidelines do not make provision for the costs of 
administering the local grant.  Instead, they include provisions for communities to 
demonstrate that they provide in-kind matching funds.  The Guidelines specifically request 
significant local or licensee contributions if assistance for non-public entities is being 
requested.  In its response to the Review Team, Springfield offered to waive its 
administrative costs.  In this regard, no reimbursement of administrative costs is 
recommended. 

Compensation for Increased Parking Costs 

It is quite unclear if compensating Caring Health center for increased parking costs would 
not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this non-public entity.   Further, it is unclear 
whether this is a construction period impact or may be reflective of ongoing or new 
increases in the cost of parking in the area.  MGM Springfield noted that “the application 
explains that increased real estate development pressures in the immediate vicinity of the 
project have caused the cost of parking to rise, and it is important to highlight that such 
‘spin off‘ economic development is precisely one of the underlying goals of the Gaming Act.”  
Given the above and the further need to evaluate MGM’s required parking plan in 
conjunction with the City, we cannot recommend reimbursement for parking at this time. 

Compensation for Additional Staffing and Contractor Costs.  It is quite unclear if 
compensating Caring Health center for additional staffing and contractor costs would also 
not be for the direct benefit or maintenance of this non-public entity.  Out of the $47,983 
requested for such costs, the City of Springfield included $10,851 to address utility 
disruptions.  MGM Springfield in its response noted that “the references to 
telecommunications and internet outages relative to local utility work do not acknowledge 
that there is ongoing utility work downtown and related inconveniences that are not 
directly part of or necessarily related to MGM’s project.”  Springfield was not able to 
determine the cause of several of the utility outages.  It is also noted that Caring Health 
Center noted that it could not get reimbursed from any outages because it is the policy of 
the Springfield Water & Sewer Commission not to compensate businesses and nonprofits 
for the impacts of water and sewer disruption.  Given the above and the need for further 
conversation between the Commission, the City, and MGM Springfield to determine the 
cause and responsible party for such disruptions, we cannot recommend reimbursement 
for such outages at this time.      

  



 
 

30 
 

Copies of the Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can be 
found at the Massgaming.com website:   

http://massgaming.com/blog-post/a-request-for-public-comment-2016-
community-mitigation-fund-grant-applications/ 

The Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can also be found in 
the March 3, 2016 Commission Packet 

http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-
march-3-2016-2/ 

http://massgaming.com/blog-post/a-request-for-public-comment-2016-community-mitigation-fund-grant-applications/
http://massgaming.com/blog-post/a-request-for-public-comment-2016-community-mitigation-fund-grant-applications/
http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-march-3-2016-2/
http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-march-3-2016-2/




























































































































Real Estate Impacts:

Baseline Conditions

Dr. Henry Renski

University of Massachusetts Amherst

Thomas Peake

UMASS Donahue Institute



Outline
• Three reports on pre-casino baseline conditions

• Starting point for measuring impacts

• Everett as an example

• Similar format for Plainville and Springfield

• Two major sections, with numerous indicators

1. Residential Properties

• Building Permits, Sales, Sale Price, Rents

2. Commercial/Industrial Properties

• Inventory, Vacancy, Net Absorption, Lease Rates

• Analysis conducted at multiple scales

• Host community, immediate region, official surrounding 

communities, distance from casino



Sites and Regions



Sites and Surrounding Communities



Residential Real Estate Sales
• Source:  MA DOR LA3 database

• All property sales in the state

• Real-verified property sales (arms-length transactions)

• Location, Sale Date, Sale Price, Land Use type

• Starting (reliably) in 2008

• Updated to end of 2014 (two + year lag in reporting)

• Focus on three types of residential sales

• Single-family

• Multi-family

• Condominiums

• Others deemed too infrequent/sparse



Everett Sales Trends

• Higher proportion of 

multi-family housing

• Upward trend, 

particularly condos

• Sale prices growing, 

especially condos

Number of Residential Property Sales by Type

Median Sales Price of Residential Properties 
(2014 dollars)



Sales 

Comparisons

• Growth in SF home 

sales slightly below 

region & state

• Condo sales rising 

sharply since 2012

Single-family Home Sales

Condominium Sales



Sale Price 

Comparisons

• Relatively affordable

• Prices rising at a 

faster rate in recent 

years

• Not as fast as many 

neighboring 

communities

Single-family Homes

Condominiums



Sales “Hot Spots”
Areas of Concentrated Single-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014



Sales “Hot Spots”
Areas of Concentrated Multi-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014



Sales Trends 

by Distance

Single Family

• Few sales near site

• Changes in sales 

unrelated to distance

Multi Family

• Faster growth further 

from site, but similar 

since 2012

Condo

• Generally unrelated to 

distance

Multi-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino

Condominium Sales by Distance to Casino



Where are homes most expensive?
Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Single-family Homes, 2008 to 2014



Where are homes most expensive?
Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Multi-family Homes, 2008 to 2014



Sales Prices 

by Distance

Single/Multi Family

• Closest, least 

expensive

• Trends in sales prices 

unrelated to distance

Condominiums

• 2-5 miles most 

expensive and fastest 

rate of growth

Multi-family Home Sales Prices by Distance

Condominium Sales Prices by Distance



Rental Markets, Data Sources

• American Community Survey
• Comprehensive and representative profile of housing stock

• Census track/block group level and higher

• Five year rolling survey

• Can’t measure year to year changes

• CoStar
• Proprietary Data Service, apartments.com data

• Detailed and very timely (almost real-time)

• Methods rather opaque

• Non-representative:  dominated by multi-unit apartment complexes



Rental Profile (ACS)
Gross Monthly Rents in Everett and Comparison Regions
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• > 75% of Everett residents are renters, most multi-unit

• Rents are higher than state median, but below most neighbors

• Increase in rent lower than 6 of 9 surrounding communities



Rental Market, CoStar
Effective Monthly Rents, Everett vs. Region and State, 2006 to 2015 (Q3)

• Rents notably higher than reported in ACS

• Effective real rents shoot up in Q1 2015

• Coincides with 300 new units, plus rise in vacant units



• Little change in inventory 

or rentable building area 

(RBA) from year to year

• Slight declines in inventory 

and RBA, consistent with 

state trends

Building Inventory

Rentable Building Area

Commercial/

Industrial Building 
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Vacancy Rates
• Much lower than state 

averages

• Commercial vacancy rate 

increases since 2013, but 

still very low

• Industrial vacancy rates 

highly volatile

Industrial
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Commercial
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Lease Rates

Office Commercial

• Typically below state and 

region

• Rates increasing since 2013, 

now on par with region

Non-Office Commercial

• Steady decline

• Now similar to state/region

Industrial (not shown)

• Erratic, slightly higher than 

state/region

Office Commercial
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Next Steps

• Shift from establishing baseline to measuring impacts

• Post-casino, do we see a departure from past trends?

• Do we see a similar departure in reference areas?

• Do impacts attenuate by distance?

• Data development

• Two + year lag on property sales is a problem

• Looking into other sources (i.e. County Registry of Deeds)

• Address Matching

• More difficult to match sales in new developments

• New possible source:  Master Address File of MassGIS

• Developed for emergency services provision, updated regularly



Thank you!

Additional questions or comments

please email:

hrenski@umass.edu

mailto:hrenski@umass.edu
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Baseline Real Estate Conditions, Plainville 
 
This report, produced by Dr. Henry Renski of the UMASS Amherst Center for Economic Development in 
conjunction with the Economic and Public Policy research group at the UMass Donahue Institute, 
provides a summary of recent trends in the residential, commercial and industrial real estate markets 
for Plainville and its surrounding communities. It serves as a companion to the Plainville Host 
Community Economic Profile report by the Donahue Institute that documents baseline conditions on a 
variety of economic, demographic and fiscal indicators. As with the Economic Profile report,i our analysis 
of Real Estate conditions covers several distinct concepts to paint a comprehensive picture of the local 
and regional real estate market prior to the introduction of casino facilities to the state. The report is 
divided into two major sections. The first covers the residential real estate market. The second covers 
the commercial and industrial real estate markets. 
 
The purpose of this study is to document recent market conditions in the area prior to the expansion of 
the Plainridge raceway to include a slots parlor and other amenities.ii Our goal is to establish a baseline 

for measuring potential development impacts.iii In the process, we will also evaluate different data 
sources as well as techniques for identifying possible impacts. When measuring the impacts of a major 
development, it is important to not only track trends in the host community but also to benchmark 
these changes against other areas that face similar market conditions, but are unlikely to be impacted by 
the development itself. Other events that have little or nothing to do with the specific development, 
such as changes in national and state economic cycles, can have a considerable impact on local market 
conditions. Without accounting for these external forces, one can easily mistake an apparent increase or 
decrease in property sales or values to the development. However, finding a suitable comparison group 
can be tricky, especially given practical data limitations. Communities with similar market conditions are 
often neighbors, and thus might be subject to spillover impacts. Conversely, communities at a distance 
might provide a false baseline of comparison because they are not subject to the similar external market 
forces or regulatory conditions.  
 
For this report, we compare historic trends in Plainville to the Immediate Region (Norfolk and Bristol 
Counties) and the state (Figure 1). While inclusive of Plainville, both the Immediate Region and the state 
stretch beyond the likely sphere of influence of the Casino. Yet they are still subject to the similar 
influences of national business cycles and regional economic and demographic trends.  Thus, the bulk of 
the impacts of the development are likely to be averaged-out.  Still, we recognize that these are not 
ideal comparison groups, not that such a thing actually exists.  One of the primary purposes of this 
baseline study is to ascertain just how well recent market trends in the state and region match the host 
community, and whether these can serve as a sufficient basis for comparison. 
 
We would like to thank Jennifer Thompson, Plainville’s Town Administrator, for her valuable review of 
our report. 
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Figure 1. Massachusetts Host Communities and Their Immediate Regions 

 
 
The impact of a new or expanded casino facility may very well spill beyond the borders of its host 
community.  Thus, in addition to Plainville, we also track baseline market conditions among nearby areas 
designated as “official surrounding communities” by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission.  There are 
five such communities in the Plainville region (Figure 2), making it impractical to report specific trends 
for each within the limited confines of this report. Here we provide just a brief summary of changes over 
the entire period. 
 
Figure 2. Massachusetts Host and Surrounding Communities 
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Summary of Baseline Findings 
 
Residential Real Estate Indicators 
 

 Plainville’s residential real estate market is relatively small and predominantly comprised of 
single-family homes with a scattering of condominiums.  Multi-family home sales are rare. 

 Single-family homes in Plainville have typically been more expensive than both the state and 
Immediate Region.  However, this gap has been steady closing with a slight gradual decline in real 
sale prices in Plainville. The typical sale price for Condominiums is below the state average, but 
comparable to the region. 

 Condominium sales in Plainville slowed considerably between 2008 through 2010, while the 
state and region saw only slight declines in sales volume. Yet, the pace of recovery has been far 
more robust in Plainville in the years since.  

 The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has considerable data on individual property sales, which 
permits a highly detailed analysis of localized real estate trends. 

 There have been relatively few sales of single-family homes and condominiums near the Casino 
development site in recent years. 

 We expect that if the Casino does have an impact on sales, it will be most apparent among 
properties that are closest to the site.  Overall, we find little relationship between proximity to 
the proposed casino site and changes in home prices over the baseline period.  

 According to the U.S. Census Bureau, gross monthly rents in Plainville are slightly higher than the 
state median and slightly higher than most other surrounding communities.  

 CoStar lists Plainville rents as notably lower than the Immediate Region and Commonwealth.  
However, since 2010, Plainville rents have rising faster than both Region and State. 

 Building permits are an important indicator of future development, but are highly variable from 
one year to the next. This makes it difficult to distinguish possible impacts from serendipitous 
events, such as the permitting of a single large development. In most years, no or few multi-family 
building permits were issued in Plainville. 

 The value of single-family permits tends to be more stable than the number of permits.  In 
Plainville, the real value of single-family permits declined for most of the study period.   

 
Commercial and Industrial Real Estate Indicators 

 Plainville has experienced an increase in the number of commercial buildings since 2008 and an 
even larger increase in the amount of commercial rentable building area. During the same 
period, industrial real estate has experienced a decline in both respects. 

 Vacancy rates in Plainville have remained lower than those of the Commonwealth or the 
Immediate Region, although the industrial vacancy rate has been very volatile. 

 Plainville, like Massachusetts as a whole, has seen its real lease rates for all commercial and 
industrial properties fall since 2008. 
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Residential Real Estate 
Residential Property Sales 

Property sales are among the most direct indicators of changing real estate market conditions. They are 
often used to measure the impact of new development on surrounding areas. A sustained rise in the 
number and market values of properties following the construction of a new casino may signify 
successful neighborhood revitalization, as investors are willing to buy properties at higher prices. 
Conversely, a decline in property values may indicate the negative impacts resulting from possible fears 
of increased, traffic, crime, noise, or other negative externalities.  
 
Our analysis uses property sales reported by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR) Division 
of Local Services. The DOR reports all verified property sales in the Commonwealth.  Although the DOR 
database includes property sales of all types, we only include those classified as “arms-length” 
transactions. This eliminates sales between family members and other situations where the sales price is 
not a pure reflection of market value.  The DOR database further identifies sales by the predominant 
land use classification of the property.  We focus on several general types, namely:  single-family 
residential, multi-family residential, and condominiums.  We ignore other types of residential land uses, 
such as mobile homes and vacant lots, as they are relatively rare. 
 
We use the DOR database to track the number and market value of property sales in Plainville compared 
to the Immediate Region and state, starting in 2008.  Individual communities report this data to the DOR 
on a fiscal year basis, and for some there is up to a two-year lag.  At the time of writing, most 
communities had reported for FY 2016, covering sales up to the fourth quarter of 2014.  A few holdouts 
remain, but we will provide an update to this report as soon the new data comes in.  We also take 
advantage of the detailed address data in the DOR database to examine sales trends at varying distances 
from the site of the casino:  two miles, five miles, seven miles, and ten miles.   
 

Residential Property Sales in Plainville  

The Plainville housing market is rather small and dominated by the sale of single-family homes. Fifty 
eight homes sold during 2014, comprising 59 percent of all residential sales in the City (Figure 3).  Multi-
family homes are an almost negligible component of the Plainville housing market, with only one or two 
sales at the most in any given year.  Condominium sales are more common, representing more than a 
third of all residential sales in 2014.  
 
Because it is a small market, the number of home sales from one year to the next can be rather erratic. 
This makes it difficult to distinguish general trends from simple annual fluctuations.  Single-family home 
sales were down in 2008 but rose sharply in 2009, only to drop again in 2010 and 2011. Sales picked up 
starting in 2012, peaking in 2013 with the sale of 68 single-family homes. Sales remained strong in 2014, 
although somewhat less than the 2013 peak. Recent condominium sales follow a steadier trend. The 
condominium market slowed considerably in 2008 and 2009, but has been rising steadily since and is 
now above pre-recessionary levels. 
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Figure 3:  Plainville, Number of Residential Property Sales by Type 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
 
Despite the broader economic recovery, the median sale price for single-family homes in Plainville has 
continued to decline in recent years and remains below pre-recessionary levels.  However, the pace of 
decline in home values has slowed in recent years.  In 2008, a typical Plainville single-family home sold 
for just under $470,000 in 2014 dollars (Figure 4).  In 2014, the median sale price was just below 
$370,000. However, the small number of home sales in Plainville makes it difficult to determine whether 
declining sale prices are due to devaluation or simply the influence of more (or less) affordable homes 
coming onto the market. The median sale price for condominiums is also below pre-crash levels. In 
2014, the typical condominium sold for $277,000, close to $70,000 less than the median real sale price 
in 2008.  
 
Figure 4:  Plainville, Real Median Sales Price of Residential Properties by Type (2014 dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Comparisons to the Region and State 

The year-to-year sale of homes in Plainville is more variable than either its neighbors or the state as 
whole.iv More specifically, 2009 was a strong year for single-family home sales in Plainville, but this was 
immediately followed by declining sales in 2010 and 2011 (Figure 5). Sales in the larger region and state 
were stable during this time with little change from the 2008 sales volume. The rebound in the housing 
market after 2011 was much stronger in Plainville, especially during the years of 2012 and 2013.  
 
Figure 5:  Single-family Home Sales, Change from 2008 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Single-family homes in Plainville have typically been more expensive than both the State and Immediate 
Region.  However, this gap been steady closing (Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). In 2008, 
the median single-family home in Plainville sold for roughly $100,000 more than the Commonwealth. 
That gap is now less than $20,000.  Sale prices in Plainville are now almost indistinguishable from the 
regional median.  This apparent convergence is driven almost entirely by the steady decline in real dollar 
sale prices in Plainville.  State and region sale prices have been near flat since 2008.  
 
As mentioned previously and shown in Figure 3, multi-family home sales in Plainville are rare—often 
amounting to just one or two sales in a given year.  Therefore, we do not provide a comparison of multi-
family home sales to state and regional trends.  There is, however, a sufficient market for condominiums 
sales to permit comparison.  The Great Recession of 2007-08 appears to have had a more profound 
impact on Plainville’s condominium market relative to either the Immediate Region or the State (Figure 
7). The pace of condominium sales in Plainville slowed to a crawl between 2008 and 2010, while the 
state and region saw only slight declines in sales volume during this time. Yet, the pace of recovery has 
been far more robust in Plainville in the years since.  
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Figure 6:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
 
Figure 7:  Change in Condominium Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

The sale price of Plainville condominiums is on par with the Immediate Region.  In 2014, the typical 
condominium sold for roughly $277,000 in Plainville, only $5,000 more than the region.  Unlike single-
family homes, condominium prices in both Plainville and the region are below than the state median—
roughly $55,000 less than the Commonwealth in 2014. 
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Figure 8:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Residential Property Sales in Surrounding Communities   

Like Plainville, the officially designated surrounding communities are dominated by single-family homes. 
Plainville is actually the smallest housing market among its immediate neighbors, whose 2014 single 
home sales range from 145 in Foxborough to over 300 in Attleboro, compared to just 58 single-family 
home sales for Plainville (Table 1). Plainville also has the largest portion of its recent residential sales in 
condominiums.  With the exception of Wrentham, all of the surrounding communities surpass Plainville 
in the number of condominium sales over the study period.  However, condominium sales represent a 
larger share of total annual home sales in Plainville.  For example, Attleboro had 77 Condo sales in 2014, 
but this accounted for only 16 percent of all residential property sales in the community.  North 
Attleborough comes closest to Plainville in terms of its mix of housing sales, with condominiums making 
up 25 percent of its 2014 residential sales—compared to 36 percent for Plainville.  Wrentham is the 
least diverse, with single-family homes comprising more than 90 percent of all residential sales in 2014. 
 
Plainville is roughly comparable to its surrounding communities in home market prices.  Despite being 
higher than the state median, single-family homes in Plainville rank 4th in median sale price.  Wrentham 
is the most expensive at nearly $460,000; Attleboro is the most affordable at roughly $280,000. Sales 
prices for single-family homes have declined for every surrounding community since 2008.  Plainville had 
the fastest rate of decline at 21 percent between 2008 and 2014. North Attleborough came next, with a 
14 percent rate of decline in real sale price from 2008 to 2014.  For condominiums, Plainville is the 
second most expensive, only surpassed by Foxborough where the typical condominium sold for just over 
$350,000 in 2014. Attleboro and Mansfield had the lowest median sale price for condominiums, both 
close to $200,000 in 2014. 
 
 
 



9 
 

Table 1:  Residential Sales Summary, Plainville and Surrounding Communities 

  Single-family Homes   Condominiums 

Residential Sales 
Indicators 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale Price 

(2014) 

% Change in 
Real Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014   

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale Price 

(2014) 

% Change in 
Real Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Massachusetts 41,325 $360,000 -3%   20,102 $326,000 0% 

                

Plainville 58 $369,413 -21%   35 $277,000 -20% 

                

Surrounding Communities               

  Attleboro 332 $279,500 -12%  77 $207,750 -13% 

  Foxborough 145 $390,000 -5%   39 $354,900 -5% 

  Mansfield 171 $420,000 -5%  43 $197,000 -20% 

  North Attleborough 205 $350,000 -14%   75 $209,900 -1% 

  Wrentham 129 $459,900 -7%   10 $213,000 -15% 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Spatial Analysis of Residential Property Sales  

The impact of new developments, even large ones such as Casinos, are often highly localized.  Even 
dramatic changes in the immediate neighborhood may not necessarily register at the regional or 
community scale. This is especially true for larger communities where such impacts are often diluted by 
other activities.  An analysis restricted to municipal boundaries also does not account for proximity.  A 
development on the border of a host community may only register a muted “impact” at the municipal 
level, because its effects are essentially shared among several communities.  Proximity can also be used 
to help distinguish development impacts from the background “noise” of other activities.  
 
Whether positive or negative, it is safe to assume that the influence of the new development generally 
diminishes with distance—the further away, the less the effect on home values. Thus, comparing before 
and after changes at different distances can help us identify whether changing market conditions seem 
to be associated with the location of the new casino.v  
 
To get a better sense of the possible local impacts, we conducted an analysis of developmental impacts 
that directly accounts for proximity and distance.  Of course, this type of spatial analysis requires 
considerably more data on the location of potentially impacted parties.  Most of the data sources used 
in the community profiles are only available at the community or county level—thus precluding a more 
fine-grained spatial analysis.  However, the DOR database that we use to track real estate trends 
includes information about specific property sales, including street addresses and parcel ID numbers for 
each sale.  
 
With the aid of Geographic Information System (GIS) software and considerable effort, we identified the 
recent property sales in all Massachusetts communities within ten miles (straight-line) distance of the 
proposed casino site.  Using a multi-stage matching process, we were able to locate nearly 99 percent of 
the listed sales down to the latitude and longitude coordinates of individual parcels.vi  Then we 
measured the distance of each sold parcel to the proposed casino site, and calculated the number of 
sales and the median sales price of properties at varied distances from the site. 
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Figure 9 shows the location of parcel sales in the Plainville region from 2008 to 2014, distinguished by 
major residential types.  There were over 25,000 geo-referenced residential sales in the Plainville region 
during this period, making it difficult to surmise much about the spatial distribution of property sales 
solely from this figure. It is clear that single-family sales dominate the landscape. Attleboro, Franklin and 
Stoughton are the only nearby communities with a noticeable concentration of multi-family home sales. 
Condominium sales are fairly well spread throughout the region. It is also evident that there are few 
recent residential sales of any type immediately proximate to the Plainridge Park Casino. 
 
Figure 9: The Location of Real Property Sales by Land Use Type, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

 
To get a better sense of the location of recent sales we conducted a hot-spot analysis to highlight areas 
where residential sales are particularly dense.vii  The density of single-family home sales is shown in 
Figure 10.viii  Condominiums are displayed in Figure 11.  This analysis provides further evidence that 
single-family and condominium sales are relatively rare near the Casino development site.  The highest 
concentrations of single-family homes sales are to the north, most notably in Norfolk, Walpole, Sharon 
and Stoughton. Lesser concentrations exist to the south in Attleboro and North Attleborough.  
Condominium sales are more scattered throughout the region, with notable concentrations in Norfolk, 
Stoughton, and Franklin. 
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Figure 10:  Areas of Concentrated Single-family Home Sales 

 
 

Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

 
Figure 11:  Areas of Concentrated Condominium Sales 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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While these types of “heat maps” are useful for identifying areas where recent sales activity is 
particularly high, they cannot directly answer questions of whether the casino had an impact on local 
markets.  Nor can they answer questions regarding how far the impacts extend from the development 
site.  To help shed light on these questions, we examined sales trends at different distances from the 
casino site:  under two miles, two to five miles, five to seven miles and seven to ten miles. The apparent 
impacts of the casino can be identified by measuring changes in the historic trends before and after the 
construction of the casino.  We expect the biggest impacts will be felt closer to the site. 
 
Past trends in single-family sales volume appear to have little relation to distance from the Plainridge 
site – meaning that sales trends before the casino’s opening are generally comparable.  There are some 
slight differences (Figure 12 and  
Table 2). Sales closer to the site (less than five miles) recovered a bit earlier and at a faster rate between 
2011 and 2013, compared to those located further away. However, these differences are rather minor.  
 
Figure 12:  Single-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Trends in condominium sales are a bit more erratic (Figure 13). This is especially true between 2008 and 
2010, when the number of condominium sales within five miles grew while those more than five miles 
declined.  In more recent years, all seem to be converging toward a common trend of somewhat steady 
growth.  
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Figure 13: Condominium Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Table 2:  Summary, Distance-Based Analysis of Sales Volume 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

In addition to measuring localized changes in the volume of sales, our spatial analysis allows us to 
document changes in the price of recent home sales at a variety of spatial scales. We start by identifying 
hot spots (indicated in red) where the median sale price of homes is exceptionally high (Figure 14).ix  The 
largest concentrations of-high priced single-family homes are in the northern reaches of the study 
region, namely, Medfield, Walpole and Norfolk.  We also see scattered hot spots to the east, namely in 
the communities of Foxborough, Sharon and Easton.  These same areas also tend to have more 
expensive condominiums (Figure 15). There are no major single-family or condominium hotspots in 
Plainville itself, likely due to the rather low density of sales.  
 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less  than 2 mi les 28            35            36            27            38            43            48            71% 20               

2 to 5 mi les 344          384          347          334          449          567          574          67% 230             

5 to 7 mi les 540          556          565          544          559          707          707          31% 167             

7 to 10 mi les 880          912          910          883          955          1,201       1,200       36% 320             

Condominiums

less  than 2 mi les 12            8              5              9              11            10            15            25% 3                 

2 to 5 mi les 133          104          66            66            87            142          143          8% 10               

5 to 7 mi les 112          141          146          88            103          136          145          29% 33               

7 to 10 mi les 261          278          312          262          250          298          358          37% 97               

Distance from 

Casino
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Figure 14:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Single-family Homes, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 15:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Condominiums, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Distance from the Casino site matters little to differences in sales price. This is true for both single-family 
homes (Figure 16) as well as for condominiums (Figure 17).  Single-family homes and condominiums 
closer to the site (< two miles) sell for just about the same as those at further distances. They also share 
a common trend, regardless of distance.  The median sale prices for single-family units and 
condominiums declined slowly in the early years, but have leveled-off in recent years.  
 
Figure 16:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
 
Figure 17:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Table 3: Summary, Distance-Based Analysis of Median Sales Prices (2014 dollars) 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Overall, our examination of past tends in residential sales bodes well for our ability to detect possible 
changes in real estate values. The recession clearly had an impact on residential sale markets—
temporarily depressing sales volume more than prices. Even so, past trends in sales volumes and values 
have remained relatively consistent, making it increasingly likely that they can be used to identify 
casino-related impacts as this analysis proceeds. This appears to be particularly true for the distance-
based trends. There are, however, major differences by communities, and it is still unclear whether the 
State and Immediate Region provide a sufficient baseline of comparison and whether there are enough 
single-family home sales within a mile of the site to permit reliable analysis at this fine level of detail. 

The Residential Rental Market 

This section considers the potential impact of the Plainridge Casino on the rental market. Rentals are a 
relatively small component of the Plainville housing market. According to the latest estimates from the 
American Community Survey, rentals make up only 23 percent of occupied housing units in Plainville, 
compared to the statewide average of 37 percent. While below the state average, Plainville’s rental 
market is comparable to other communities in the area. Among the five surrounding communities, 
rental shares range from a low of 16 percent (Wrentham) to a high of 35 percent (Attleboro).  The 
majority of Plainville renters (81 percent) live in multi-unit structures—such as apartment buildings with 
more than two units. 
 
The data on rental market conditions is not as robust as property sales. The most comprehensive source 
is the American Community Survey (ACS) produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. While collected on 
annual basis, the ACS pools data across multiple years to ensure sufficient sample size for smaller 
geographies. The relevant data for most municipalities is only available in five-year chunks, the most 
recent release being data pooled from 2009 to 2013. Thus, this data cannot be used to track changes in 
market conditions on a year-to-year basis. It is, however, useful for providing a static picture of the 
rental market to use to validate or otherwise qualify rental data collected from other sources.  Table 4 
reports both contract rents, the amount that tenants pay each month to their landlords, as well as gross 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less than 2 miles 423,500 408,100 414,200 383,250 375,950 359,040 397,500 -6% (26,000)     

2 to 5 miles 425,288 402,600 371,690 360,938 360,500 405,450 380,000 -11% (45,288)     

5 to 7 miles 462,000 439,395 441,450 421,313 401,700 402,900 415,000 -10% (47,000)     

7 to 10 miles 418,000 401,445 393,490 372,750 360,500 396,670 380,000 -9% (38,000)     

Condominiums

less than 2 miles 307,450 245,575 236,530 262,500 214,240 257,040 220,000 -28% (87,450)     

2 to 5 miles 245,300 212,300 207,100 196,875 195,700 200,940 209,000 -15% (36,300)     

5 to 7 miles 265,650 289,300 289,940 271,425 262,650 241,740 243,900 -8% (21,750)     

7 to 10 miles 310,750 295,625 359,101 277,174 236,849 246,330 241,000 -22% (69,750)     

Distance from 

Casino
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rents, which attempts to account for the fact that some contract rents include utilities while others do 
not.  
 
Table 4:  Real Median Rents (monthly), 2000 and 2009/13 (2014 dollars) 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census and the 2009-13 American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates  

 
We focus on gross rents, which are likely more indicative of the true costs of rental housing.  Gross 
monthly rents in Plainville are slightly higher than the state median, as well as most of its immediate 
neighbors—exceeded only by Foxborough among the five surrounding communities.  However, 
Plainville is closer to the middle in terms of the increase in median gross rents. Between 2000 and 
2009/13 real monthly gross rents in Plainville increased by $117 dollars.  This less than state as a whole, 
but notably higher than Wrentham and Mansfield.  
 

Residential rent prices over time 
 
To track changes in the price of rental housing, we turn to a proprietary database provided by CoStar.x  
CoStar boasts of itself as the nation’s largest provider of data on commercial properties. It is also the 
force behind the online rental listing service Apartments.com, arguably the largest and most 
comprehensive real-time source of data on national and local rentals. It reports average rents on a 
quarterly basis with almost no lag, making it ideal for closely monitoring changing market conditions. 
CoStar also reports both average “reported” rents and average “effective” rents. Reported rents are 
comparable to what the ACS calls contract rents.  Effective rents are more akin to ACS-defined gross 
rents, because they attempt to account for the fact that some contract rents include utilities while 
others do not. Unless otherwise stated we focus our review on effective rents. 
 
Knowing that CoStar is not based on a representative sample, we compared CoStar medians to 
comparable data from the ACS.  Monthly effective rents as reported by CoStar are generally similar to 
monthly gross rents in the ACS.  The CoStar monthly average (mean) effective rent from 2009 to 2013 
was $1,086 per unit, while the ACS reported a monthly median of $1,128.  Such small differences could 

2000

2009-13 

(ACS) Change

Percent 

Change 2000

2009-13 

(ACS) Change

Percent 

Change

Plainville $938 $1,017 $78 8% $1,012 $1,129 $117 12%

Immediate Region

Bristol County $804 $947 $143 18% $911 $1,064 $153 17%

Norfolk County $974 $1,158 $184 19% $1,084 $1,290 $207 19%

Massachusetts $829 $955 $126 15% $937 $1,090 $153 16%

Surrounding Communities

Attleboro $727 $839 $112 15% $836 $981 $146 17%

Foxborough $1,007 $1,195 $188 19% $1,097 $1,269 $172 16%

Mansfield $930 $1,001 $70 8% $1,043 $1,087 $45 4%

North Attleborough $789 $887 $98 12% $888 $1,003 $115 13%

Wrentham $854 $877 $24 3% $952 $979 $27 3%

Contract Rent ($) Gross Rent ($)

Area
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easily be explained by methodological differences (e.g., CoStar reports a mean and ACS reports a 
median).  However, the statewide and regional averages reported by CoStar are vastly different from 
those in the ACS.  ACS reports the 2009-2013 statewide median gross rent at $1,090.  The CoStar mean 
for this same period was just over $1,500—a near $400 difference.  The gap may be explained by 
differences in the population covered by CoStar. CoStar is more reflective of rentals in multi-unit 
buildings, which may more expensive. This does not appear to be the case; as the average statewide ACS 
rent for units in multi-unit structures is almost identical to the overall average. Another possibility is that 
ACS reports rental costs paid by households while CoStar collects rental data from listings. Presumably, 
it is more difficult to raise rents on existing tenants than on available units, such that tenants pay less 
than the going market rate.  Although we lack the data to test this possibility, if true, then CoStar may 
actually be a more sensitive leading indicator of changes in rental markets than data gathered from 
household surveys.   
 
Assuming that CoStar provides a valid, although perhaps incomplete, indicator of changing rental market 
condition, we proceed with our investigation of recent trends in rental prices relative to the Immediate 
Region and State.  Effective monthly rents in Plainville are lower than both state and regional averages 
(Figure 18).  In the fourth quarter of 2015, CoStar reports the real effective monthly Plainville rents at 
$1,429, However, since 2011 Plainville rents have been rising faster, and have narrowing the price gap 
with the state and region.  Rising rents coincide with dropping rental vacancy rates (Figure 19).  While 
more volatile, rental vacancy rates in Plainville are in line with the State and Immediate Region—all of 
which are very low (<4 percent).  
 
Figure 18:  Effective Monthly Rents, Plainville vs. the Immediate Region and State, 2006 to 2015 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Figure 19:  Rental Vacancy Rates, Plainville vs. the Immediate Region and State, 2006 to 2015 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Building Permits 

The final section of our analysis of baseline residential real estate conditions examines recent trends in 
residential building permits. Building permits are an important prerequisite for new development. 
Municipal officials, demographic forecasters and real estate analysts alike monitor building permit 
applications in order to get a sense of changing population trends two or three years in advance.   
 
The data on building permits comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Manufacturing and Construction 
Division.  For every individual community in Massachusetts, the Census Bureau reports the number of 
permits and their approximate value. However, the survey only covers residential permits, although it 
does distinguish single- from multiple-family permits, distinguished by the number of individual housing 
units covered under the permit. These figures should be considered estimates, and not a complete 
count.  Communities often do not report their permits, in which case the Census Bureau imputes (i.e. 
makes a statistical estimate of) the missing values using past values and other related variables.   
 
One must exercise particular caution when considering building permit trends, especially at the town 
level.  Even with imputation, the number of building permits issued can vary greatly from year to year.  A 
single-large scale development can create abrupt bumps and dips in annual permitting trends. Permits, 
like the real estate market more generally, are also sensitive to broader economic conditions and 
business cycles—making it difficult to establish a regular “baseline” trend that can later be used to 
measure impacts.  With these important caveats in mind, we proceed with our examination of recent 
trends. 
 
The number of residential permits in a small community, such as Plainville, can differ greatly from year 
to year.  We see this clearly in Figure 20 where the number of both single-family and multi-family 
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permits oscillates widely. This is particularly true for multi-family residential permits, where the town 
issues no or just one multi-family permits in some years, followed by a jump to 30 or 40 permits the 
next. The monetary value of issued permits tends to be more stable than the number of permits, 
although the small number of permits issued in some years makes this data highly sensitive to outliers.xi 
The average value of single-family permits has declined over the study period, from an average of 
$284,338 in 2003 to $229,364 to $229,364 in 2013.  The average per unit value for multi-family permits 
is much lower than for single-family homes.  Multi-family units also experienced a decline in value by 
roughly $52,000 over the ten-year study period.   
 
Figure 20:  Plainville, Number and Per Unit Value of Residential Building Permits 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
To help put these trends into context, we compare the annual change in the value of residential building 
permits against regional (i.e. Norfolk and Bristol Counties) and statewide trends. The number of permits 
was deemed too volatile to warrant comparison. Over the past ten years, the per-unit value of single-
family permits in Plainville has generally been between regional and statewide averages, with the region 
typically surpassing the state (Figure 21). However, this changed beginning in 2009, when permit values 
in the state began to rise, while values in Plainville and the region held steady. As of 2013, average 
single-family permit values in the state and region differ by a mere $12,000, both of which exceed the 
town average by over $50,000. 
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Figure 21:  Average Value of Single-family Building Permits from 2007 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
Despite its higher volatility, the value of multi-family permits in Plainville has generally matched the 
region – hovering close to the $100,000 mark per unit in recent years (Figure 22).xii Both tended to 
slightly exceed the statewide average up until 2010, when multi-family permit values for the state began 
to rise while Plainville and the rest of the Immediate Region remained essentially flat. As we found in 
our separate analysis of the Everett region, the massive state-level growth in the value of multi-family 
permits has largely been the result of growth in the Boston region, which dominates the state’s stock of 
multi-family housing construction. 
 
Figure 22:  Average Value of Multi-family Building Permits, 2007 to 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
Table 5 provides a summary of building permit activity in Plainville and its surrounding communities.  
Again, the irregular nature of building permits confounds consistent comparisons at the municipal level.  
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Most of the officially designated surrounding communities did not even issue permits for multi-family 
homes in many years. However, we do find that the value of single-family permits in Plainville falls 
squarely in the middle of its neighbors. Attleboro has the lowest average value for single-family permits, 
and Foxborough has the highest. Over the past ten years, the value of single-family permits in most area 
communities declined; only Attleboro and Foxborough saw a net increase in real permit value.  The 
decline was particularly strong in Mansfield, which lost roughly half its average permit value between 
2003 (where it was close to $460,000) and 2013.  
 
Table 5:  Building Permit Summary, Plainville and Surrounding Communities 

  Single Family Building Permits Multi Family Building Permits 

Area 
Number 
(2013) 

% 
Change 

in 
Number 

2003-
2013 

Value 
(2013) 

Change in 
Value 

2003-2013 
Number 
(2013) 

% 
Change 

in 
Number 

2003-
2013 

Value 
(2013) 

Change 
in Value 

2003-
2013 

Massachusetts 7,100 -46% $280,733 $88,529 7,469 3% $237,632 $149,597 

                    

Plainville 28 133% $229,364 -$54,974 5 n/a $102,000 n/a 

                    

Surrounding Communities               

  Attleboro 34 -67% $156,128 $5,988 22 5% $74,506 -$36,567 

  Foxborough 27 -25% $321,383 $4,680 0 n/a $0 n/a 

  Mansfield 28 12% $224,586 -$244,716 0 n/a $0 n/a 

  North Attleborough 50 -53% $218,239 -$95,960 0 n/a $0 n/a 

  Wrentham 47 4% $262,639 -$10,712 0 n/a $0 n/a 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
In conclusion, we find that the data on building permits, while having some value in helping us 
understand the changing conditions in residential construction, may be too erratic and fraught with 
estimation ambiguities to identify possible development impacts of Casinos.  This is particularly true for 
multi-family permits, which are rare in the Plainville region. We will continue to monitor and track 
single-family building permits moving forward, but will couple our analysis with sufficient warnings and 
caveats. 
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Commercial and Industrial Real Estate 

The market for commercial and industrial real estate is another important indicator of the health and 
nature of an area’s economy. This section of the report will analyze Plainville’s commercial and 
industrial real estate inventory, how that space is utilized, and its price. We use data from CoStar, a 
commercial real estate analytics firm,  in this section to provide information on several indicators that 
are not generally tracked in publicly available data sources, such as net absorption and lease rates per 
square foot. CoStar data are available for all of Massachusetts on a quarterly basis from 2007 to 
presentxiii. This analysis will cover the seven year period between the end of the last quarter of 2007 and 
the last quarter of 2014. 

This section of the report is divided into three sub-sections, each of which addresses a key concept for 
evaluating a community’s real estate market and touches on several metrics related to that concept. 
The first section addresses inventory, meaning the number of buildings in the community, and seeks to 
demonstrate the size of a community’s real estate market dedicated to business activities. The second 
section addresses vacancy and absorption, two important ways of analyzing how this space within a 
community is utilized. The final section addresses lease rates and sheds light upon the market prices 
paid for commercial and industrial space within a community. When taken as a whole, these measures 
describe the nature of Plainville’s commercial and industrial real estate market in the period 
immediately preceding the development of the Plainridge Park Casino in Plainville. 
 
Inventory 
 
The city of Plainville covers 11.5 square miles (0.5 miles of which are water) and contained 165 
commercial and industrial buildings at the end of 2014. Over the seven-year study period, Plainville’s 
commercial building stock rose from 118 to 121 buildings, while its industrial building stock fell from 45 
to 44 buildings (Figure 23).  

 
The change in the number of buildings in Plainville is interesting in the context of its Immediate Regionxiv 
and the Commonwealth as a whole. Plainville’s 2.5 percent increase in commercial building stock was 
considerably greater than the more modest increases experienced by the Immediate Region and the 
state (Figure 24). It also shows that Plainville’s commercial building growth would be even greater, at 4.2 
percent, if it were not for the loss of two commercial buildings in the third quarter of 2012. 
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Figure 23: Plainville Number of Buildings 

 
Note:  Data used in this section are quarterly data. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.xv  
 
Figure 24:  Number of Commercial Buildings, Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
While the industrial building inventory of Plainville declined by only one building during the study 
period, the total industrial building inventory is small enough that the change amounted to a 2.2 percent 
decrease in the total number of industrial buildings (Figure 25). Both the Immediate Region and the 
Commonwealth also saw their industrial building inventory decrease over the seven year study period,  
particularly since 2011, but at a more modest rate than Plainville. This also corresponds with the timing 
the single industrial building was removed from Plainville’s inventory. There was no change in Plainville’s 
inventory prior to or after the first quarter of 2011. 
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Figure 25:  Number of Industrial Buildings, Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
Buildings can vary dramatically in their size and significance to an area, so another way to examine an 
area’s building inventory is by looking at rentable building area (RBA). Rentable building area is defined 
as the usable area (measured in square feet) in a geography’s building stock, including their share of 
associated common areas.  
 
Figure 26: Plainville Rentable Building Area 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
In Plainville commerical buildings comprise a larger share of the city’s rentable building area as well as a 
larger share of the total number of buildings (Error! Reference source not found.). Plainville added 
considerable capacity to its commercial RBA between 2007 and 2012, and has only seen a small decline 
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since. Meanwhile, Plainville’s industrial RBA was virtually unchanged over the study period, with the 
exception of a small drop in 2011 with the removal of a single building from the industrial inventory. 
While the RBA within a single building can change, these shifts coincide with changes in the Plainville’s 
building inventory and probably reflect new construction or demolition of older buildings. 
 
Plainville’s commercial RBA rose to 117 percent of its 2007 level, a much more pronounced rise than its 
stock of commercial buildings (Figure 27). Newly constructed buildings are likely larger than the average 
size of existing commerical buildings in Plainville, since RBA rose faster than the number of buildings. In 
both Massachusetts and the Immediate Region, commercial RBA has also risen faster than the increase 
in the number of buildings, and at a steady rate of increase since the end of 2007. 
 
Figure 27: Commercial Rentable Building Area, Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Like its industrial building inventory, industrial RBA in Plainville fell between the last quarters of 2007 
and 2014, due to the single year drop in 2011. Plainville’s decrease in industrial RBA is less pronounced 
than the changes experienced by the Immediate Region or the Commonwealth, both of which declined 
steadily in the second half of the study period. In both the Immediate Region and State, the decline in 
industrial RBA exceeded the rate of decline in industrial buildings, suggesting that it is predominantly 
larger industrial buildings that have either been taken off the market or demolished. 
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Figure 28:  Industrial Rentable Building Area, Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Surrounding Community Building Counts and Rentable Building Area 

Table 6:  Inventory details the changes in the number of buildings and RBA for Massachusetts, Plainville, 
and those communities that have been designated as official surrounding or neighboring communities 
by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission. At 2.5 percent, Plainville is one of three communities in the 
area to exceed the Commonwealth’s growth rate in commercial buildings, although it lags behind 
Foxborough and Wrentham. Among the remaining communities, Attleboro and Mansfield experienced 
declines in the number of commercial buildings while North Attleborough experienced no change. 
Plainville, Foxborough, and Wrentham are also the only three communities to exceed the 
Commonwealth in terms of RBA growth, and Plainville experienced the greatest growth at 17 percent. 
Mansfield and North Attleborough experienced very little growth in RBA and lagged behind 
Massachusetts as a whole, while Attleboro was the only community to experience negative RBA growth. 
 
For industrial properties, Plainville joins Attleboro, North Attleborough, and Wrentham in experiencing a 
loss in industrial buildings. All three lost a greater share of their industrial building stock than the 
Commonwealth as a whole. Only Mansfield added to its industrial building inventory, while Foxborough 
saw no change. Foxborough and Mansfield are also the only two communities to experience growth in 
industrial RBA. Among the communities that lost industrial RBA, only Wrentham experienced a greater 
percentage loss of RBA than the Commonwealth as a whole. 
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Table 6:  Inventory, Plainville and Surrounding Communities 

Area 

Commercial Industrial 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Massachusetts 46,620 0.6% 942,748,021 2.8% 10,450 -1.4% 404,629,714 -3.7% 
Plainville 121 2.5% 1,493,902 17.0% 44 -2.2% 812,603 -2.4% 

                  
Surrounding Communities           

Attleboro 310 -1.9% 4,826,466 -0.6% 116 -0.9% 5,290,325 -0.8% 
Foxborough 182 4.0% 4,893,952 4.9% 46 0.0% 1,210,674 2.1% 
Mansfield 189 -1.0% 3,834,101 0.1% 50 2.0% 5,339,727 7.0% 
North Attleborough 186 0.0% 4,248,368 0.2% 63 -1.6% 1,341,648 -0.8% 

Wrentham 65 10.2% 1,219,917 10.2% 27 -10.0% 365,549 -34.1% 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.  
 

Vacancy and Absorption 

 
Our next set of metrics considers how available commercial and industrial space is being utilized. First, 
we consider vacancy rates. Vacancy rate is the percentage of rentable building area (not buildings) that 
is not currently in use. Vacancy rates as calculated by CoStar may not take into account abandoned 
buildings that are not on the real estate market, so actual vacancy rates in certain distressed 
communities may be higher than in these figures and tables. Since Plainville is a small community with 
121 commercial buildings and only 44 industrial buildings in 2014, even minor changes in supply and 
demand can cause relatively large fluctuations in vacancy rates from year to year.  
 
Plainville has lower commercial and industrial vacancy rates than the state. Its 2014 vacancy rate is less 
than a third of the both Immediate Region’s and the State (Figure 29: Commercial Vacancy Rates and 
Figure 30). Furthermore, Plainville’s commercial vacancy rate has been consistently below the state and 
Immediate Region throughout the study period, suggesting an intensive use of commercial space in 
Plainville. The commercial market has gotten even tighter in recent years. Plainville’s commercial 
vacancy rate fell from 4.9 percent in the fourth quarter of 2007 to 2.1 percent in the fourth quarter of 
2014.  
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Figure 29: Commercial Vacancy Rates 

 
Note: Vacancy rate is calculated as the share of unused rentable building area. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Plainville’s industrial vacancy rate is more volatile than the commercial vacancy rate, but has remained 
lower than in the Immediate Region or the Commonwealth as a whole throughout the study period 
(Figure 30). Aside from a temporary spike in 2008, Plainville’s industrial vacancy rate declined for most 
of the study period to a low of less than two percent in 2013.  Vacancy rates spiked again in 2013 and 
have remained at a level between six and eight percent since.  
 
Figure 30: Industrial Vacancy Rates 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Next, we consider net absorption. Net absorption is defined as the net change in occupied space in an 
area’s rentable building area from one quarter to the next. It measures the difference between newly 
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occupied rentable building area and the rentable building area that was vacated since the last period. 
Because net absorption is presented in terms of square feet, not as a share of rentable building area, it 
captures changes in the market that may not be detected by the vacancy rate alone. For example, a 
vacant building that is taken off the market entirely would cause a fall in the vacancy rate, but no 
corresponding change in net absorption. Analysts typically consider several consecutive quarters of high 
positive net absorption as indicative of shrinking supply of available space which sends a signal to 
developers that the market is ripe for construction.   
 
Net absorption is measured on a quarterly basis, so each point measures the net change in occupied 
rentable building area during that quarter. Zero net absorption indicates no change from the previous 
quarter. In Plainville, commercial net absorption has hovered fairly close to zero in most quarters since a 
positive spike in the first quarter of 2008 (Figure 31). Overall, the trend in Plainville has been positive, 
with 17 of the 28 periods showing quarterly gains in occupied RBA and a net increase of 210,060 square 
feet in occupied RBA since 2007. Massachusetts saw much more significant trends during this same 
period, with 24 of the 28 quarters showing positive net absorption and an increase of roughly 29 million 
more square feet of occupied commercial RBA since the fourth quarter of 2007.  
 
Figure 31:  Commercial Net Absorption 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Most quarters saw no change in net absorption for industrial properties in Plainville (Error! Not a valid 
bookmark self-reference.). Plainville’s net absorption changed in only 17 of 24 quarters, with nine of 
those being positive shifts and eight being negative. This is to be expected given the small number of 
industrial buildings in Plainville.  It also stands in contrast to the industrial net absorption of 
Massachusetts, which saw 11 positive quarters and 17 negative quarters. By the end of 2014, Plainville 
had 15,200 more square feet of occupied industrial RBA, while Massachusetts lost over five million 
square feet. 
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Figure 32:  Industrial Net Absorption 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 

Surrounding Community Vacancy and Absorption Rates  

Table 7: Vacancy and Absorption compares the commercial and industrial vacancy rate and net 
absorption in Plainville to nearby communities that are designated as official surrounding or neighbor 
communities by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission. For commercial properties, Plainville’s vacancy 
rate of 2.1 percent is the lowest in the Immediate Region and is less than one third of Massachusetts’ 
vacancy rate in 2014. Every town except Wrentham had a 2014 vacancy rate below the state level. 
Plainville, Attleboro, Foxborough, and Mansfield all had larger decreases in commercial vacancy rates 
than the state, while North Attleborough, and Wrentham had exceptionally large increases in the 
vacancy rate. Plainville also had the second largest increase in net absorption for the immediate area, 
exceeded only by Foxborough. Foxborough also had the largest decrease in vacancy rates over the study 
period.  
 
Plainville’s industrial vacancy rate is fairly close to the state average. Among its neighbors, only 
Attleboro has a higher industrial vacancy rate.  All other surrounding communities were far below the 
state vacancy rate. Plainville, Foxborough, Mansfield, and North Attleborough all experienced falling 
industrial vacancy rates and positive net absorption, while Attleboro saw a rising rate and negative net 
absorption. Wrentham’s dramatic fall in industrial vacancy rates and net absorption can be explained by 
its corresponding fall in industrial inventory. 
 
Table 7 also presents an alternative concept of vacancy rates, taken from Valassis Lists, a direct mail 
marketing firm, which supplies United States Postal Service vacancy data to the web-based mapping 
company PolicyMap. As mentioned above, CoStar’s vacancy rates capture properties which are currently 
on the market but not occupied. Commercial or industrial buildings that have been abandoned 
altogether, or whose owners have chosen not to put them on the market, are not included. Valassis’ 
vacancy rate measures the share of vacant addresses.  It considers all buildings, but is based on a share 
of buildings and not square footage. Nor does it distinguish commercial from industrial properties.  
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While they are not directly comparable, when viewed together both CoStar and Valassis help to provide 
a more complete view of vacancy in the host and surrounding communities.  
Unfortunately, Valassis data is not available for all communities and some small towns, including 
Plainville, North Attleborough, and Wrentham, are omitted. What can be said is that two of Plainville’s 
closest neighbors, Foxborough and Mansfield, have Valassis vacancy rates considerably lower than the 
state average of 16.1 percent, while the less affluent Attleboro has a rate somewhat higher than that of 
the state. 
 
Table 7: Vacancy and Absorption 

Area 

Commercial Industrial 
Valassis 
Vacancy 
Rate, All 

Businesses, 
Q4 2014 

Vacancy 
Rate (Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Vacancy 
Rate (Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Massachusetts 7.3% -14.1% 28,970,307 8.0% -20.8% -5,300,347 16.1% 

Plainville 2.1% -57.1% 210,060 7.5% -34.8% 15,200 N/A 

                

Surrounding Communities           

Attleboro 4.6% -56.2% 183,919 14.4% 5.1% -75,712 21.9% 

Foxborough 4.1% -56.8% 443,565 0.0% -100.0% 364,996 8.3% 

Mansfield 3.7% -45.6% 110,430 3.8% -68.9% 754,806 10.6% 

North Attleborough 7.1% 69.0% -114,929 4.8% -47.8% 49,151 N/A 

Wrentham 10.8% 730.8% -2,224 2.3% -77.2% -141,485 N/A 
Notes: Vacancy rate is defined as the share of unused rentable building area. Net absorption is the net change in occupied 
space in a geography’s rentable building area. 
Data in this table are annual averages of quarterly data. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Lease Rates 
 
Price is another important factor in an area’s real estate market. While there are a number of factors 
that determine what price property owners can charge in rent for their space, it makes sense that areas 
with higher lease rates are those that are seen as more desirable by businesses and organizations 
seeking space to rent. However, there are a few caveats. First, some organizations own the real estate 
that they occupy, and those properties are not included in the CoStar lease rate data. Second, individual 
buildings may possess characteristics that make them particularly valuable to certain types of businesses 
and organizations.  This can make a direct comparison difficult. In this respect, the difference in lease 
rates between municipalities may say as much about the industry mix and business activities of those 
municipalities as it does about their relative economic health. 
 
We analyze lease rates separately for industrial and commercial space, dividing commercial leases into 
two groups: office and non-office real estate. This is because there are often significant differences in 
the lease rates between office and non-office real estate.xvi Office commercial real estate often includes 
the offices of professional service firms, lawyers, doctors, and government buildings, etc., while non-
office commercial real estate includes restaurants, retail stores, sports and entertainment facilities, 
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transportation facilities, and many other types of real estate.  Lease rates for industrial real estate are 
also presented.  
 
Office real estate in Plainville leases at a lower rate than both the State and the Immediate Region, as 
has been the case for seven years (Figure 33). It current stands at roughly $3.50 less per square foot 
than the Immediate Region. Commercial lease rates are also more volatile in Plainville over the study 
period, which is not surprising given the relatively small number of commercial properties in Plainville. 
Real (inflation adjusted) commercial lease rates have been steadily declining for all three areas, although 
rising lease rates in Plainville and the Immediate Region in 2014 have resulted in some convergence with 
the generally higher state average of $20.68 per square foot. 
 
Figure 33:  Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Lease rates for non-office commercial properties in Plainville are nearly identical with both the 
Immediate Region of Massachusetts (Figure 34). In the fourth quarter of 2014, the three differed by only 
68 cents per square foot. Historically, non-office rates in Plainville have been slightly higher (and more 
volatile) than both state and region.  However, the three have converged in recent years with non-office 
lease rates increasing slightly for the state and region, while Plainville’s have held steady. 
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Figure 34:  Non-Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Industrial lease rate data for Plainville are not available prior to the third quarter of 2008, when the 
figure stood at $6.96 per square foot. This rate remained slightly higher than rates for Massachusetts 
and the Immediate Region until 2012, when it dropped to under five dollars per square foot—just below 
the state and region. By the fourth quarter of 2014, it had recovered to $6.50 per square foot. 
 
Figure 35:  Industrial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Surrounding Community Lease Rates 

 
At $16.95 per square foot, Plainville joins four of its five surrounding communities (all but Mansfield) in 
falling below the state commercial office lease rate of $20.68. It also joins four of its neighbors in having 
experienced a decline in commercial office lease rates, with only Wrentham showing an increase in 
rates. Plainville’s commercial non-office lease rate of $13.22 is closer to the Commonwealth’s rate of 
$13.68 than any of the surrounding communities.  Attleboro, North Attleborough, and Wrentham have 
lower commercial non-office rates while Foxborough and Mansfield are higher. Foxborough and 
Mansfield are the only two communities where commercial non-office lease rates have risen since 2007. 
Plainville and Wrentham are the only two communities in the area to have industrial lease rates that 
currently exceed the Commonwealth average. With the exception of Foxborough, all area communities 
saw a net decline in their industrial lease rates since 2007.  Plainville experienced the smallest decline of 
the five at 6.6 percent. 
 
Table 8:  Lease Rates, Plainville and Surrounding Communities 

Area 

Commercial Office Commercial Non-Office Industrial 

Lease Rate 
Per Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Lease 
Rate Per 
Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Lease 
Rate Per 
Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Massachusetts $20.68 -21.5% $13.68 -6.0% $5.03 -21.2% 

Plainville $16.95 -12.6% $13.22 -11.2% $6.50 -6.6%* 

              

Surrounding Communities         

Attleboro $15.04 -16.4% $9.08 -28.9% $2.24 -52.5% 

Foxborough $19.37 -21.4% $15.21 30.0% $5.10 0.4% 

Mansfield $21.28 -6.2% $24.40 82.8% $5.02 -19.8% 

North Attleborough $13.65 -40.6% $9.90 -29.0% $4.83 -31.4% 

Wrentham $20.44 95.7%1 $10.25 -34.7%2 $6.53 -41.3% 
Notes:  Lease rates are presented in real 2014 dollars. Data in this table is annual averages of quarterly data. 
Industrial lease rate data for Plainville is not available before Q3 2008. This is the calculation from the earliest available point. 
1Commercial office lease rate data for Wrentham is not available before Q4 2008. This is the calculation from the earliest 
available point. 
2Commercial non-office lease rate data for Wrentham is not available before Q3 2009. This is the calculation from the earliest 
available point. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Endnotes  
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i Host community economic profiles can be found on the SEIGMA website at: https://www.umass.edu/seigma/node/172 
ii Most of the indicators used in this study cover the period up to the end of 2014, several months prior to the 
formal opening of Plainridge in June of 2015.  There are several exceptions where more recent data is available, 
most notably in our analysis of residential rents and commercial/industrial inventory.  In these cases we note the 
timing of the casino opening, although we choose to primarily focus on the analysis of baseline condition and not 
preliminary impacts.  The analysis of impacts will be addressed in future reports. 
iii This baseline focuses on official host communities as of winter 2015, pending host community agreement ratifications in 

Region C. 
iv Full 2014 data is not yet available for the all communities in Massachusetts.  However, only a few communities remain and 
are expected to report very soon in the new year.  We will update this information as soon as the new data is available--prior to 
the official release.   
v The data required for a detailed spatial analysis of development impacts also readily lends itself to more sophisticated forms 
of statistical modeling, such as hedonic regressions and interrupted time series analysis with spatial decay effects. We intend to 
pursue some of these more advanced methods once a sufficient time period has elaspsed after the opening of the casino.  
vi The location matching process involves joining the DOR L-3A database to GIS databases of individual parcels produced by 
MassGIS and the Boston Redevelopment Authority. These GIS databases are based on digitized parcel maps, which are linked to 
assessors data, and can be used to identify the latitude and longitude coordinates of every matched parcel.  The vast majority 
(roughly 98 percent) of all sales were located to parcels in this first round. The remaining sales are located through street 
address matching. Our final match rates were well in excess of 99%, an amazingly high match rate for this type of work. 
vii The hot spot analysis is based upon the kernel density estimation technique, which calculcates the density of activity falling 
within one km of a fine grid of points across the entire study area. 
viii Although we only examine sales for the entire 2008 to 2014 period as a whole in this report, similar forms of hot-spot 
analysis could be used to examine changes in the density of home sales over time.  This might be useful to help document 
possible changes in the geography of home sales before and after the casino construction. 
ix More specifically, we use a technique called Interpolated Distance Weighting (IDW) to estimate a smooth, continuous surface 
of property sales appreciation across the study region.  
x While expansive, detailed and timely, CoStar is not a representative sample as is the ACS. Furthermore, CoStar is somewhat 
opaque in describing its data collection and estimation methods, so it is difficult to identify possible biases in the data or how 
sensitive the reported data is to changing market conditions at the ground level.  We do know that CoStar primarily lists rentals 
in multi-unit structures managed by property management services, a.k.a. apartment buildings, and likely misses rentals of 
single-family homes.  This may create a considerable bias and undercounting in communities, such as Plainville, where multi-
unit apartment buildings are relatively rare.  With these caveats in mind, we proceed with our baseline tracking of rents in 
Plainville and surrounding communities. 
xi We measure the value of residential permits as the total value of permits divided by the number of units (not permits). This 
makes it easier to compare values when grossly different numbers of units are covered under a single permit.   
xii There were no multi-family permits issued in either 2003 or 2011, thus the median value for those years is left blank. 
xiii For more information about CoStar Group Inc. and the CoStar database, please visit http://www.costar.com/. The data used 

for this analysis is not available for download without a CoStar subscription. 
xiv For these purposes, Plainville’s immediate region is defined as all of the communities in Bristol and Norfolk counties. 
xv CoStar Group Inc. updates their commercial real estate database on a daily basis. For this analysis conducted in 2015, UMDI is 

analyzing up to the last quarter of calendar year 2014.For the purposes of this analysis, commercial real estate is any real estate 
that CoStar defined as Office, Retail, Flex, Hospitality, Health Care, or Sports & Recreation. Industrial real estate is any real 
estate that CoStar defines as Industrial. These definitions were chosen to best approximate MA DOR classifications using CoStar 
real estate categories.  
xvi CoStar’s full definition of an office building reads as follows: “The primary intended use of an office building is to house 

employees of companies that produce a product or service primarily for support services such as administration, accounting, 
marketing, information processing and dissemination, consulting, human resources management, financial and insurance 
services, educational and medical services, and other professional services. Office buildings are characterized by work efficient 
floor plans, work areas, comfortable heating and cooling, cabling for phones and computers, and other conveniences that allow 
people conduct business. The interior finish and the structural design of the building supports the activities of the employees. 
Office buildings are typically configured for high density use, with a ratio of people to square footage in the 150 to 300 or more 
range and less than 25 percent of the demised floor space allocated to industrial or retail use. Some physical characteristics of a 
building may assist in classifying the property as "office" if the property's use is not apparent.” 

                                                           

http://www.costar.com/
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Baseline Real Estate Conditions, Everett 
 
This report, produced by Dr. Henry Renski of the UMASS Amherst Center for Economic Development in 
conjunction with the Economic and Public Policy research group at the UMass Donahue Institute, 
provides a summary of recent trends in the residential, commercial and industrial real estate markets 
for the City of Everett and its surrounding communities. It serves as a companion to the Everett Host 
Community Economic Profile report by the Donahue Institute that documents baseline conditions on a 
variety of economic, demographic and fiscal indicators. As with the Host Community Profile report,i our 
analysis of Real Estate conditions covers several distinct concepts to paint a comprehensive picture of 
the local and regional real estate market prior to the introduction of a major resort casino. The report is 
divided into two major sections. The first covers the residential real estate market and the second 
covers the commercial and industrial real estate markets. 
 
The purpose of this report is to document recent market conditions in the area prior to the introduction 
of a major resort casino. Our primary goal is to establish a baseline for measuring potential development 
impacts. In the process, we will also evaluate different data sources as well as techniques for identifying 
possible impacts. When measuring the impacts of a major development, it is important to not only track 
trends in the host community but also to benchmark these changes against other areas with similar 
market conditions but unlikely to be impacted by the development itself. Other events that have little or 
nothing to do with the specific development, such as changes in national and state economic cycles, can 
have a considerable impact on local market conditions. Without accounting for these external forces, 
one can mistakenly attribute an apparent increase or decrease in property values to the development. 
However, finding a suitable comparison group can be tricky. Communities with similar market conditions 
are often neighbors, and thus might be subject to spillover impacts. Conversely, distant communities 
might provide a false baseline of comparison because they are not subject to similar external market 
forces or regulatory conditions.  
 
For this report, we compare historic trends in Everett to the Immediate Region (Suffolk, Essex and 
Middlesex Counties) and the state (Figure 1). While inclusive of Everett, both the Immediate Region and 
the state are much larger than the likely sphere of influence of the casino. However, they are still subject 
to similar influences of national business cycles and regional economic and demographic trends.  Thus, 
the bulk of the impacts of the development are likely to be averaged-out.  Still, we recognize that these 
are not ideal comparison groups, not that such a thing actually exists.  One of the primary purposes of 
this baseline study is to ascertain just how well recent market trends in the state and region match the 
host community, and whether these can serve as a sufficient basis for comparison.   
 
We would like to thank Catherine Rollins, Director of Policy for the City of Everett and her colleagues for 
reviewing this report and for providing valuable feedback about the city’s real estate market. 
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Figure 1. Massachusetts Host Communities and Their Immediate Regions 

 
 
The impact of a major resort casino may very well spill beyond the borders of its host community.  Thus, 
in addition to the host community, we also track baseline market conditions among nearby areas 
designated as “official surrounding communities” by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission.  There are 
nine such communities in the Everett region, making it impractical to report specific trends for each 
within the limited confines of this report. Here we provide just a brief summary of changes over the 
entire period. 
 
Figure 2. Massachusetts Host and Surrounding Communities 
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Summary of Baseline Findings 
 
 
Residential Real Estate Indicators 
 

 Everett’s residential real estate market is dominated by multi-family homes.  This is in contrast to 
most communities in Massachusetts, where single-unit homes are more prevalent. 

 Everett remains one of the most affordable areas to purchase a home in Greater Boston.  It is far 
more affordable than Boston, Cambridge or Somerville, with prices that are roughly comparable 
to Chelsea, Lynn, and Revere. 

 The housing market in Everett has largely recovered from the Great Recession. Since 2011, most 
residential use-types have seen a rise in both sales volume and price.   

 Recent trends in both the pace of residential sales and rate of increase in sale prices in Everett are 
roughly comparable to the state and region. The major exception is for Everett condominiums, 
where the pace of sales and the selling price have risen much faster than both the Immediate 
Region and the Commonwealth. 

 Sales of multi-family homes are highly concentrated in the area immediately adjacent to the 
proposed site of the casino.  Single-family home sales are more heavily concentrated in the 
outlying areas of the region. 

 We expect that if the casino does have an impact on sales, it will be most apparent among 
properties that are closest to the site.  Overall, we find little relationship between proximity to 
the proposed casino site and changes in home prices over the baseline period.  Nearby properties 
are more affordable, but the underlying trend of rising real estate values is not related to distance. 

 According to the Census, gross monthly rents in Everett are slightly higher than the state median, 
but tend to be toward the low end of communities in the region.  Everett is also in the low-to-
middle end of its neighbors when it comes to long-term changes in median rents. 

 Since 2006, rents in Everett have been either flat or growing very slowly, lagging both the state 
and the Immediate Region. Rental rates in Everett began to rise slightly after 2012, and have 
increased rapidly in 2015—exceeding the state or region. 

 Building permits are an important indicator of future development, but can be highly variable. 
This will make it difficult to distinguish possible impacts from serendipitous events, such as the 
permitting of a single large development. 

 The value of permits tends to be more stable than the number of permits.  In Everett, the real 
value of single-family and multi-family permits declined for most of the study period.  There has 
been a slight uptick in the value of multi-unit permits in Everett since 2012, but this is notably 
lower than state and regional trends. 

 
Commercial and Industrial Real Estate Indicators 

 While Everett contains more commercial buildings than industrial buildings, the total amount of 
rentable building area dedicated to industrial activities is greater than the amount dedicated to 
commercial activities. 

 Everett’s commercial and industrial vacancy rates are very low compared to those of its neighbors. 

 Commercial and industrial lease rates in Everett are higher than the state average and roughly 
similar to those in many neighboring communities. However, they are much lower than those of 
some of Everett’s neighbors, such as Boston or Cambridge. 
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Residential Real Estate 
Residential Property Sales 

Property sales are among the most direct indicators of changing real estate markets conditions. They are 
often used to measure the impact of new development on surrounding areas. A sustained rise in the 
number and market values of properties following the construction of a new casino may signify 
successful neighborhood revitalization, as investors are willing to buy properties at higher prices. 
Conversely, a decline in property values may indicate the negative impacts resulting from possible fears 
of increased, traffic, crime, noise, or other negative externalities.  
 
Our analysis uses property sales reported by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR) Division 
of Local Services. The DOR reports all verified property sales in the Commonwealth.  Although the DOR 
database includes property sales of all types, we only include those classified as “arms-length” 
transactions. This eliminates sales between family members and other situations where the sales price is 
not a pure reflection of market value.  The DOR database further identifies sales by the predominant 
land use classification of the property.  We focus on several general types, namely:  single-family 
residential, multi-family residential, and condominiums.  We ignore other types of residential land uses, 
such as mobile homes and vacant lots, as they are relatively rare. 
 
We use the DOR database to track the number and market value of property sales in Everett compared 
to the Immediate Region and state, starting in 2008.  Individual communities report this data to the DOR 
on a fiscal year basis, and for some there is up to a two-year lag.  At the time of writing, most 
communities had reported for FY 2016, covering sales up to the fourth quarter of 2014.  A few holdouts 
remain, but we will provide an update to this report as soon the new data comes in.  We also take 
advantage of the detailed address data in the DOR database to examine sales trends at varying distances 
from the site of the casino: one mile, two miles, five miles, seven miles, and ten miles.   
 

Residential Property Sales in Everett  

The Everett residential housing market is somewhat atypical, with a relatively higher portion of its 
housing stock in multi-family dwellings and far fewer single-family dwellings. In most communities, 
single-family home sales are (by far) the most common form of residential sale, followed by 
condominiums. In Everett, multi-family home sales regularly surpass both single-family and 
condominium sales (Figure 3). This is one of the reasons why it is important to distinguish different types 
of housing markets, rather than focusing on community-wide averages.  
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Figure 3:  City of Everett, Number of Residential Property Sales by Type 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
The Great Recession negatively affected all three housing types in Everett in 2008-09, although not to 
the same extent.  Single-family homes sales witnessed the most profound decline, dropping from over 
122 sales in 2009 to under 50 in 2010. Sales picked up starting in 2011 as the housing market recovered, 
although the pace of sales growth stabilized in 2014. Multi-family homes in Everett experienced a 
generally similar trend of decline from 2008 to 2010, but have since largely returned to pre-recessionary 
levels. Condominium sales have been less volatile, showing a steady increase in sales volume from 2012 
to 2014.  
 
The median sale price is relatively less affected by recent economic swings than the number of sales, per 
se. There was a slight decline in the real dollar sale price of single and multi-family homes from 2010 to 
2011, but prices in both markets have since rebounded and now exceed pre-recessionary levels (Figure 
4). In 2014, the typical single-family home in Everett sold for just under $300,000, a real dollar increase 
of $11,500 over 2008 values and $45,000 more than its low-point in 2011. Rising prices are even more 
pronounced for condominiums and multi-family properties – particularly in the past two to three years. 
The real median sale price of multi-family units has risen by $44,000 since 2008, while condominiums 
have risen by nearly $50,000.  The year 2012 was a particularly low point for condominium sales in 
Everett, but the market has quickly recovered with the median sale price in 2014 now nearly matching 
the price for a single-family home in Everett.  
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Figure 4:  City of Everett, Real Median Sales Price of Residential Properties by Type (2014 dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

Comparisons to the Region and State 

Recent trends in Everett’s housing market are generally comparable to the region and state, although 
the state and region tend to be less volatile.ii Since Everett’s single-family home market is relatively 
small, wild swings in sales are to be expected.  More specifically, 2008 was a banner year for single-
family home sales in Everett with sales rising 79 percent between 2008 and 2009, but this was 
immediately followed by a sharp drop in 2009 (Figure 5). Sales in the region and state were essentially 
flat during this time. More telling is the steady increase in the single-family home sales since 2010, with 
the city essentially matching region and statewide trends. 
 
Figure 5:  Single-family Home Sales, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Single-family homes are considerably more affordable in Everett compared to the region as well as to 
Commonwealth as a whole (Figure 6). In 2014, the typical single-family home in Everett sold for just 
under $300,000—nearly $60,000 less than the state and nearly $141,000 less than the regional median.  
 
Absolute differences in the value of homes matters less in accurately measuring development impacts 
compared to differences in the underlying trend—i.e., have sales prices been increasing or decreasing 
similarly to the state and region. From this perspective, the single-family market in Everett seems much 
more comparable to the state and region. Differences in the median sale price of single-family homes 
have been remarkably steady over the recent past—the median sale price for single-family homes in 
Everett is typically 61 to 68 percent lower than the regional median and between 73 to 78 percent lower 
than the state median since 2008.  
 
Figure 6:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Everett’s multi-family market is a much closer match to regional and state trends in terms of sales 
volume (Figure 7) and price (Figure 8). As with single-family sales, 2009 was an atypically strong year for 
multi-family home sales in Everett, which dropped rather sharply in the following two years. Sales 
growth has picked up since 2011 and is now back on par with the pace of sales growth in the Immediate 
Region. 
 
Unlike single-family homes, the market value for multi-family housing units in Everett is much 
closer to regional and state values. The real median sale price of multi-family housing in Everett 
declined slightly between 2008 and 2011. However, the price of multi-family homes in Everett has 
risen sharply since then, at a pace exceeding both the Commonwealth and the Immediate Region. 
The average sale price of multi-unit housing in Everett now exceeds the state median by roughly 
$40,000 and is nearly on par with the Immediate Region. 
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Figure 7:  Change in Multi-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2013 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 8:  Multi-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Condominium sales in Everett have generally been slower than the state and Immediate Region. All 
three areas (city, Immediate Region, and state) had a declining rate of condominium sales from 2008 to 
2011, with the rate of decline highest in Everett (Figure 9). After 2011, the number of condominium 
sales in the state and region began to grow; in Everett, sales did not pick up until after 2012.   
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Figure 9:  Change in Condominium Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Historically, the sale price of Everett condominiums were well below both state and Immediate Region. 
However, condominium prices in Everett have surged since 2012 and are quickly closing in on state and 
regional averages (Figure 10).  Since 2008, condominium prices held steady for the rest of the state and 
region.  In Everett median prices declined by almost $100,000 real dollars between 2008 and 2012. The 
Everett market has since rebounded with the the typical condominium selliing for just over $285,000--
nearly $85,000 less than the region and $41,000 less than the state as a whole. 
 
Figure 10:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Residential Property Sales in Surrounding Communities   

The surrounding communities represent very different market conditions. Real estate in Cambridge, 
Boston and Somerville is the most expensive (Table 1). These three urban core-communities face very 
different market conditions than the others.  Everett, along with Chelsea, Lynn, Revere, and Malden, 
tend to be more affordable. Likewise, the 4 percent increase in the real median sale price of single-
family homes in Everett is generally below most of the other communities. However, it is not altogether 
atypical: Medford, Melrose and Revere are slightly higher and Lynn and Malden saw net decline in real 
prices. For multi-family homes, the 12 percent rate of change in Everett’s real median prices is notably 
lower than the 20 to 40 percent real increase typical of other area communities.  The 21 percent real 
growth in Everett’s condominium sale prices is toward the high end for the region, with only Cambridge 
and Somerville surpassing it. 
 

Table 1:  Residential Sales Summary, Everett and Surrounding Communities 

  Single Family Homes Multi-Family Homes Condominiums 

Residential 
Sales Indicators 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale 
Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Massachusetts 41,453 $360,000 -3% 4,703 $360,000 7% 20,123 $326,000 0% 

Everett 81 $297,500 4% 120 $401,500 12% 70 $285,750 21% 

             

Surrounding Communities               

  Boston 842 $460,000 13% 573 $510,000 22% 4,472 $469,000 11% 

  Cambridge 119 $1,250,359 39% 66 $1,100,000 38% 693 $571,889 26% 

  Chelsea 19 $280,000 10% 71 $385,000 28% 106 $225,000 17% 

  Lynn 331 $263,000 -4% 118 $334,950 23% 92 $150,500 -24% 

  Malden 213 $333,000 -2% 148 $466,500 15% 147 $239,900 -18% 

  Medford 259 $442,000 6% 116 $575,000 31% 196 $349,500 1% 

  Melrose 245 $491,500 9% 21 $470,000 -1% 92 $287,500 2% 

  Revere 149 $300,000 9% 94 $419,112 23% 117 $240,000 -9% 

  Somerville 44 $598,750 21% 96 $772,500 34% 475 $492,000 26% 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

 

Spatial Analysis of Residential Property Sales  

The impact of new developments, even large ones such as casinos, are often highly localized.  Even 
dramatic changes in the immediate neighborhood may not necessarily register at the regional or 
community scale. This is especially true for larger communities where such impacts are often diluted by 
other activities.  An analysis restricted to municipal boundaries also does not account for proximity to 
nearby communities.  The proposed Everett casino is on the edge of the city, and may well have a 
greater impact on properties in other communities than properties in Everett that are much further 
away. Thus, a development on the border of a host community may only register a muted “impact” at 
the municipal scale, because its effects are essentially shared among several communities.  Proximity 
can also be used to help distinguish development impacts from the background “noise” of other 
activities.  
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Whether positive or negative, the influence of the new development is generally assumed to diminish 
with distance—the further away, the lower the effect. Thus, comparing before and after changes at 
different distances can help us identify whether changing market conditions seem to be associated with 
the location of the new casino.iii  
 
To get a better sense of the possible local impacts, we conducted an analysis of developmental impacts 
that directly accounts for proximity and distance.  Of course, this type of spatial analysis requires 
considerably more data on the location of potentially impacted parties.  Most of the data sources used 
in the host community profiles are only available at the community or county level—thus precluding a 
more fine-grained spatial analysis.  However, the DOR database that we use to track real estate trends 
includes information about specific property sales, including street addresses and parcel ID numbers for 
each sale.  
 
With the aid of Geographic Information System (GIS) software and considerable effort, we identified 
recent property sales in all communities within 10 miles (straight-line) distance of the proposed casino 
site.  Using a multi-stage matching process, we were able to locate over 99 percent of the listed sales 
down to the latitude and longitude coordinates of individual parcels.iv  Then we measured the distance 
of each sold parcel to the proposed casino site, and calculated the number of sales and median sales 
price of properties at varied distances from the site. 
 
Figure 11: The Location of Real Property Sales by Land Use Type, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 11 shows the location of parcel sales in the Everett region from 2008 to 2014, distinguished by 
major types of residential land use.  With over 110,000 matched sales packed into such a dense region, 
it is difficult to surmise much about the spatial distribution of property sales solely from this figure. 
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Many of the sales rest on top of one another in the map.  It is clear that condominiums and multi-family 
home sales are more prominent in the urban core, while single-family sales are the norm for the outer 
edges of the region.   
 
To get a better sense of the location of recent sales we conducted a hot-spot analysis to highlight areas 
where residential sales are particularly dense.v  We did this first for single-family homes (Figure 12) and 
then for multi-family homes (Figure 13) and condominiums (Figure 14).vi  While single-family home sales 
are indeed highly concentrated on the periphery, we do see some heavy concentrations closer to the 
casino site, namely in the Bunker Hill neighborhood in the northern portions of Boston as well as in the 
northern sections of Everett itself (Figure 12).  
 
Figure 12:  Areas of Concentrated Single-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Some of the heaviest concentrations of recent multi-family home sales are in areas just to the north, 
east and west of the proposed casino site (Figure 13).  This includes portions of Everett as well as 
Chelsea, East Boston, Malden, Somerville and Medford.  Condominium sales are densely concentrated in 
the City of Boston, so much so that they tend to obscure sales in other areas (Figure 14). 
 
These types of “heat maps” are useful for visualizing differences in property markets and identifying 
where recent sales activity is particularly high. They cannot directly answer the questions of whether the 
casino had an impact on local markets and how far these impacts extend from the development site.  
For that, we monitor sales trends at different distances from the casino site:  within one mile, one to 
two miles, two to five miles, five to seven miles and seven to ten miles. The apparent impacts of the 
casino can be identified by measuring changes in trends before and after the construction of the casino.  
We expect the biggest impacts will be felt closer to the site. 
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Figure 13:  Areas of Concentrated Multi-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 

Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 14:  Areas of Concentrated Condominium Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 

Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 



14 
 

Past trends in single-family sales volume seem to have little relation to distance from the casino site.  At 
nearly every distance, we find a fairly steady and incremental increase in the number of sales over time 
(Figure 15). This consistency bodes well for identifying impacts as possible breaks in what otherwise 
appears to be a predictable trend in the absence of a casino or other major area development. The year-
to-year sales within two miles are somewhat erratic, mainly because of the small number of single-
family homes close to the proposed casino site in any given year ( 
There are more condominium and multi-family home sales near the proposed casino location.  This 
makes it easier to distinguish true impacts from patterns influenced by a small number of outliers (Error! 
Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). Multi-family sales trends appear to follow two divergent trends 
(Figure 16).  Those further from the site (> 5 to 10 miles) saw steady growth in sales volume from 2008 
to 2010.  The number of sales closer to the site (< 5 miles) was generally flat during this time.  However, 
since 2010, both near and far have witnessed a steady increase in sales growth (Figure 16).  Sales trends 
for condominiums appear generally to have no relationship to distance—all share a common pattern of 
slight decline through 2011 followed by rapid growth to 2013 (Figure 17).  There may be an apparent 
divergence starting in 2014, as sales at distances less than seven miles seem to dip while sales at seven 
to ten miles continued on an upward trend.  However, only time will tell if this trend continues in the 
future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2). Despite this, we feel that there is more than a sufficient number of sales to proceed with 
analysis at these scales.  
 
Figure 15:  Single-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 
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Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
 
There are more condominium and multi-family home sales near the proposed casino location.  This 
makes it easier to distinguish true impacts from patterns influenced by a small number of outliers (Error! 
Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). Multi-family sales trends appear to follow two divergent trends 
(Figure 16).  Those further from the site (> 5 to 10 miles) saw steady growth in sales volume from 2008 
to 2010.  The number of sales closer to the site (< 5 miles) was generally flat during this time.  However, 
since 2010, both near and far have witnessed a steady increase in sales growth (Figure 16).  Sales trends 
for condominiums appear generally to have no relationship to distance—all share a common pattern of 
slight decline through 2011 followed by rapid growth to 2013 (Figure 17).  There may be an apparent 
divergence starting in 2014, as sales at distances less than seven miles seem to dip while sales at seven 
to ten miles continued on an upward trend.  However, only time will tell if this trend continues in the 
future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 2:  Distance-Based Analysis of Number of Sales by Property Type 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less  than 2 mi les 164          217          176          148          211          226          227          38% 63               

2 to 5 mi les 984          937          954          1,015       1,121       1,260       1,324       35% 340             

5 to 7 mi les 1,127       1,121       1,173       1,138       1,304       1,434       1,403       24% 276             

7 to 10 mi les 2,200       2,226       2,313       2,343       2,728       3,059       3,033       38% 833             

Multi-Family Homes

less  than 2 mi les 224          250          221          175          228          271          284          27% 60               

2 to 5 mi les 591          544          579          557          547          694          719          22% 128             

5 to 7 mi les 256          266          315          309          344          422          425          66% 169             

7 to 10 mi les 306          347          388          373          395          495          523          71% 217             

Condominiums

less  than 2 mi les 762          606          650          643          921          1,085       856          12% 94               

2 to 5 mi les 4,299       3,861       3,863       3,718       4,645       5,060       4,591       7% 292             

5 to 7 mi les 1,541       1,402       1,299       1,175       1,545       1,941       1,805       17% 264             

7 to 10 mi les 1,257       1,241       1,157       1,036       1,306       1,607       1,866       48% 609             

Distance from 

Casino
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 Figure 16: Multi-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
 

Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
Figure 17: Condominium Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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In addition to measuring localized changes in the volume of sales, our spatial analysis allows us to 
document changes in the price of recent home sales at a variety of spatial scales. We start by identifying 
hot spots (indicated in red on the map) where the median sale price of homes is exceptionally high 
(Figure 18).vii  This type of information is not only useful for documenting possible impacts of the casino, 
but also in identifying areas potentially at risk of gentrification.  

The highest priced single-family homes are most heavily clustered in Cambridge, Boston, and Brookline. 
There are also high-priced hot spots on the Western edge of the region: namely parts of Belmont, 
Lexington, Newton and Winchester. Many of these same areas also tend to have the most expensive 
condominiums and multi-family homes (Figure 19 and Figure 20).  Everett, Chelsea, Malden and much of 
the area to the immediate northeast of the proposed site are more akin to cold spots (darker blue on 
the map)—areas where there is a concentration of lower-priced homes.  This is consistent with our 
earlier findings that these communities tend to be more affordable areas for buying a home.  
 
 
Figure 18:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Single-family Homes, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 19:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Multi-family Homes, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

 
Figure 20:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Condominiums, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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When classified by distance from the proposed casino site, we find very little change in median prices 
over time. This is true for both single-family homes (Figure 21) as well as multi-family homes (Figure 22).  
For these two housing types, we find that distance from the proposed site does matter in the median 
sale price, but not to the rate of growth.  Single- and multi-family homes tend to be cheaper the closer 
one gets to the proposed site—peaking at five to seven miles. This peak distance (5-7 miles) captures 
many of the wealthier suburbs, such as Brookline, Newton, and Winchester. Beyond seven miles, prices 
begin to decline again.  
 
The condominium market shows a different pattern. In this market, the priciest condominiums are those 
within the 2 to 5 miles of the proposed casino site (Figure 23). This distance band includes much of 
Cambridge and Boston as well as portions of Brookline that were previously identified as hot spots for 
high priced condominium sales. The most affordable condominiums tend to be those furthest from the 
site. Unlike single and multi-family homes, there does appear to be some relationship between distance 
and the rate at which prices have been rising. The price of condominiums in the 2 to 5 mile band have 
been rising faster in recent years than those further away.  This is more likely related to variable 
conditions in particular sub-markets (such as Cambridge, Boston, Somerville and Chelsea) rather than 
related to proximity to the site itself. 
 
Figure 21:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
 



20 
 

Figure 22:  Multi-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Overall, our examination of past tends in residential sales bodes well for our ability to detect possible 
changes in real estate values. The recession has clearly had an impact on residential sale markets—
temporarily depressing sales volume more than prices.  Even so, past trends in sales volumes and values 
have remained relatively consistent, meaning that they can be used to identify casino-related impacts as 
this analysis proceeds.  This appears to be particularly true for the distance-based trends. There are, 
however, major differences between communities, and it is still unclear whether the state and 
Immediate Region provide a sufficient baseline of comparison and whether there are enough single-
family home sales within a mile of the site to permit reliable analysis at this fine level of detail. 
Figure 23:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Table 3: Summary, Distance-Based Analysis of Median Sales Prices (2014 dollars) 

 

Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 

The Residential Rental Market 

Rental properties are the final component of our analysis of baseline housing market conditions.  In 
many of the potentially impacted communities rental housing is just as common, as owner-occupied 
dwellings, if not more so. This is especially true in predominantly urban communities such as Everett, 
where more than 75 percent of residents living in rented properties according to the most recent 
estimates from the American Community Survey.  The majority of renters (88 percent) live in multi-unit 
structures—such as apartment buildings with more than two units. 
 
Table 4:  Real Median Rents (monthly), 2000 and 2009/13 (2014 dollars) 

  Contract Rent ($)     Gross Rent ($) 

Area 2000 
2009-13 

(ACS) Change 
Percent 
Change   2000 

2009-13 
(ACS) Change 

Percent 
Change 

Everett $892 $1,053 $161 18%   $999 $1,181 $182 18% 

                      

Immediate Region                   

  Essex County $804 $928 $124 15%   $911 $1,064 $153 17% 

  Middlesex County $1,041 $1,185 $144 14%   $1,144 $1,312 $168 15% 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less than 2 miles $358,875 $319,000 $369,428 $325,185 $359,470 $387,600 $375,000 4% 16,125      

2 to 5 miles $440,825 $423,500 $460,798 $430,500 $422,403 $454,920 $460,000 4% 19,175      

5 to 7 miles $517,000 $504,900 $534,100 $498,750 $505,771 $545,700 $550,000 6% 33,000      

7 to 10 miles $467,500 $462,000 $459,980 $439,110 $442,900 $466,140 $485,000 4% 17,500      

Multi Family Homes

less than 2 miles $402,875 $343,750 $365,150 $365,400 $388,825 $433,625 $450,000 12% 47,125      

2 to 5 miles $429,000 $401,500 $434,910 $409,500 $465,560 $469,200 $550,000 28% 121,000    

5 to 7 miles $473,000 $464,475 $474,150 $481,950 $509,335 $532,695 $575,000 22% 102,000    

7 to 10 miles $434,500 $412,500 $403,300 $362,250 $407,880 $442,680 $485,000 12% 50,500      

Condominiums

less than 2 miles $396,000 $371,800 $378,775 $378,000 $386,250 $433,500 $440,251 11% 44,251      

2 to 5 miles $447,700 $438,900 $453,440 $446,250 $462,470 $489,600 $525,000 17% 77,300      

5 to 7 miles $357,500 $343,200 $354,250 $336,000 $339,900 $361,080 $373,000 4% 15,500      

7 to 10 miles $330,000 $329,890 $325,910 $309,750 $325,480 $330,480 $337,825 2% 7,825        

Distance from 

Casino
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  Suffolk County $974 $1,158 $184 19%   $1,084 $1,290 $207 19% 

                      

Massachusetts  $829 $955 $126 15%   $937 $1,090 $153 16% 

                      

Surrounding Communities                 

  Boston $989 $1,175 $186 19%   $1,100 $1,307 $207 19% 

  Cambridge $1,249 $1,566 $316 25%   $1,318 $1,644 $326 25% 

  Chelsea $847 $1,033 $187 22%   $952 $1,155 $202 21% 

  Lynn $740 $865 $125 17%   $833 $978 $145 17% 

  Malden $971 $1,122 $151 16%   $1,064 $1,235 $171 16% 

  Medford $1,006 $1,303 $297 30%   $1,122 $1,462 $340 30% 

  Melrose $974 $1,052 $78 8%   $1,041 $1,130 $89 9% 

  Revere $908 $1,080 $172 19%   $995 $1,216 $221 22% 

  Somerville $1,092 $1,305 $213 19%   $1,197 $1,447 $250 21% 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census and the 2009-13 American Community Survey Five-Year Estimates  

 
While no doubt important, the data on rental market conditions is not as robust as property sales. The 
most comprehensive source is the American Community Survey (ACS) produced by the U.S. Census 
Bureau. While collected on annual basis, the ACS pools data across multiple years to ensure a sufficient 
sample size for smaller geographies. The relevant data for most municipalities is only available in five-
year chunks, with the most recent data pooled from 2009 to 2013 at the time of writing. This data 
cannot be used to track changes market conditions on a year-to-year basis. It is, however, useful for 
providing a static picture of the rental market that is useful to validate or otherwise qualify rental data 
collected from other sources.  Table 4 reports both contract rents, the amount the tenant pays each 
month to their landlord, as well as gross rents, which attempts to account for the fact that some 
contracts rents include utilities while others do not.  
 
We focus on gross rents, which are likely more indicative of the true costs of rental housing.  Gross 
monthly rents in Everett are slightly higher than the state median, but toward the low end of 
communities in the region.  Everett rents are essentially on par with Chelsea and Melrose, with only 
Lynn showing noticeably lower median monthly rents.  Everett is also in the low-to-middle end of its 
neighbors when it comes to long-term changes in median rents.  Between 2000 and 2009/13 real 
monthly gross rents in Everett increased by 18 percent or $182 dollars.  This is more than the state as a 
whole but less than six of the nine official surrounding communities. Even among communities that 
experienced greater real dollar increases, Everett is not that far behind.   
 

Residential rent prices over time 
 
To track changes in the price of rental housing, we turn to a proprietary database provided by CoStar.  
CoStar boasts itself as the nation’s largest provider of data on commercial properties. It is also the force 
behind the online rental listing service Apartments.com, arguably the largest and most comprehensive 
real-time source of data on national and local rentals. CoStar reports average rents on a quarterly basis 
with almost no lag, making it ideal for closely monitoring changing market conditions. CoStar also 
reports both average “reported” rents and average “effective” rents. Reported rents are comparable to 
what the ACS calls contract rents.  Effective rents are more akin to ACS-defined gross rents, because 
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they attempt to account for the fact that some contract rents include utilities while others do not. 
Unless otherwise stated, we focus our review on effective rents. 
 
Monthly effective rents reported by CoStar are notably higher than monthly gross rents in the ACS 
(Figure 24).viii  The CoStar monthly average from 2009 to 2013 was $1,527 per unit, while the ACS 
reported a monthly median of $1,181. While we expect some differences, this is rather substantial. It 
could be that by reporting a mean, CoStar is particularly susceptible to the influence of outliers—a 
relatively small number of extremely expensive rentals that pull up the average. However, we calculated 
an equivalent ACS gross mean at just under $1,200—making outliers an unlikely culprit. The difference 
may be because CoStar is more reflective of rentals in multi-unit buildings, and perhaps these are more 
expensive. However, this also does not appear to be the case; the average ACS rent for units in multi-
unit structures is almost identical to the overall average. Another possibility is that ACS reports rental 
costs paid by households while CoStar reports rents from listings. Presumably, it is more difficult to raise 
rents on existing tenants than on available units,  so tenants pay less than the going market rate.  We 
lack the data to test whether this is actually the case; however, if true, then the CoStar data may actually 
be a more sensitive leading indicator of changes in rental markets than data gathered from household 
surveys.  Assuming that CoStar provides a valid, although perhaps incomplete, indicator of changing 
rental market condition, we proceed with our investigation of recent trends in rental prices relative to 
the Immediate Region and state.1   
 
Since 2006, rents in Everett have been either flat or growing very slowly. The pace of increase began 
rising slightly after 2012, although it still trailed the state and particularly the Immediate Region. The 
current year (2015) is an exception where market rents in Everett shot up by a whopping 17 percent in 
the first quarter with this high rate of growth sustained through the second and third quarters of the 
year. It is not entirely clear why this has happened.  CoStar also reports data on the inventory of rental 
units, and the rise in rental prices coincides with the addition of over 300 units. Over the same time 
period (Q4 2014 to Q1 2015), CoStar reports a substantial rise in the number of vacant units (+ 215), 
which may indicate a dramatic change in the rental stock pushing toward more high-end units.  It may 
also reflect changes in the way the data is collected or some kind of estimation error.  
 

                                                           
1 In their review of this report, the City of Everett cautioned that rents within the city may be somewhat higher 
than those reported by CoStar or other real estate tracking services. One factor that may play a role in this is that, 
while much of the available housing in Everett is rental housing, a lot of that housing may not be marketed through 
the online rental listings which feed databases like CoStar, but rather through storefront rental agencies and 
private arrangements between owners and tenant.   
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Figure 24:  Effective Monthly Rents, Everett vs. the Immediate Region and State, 2006 to 2015 (Q3) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Building Permits 

Building permits are an important prerequisite for new development. Municipal officials, demographic 
forecasters and real estate analysts alike monitor building permit applications in order to get a sense of 
changing population trends two or three years in advance.   
 
The data on building permits comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Manufacturing and Construction 
Division.ix  Particular caution is needed when considering building permit trends, especially at the town 
level.  Even with imputation, the number of building permits issued can vary greatly from year to year.  A 
single large-scale development can create abrupt bumps and dips in annual permitting trends. Permits, 
like the real estate market more generally, are also sensitive to broader economic conditions and 
business cycles—making it difficult to establish a regular “baseline” trend that can be used later to 
measure impacts.  With these important caveats in mind, we proceed with our examination of recent 
trends. 
 
The dominance of multi-family units in Everett is reflected by the City’s building permits. The number of 
multi-family building permits regularly exceeds the number of permits issued for single-family units 
(Figure 25). On average over the past decade, Everett issued just over 22 single-residence permits per 
year, and just under 100 permits for multi-family units. However, such averages can be misleading, 
because the number of permits issued is rather volatile. As a case in point, the first year of our 
observation period (2003) was a low year for permitting in Everett, with permits issued for only three 
single-family and 14 multi-family units.  By contrast, 2013 was a banner year for multi-family permits. 
The Census Bureau estimates that over 400 permits were issued that single year – more than the 
preceding five years combined. It could be that the lingering impact of the housing market crash created 
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a glut of pent-up demand. Regardless, this is not a normal event, nor is it likely indicative of changing 
trends.   

 
Figure 25:  City of Everett, Number and Per Unit Value of Residential Building Permits 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
The monetary value of issued permits tends to be more stable than the number of permits, although it is 
still sensitive to the number of permits.x Consider 2003 and 2004, when Everett issued few permits 
(Figure 25). The average value of permits was much higher in these years, possibly due to the permitting 
of a small number of particularly expensive housing projects.  Disregarding those early years, the overall 
pattern in Everett is of a very slight and gradual decline in the real dollar value of single-family permits. 
Multi-family permits have also tended to decline in value over the past decade, although 2013 saw a 
slight increase in value over 2012. 
 
To put these trends into context, we compare the annual change in the number and value of residential 
building permits against regional (i.e., Essex, Suffolk and Middlesex Counties) and statewide trends. We 
use 2007 as the base year for this comparison, given the abnormally low permitting activity in the early 
2000s followed by a spike in 2005 and 2006.   
 
Everett experienced a gradual decline in the number of single-family permits issued from 2007 through 
2011, but has experienced a slight rebound in the past few years (Figure 26).  This city-level trend 
generally coincides with broader trends, although both the state and region have witnessed a bit more 
of a post-recession bump in permitting relative to Everett.  
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Figure 26:  Change in Single-family Building Permits from 2007 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
The per-unit value of single-family permits has been more stable (Figure 27) across regions. Everett 
consistently falls far short of the state and Immediate Region in terms of permit value, with residential 
project values averaging just over $90,000 since 2003 compared to a regional average of nearly 
$275,000 and a statewide average of just over $250,000. As stated previously, the housing stock in 
Everett is different from most other places. Given Everett’s density and relatively high degree of build-
out, there is little room for the types of large plot, and high-value “McMansion” style suburban homes 
that have been favored by developers elsewhere in the state over the past two decades. The real dollar 
value of permits in Everett has also been on the decline, but just ever so slightly. At the same time, the 
average single-family permit value has shown a gradual increase for both the Immediate Region, as well 
as the state as a whole. 
 
Figure 27:  Average Value of Single-family Building Permits from 2007 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
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Multi-family units are far more characteristic of Everett’s housing stock.  The pace of growth in the 
number of multi-family permits (including condominiums) issued by Everett is generally consistent with 
the Immediate Region and state (Figure 28). Each experienced a slight decline from 2007 to 2009 with a 
gradual increase starting in 2010. The major exception is between 2012 and 2013, when permits for 
multi-family housing in Everett increased dramatically. However, this is likely an anomalous, one-time, 
occurrence.  
 
Figure 28:  Change in Multi-family Building Permits, 2007 to 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
The value of multi-family permits in Everett has been steady since 2007, hovering close to the $100,000 
mark on a per unit basis (Figure 29). The value of multi-family permits in Everett has been on par with 
the statewide average for much of the study period, both just slightly less than the Immediate Region. 
However, both state and region have experienced a sharp rise in the value of multi-family permits since 
2012, whereas Everett has remained essentially flat.   
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Figure 29:  Average Value of Multi-family Building Permits, 2007 to 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
Table 5 provides a summary of building permit activity in Everett and its surrounding communities.  
Again, the irregular nature of building permits confounds consistent comparisons at the municipal level, 
especially over time when measured as rates of change. However, we do find that the value of permits 
in Everett, while considerably lower than Boston and Cambridge, are within the ballpark of other inner-
ring communities in the Boston region. The average value for single-family permits in Everett tends to be 
lower than most other neighboring communities, while the value of its multi-family permits tend to be 
slightly higher. 
 
Table 5:  Building Permit Summary, Everett and Surrounding Communities 

  Single-family Building Permits Multi-family Building Permits 

Building Permit Indicators, 
Everett and Surrounding 
Communities 

Number 
(2013) 

% 
Change 

in 
Number 

2009-
2013 

Value 
(2013) 

% 
Change 
in Value 

2009-
2013 

Number 
(2013) 

% 
Change 

in 
Number 

2009-
2013 

Value 
(2013) 

% 
Change 
in Value 

2009-
2013 

Massachusetts 7,100 40% $280,733 15% 7,469 161% $237,632 114% 

  Everett 19 12% $85,220 -5% 413 1080% $107,454 2% 

                    

Surrounding Communities          

  Boston 34 -11% $237,677 -4% 2,527 760% $446,920 124% 

  Cambridge 16 45% $428,124 -65% 979 n/a $200,673 n/a 

  Chelsea 0 n/a - n/a 332 655% $95,097 -35% 

  Lynn 23 229% $150,317 -24% 3 50% $96,220 33% 

  Malden 8 167% $112,457 -29% 2 0% $70,635 -34% 

  Medford 3 n/a $190,513 n/a 4 n/a $99,450 n/a 

  Melrose 9 50% $190,887 -19% 52 n/a $99,752 n/a 

  Revere 4 300% $148,507 -43% 10 n/a $117,147 n/a 

  Somerville 0 -100% - -100% 0 n/a - n/a 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
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In conclusion, we find that the data on building permits, while having some value in helping us 
understand changing conditions in residential construction, may be too erratic and fraught with 
estimation ambiguities to identify possible development impacts of casinos.  We will continue to 
monitor and track building permits moving forward, but will couple our analysis with sufficient warnings 
and caveats. 

Commercial and Industrial Real Estate 

The market for commercial and industrial real estate is another important indicator of the health and 
nature of an area’s economy. This section of the report analyzes Everett’s commercial and industrial real 
estate inventory, vacancy rates, and lease rates. We use data from CoStar, a commercial real estate 
analytics firm, to provide information on certain indicators not generally tracked in publicly available 
data sources, such as net absorption and lease rates per square foot. This analysis covers the 7-year 
period between the end of last quarter of 2007 and the last quarter of 2014.xi 

This section of the report is divided into three sub-sections, each of which addresses a key concept for 
evaluating a community’s real estate market. The first section addresses inventory, including the 
number of buildings in the community, and seeks to demonstrate the size of a community’s real estate 
market dedicated to business activities. The second section addresses vacancy and absorption to 
illustrate the effective utilization of existing space. The final section addresses lease rates and sheds light 
on the market prices paid for commercial and industrial space within a community. When taken as a 
whole, these measures describe the nature of Everett’s commercial and industrial real estate market in 
the period immediately preceding the development of the Wynn Resort in Everett. 

Inventory 

The city of Everett is one of the smallest communities in Massachusetts in terms of area, covering only 
3.7 square miles (0.3 miles of which are water). Everett is very densely populated and built out. It is 
therefore not surprising that Everett’s inventory of commercial and industrial buildings has changed 
little since we began measuring trends in 2008 (Figure 30). Both the commercial and the industrial 
building inventory of Everett has fallen slightly since the end of 2007, with three less commercial 
buildings and two less industrial buildings compared to seven years earlier. 
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Figure 30:  Everett, Number of Commercial and Industrial Buildings, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.xii Data used in this section are quarterly data. 

 
While the number of commercial buildings in Everett has declined, the number of commercial buildings 
in the Immediate Region and state have both risen, if only very slightly.   
 
In terms of industrial buildings, Everett’s experience more closely mirrors that of the Commonwealth 
and the Immediate Region, both of which experienced declines in the number of industrial buildings 
since 2007 (Figure 32). Everett’s loss of roughly 1.7 percent of its industrial building inventory is slightly 
higher than that of Massachusetts as a whole, but somewhat less of a loss than the Immediate Region. 
 
Figure 31:  Inventory of Commercial Buildings, Change from 2007 (4th Quarter) 

 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Figure 32:  Inventory of Industrial Buildings, Change from 2007 (4th Quarter) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Commerical and industrial buildings can vary dramatically in their size, so in addition to measuring 
change in the number of buildings it is also desirable to track the rentable building area (RBA) as a 
measure of changing inventories. Rentable building area is defined as the usable area in a geography’s 
building stock including their share of associated common areas, expressed in square feet.  
 
Figure 33:  Everett, Rentable Building Area 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Although there are more commercial buildings than industrial buildings in Everett, industrial buildings 
comprise a larger share of the city’s rentable building area (RBA, Figure 33). As we saw with the number 
of buildings, both Everett’s commercial and industrial RBA declined slightly from the fourth quarter of 
2007 through 2014.   

Unlike Everett, the state and Immediate Region have witnessed a steady increase in the amount of 
rentable commercial space and slow growth in the amount of rentable industrial space (Figure 34). For 
both state and region, commercial RBA has risen faster than the number of buildings, implying that new 
buildings are, on average, larger than incumbent commercial stock. The opposite is true for industrial 
buildings where growth in the number of new buildings far outpaces RBA (Figure 35).  Thus, newer 
industrial buildings tend to be smaller than those built prior to 2008, commensurate with shifts to more 
streamlined manufacturing processes and inventory management techniques. 

 
 
Figure 34:  Commercial Rentable Building Area, Change from 2007 (4th Quarter) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.  
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Figure 35:  Industrial Rentable Building Area, Change from 2007 (4th Quarter) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.  

 

Surrounding Community Building Counts and Rentable Building Area 

Table 6 summarizes changes in the number of buildings and RBA for Massachusetts, Everett, and those 
communities designated as official surrounding or neighboring communities by the Massachusetts 
Gaming Commission. Everett joins six of its neighbors in having experienced a decline in commercial 
building inventory. Only Chelsea and Revere experienced an increase and, in both cases, that increase 
exceeds the state average of 0.6 percent. Only Somerville saw no change in the number of commercial 
buildings. Everett also experienced a decrease in commercial RBA, as did Lynn and Melrose. The 
remaining communities all saw an increase in commercial RBA. This includes cities such as Cambridge, 
Lynn, Malden, Medford and Melrose that lost net commercial structures, but gained net commercial 
RBA.  This suggests that existing commercial buildings have been expanded or that new, larger 
commercial buildings may have been built to replace smaller ones. Of the towns that experienced an 
increase in commercial RBA, all but Malden and Medford exceeded the statewide average of 2.8 percent 
growth. Chelsea experienced the greatest growth at 11.3 percent between 2007 and 2014. 
 
In terms of industrial properties, Everett more closely resembles other area communities. Everett joins 
all of its neighbors, except Revere, in exceeding the 1.4 percent loss in building inventory experienced by 
the Commonwealth. However, among these communities, the rate of decline was slowest in Everett at 
1.7 percent. Three communities (Cambridge, Melrose, and Somerville) experienced a dramatic decline (> 
10 percent) of industrial structures since 2007. Likewise, most communities saw a net loss in industrial 
RBA over the study period.  Revere is the sole exception, with close to no net change in industrial RBA 
since 2007. Of the communities losing industrial RBA, only Everett fell below the state average (2.6 
percent versus 3.7 percent). In short, although Everett lost industrial RBA, this loss was relatively less 
than just about all other communities in the region.  The losses of other communities range from 5.6 
percent in Chelsea and Medford to 43.5 percent in Melrose from 2007 to 2014.  
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Table 6:  Commercial and Industrial Building Inventory Summary, 2008 to 2014 

Inventory, Everett and 
Surrounding 
Communities, Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Commercial Industrial 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Massachusetts 46,620 0.6% 942,748,021 2.8% 10,450 -1.4% 404,629,714 -3.7% 
Everett 227 -1.3% 2,812,760 -2.9% 116 -1.7% 3,503,887 -2.6% 

                  
Surrounding Communities           

Boston 4,412 -0.5% 166,326,532 4.0% 643 -7.9% 20,165,834 -12.8% 
Cambridge 1,007 -3.4% 37,847,840 4.9% 73 -18.0% 2,039,706 -28.3% 
Chelsea 172 3.6% 3,086,242 11.3% 80 -3.6% 2,695,088 -5.6% 
Lynn 378 -0.5% 4,648,220 -1.2% 68 -2.9% 2,157,394 -6.7% 
Malden 280 -0.4% 4,648,392 0.1% 83 -4.6% 2,169,717 -6.4% 
Medford 216 -1.4% 4,355,898 1.9% 76 -9.5% 2,066,313 -5.6% 
Melrose 100 -2.0% 911,182 -1.4% 11 -15.4% 141,437 -43.5% 
Revere 236 1.3% 3,128,601 5.1% 27 0.0% 1,279,793 0.0% 

Somerville 380 0.0% 6,277,174 8.6% 88 -13.7% 2,459,586 -17.3% 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Vacancy and Absorption 

Our next set of metrics illustrate how available space is being utilized. The vacancy rate is the 
percentage of rentable building area (not buildings) that are not currently in use.xiii Everett’s commercial 
and industrial vacancy rates are much lower than the statewide average (Figure 36). Everett’s 
commercial vacancy rate rose from 1.7 percent in the fourth quarter of 2007 to 3.7 percent in the fourth 
quarter of 2014. Despite having more than doubled in this period, Everett’s commercial vacancy rate is 
still less than half that of Massachusetts and the Immediate Region, suggesting a very intensive use of 
commercial space in Everett. 
 



35 
 

Figure 36:  Commercial Vacancy Rates 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Everett’s industrial vacancy rate has been more volatile, but has remained lower than that of the 
Immediate Region and Commonwealth since 2008 (Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.). While 
Everett’s industrial vacancy rate briefly spiked to 11 percent in early 2013, it dropped precipitously 
down to less than one percent by the end of 2014. The purchase of a large amount of industrial space to 
serve as the distribution center for a large craft beer distributer may have heavily contributed to this 
drop. By the end of 2014, Everett’s industrial vacancy rate was much lower than that of the Immediate 
Region (5.4 percent) as well as that of Massachusetts (8.0 percent). 
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Figure 37:  Industrial Vacancy Rates 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
We complement our analysis of vacancy by examining net absorption. Net absorption is the net change 
in occupied RBA from one period to the next. Net absorption captures changes in the market that may 
not be detected by the vacancy rate alone. For example, a vacant building that is taken off the market 
will lower the vacancy rate, but not net absorption. Net absorption is reported quarterly, so each point 
reflects the net change in occupied RBA from the previous quarter.  If there was no change from the 
previous quarter, quarterly net absorption is zero.  
 
For most of the study period, there was very little change in Everett’s occupied RBA from one quarter to 
the next (Figure 38). That all changed beginning in 2012, when industrial net absorption became 
considerably more volatile, reflecting a more dynamic economy.  By contrast, commercial net 
absorption has remained steady.  This is somewhat expected as Everett’s industrial profile is comprised 
of fewer, but notably larger buildings, than its commercial building stock. Everett’s exceptionally low 
commercial vacancy rate may also indicate pent-up demand, such that any newly available commercial 
space is almost immediately gobbled up.   
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Figure 38:  Everett, Net Absorption of Commercial and Industrial Space 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Figure 39 and Figure 40 compare Everett’s commercial and industrial net absorption, respectively, to the 
state as a whole. Even with the dramatic differences in the size of the changes, it is clear that the trend 
of Everett’s net absorption differs from that of Massachusetts. In the seven-year period presented, 
Everett’s commercial net absorption was negative in all but four quarters, meaning that for most of that 
time Everett lost more occupied RBA than it gained. Over the entire study period, Everett lost a net of 
136,365 square feet of occupied commercial RBA.  In contrast, Massachusetts had a positive net 
absorption for 26 of the 28 quarters observed. Over the seven-year period, Massachusetts leaseholders 
rented 28,970,307 more square feet of occupied commercial RBA over what it had before the first 
quarter of 2008. Despite Everett’s majority of negative growth quarters, the city’s commercial net 
absorption over the same period was only -15,962 square feet, a small percentage of their total 
commercial RBA. This was largely due to a few quarters of dramatic growth and only one quarter of 
dramatic loss. 
 
Everett does slightly better than Massachusetts in terms of industrial net absorption (Figure 40). Everett 
had 15 quarters of positive net absorption out of 28 versus 11 positive quarters in Massachusetts.  The 
total net absorption in Everett over the seven-year period sums to a gain 30,434 square feet of occupied 
RBA, while Massachusetts experienced a loss of 5,300,347 square feet.  
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Figure 39:  Commercial Net Absorption, Everett vs. Massachusetts 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Figure 40:  Industrial Net Absorption, Everett vs. Massachusetts 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Surrounding Community Vacancy and Absorption Rates  

Table 7 compares the commercial and industrial vacancy rate and net absorption in Everett to official 
surrounding communities, as identified by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission. For both commercial 
and industrial properties, Everett’s vacancy rate is much lower than most of its neighbors and 
Massachusetts as a whole. In terms of commercial real estate, only Melrose has a vacancy rate as low as 
that of Everett (both are at 3.7 percent). Everett experienced a negative net absorption, as did Lynn, 
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Malden, and Medford, suggesting that commercial space in these communities is being less intensively 
utilized than it was at the end of 2007. All of the other communities experienced positive net absorption 
over the same time period. In terms of industrial real estate, Everett’s vacancy rate of 0.8 percent is the 
lowest among area communities and one-tenth of the state level. While Cambridge, Lynn, Melrose, and 
Revere all have very low industrial vacancy rates, most other surrounding communities in the area have 
substantially higher vacancy rates than that of Everett or Massachusetts. Everett is one of only two 
communities, the other one being Lynn, to experience positive net absorption from the end of 2007. As 
was the case in commercial real estate, this bucks the trend of the Commonwealth as a whole.  
 
Table 7:  Vacancy and Absorption, Everett and Surrounding Communities 

Vacancy and Absorption, 
Everett and Surrounding 
Communities, Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Commercial Industrial 
Valassis 
Vacancy 
Rate, All 

Businesses, 
Q4 2014 

Vacancy 
Rate 
(Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Vacancy 
Rate 
(Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Massachusetts 7.3% -14.1% 28,970,307 8.0% -20.8% -5,300,347 16.1% 
Everett 3.7% 117.6% -136,365 0.8% -81.0% 30,434 10.5% 

                

Surrounding Communities           
Boston 6.6% -10.8% 4,941,436 8.8% -32.8% -1,695,286 14.5% 
Cambridge 7.1% 9.2% 1,448,128 1.9% -34.5% -757,858 11.3% 
Chelsea 4.4% -58.1% 373,020 15.2% 90.0% -345,497 20.1% 
Lynn 5.9% -11.9% -61,893 1.8% -91.9% 323,610 13.7% 
Malden 8.7% 61.1% -125,042 4.4% -36.2% -86,845 8.7% 
Medford 6.2% 59.0% -16,637 6.2% 67.6% -168,809 11.8% 
Melrose 3.7% -37.3% 6,935 2.1% 0.0% -106,853 8.3% 
Revere 5.4% -43.8% 238,692 1.3% 44.4% -4,957 10.7% 
Somerville 8.9% -12.7% 528,073 7.8% 77.3% -576,484 20.0% 

Notes: Vacancy rate is defined as the share of unused rentable building area. Net absorption is the net change in occupied 

space in a geography’s rentable building area. 
Data in this table are annual averages of quarterly data. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc., Valassis Lists 

 
Table 7 also presents an alternative metric of vacancy rates from Valassis Lists that captures vacant 
properties that are off the market.xiv CoStar’s vacancy rates only capture unoccupied properties that are 
still on the market. Commercial or industrial buildings that have been abandoned, or have otherwise 
been removed from the market are not included. By contrast, the Valassis vacancy rate measures the 
share of vacant addresses, but not the amount of vacant square footage.  While the two are not directly 
comparable, taken together they help to provide a more complete view of vacancy in the host and 
surrounding communities.  
   
Everett’s Valassis vacancy rate is 10.5 percent, lower than the state average of 16.1 percent but roughly 
in line with many of the surrounding communities, which tend to fall between 8 and 12 percent. Only 
two communities, Malden and Melrose, have lower vacancy rates than Everett. Boston’s vacancy rate is 
a bit higher, at 14.5 percent, while two communities, Chelsea and Somerville, stand noticeably above 
the state average.  
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Lease Rates 
 
Price is a critical metric of real estate market conditions. Sales of commercial and industrial properties 
are rather rare and are highly variable in purchase price. This makes trends based on DOR L3 property 
sales too erratic to use for measuring impacts.  Lease rates, by contrast, are a more common measure of 
market value. While a number of factors ultimately determine the price property owners charge for 
rental space, generally speaking higher lease rates indicate more desirable locations. However, there are 
a few caveats. First, owner-occupied commercial space is not included in the CoStar lease data. Second, 
individual buildings may possess characteristics that make them particularly valuable to certain types of 
businesses and organizations—complicating direct comparison. In this respect, the difference in lease 
rates between municipalities may say as much about the industry mix and business activities of those 
municipalities as it does about their relative economic health. 
 
We provide separate analyses of lease rates for industrial and commercial uses. We further divide 
commercial real estate into office and non-office uses to account for differences in lease rates between 
the two.xv Office commercial real estate typically includes the offices of professional service firms, such 
as lawyers and doctors. Non-office commercial real estate includes restaurants, retail stores, sports and 
entertainment facilities, transportation facilities, and many other types of real estate.   
 
Everett’s office commercial lease rate was less than half of the rate of Massachusetts as well as the 
Immediate Region at the end of 2007 (Figure 41). However, Everett’s lease rates have been rather 
volatile of late, especially since 2011.  This is somewhat expected given the smaller number of office 
properties being observed. By the fourth quarter of 2014, Everett had an office lease rate slightly higher 
than either the Immediate Region or the Commonwealth. In the same period, both the Immediate 
Region and the Commonwealth experienced a downward trend in office rents. The degree to which the 
Commonwealth’s office lease rates track that of the Immediate Region shows the degree to which the 
three county area designated as Everett’s Immediate Region dominates the commercial office real 
estate market in Massachusetts. 
 
Everett’s non-office commercial lease rates are typically higher and more volatile than the rest of the 
region and state, but have converged in recent years (Figure 42).  Starting in 2013, non-office leases in 
Everett actually fell to just above the state and surrounding area. The difference between the relative 
value of Everett’s office and non-office commercial lease rates, when compared to broader geographies, 
may result from Everett’s small size and a relative scarcity of locations for retail stores and other 
commercial enterprises serving local consumer markets within Everett. 
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Figure 41:  Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc.  
 
Figure 42:  Non-Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 Dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
By contrast, Everett’s industrial lease rates typically exceed both the Immediate Region and the 
Commonwealth as a whole.  While prices declined slightly after 2008, since 2012 industrial lease rates in 
Everett have been climbing and are now more than two dollars per square foot higher than the regional 
average. This, along with Everett’s very low industrial vacancy rate, suggests that Everett remains an 
attractive place for industrial activity. 
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Figure 43:  Industrial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Lease Rates in Surrounding Communities 

The degree to which lease rates vary between Everett and its surrounding communities is indicative, not 
only of local market conditions but also the different types of commerce associated with different areas. 
Everett’s lease rates exceed the state averages across all categories (office, non-office and industrial). 
The only other communities in the area for which this is true are Boston, Cambridge, Revere, and 
Somerville (Table 8). At $23.36 per square foot, Everett’s commercial office lease rate is higher than all 
of its surrounding communities except for the much more expensive communities of Boston, 
Cambridge, and Somerville. For commercial non-office properties, Everett falls roughly in the middle of 
its peers, generally in the range of $14-$18 per square foot. Of the communities with available data 
(lease rate data for commercial non-office and industrial properties in Melrose was not available), only 
Chelsea fell below the state average for commercial non-office lease rates. Boston, Cambridge, and 
Somerville are also the clear outliers in terms of commercial non-office lease rates. Almost all of the 
communities in the surrounding region also have lease rates considerably higher than the state average 
of $5.03 per square foot. Of the communities for which data was available, Lynn alone did not 
significantly exceed this level. At $9.43 per square foot, Everett’s industrial lease rate was higher at the 
end of 2014 than that of Boston, Chelsea, Lynn, and Malden, but lower than that of Cambridge, 
Medford, Revere, or Somerville. Revere has the highest industrial lease rate in the area, at $18.00 per 
square foot. 
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Table 8:  Lease Rates, Everett and its Surrounding Communities (2014 dollars) 
 

Area 

Commercial Office Commercial Non-Office Industrial 

Lease Rate 
Per Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Lease Rate 
Per Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Lease Rate 
Per Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Massachusetts $20.68 -21.5% $13.68 -6.0% $5.03 -21.2% 

Everett $23.36 104.6% $16.00 -53.3% $9.43 1.1% 
              
Surrounding Communities         

Boston $30.89 -13.5% $19.90 -13.6% $8.80 0.1% 
Cambridge $48.31 -0.3% $25.13 -4.6% $9.91 N/A 
Chelsea $17.89 -33.7% $9.57 -15.8% $9.05 4.3% 

Lynn $15.07 -19.8% $15.70 33.1% $4.00 -32.5% 
Malden $20.25 3.9% $17.96 20.7% $8.46 2.8% 
Medford $18.34 -36.5% $17.70 -31.5% $10.75 -0.4% 
Melrose $18.83 20.3% N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Revere $20.82 -8.8% $14.15 0.0% $18.00 N/A 
Somerville $28.21 26.8% $18.07 111.3% $10.04 -28.6% 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
Note: Data in this table is annual averages of quarterly data. CoStar data for Commercial Non-Office and Industrial lease rates in 
Melrose were not available, presumably due to the small number of both types of establishments within the town. 
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Endnotes  
i Host community economic profiles can be found on the SEIGMA website at: https://www.umass.edu/seigma/node/172 
ii Full 2014 data is not yet available for the all communities in Massachusetts or the Immediate Region, so we limit our analysis 
to the period from 2008 to 2014 with the intention of updating this information once the new data is available.   
iii The data required for a detailed spatial analysis of development impacts also readily lends itself to more sophisticated forms 
of statistical modeling, such as hedonic regressions and interrupted time series analysis with spatial decay effects. We intend to 
pursue some of these more advanced methods once a sufficient time period has elapsed after the opening of the casino.  
iv The location matching process involves joining the DOR L-3A database to GIS databases of individual parcels produced by 
MassGIS and the Boston Redevelopment Authority. These GIS databases are based on digitized parcel maps, which are linked to 
assessors’ data, and can be used to identify the latitude and longitude coordinates of every matched parcel.  The vast majority 
(roughly 98 percent) of all sales were located to parcels in this first round. The remaining sales were located through street 
address matching. Our final match rates were well in excess of 99 percent, an amazingly high match rate for this type of work. 
v The hot spot analysis is based upon the kernel density estimation technique, which calculates the density of activity falling 
within 1 km of a fine grid of points across the entire study area. 
vi Although we only examine sales for the entire 2008 to 2014 period as a whole in this report, similar forms of hot-spot analysis 
could be used to examine changes in the density of home sales over time.  This might be useful to help document possible 
changes in the geography of home sales before and after the casino construction. 
vii More specifically, we use a technique called Interpolated Distance Weighting (IDW) to estimate a smooth, continuous surface 
of property sales appreciation across the study region.  
viii While expansive, detailed and timely, CoStar is not a representative sample as is the ACS. Furthermore, CoStar is somewhat 
opaque in describing its data collection and estimation methods, so it is difficult to identify possible biases in the data or how 
sensitive the reported data is to changing market conditions at the ground level.  We do know that CoStar primarily lists rentals 
in multi-unit structures managed by property management services (i.e., apartment buildings) and likely misses rentals of 
single-family homes.  This is not likely to be a major bias in communities, such as Everett, where multi-unit apartment buildings 
dominate the rental landscape although it is a concern for some of the outlying communities in the region. 
ix For every individual community in Massachusetts, the Census Bureau reports the number of permits and their approximate 

value. However, the survey only covers residential permits, although it does distinguish single- from multiple-family permits 
distinguished by the number of individual housing units covered under the permit. These figures should be considered 
estimates, and not a complete count.  Communities often do not report their permits, in which case the Census Bureau imputes 
(i.e. makes a statistical estimate of) the missing values using past values and other related variables.   
x We measure the value of residential permits as the total value of permits divided by the number of units (not permits). This 
makes it easier to compare values when grossly different numbers of units are covered under a single permit.   
xi For more information about CoStar Group Inc. and the CoStar database, please visit http://www.costar.com. The data used 
for this analysis is not available for download without a CoStar subscription. 
xii CoStar Group Inc. updates their commercial real estate database on a daily basis. For this analysis conducted in 2015, UMDI is 
analyzing up to the last quarter of calendar year 2014.For the purposes of this analysis, commercial real estate is any real estate 
that CoStar defined as Office, Retail, Flex, Hospitality, Health Care, or Sports & Recreation. Industrial real estate is any real 
estate that CoStar defines as Industrial. These definitions were chosen to best approximate MA DOR classifications using CoStar 
real estate categories.  
xiii Vacancy rates as calculated by CoStar may not take into account abandoned buildings which are not on the real estate 
market, so actual vacancy rates in distressed communities may be higher than those reported here.  
xiv Valassis Lists is a direct mail marketing firm that supplies United States Postal Service vacancy data to the web-based 
mapping company PolicyMap. 
xv CoStar’s full definition of an office building reads as follows: “The primary intended use of an office building is to house 
employees of companies that produce a product or service primarily for support services such as administration, accounting, 
marketing, information processing and dissemination, consulting, human resources management, financial and insurance 
services, educational and medical services, and other professional services. Office buildings are characterized by work efficient 
floor plans, work areas, comfortable heating and cooling, cabling for phones and computers, and other conveniences that allow 
people conduct business. The interior finish and the structural design of the building supports the activities of the employees. 
Office buildings are typically configured for high-density use, with a ratio of people to square footage in the 150 to 300 or more 
range and less than 25 percent of the demised floor space allocated to industrial or retail use. Some physical characteristics of a 
building may assist in classifying the property as "office" if the property's use is not apparent.” 

                                                           

http://www.costar.com/
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Baseline Real Estate Conditions, Springfield 
 
This report, produced by Dr. Henry Renski of the UMASS Amherst Center for Economic Development in 
conjunction with the Economic and Public Policy research group at the UMass Donahue Institute, 
provides a summary of recent trends in the residential, commercial and industrial real estate markets 
for the City of Springfield and its surrounding communities. It serves as a companion to the Springfield 
Host Community Economic Profile report by the Donahue Institute that documents baseline conditions 
on a variety of economic, demographic and fiscal indicators. As with the Economic Profile report,i our 
analysis of Real Estate conditions covers several distinct areas to paint a comprehensive picture of the 
local and regional real estate market prior to the introduction of a major resort casino. The report is 
divided into two major sections. The first covers the residential real estate market. The second covers 
the commercial and industrial real estate markets. 
 
The purpose of this study is to document recent market conditions in the area prior to the likely 
introduction of a major resort casino. Our goal is to establish a baseline for measuring potential 

developmental impacts.ii In the process, we will also evaluate different data sources as well as 
techniques for identifying possible impacts. When measuring the impacts of a major development, it is 
important to not only track trends in the host community but also to benchmark these changes against 
other areas that face similar market conditions, but are unlikely to be impacted by the development 
itself. Other events that have little or nothing to do with the specific development, such as changes in 
national and state economic cycles, can have a considerable impact on local market conditions. Without 
accounting for these external forces, one can easily mistakenly attribute an apparent increase or 
decrease in property sales or values to the development. However, finding a suitable comparison group 
can be tricky. Communities with similar market conditions are often neighbors, and thus might be 
subject to spillover impacts. Conversely, distant communities might provide a false baseline of 
comparison because they are not subject to the similar external market forces or regulatory conditions.  
 
For this report, we compare historic trends in Springfield to the Immediate Region (Hampden and 
Hampshire Counties) and the State (Figure 1). While inclusive of Springfield, both the Immediate Region 
and the State stretch beyond the likely sphere of influence of the Casino. However, they are still subject 
to the similar influences of national business cycles and regional economic and demographic trends.  
Thus, the bulk of the impacts of the development are likely to be averaged-out.  Still, we recognize that 
these are not ideal comparison groups, not that such a thing actually exists.  One of the primary 
purposes of this baseline study is to ascertain just how well recent market trends in the State and Region 
match the host community, and whether these can serve as a sufficient basis for comparison.   
 
We would like to thank Philip Dromey, Deputy Director of Planning, and Brian Connors, Deputy Director 
of Economic Development for the City of Springfield, for their valuable review of our report. 
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Figure 1. Massachusetts Host Communities and Their Immediate Regions 

 
 
The impact of a major resort Casino may very well spill beyond the borders of its host community.  Thus, 
in addition to Springfield, we also track baseline market conditions among nearby areas designated as 
“official surrounding communities” by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission.  There are eight such 
communities in the Springfield region (Figure 2), making it impractical to report specific trends for each 
within the limited confines of this report.iii Here we provide just a brief summary of changes over the 
entire period. 
 
Figure 2. Massachusetts Host and Surrounding Communities 
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Summary of Baseline Findings 
 
 
Residential Real Estate Indicators 
 

 Springfield has a diverse housing market, comprised mainly of single-family homes. However, 
sales of multi-family homes and condominiums are also fairly common.   

 Real estate in Springfield is relatively affordable, with median sale prices for single-family, multi-
family and condominiums far below state and regional averages. 

 The volume of single-family home sales in Springfield has slowly begun to recover after a dramatic 
drop in 2009.  However, the median sale price of single-family homes has continued to decline.   

 Sales of multi-family homes are highly concentrated in the area immediately adjacent to the 
proposed site of the Casino in the downtown areas of Springfield. Single-family homes are less 
common in the immediate vicinity of the site.   

 We expect that if the Casino does have an impact on sales, it will be most apparent among 
properties that are closest to the site.  Overall, we find little relationship between proximity to 
the casino site and changes in home prices over the baseline period.   

 According to the Census Bureau, gross monthly rents in Springfield are somewhat lower than the 
state median, although generally consistent with other area communities. The Census also reports 
that rents in Springfield have risen at a rate consistent with the State over the past decade. 

 Data from Costar reports a much larger divide between Springfield and the state average effective 
rent, as well as a much slower rate of growth. 

 Building permits are an important indicator of future development, but can be highly variable. 
This will make it difficult to distinguish possible impacts from serendipitous events, such as the 
permitting of a single large development. 

 In Springfield, the number of single- and multi-family permits dropped steadily over the past 
decade, while the real value of permits has generally increased. 

 
 
Commercial and Industrial Real Estate Indicators 
 

 Building inventory and commercial rentable building area have increased since 2008 for 
commercial buildings, but have fallen for industrial buildings. 

 The commercial vacancy rate in Springfield is similar to the state rate but much higher than most 
of its neighbors. Springfield’s industrial vacancy rate is much higher than the state level, as are 
the rates of many of its neighbors. 

 With a few exceptions among its more affluent neighbors, lease rates of all types in Springfield 
and Springfield’s surrounding communities are lower than the state average. 
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Residential Real Estate 
Residential Property Sales 

Property sales are among the most direct indicators of changing real estate markets conditions. They are 
often used to measure the impact of new development on surrounding areas. A sustained rise in the 
number and market values of properties following the construction of a new casino may signify 
successful neighborhood revitalization, as investors are willing to buy properties at higher prices. 
Conversely, a decline in property values may indicate the negative impacts resulting from possible fears 
of increased, traffic, crime, noise, or other negative externalities.  
 
Our analysis uses property sales reported by the Massachusetts Department of Revenue (DOR) Division 
of Local Services. The DOR reports all verified property sales in the Commonwealth.  Although the DOR 
database includes property sales of all types, we only include those classified as “arms-length” 
transactions. This eliminates sales between family members and other situations where the sales price is 
not a pure reflection of market value.  The DOR database further identifies sales by the predominant 
land use classification of the property.  We focus on several general types, namely:  single-family 
residential, multi-family residential, and condominiums.  We ignore other types of residential land uses, 
such as mobile homes and vacant lots, as they are relatively rare. 
 
We use the DOR database to track the number and market value of property sales in Springfield 
compared to the Immediate Region and State, starting in 2008.  Individual communities report this data 
to the DOR on a fiscal year basis, and for some there is up to a two-year lag.  At the time of writing, most 
communities had reported for FY 2016, covering sales up to the fourth quarter of 2014.  A few holdouts 
remain, but we will provide an update to this report as soon the new data comes in.  We also take 
advantage of the detailed address data in the DOR database to examine sales trends at varying distances 
from the site of the casino:  one mile, two miles, five miles, seven miles, and ten miles.   
 

Residential Property Sales in Springfield  

Springfield is sometimes referred to as “the City of Homes.”  As we would expect given such a title, the 
Springfield housing market is dominated by the sale of single-family homes. Just over 500 single-family 
homes were sold during 2014, comprising roughly 77 percent of all home sales in the City (Figure 3).  
Most of these single-family homes are in neighborhoods that are relatively distant from the site of the 
MGM casino.  Multi-family homes are more common closer to downtown and to the Casino.  Multi-
family homes typically make up between 13 and 15 percent of all home residential sales in the city each 
year.  Condominiums make up roughly six to seven percent of annual residential sales. This is one of the 
reasons why it is important to distinguish different types of housing, rather than focusing on 
community-wide averages.  
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Figure 3:  City of Springfield, Number of Residential Property Sales by Type 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
The Springfield housing market is only just beginning to recover from the lingering impacts of the Great 
Recession. Single-family homes sales witnessed a profound decline from 708 sales in 2009 to 459 in 
2010. Sales picked up starting in 2012, with a 13 percent annual rate of growth in 2013 and a six percent 
increase in 2014. The market for multi-family homes has taken a bit longer to recover, with a steady rate 
of decline from 2009 to 2012, but has since returned to near pre-recessionary levels. Like multi-family 
housing, condominium sales have also picked up sine a low point in 2012.  However, the market for 
condominiums in Springfield is much smaller, making it more difficult to distinguish general trends from 
annual fluctuations.  
 
Despite the broader economic recovery, the median sale price for single-family homes in Springfield has 
continued to decline in recent years and remains notably below pre-recessionary levels.  In 2008, a 
typical Springfield single-family home sold for $165,000 in 2014 dollars (Figure 4).  In 2014, the median 
sale price was $140,500 – a 13 percent drop in value since 2008. On the positive side, the pace of 
decline in home values has slowed in recent years, and a continued rebound in sales may begin to push 
up prices in the near future.  The sale price of multi-family homes witnessed an even more dramatic 
decline since 2008, with the median price bottoming out at $126,000 in 2011—a real dollar loss of over 
$30,000 per home. But unlike single-family units, the sales price of multi-family homes has risen over 
the past three years, with the typical unit now selling for $178,000.  The price of condominiums also saw 
a decline in real value from 2008 through 2011.  Unlike multi-family homes, the market value for 
condominiums fell again after 2013 to a new low median sale price of $94,750 in 2014. 
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Figure 4:  City of Springfield, Real Median Sales Price of Residential Properties by Type (2014 dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real EState Sales 

Comparisons to the Region and State 

Springfield’s housing market was more profoundly affected by the recession than either the State or 
Immediate Region.iv However, in more recent years the shock has begun to wear off and the pace of 
sales has resumed to a level generally consistent with the region – although still lagging the State. Single 
home sales in Springfield peaked in 2009, but this was immediately followed by a sharp drop in 2010 
(Figure 5). Sales in the State were essentially flat during this time, and the region saw only a small dip. 
More telling is the slight, but steady, increase in the single-family home sales since 2012, with the city 
essentially matching regional trends. 
 
Figure 5:  Single-family Home Sales, Change from 2008 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Single-family homes are considerably more affordable in Springfield compared to the region as well as to 
the Commonwealth as a whole (Figure 6). In 2014, the typical single-family home in Springfield sold for 
just over $140,000.  That is roughly 40 percent of the state median of $360,000 and 65 percent of the 
regional median of $215,000.  
 
Absolute differences in the value of homes matters less in the accurate measurement of development 
impacts than differences in the underlying trend—i.e., have sales prices have been increasing or 
decreasing at a similar pace as the State and Region. From this perspective, the single-family market in 
Springfield seems much more comparable to the region.  Between 2011 and 2014, the median sale price 
in Springfield has declined by four percent, very close to the five percent decline for the region as a 
whole. During this same period, the statewide median sale price grew by four percent, eclipsing both 
region and city.  
 
Figure 6:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Springfield’s multi-family market is a closer match to regional trends in terms of sales volume (Figure 7) and price (As with 
single-family homes, the price of multi-family homes in Springfield falls far below statewide averages. 
Springfield’s median sale price of $140,500 in 2014 was only 40 percent of the state median – although 
this does not account for differences in the number of units or other factors aside from local market 
conditions that might influence the price ( 
Figure 8).  Yet, the median sale price in Springfield is much closer to the regional median for multi-family 
homes and the trend in multi-family home prices is consistent with the State.  The exception is the 
period between 2011 and 2013, when the statewide median sale price increased at a notably faster 
pace than the City or Immediate Region. 
 

Figure 8).  Springfield makes up roughly a third of the regional market for multi-family homes, so it is not 
surprising that Springfield trends have a large influence on regional totals (Immediate Region numbers 
are made up of Hampden and Hampshire county totals).  The number of multi-family sales in Springfield 
declined steadily between 2009 and 2011—a time when statewide sales were basically flat. Statewide 
sales volume began to rise after 2011, and continued to rise through 2014. The multi-family market did 
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not pick up in Springfield until after 2012.  Between 2012 and 2014 the growth rate for sales of multi-
family homes in Springfield has increased by 38 percent, faster than the statewide growth rate of 23 
percent. 
 
 
 
Figure 7:  Change in Multi-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2013 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
As with single-family homes, the price of multi-family homes in Springfield falls far below statewide 
averages. Springfield’s median sale price of $140,500 in 2014 was only 40 percent of the state median – 
although this does not account for differences in the number of units or other factors aside from local 
market conditions that might influence the price ( 
Figure 8).  Yet, the median sale price in Springfield is much closer to the regional median for multi-family 
homes and the trend in multi-family home prices is consistent with the State.  The exception is the 
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period between 2011 and 2013, when the statewide median sale price increased at a notably faster 
pace than the City or Immediate Region. 
 

Figure 8:  Multi-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Condominium sales in Springfield have generally been consistent with the State and Immediate Region 
although the Springfield market for condominiums is rather small (around fifty sales per year) and thus 
bound to be rather erratic.  All three areas (City, Immediate Region, and State) had a declining rate of 
condominium sales from 2008 to 2011, (Figure 9). After 2011, the number of condominium sales in the 
State and Region began to grow; in Springfield, sales did not pick up until after 2012.   
 
Figure 9:  Change in Condominium Sales, 2008 to 2013 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 10:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 Dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

As we found with other types of residential units, the sale price of Springfield condominiums remains 
well below both the State and the Immediate Region. Unlike these other housing types, Springfield has 
yet to see a rebound in the sale price for its condominiums.  In 2013, the typical condominium sold for 
just under $100,000 in Springfield, nearly $65,000 less than the region and $230,000 less than the State 
as a whole. While condominium prices held steady for the State as a whole since 2008, in Springfield 
they declined by almost $45,000 real dollars between 2008 and 2014.  

Residential Property Sales in Surrounding Communities   

The communities surrounding Springfield represent very different market conditions, although all fall 
well short of statewide average sale prices (Table 1). There is a divide within the region. The urban core 
communities of Springfield, Chicopee and Holyoke fetch the lowest prices, regardless of the type of 
housing. Prices are highest in outlying bedroom communities, namely Longmeadow, Wilbraham, and 
East Longmeadow.  The 15 percent decline in the real median sale price of single-family homes in 
Springfield is generally consistent with many area communities, including some of the urban core (e.g., 
Chicopee) as well as some of the wealthier bedroom communities, such as Wilbraham and East 
Longmeadow.  
 

Table 1:  Residential Sales Summary, Springfield and Surrounding Communities 

  Single-family Homes Multi-Family Homes Condominiums 

Residential Sales 
Indicators 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale 
Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale 
Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Sales 
(2014) 

Median 
Sale 
Price 

(2014) 

% Change 
in Real 
Median 

Sale Price 
2008-2014 

Massachusetts 41,325 $360,000 -3% 4,702 $360,000 7% 20,102 $326,000 0% 

                    

Springfield 528 $140,500 -15% 95 $147,000 -16% 48 $94,750 -32% 

                    

Surrounding Communities                 
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  Agawam 196 $221,000 -11% 16 $212,500 -5% 66 $137,500 -23% 

  Chicopee 242 $170,000 -16% 45 $178,000 -13% 73 $119,000 -30% 

  East Longmeadow 144 $235,000 -14% 3 $190,000 n/a 5 $344,500 -17% 

  Holyoke 134 $177,500 -10% 15 $165,000 -19% 10 $115,000 10% 

  Longmeadow 213 $330,000 -2% 2 $230,000 n/a 5 $221,500 -41% 

  Ludlow 120 $214,250 -5% 6 $185,000 -5% 27 $181,500 -6% 

  West Springfield 166 $199,950 -13% 20 $182,500 -11% 42 $187,500 36% 

  Wilbraham 116 $262,500 -17% 1 $404,000 n/a 41 $292,000 2% 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Spatial Analysis of Residential Property Sales  

The impacts of new developments, even large ones such as casinos, are often highly localized.  Even 
dramatic changes in the immediate neighborhood may not necessarily register at the regional or 
community scale. This is especially true for larger communities where such impacts are often diluted by 
other activities.  An analysis restricted to municipal boundaries also does not account for proximity.  A 
development on the border of a host community may only register a muted “impact” at the municipal 
scale, because its effects may be essentially shared among several communities.  Proximity can also be 
used to help distinguish development impacts from the background “noise” of other activities.  
 
Whether positive or negative, it is safe to assume that the influence of the new development generally 
diminishes with distance—the further away, the less the effect. Thus, comparing before and after 
changes at different distances can help us identify whether changing market conditions seem to be 
associated with the location of the new casino.v  
 
To get a better sense of the possible local impacts, we conducted an analysis of development impacts 
that directly accounts for proximity and distance.  Of course, this type of spatial analysis requires 
considerably more data on the location of potentially impacted parties.  Most of the data sources used 
in the community profiles are only available at the community or county level—thus precluding a more 
fine-grained spatial analysis.  However, the DOR database that we use to track real estate trends 
includes information about specific property sales, including street addresses and parcel ID numbers for 
each sale.  
 
With the aid of Geographic Information System (GIS) software and considerable effort, we identified the 
recent property sales in all Massachusetts communities within ten miles (straight-line) distance of the 
proposed casino site.  Using a multi-stage matching process, we were able to locate over 99 percent of 
the listed sales down to the latitude and longitude coordinates of individual parcels.vi  Then we 
measured the distance of each sold parcel to the proposed casino site, and calculated the number of 
sales and median sales price of properties at varied distances from the site. 
 
Figure 11 shows the location of parcel sales in the Springfield region from 2008 to 2014, distinguished by 
major residential land use types (single-family, multi-family and condominium).  There were over 20,000 
residential sales in the Springfield region during this period, making it difficult to surmise much about 
the spatial distribution of property sales solely from this figure. It is clear that condo/multi-family sales 
are more prominent in the urban areas of Springfield, Chicopee, Holyoke and Westfield while single-
family sales are the norm for the remainder of the region.  Condominium sales are less common, and are 
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a bit more scattered throughout the region.  Sales of other forms of residential properties are 
exceedingly rare, and will not be further considered in our analysis. 
 
Figure 11: The Location of Real Property Sales by Land Use Type, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
To get a better sense of the location of recent sales we conduct a hot-spot analysis to highlight areas 
where residential sales are particularly dense.vii  The density of single-family home sales is provided in 
Figure 12.viii  A similar analysis was conducted for multi-family homes and condominium sales (Figure 13 
and Figure 14).  Recent single-family home sales are heavily concentrated in the outlying neighborhoods 
of Springfield and several other pockets in neighboring communities, where residential development 
tends to be particularly dense.  Springfield also has several high concentrations of multi-family homes, 
particularly to the southeast and north of the Casino site. Outside of Springfield, there is only a 
scattering of areas with concentrated multi-family home sales in the region.  There is a hot spot for 
condominium sales adjacent and to the north of the Casino site.  Otherwise, condominium sales are 
fairly scattered throughout the region.  
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Figure 12:  Areas of Concentrated Single-family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 13:  Areas of Concentrated Multi-Family Home Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 14:  Areas of Concentrated Condominium Sales, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
These types of “heat maps” are useful for visualizing differences in property markets and identifying 
where recent sales activity is particularly high. They cannot directly answer questions of whether the 
casino had an impact on local markets and how far these impacts extend from the development site.  
For that, we monitor sales trends at different distances from the casino site:  under two miles, two to 
five miles, five to seven miles and seven to ten miles. The apparent impacts of the casino can be 
identified by measuring changes in the historic trends before and after the construction of the casino.  
We expect the biggest impacts will be felt closer to the site. 
 
Past trends in single-family sales volume seems to have little relation to distance from the casino site.  
At distances under seven miles, sales follows a roughly consistent pattern of an initial drop followed by 
an eventual increase in the number of sales over time (Figure 15 and Error! Reference source not 
found.). Sales further from the site recovered a bit earlier and more steadily after a low point in 2010. 
This consistency bodes well for identifying impacts as possible breaks in what otherwise appears to be a 
predictable trend in the absence of a casino or other major area development.  
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Figure 15:  Single-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Trends in multi-family homes are a bit more erratic.  This is because sales of these types of properties 
are both less common and relatively concentrated in fewer areas scattered about the study region. 
Regardless, all seem to be converging toward a pre-recessionary level of annual sales (Figure 16). Annual 
condominium sales are more erratic still (Figure 17), but the patterns appear generally unrelated to 
distance from the Casino site. 
 
Figure 16: Multi-family Home Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 17: Condominium Sales by Distance to Casino, Change from 2008 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Table 2:  Summary, Distance-Based Analysis of Sales Volume 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less  than 2 mi les 95            83            61            73            61            64            89            -6% (6)               

2 to 5 mi les 1,132       1,115       894          853          895          1,076       1,076       -5% (56)             

5 to 7 mi les 533          472          369          410          390          435          427          -20% (106)           

7 to 10 mi les 545          541          429          510          572          588          599          10% 54               

Multi-Family Homes

less  than 2 mi les 67            63            59            56            48            56            60            -10% (7)               

2 to 5 mi les 103          90            67            64            44            61            84            -18% (19)             

5 to 7 mi les 51            25            35            34            24            32            42            -18% (9)               

7 to 10 mi les 57            41            51            48            63            58            55            -4% (2)               

Condominiums

less  than 2 mi les 69            41            61            61            52            43            58            -16% (11)             

2 to 5 mi les 192          156          110          77            96            107          111          -42% (81)             

5 to 7 mi les 76            88            82            65            58            73            81            7% 5                 

7 to 10 mi les 183          159          148          146          160          189          160          -13% (23)             

Distance from 

Casino
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In addition to measuring localized changes in the volume of sales, our spatial analysis allows us to 
document changes in the price of recent home sales at a variety of spatial scales. We start by identifying 
hot spots where the median sale price of homes is exceptionally high (Figure 18).ix  This type of 
information is not only useful for documenting possible impacts of the casino, but also in identifying 
areas potentially at risk of gentrification.  

Consistent with the findings at the municipal scale, the largest concentrations of high priced single-
family homes are in Longmeadow, East Longmeadow, Hampden, Wilbraham and a scattering of other 
locations in the region (Figure 18). Some of these areas also tend to have more expensive multi-family 
units and condominiums (Figure 19 and  

Figure 20). However, because multi-family and condominium sales are concentrated in particular 
areas, there is less potential spatial variation in sale price.  Still we see a general pattern with Springfield 
and much of the area immediately surrounding the proposed site as “cold spots” for sale price—
consistent with earlier findings that these communities tend to be more affordable areas for buying a 
home or condominium.  
 
Figure 18:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Single-family Homes, 2008 to 2014 

 
 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 19:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Multi-family Homes, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 

Figure 20:  Spatial Variations in the Sale Price of Condominiums, 2008 to 2014 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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When classified by distance from the proposed sight, we find very little change in median prices over 
time. This is true for both single-family homes (Figure 21) as well as for multi-family homes (Figure 22).  
For single-family homes, distance from the proposed site matters to the overall sale price (properties 
closer to the site sell for less), but not to the rate of growth. The median sale price has been slowly 
declining at about the same rate, regardless of how far from the casino.  The condominium market is 
somewhat more distinct, with a divergent trend between properties that are the closest and the 
furthest from the site.  In short, condominiums within two miles of the casino sold for less and have 
continued to decline since 2008. By contrast, those beyond seven miles have been gradually increasing 
in price. 
 
Figure 21:  Single-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2013 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Figure 22:  Multi-family Homes, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2013 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
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Figure 23:  Condominiums, Median Sale Price (2014 dollars) by Distance to Casino, 2008 to 2013 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Table 3: Summary, Distance-Based Analysis of Median Sales Prices (2014 dollars) 

 
Source: MA Department of Revenue, Division of Local Services, LA-3 Real Estate Sales 
 
Overall, our examination of past trends in residential sales bodes well for our ability to detect possible 
changes in real estate values. The recession has clearly had an impact on residential sale markets—
temporarily depressing sales volume more than prices.  Even so, past trends in sales volumes and values 
have remained relatively consistent, making it likely that they can be used to identify casino-related 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent 

Change 

2008-2014

Total 

Change 

2008-2014

Single Family Homes

less than 2 miles 154,000 143,000 147,150 153,300 147,805 143,820 131,000 -15% (23,000)     

2 to 5 miles 203,332 194,150 201,650 186,375 183,340 183,600 185,000 -9% (18,332)     

5 to 7 miles 225,995 209,000 218,000 213,675 207,030 198,900 200,000 -12% (25,995)     

7 to 10 miles 242,000 220,000 245,250 224,254 216,197 214,200 210,000 -13% (32,000)     

Multi Family Homes

less than 2 miles 159,500 146,740 147,150 118,650 130,210 125,460 140,000 -12% (19,500)     

2 to 5 miles 203,500 176,000 180,395 173,723 149,350 162,180 173,389 -15% (30,112)     

5 to 7 miles 199,100 166,100 196,200 162,750 178,963 174,675 164,500 -17% (34,600)     

7 to 10 miles 203,500 203,500 201,650 175,206 164,800 173,400 182,500 -10% (21,000)     

Condominiums

less than 2 miles 126,500 117,590 71,940    69,300    70,040    86,700    72,000    -43% (54,500)     

2 to 5 miles 181,500 173,250 171,130 154,350 137,505 137,190 135,000 -26% (46,500)     

5 to 7 miles 143,550 137,500 135,160 119,700 116,339 120,360 121,500 -15% (22,050)     

7 to 10 miles 163,900 169,950 205,465 169,050 176,645 176,358 182,500 11% 18,600      

Distance from 

Casino
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impacts as this analysis proceeds.  This appears to be particularly true for the distance-based trends. 
There are, however, major differences by communities, and it is still unclear whether the State and 
Immediate Region provide a sufficient baseline of comparison and whether there are enough single-
family home sales within a mile of the site to permit reliable analysis at this fine level of detail. 

The Residential Rental Market 

In this section, we consider the rental market of Springfield and the broader region.  In many of the 
potentially impacted communities rental housing is just as common, if not more so, as owner-occupied 
dwellings. This is especially true in predominantly urban communities such as Springfield, where more 
than half of the occupied housing stock are rental properties according to estimates from the American 
Community Survey. Neighboring communities of Holyoke, Chicopee, and West Springfield also exceed 
the statewide average of 37 percent rental units. The remaining surrounding communities have far less, 
especially Wilbraham, East Longmeadow and Longmeadow where rental housing is closer to 11 percent 
of the total housing stock. 
 
Unfortunately, the data on rental market conditions is not as robust as property sales. The most 
comprehensive source is the American Community Survey (ACS) produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. 
While collected on annual basis, the ACS pools data across multiple years to ensure a sufficient sample 
size for smaller geographies. The relevant data for most municipalities is only available in five-year 
chunks, with the most recent release being data pooled from 2009 to 2013. Thus, this data cannot be 
used to track changes in market conditions on a year-to-year basis. It is, however, useful for providing a 
static picture of the rental market that can be used to validate or otherwise qualify rental data collected 
from other sources.  Table 4 reports both contract rents, the amount the tenant pays each month to 
their landlord, as well as gross rents, which attempts to account for the fact that some contract rents 
include utilities while others do not.  
 
We focus on gross rents, which are likely more indicative of the true costs of rental housing.  Gross 
monthly rents in Springfield are notably lower than the state median, but are generally consistent with 
neighboring communities.  Averaged across the years of 2009-2013, the median monthly gross rent in 
the City of Springfield was $820, within $100 plus or minus of five of the eight official surrounding 
communities.  The only communities where gross rents are notably higher are East Longmeadow and 
Longmeadow—communities with relatively few rentals.  Since 2000, the typical rents in Springfield have 
risen by roughly $112 real (2014) dollars a month. This is below both the State and Hampden County 
average, but slightly higher than many neighboring communities—such as Agawam, Chicopee, Holyoke, 
Ludlow, and West Springfield.   
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Table 4:  Real Median Rents (monthly) in Springfield, Counties in the Immediate Region, Surrounding 
Communities, and the Commonwealth, 2000 and 2009/13 (2014 dollars) 

 
*Note:  The dramatic change in monthly rental fees in East Longmeadow and Longmeadow seem rather suspicious and 
indicative of possible data errors.  These numbers were checked against official census records and appear to be accurate.  
However, both do have rather high margins of error in the 2009/13 ACS. 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census and 2009-13 American Community Survey (Five Year Estimates) 

 
To track changes in the price of rental housing, we turn to a proprietary database provided by CoStar.  
CoStar describes itself as the nation’s largest provider of data on commercial properties. It is also the 
force behind the online rental listing service Apartments.com, arguably the largest and most 
comprehensive real-time source of data on national and local rentals. It reports average rents on a 
quarterly basis with almost no lag, making it ideal for closely monitoring changing market conditions. 
CoStar also reports both average “reported” rents and average “effective” rents. Reported rents are 
comparable to what the ACS calls contract rents.  Effective rents are more akin to ACS-defined gross 
rents, because they attempt to account for the fact that some contract rents include utilities while 
others do not. Unless otherwise stated we focus our review on effective rents. 
 
While expansive, detailed and timely, CoStar is not as representative sample as the ACS. Furthermore, 
CoStar is somewhat opaque in describing its data collection and estimation methods, so it is difficult to 
identify possible biases in the data or how sensitive the reported data is to changing market conditions 
at the ground level.  We do know that CoStar primarily lists rentals in multi-unit structures managed by 
property management services (i.e.,apartment buildings) and likely misses rentals of single-family 
homes and single rooms.  This is not likely to be a major bias in communities such as Springfield, where 
multi-unit apartment buildings dominate the rental landscape, although it is a concern for some of the 
outlying communities in the region. With these caveats in mind, we proceed with our baseline tracking 
of rents in Springfield and surrounding communities. 

2000

2009-13 

(ACS) Change

Percent 

Change 2000

2009-13 

(ACS) Change

Percent 

Change

Springfield $614 $679 $66 11% $708 $820 $112 16%

Immediate Region

Hampden County $468 $678 $210 45% $535 $791 $256 48%

Hampshire County $762 $837 $76 10% $864 $953 $88 10%

Massachusetts $829 $955 $126 15% $937 $1,090 $153 16%

Surrounding Communities

Agawam $810 $789 -$20 -2% $892 $869 -$23 -3%

Chicopee $637 $714 $77 12% $726 $810 $84 12%

East Longmeadow* $533 $843 $310 58% $588 $1,037 $450 76%

Holyoke $597 $555 -$42 -7% $689 $671 -$18 -3%

Longmeadow* $406 $1,343 $938 231% $407 $1,369 $962 236%

Ludlow $727 $726 -$1 0% $855 $857 $2 0%

West Springfield $675 $738 $63 9% $748 $817 $69 9%

Wilbraham $623 $660 $37 6% $647 $762 $115 18%

Contract Rent ($) Gross Rent ($)

Area
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Monthly effective rents as reported by CoStar are consistent with data on gross monthly rents from the 
ACS.  The CoStar monthly average from 2009 to 2013 was $855 per unit, while the ACS reports a 
monthly median of $820. Costar averages for the Immediate Region are also generally consistent with 
ACS medians for Hampden and Hampshire Counties.  There is, however, a substantial divergence 
between the statewide ACS median gross rent of $1,090 and the CoStar mean of $1,505.   
 
It is not entirely clear why there is such a substantial difference at the state level, but not for the City or 
Region.  One reason may be because CoStar is more reflective of rentals in multi-unit buildings and 
these may just be more expensive. This would be particularly true for the eastern-most portions of the 
State, but less so for the Pioneer Valley.  Another possibility is that ACS reports rental costs paid by 
households while CoStar reports rents from listings. Presumably, it is more difficult to raise rents on 
existing tenants than on available units, so tenants pay less than the going market rate.  Although we 
lack the data to test this, if it is true then the CoStar data may actually be a more sensitive leading 
indicator of changes in rental markets than data gathered from household surveys. 
 
Assuming that CoStar provides a valid, although perhaps incomplete, indicator of changing rental market 
condition, we proceed with our analysis of recent trends in effective real monthly rental prices relative 
to the Immediate Region and State.  The City and region are well below the State average, although we 
suspect that the CoStar average for the State is highly skewed by rental markets in the Boston region 
(Figure 24). Since 2006, real monthly rents in Springfield and the Immediate Region have largely been 
flat or have risen very slowly. Statewide rents have been rising at a faster pace, leading to an increasing 
divergence between the State and Region.   
 
Figure 24:  Effective Monthly Rents, Springfield vs. the Immediate Region and State, 2006 to 2015 (Q3) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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CoStar also reports data on the inventory of rental units, and the slow rise in rental prices in the 
Springfield market coincides with a slow decline in vacancy rates. At 2.1 percent in the fourth quarter of 
2015, vacancy rates in the City of Springfield are extremely low.  This is noticeably lower than the 
statewide vacancy rate of 3.4 percent—despite the fact that average rental rates in Springfield are far 
below state averages.  Thus, the relatively low rental rates in Springfield and its neighbors are unlikely to 
be the consequence of an overabundance of rentals on the market. 
 
Figure 25:  Vacancy Rates, Springfield vs. the Immediate Region and State, 2006 to 2015 (Q3) 

 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Building Permits 

Building permits are an important prerequisite for new development. Municipal officials, demographic 
forecasters and real estate analysts alike monitor building permit applications in order to get a sense of 
changing population trends two or three years in advance.   
 
Data on building permits comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Manufacturing and Construction Division.  
For every individual community in Massachusetts, the Census Bureau reports the number of permits and 
their approximate value. However, the survey only covers residential permits, although it does 
distinguish single- from multiple-family permits by the number of individual housing units covered under 
the permit. These figures should be considered estimates, and not a complete count.  Communities 
often do not report their permits, in which case the Census Bureau imputes (i.e., makes a statistical 
estimate of) the missing values using past values and other related variables.   
 
One must exercise particular caution when considering building permit trends, especially at the town 
level.  Even with imputation, the number of building permits issued can vary greatly from year to year.  A 
single large-scale development can create abrupt bumps and dips in annual permitting trends. Permits, 
like the real estate market more generally, are also sensitive to broader economic conditions and 
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business cycles—making it difficult to establish a regular “baseline” trend that can be used later to 
measure impacts.  With these important caveats in mind, we proceed with our examination of recent 
permitting trends. 
 
The number of residential building permits issued in Springfield has dropped sharply in recent years   
(Figure 26). In 2013, the city issued only 27 new single-family permits and two multi-family permits, 
compared to a respective 126 and 61 permits issued just ten years prior. Such averages can be 
misleading, because the number of permits issued is rather volatile.  Regardless, in Springfield we see a 
clear downward trend. 
 
Figure 26:  City of Springfield, Number and Per Unit Value of Residential Building Permits 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
The monetary value of issued permits tends to be more stable than the number of permits, although 
they can be skewed by a small number of rather expensive or inexpensive projects.x In 2013, the average 
value of single-family permits in the city was $179,018, up by just over $30,000 from 2003 (Figure 26). 
Almost all of this growth was due to a sharp increase in value between 2012 and 2013.  Multi-family 
permits are now valued at more than they were at the beginning of the study period. Multi-family 
permits steadily declined in value from 2003 until 2011, when the average price shot up by over 
$100,000 in a single year.xi However, there were only two permits issued in both 2011 and 2012, thus it 
is very likely that either permit values in 2011 were abnormally small or the values in 2012 were 
abnormally large. 
 
To help put these trends into context, we compare the annual change in the number and value of 
residential building permits against regional (i.e., Hampden and Hampshire Counties) and statewide 
trends (Figure 27). We see that the precipitous decline in single-family home permits is not just an issue 
in Springfield, but rather is emblematic of a widespread statewide slowdown in residential construction, 
although the State has witnessed a bit more of a post-recession bump in permitting activity compared to 
Springfield.  
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Figure 27:  Change in Single-family Building Permits from 2003 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
Springfield consistently falls far short of the State and Immediate Region in terms of single-family permit 
value. In 2013, the average permit in Springfield was valued at just under $180,000—nearly $100,000 
less than the statewide average (Figure 28). Of course, Springfield is a different type of housing market – 
it is more built out and has less acreage available for large-lot housing developments that have been 
favored by developers elsewhere in the State. The real dollar value of permits in Springfield has actually 
been increasing at a pace just below that of the State, but faster than the Immediate Region.  
 
Figure 28:  Average Value of Single-family Building Permits from 2003 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
There has also been a steady drop in permitting for multi-family housing (Figure 29).  The pace of decline 
in the number of multi-family permits issued by Springfield is generally consistent with the Immediate 
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Region and State. Each experienced a fairly rapid decline 2007 to 2009. However, while the State has 
seen an increase starting in 2011, Springfield and the Immediate Region have remained flat.   
 
Figure 29:  Change in Multi-family Building Permits, 2007 to 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
The value of multi-family permits in Springfield trends consistently lower than both the State and 
Immediate Region (Figure 30). However, both State and City have experienced a sharp rise in the value 
of multi-family permits since 2011, whereas gains have been far more modest for the region.   
 
Figure 30:  Average Value of Multi-family Building Permits, 2007 to 2013 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
Table 5 provides a summary of building permit activity in Springfield and its surrounding communities.  
The average value of a single-family permit in Springfield is lower than its neighbors, especially more 
affluent communities such as Longmeadow, West Springfield and Wilbraham.  It is just slightly below its 
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more urbanized neighbors such as Chicopee and Holyoke. The data on multi-family permits is too sparse 
to draw comparisons at the municipal scale. 
 
Table 5:  Building Permit Summary, Springfield and Surrounding Communities 

 
 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Residential Construction Branch 
 
In conclusion, we find that the data on building permits, while having some value in helping us 
understand the changing conditions in residential construction, may be too erratic and fraught with 
estimation ambiguities to identify possible development impacts of Casinos.  We will continue to 
monitor and track building permits moving forward, but will couple our analysis with sufficient warnings 
and caveats. 

Number 

(2013)

% Change 

in Number

2003-2013

Value 

(2013)

Change in 

Value

2003-2013

Number 

(2013)

% Change 

in Number

2003-2013

Value 

(2013)

Change in 

Value

2003-2013

Massachusetts 7,100 -46% $280,733 $88,529 7,469 3% $237,632 $149,597

Springfield 27 -79% $179,018 $58,533 2 -97% $123,686 $16,352

Surrounding Communities

Agawam 18 -74% $235,252 -$60,822 0 -100% $0 n/a

Chicopee 32 -3% $209,556 $66,637 6 -40% $89,080 $23,290

East Longmeadow 18 -67% $237,471 -$4,051 25 400% $73,178 -$102,262

Holyoke 7 -85% $193,800 -$4,187 0 -100% $0 n/a

Longmeadow 5 150% $316,812 -$135,333 0 n/a $0 n/a

Ludlow 30 -56% $219,018 -$65,199 0 n/a $0 n/a

West Springfield 14 -48% $304,106 $1,823 0 -100% $0 n/a

Wilbraham 18 -59% $268,869 -$89 0 n/a $0 n/a

Single Family Building Permits Multi Family Building Permits

Area
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Commercial and Industrial Real Estate 

The market for commercial and industrial real estate is another important indicator of the nature and 
health of an area’s economy. This section of the report analyzes Springfield’s commercial and industrial 
real estate inventory, how that space is utilized, and the average cost. We use data from CoStar, a 
commercial real estate analytics firm, to provide information on certain indicators not generally tracked 
in publicly available data sources, such as net absorption and lease rates per square foot. CoStar data 
are available for all of Massachusetts on a quarterly basis from 2007 to present.xii This analysis covers 
the seven year period between the end of last quarter of 2007 and the last quarter of 2014. 

This section of the report has three sub-sections, each of which addresses a key concept for evaluating a 
community’s real estate market and touches on several metrics related to that concept. The first section 
addresses inventory, meaning the number of buildings in the community, and seeks to demonstrate the 
size of a community’s real estate market dedicated to business activities. The second section addresses 
vacancy and absorption, two important ways of analyzing the utilization of space within a community. 
The final section addresses lease rates and sheds light on the market prices paid for commercial and 
industrial space within a community. When taken as a whole, these measures describe the nature of 
Springfield’s commercial and industrial real estate market in the period immediately preceding the 
development of the MGM Springfield. 

Inventory 

The city of Springfield covers 33.2 square miles, 1.1 miles of which are water. Springfield’s Metro Center 
area, which lies close to Interstate 91 and across the Connecticut River from West Springfield, is a dense 
city center with major office buildings and entertainment locations and is surrounded by dense urban 
neighborhoods that also feature many small commercial establishments. Many of the Southern and 
Eastern parts of the city have a suburban feel and feature more single-family homes, big-box retail and 
grocery stores, and educational and manufacturing establishments. The commercial building inventory 
in Springfield has grown while industrial inventory has fallen since the end of 2007, although the 
changes are small (Figure 31). By the fourth quarter of 2014, there were three more commercial 
buildings and 11 fewer industrial buildings than seven years earlier. 
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Figure 31:  Springfield, Number of Buildings Q4 2007 to Q4 2014 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc.xiii Data used in this section are quarterly data. 
 
Growth in Springfield’s inventory of commercial buildings typically lags both the State and Immediate 
Region. However, the City has seen notable gains in recent years. Springfield’s commercial inventory 
peaked between 2010 and 2011, followed by a sharp decline through 2013 and then steady growth from 
2014 to the present (Figure 32). Commercial inventories in the larger region also saw gains during the 
last year, but never experienced the significant decline that occurred in Springfield after 2011. 
 

Figure 32:  Number of Commercial Buildings, Change from 2008 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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All three areas (State, Immediate Region, and the City of Springfield) have lost industrial buildings since 
2008 (Figure 33). The decline has been most dramatic in Springfield, where the stock of industrial 
buildings is only 95 percent of what it was just eight years prior.  Much of this decline happened after 
2011, and may be at least partly due to the aftermath of the 2011 tornado which damaged many 
buildings in the heart of the City. 
 
Figure 33:  Number of Industrial Buildings, Change from 2008 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
Buildings can vary dramatically in their size and significance to an area, so another way to examine how 
an area’s building inventory has changed is rentable building area (RBA). Rentable building area is the 
usable area in a community’s building stock, including their share of associated common areas, 
expressed in square feet. While Springfield’s commercial building stock is nearly four times the size of its 
industrial building stock, it has only just over twice as much commercial RBA as industrial RBA because 
industrial buildings tend to be larger than commercial buildings. 
 
Since 2008, Springfield’s commercial RBA grew at a slightly faster pace than its stock of commercial 
buildings (Figure 34) -- 102.1 percent of its 2008 RBA compared to 100.2 percent of its 2008 number of 
buildings. This suggests that the new commercial buildings in Springfield are larger than the average 
commercial building stock. Springfield’s commercial RBA has steadily growing at a pace just below both 
the State and Immediate Region (Figure 35). Like Springfield, new commercial buildings in both 
Massachusetts and the Immediate Region tend to be somewhat larger than existing structures.  
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Figure 34:  Springfield, Rentable Building Area, since 2008 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
Figure 35:  Commercial Rentable Building Area (RBA), Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
As we saw for the number of industrial buildings, the amount of industrial RBA in Springfield has 
witnessed a rather dramatic decline since the fourth quarter of 2007 (Figure 36). The State and 
Immediate Region have likewise lost industrial RBA over this period, but at a much slower pace. All three 
geographies experienced a greater percent decline in industrial RBA than industrial buildings, suggesting 
that the industrial buildings that have been lost are larger than the remaining stock. 
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Figure 36:  Industrial Rentable Building Area (RBA), Change from Q4 2007 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Surrounding Community Building Counts and Rentable Building Area 

Table 6 details changes in the number of buildings and RBA for Massachusetts, Springfield, and those 
communities that have been designated as official surrounding or neighboring communities by the 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission. As the largest city in the region, Springfield had by far the most 
industrial properties in 2014. Springfield joins most of its neighboring communities in having 
experienced growth in commercial building stock over this time period. Holyoke and West Springfield 
were the only communities to experience a decline, while Longmeadow experienced no growth. 
However, of the communities that increased their commercial building stock, Springfield is the only one 
to fall below the Commonwealth’s level of growth at 0.6 percent. Springfield and all of its neighbors 
except for Chicopee and Longmeadow experienced more growth in RBA than in number of commercial 
buildings, while both of the communities that experienced a decrease in the number of buildings 
(Holyoke and West Springfield) saw no net change in RBA. Only the relatively more affluent communities 
of Agawam, East Longmeadow, Ludlow, and Wilbraham exceeded the Commonwealth’s growth rate for 
commercial RBA. 
 
Springfield experienced a much greater decrease in industrial buildings relative to its surrounding 
communities. With the exception of Holyoke and West Springfield, the remaining surrounding 
communities saw no change in the number of industrial buildings. Springfield also experienced the 
greatest decrease in industrial RBA at 15.4 percent. The majority of Springfield’s neighbors experienced 
no change industrial RBA, with the exception of Chicopee and Holyoke, which experienced a decrease of 
0.7 percent and 5.0 percent, respectively. 
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Table 6:  Commercial and Industrial Building Inventory Summary, Q4 2007 to Q4 2014 

Inventory, Springfield and 
Surrounding 
Communities, Q4 2007-Q4 
2014 

Commercial Industrial 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Number of 
Buildings 
(Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Rentable 
Building Area 
(Square Feet, 

Q4 2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Massachusetts 46,620 0.6% 942,748,021 2.8% 10,450 -1.4% 404,629,714 -3.7% 

Springfield 1,003 0.3% 17,503,481 2.1% 211 -5.0% 7,562,973 -15.4% 

                  

Surrounding Communities           

Agawam 148 2.1% 1,762,023 2.8% 47 0.0% 1,796,579 0.0% 

Chicopee 480 0.6% 4,105,033 0.2% 118 0.0% 7,040,351 -0.7% 

East Longmeadow 89 3.5% 1,324,130 13.7% 29 0.0% 3,260,896 0.0% 

Holyoke 544 -0.5% 9,440,512 0.0% 182 -1.6% 8,606,251 -5.0% 

Longmeadow 27 0.0% 702,129 0.0% N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Ludlow 82 2.5% 1,058,948 8.4% 21 0.0% 497,737 0.0% 

West Springfield 318 -0.3% 5,626,319 0.0% 62 -1.6% 1,835,733 11.8% 

Wilbraham 70 6.1% 961,832 11.0% 8 0.0% 719,167 0.0% 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc.  

 

Vacancy and Absorption 

We consider several additional metrics to show how available commercial and industrial space is being 
utilized. First, we examine vacancy rates, defined as the percentage of rentable building area that is not 
currently in use. Vacancy rates as calculated by CoStar include abandoned buildings that have been 
removed from the real estate market, so actual vacancy rates may be higher than in these figures and 
tables, particularly in the most distressed communities that tend to have a larger inventory of 
abandoned buildings.   
 
Springfield’s commercial and industrial vacancy rates are notably higher than both Massachusetts and 
the surrounding area (Figure 37). Since the end of 2007 to 2014, Springfield went from having a lower 
commercial vacancy rate than the State and Immediate Region to having a slightly higher one. 
Springfield’s commercial vacancy rose from 6.5 percent at the end of 2007 to 7.7 percent at the end of 
2014. During this time, the commercial vacancy rates of Massachusetts and the Immediate Region both 
fell from 8.5 and 7 percent to 7.3 and 6.4 percent, respectively.  
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Figure 37:  Commercial Vacancy Rates 

 
Note: Vacancy rate is calculated as the share of unused rentable building area. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
Springfield’s industrial vacancy rate has been more volatile than the commercial vacancy rate, but has 
remained consistently higher than either the Immediate Region or the Commonwealth as a whole 
(Figure 38). Springfield’s industrial vacancy rate has experienced several dramatic spikes in recent years, 
which is somewhat expected given the rather small inventory of industrial buildings. At the end of 2014, 
it stood at 15.1 percent, higher than the Immediate Region’s industrial vacancy rate of 10.9 percent or 
the state rate of 8 percent. 
 

Figure 38:  Industrial Vacancy Rates 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Next, we consider net absorption. Net absorption is defined as the net change in occupied space in an 
area’s rentable building area from one quarter to the next. It measures the difference between rentable 
building area that is newly occupied and rentable building area that is no longer occupied since the last 
period.  Since net absorption is presented in terms of square feet, not as a share of rentable building 
area, it can capture changes in the market that may not be detected by the vacancy rate alone. For 
example, a vacant building that is taken off of the market entirely would cause a fall in the vacancy rate, 
but no corresponding change in net absorption. Analysts typically consider several consecutive quarters 
of high positive net absorbtion as indicative of shrinking supply of available space that sends a signal to 
developers that the market is ripe for construction.   
 
In Springfield, commercial net absorbtion tends to hovers near zero – meaning there is little or no 
change in net occupancy from one quarter to the next (Figure 39). There were several quarters of 
consistently positive net absorption in the commercial market from mid-2011 through 2013, but the 
most recent quarter has again dipped below zero. Overall, the story of the Springfield’s commercial 
market has been one of stability, showing signs of neither expansion nor contraction.  Springfield’s 
commercial net absorption was positive in 16 of the 28 quarters studies (~57 percent). In the same 
seven year period, Massachusetts had positive net absorption for 24 quarters. Furthermore, 
Springfield’s majority of growth quarters were offset by a few large negative quarters. As a result 
Springfield had only 143,800 more square feet of occupied commercial space at the end of 2014 than it 
had at the end of 2007.   
 

Figure 39:  Commercial Net Absorption 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Industrial net absorption tends to be more volatile (Figure 40). Springfield had 15 quarters of positive 
net absorption out of the last 28 quarters (53 percent). This compares favorably against the State, which 
only had 11 positive quarters of net absorption of the past 28. Yet the overall picture of the market is 
less favorable. Springfield experienced several quarters of dramatic negative net absorption, leading to a 
net loss of 939,236 square feet of occupied RBA since the end of 2007. The last few quarters, however, 
have seen positive net absorption of industrial space, as reflecting by declining vacancy rates.   
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Figure 40:  Industrial Net Absorption 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Surrounding Community Vacancy and Absorption Rates  

Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference. also presents an alternative concept of vacancy rates, taken 
from Valassis Lists, a direct mail marketing firm, which supplies United States Postal Service vacancy 
data to the web-based mapping company PolicyMap. As mentioned above, CoStar’s vacancy rates 
captures properties which are currently on the market but not occupied. Commercial or industrial 
buildings which have been abandoned altogether, or whose owners have chosen not to put them on the 
market, are not included. Valassis’ vacancy rate measures the share of vacant addresses.  It considers all 
buildings, but is based on a share of buildings and not square footage. Nor does it distinguish 
commercial from industrial properties.  While they may not be directly comparable, when viewed 
together both CoStar and Valassis help to provide a more complete view of vacancy in the host and 
surrounding communities.  
 
Springfield’s Valassis vacancy rate of 21.5 percent is the third highest among area communities, 
although it is only slightly higher than several other neighboring communities such as Agawam, 
Chicopee, and West Springfield. Among those communities where data was available, only Longmeadow 
and Wilbraham had lower vacancy rates than State in 2014. While these figures reflect a different 
concept of vacancy than the concept presented by CoStar, they do suggest that many communities in 
the region have a relatively high business vacancy rate, and that Springfield is no exception.     
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vacancy rate is also higher than most of the communities in the region. It joins Agawam, East 
Longmeadow, Agawam and Wilbraham in having an industrial vacancy rate higher than that of the State 
at the end of 2014. While Springfield’s vacancy rate has fallen since the end of 2007, its net absorption 
has also fallen more than that of any surrounding community, a function of the decline in industrial RBA 
shown in Table 6. 
 
Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference. also presents an alternative concept of vacancy rates, taken 
from Valassis Lists, a direct mail marketing firm, which supplies United States Postal Service vacancy 
data to the web-based mapping company PolicyMap. As mentioned above, CoStar’s vacancy rates 
captures properties which are currently on the market but not occupied. Commercial or industrial 
buildings which have been abandoned altogether, or whose owners have chosen not to put them on the 
market, are not included. Valassis’ vacancy rate measures the share of vacant addresses.  It considers all 
buildings, but is based on a share of buildings and not square footage. Nor does it distinguish 
commercial from industrial properties.  While they may not be directly comparable, when viewed 
together both CoStar and Valassis help to provide a more complete view of vacancy in the host and 
surrounding communities.  
 
Springfield’s Valassis vacancy rate of 21.5 percent is the third highest among area communities, 
although it is only slightly higher than several other neighboring communities such as Agawam, 
Chicopee, and West Springfield. Among those communities where data was available, only Longmeadow 
and Wilbraham had lower vacancy rates than State in 2014. While these figures reflect a different 
concept of vacancy than the concept presented by CoStar, they do suggest that many communities in 
the region have a relatively high business vacancy rate, and that Springfield is no exception.     
 
Table 7:  Vacancy and Absorption, Springfield and Surrounding Communities 

Area 

Commercial Industrial 

Valassis 
Vacancy 
Rate, All 

Businesses, 
Q4 2014 

Vacancy 
Rate (Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Vacancy 
Rate (Q4 

2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Net 
Absorption 
(Q1 2008- 
Q4 2014) 

Massachusetts 7.3% -14.1% 28,970,307 8.0% -20.8% -5,300,347 16.1% 

Springfield 7.7% 18.5% 143,800 15.1% -14.7% -939,236 21.5% 

                

Surrounding Communities           

Agawam 7.8% -39.5% 118,933 10.9% -35.1% 105,082 18.1% 

Chicopee 4.9% 8.9% -3,579 7.9% -40.6% 337,119 19.4% 

East Longmeadow 3.5% -53.3% 51,882 19.5% 364.3% -499,346 N/A 

Holyoke 5.5% -30.4% 192,272 5.7% -42.4% -46,261 27.9% 

Longmeadow 2.8% -64.6% 23,373 N/A N/A N/A 12.8% 

Ludlow 2.8% -57.6% 31,142 12.1% -24.4% 19,356 N/A 

West Springfield 11.2% 36.6% -152,944 3.6% -50.7% 246,209 24.4% 

Wilbraham 3.2% -54.3% 121,978 30.5% 205.0% -147,586 16.1% 
Notes: Vacancy rate is defined as the share of unused rentable building area. Net absorption is the net change in occupied 
space in a geography’s rentable building area.  Data in this table are annual averages of quarterly data. 
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
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Lease Rates 

Price is another important factor in an area’s real estate market. While there are a number of factors 
that determine what price property owners can charge in rent, it stands to reason that those areas with 
higher lease rates are seen as more desirable by businesses and organizations seeking rental space. 
However, there are a few caveats. First, some organizations own the real estate that they occupy, and 
those properties are not included in the CoStar lease rate data. Second, individual buildings may possess 
characteristics that make them particularly valuable to certain types of businesses and organizations.  
This can make a direct comparison difficult. In this respect, the difference in lease rates between 
municipalities may say as much about the industry mix and business activities of those municipalities as 
it does about their relative economic health. 
 
We analyze lease rates separately for industrial and commercial space, dividing commercial leases into 
two groups: office and non-office real estate. This is because there are often significant differences in 
the lease rates between office and non-office real estate.xiv Office commercial real estate often includes 
the offices of professional service firms, lawyers, doctors, and government buildings, etc., while non-
office commercial real estate includes restaurants, retail stores, sports and entertainment facilities, 
transportation facilities, and many other types of real estate.  Lease rates for industrial real estate are 
also presented.  
 
Office real estate in Springfield has leased at a lower rate than the average for Massachusetts for the 
entirety of the seven-year study period (Figure 41:  Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 Dollars)). 
However, Springfield’s lease rate is consistent with the Immediate Region. Springfield’s lease rates have 
also been more stable than the State.  For example, while Massachusetts’ commercial office lease rate 
declined by 21.5 percent since the end of 2007, Springfield’s rate has fallen by only 1.1 percent. 
 
Figure 41:  Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 Dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 
Springfield’s non-office commercial lease rates also track closely to the larger Immediate Region, 
although not as closely as for office space (Figure 42). Since the end of 2013, non-office lease rates in 
the City and region have been nearly identical--both currently leasing at just over $12.13 per square 
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foot.  Non-office lease rates in Springfield are also notably lower than the statewide average of $13.68 
per square foot. Lease rates for the City and Immediate Region have been declining steadily since 2008, 
although the rate of decline has slowed in recent years. The State also witnessed a real-dollar decline in 
lease rates for much of this period, although it has seen a surge in prices in recent years that has not 
been matched by the region. 
Figure 42:  Non-Office Commercial Lease Rates (2014 Dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 

Springfield’s industrial lease rates have also remained roughly consistent with the Immediate Region 
over much the study period (Figure 43). Lease rates in both the City and the Immediate Region lag the 
State average by nearly $1.50 per square foot. However, industrial lease rates in Springfield have been 
more consistent. As of the end of 2014, industrial properties were leasing at only 12 cents less per 
square foot than they were at the end of 2007. This compares with a real dollar decline of $1.35 per 
square foot for the State and an 86 cent drop for the region. 
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Figure 43:  Industrial Lease Rates (2014 dollars) 

Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 

 

Surrounding Community Lease Rates 

Although Springfield’s lease rates tend to match the larger Immediate Region as a whole, we do observe 
differences when comparing Springfield to neighboring communities (Table 8). Springfield’s office, non-
office, and industrial lease rates all fall roughly in the middle of surrounding communities, albeit lower 
than state averages. Longmeadow’s commercial office and commercial non-office rates exceed those of 
the State on average, as does East Longmeadow’s commercial non-office rate and Ludlow’s industrial 
rate. No other community exceeds the State in any of the three types of lease rates. Springfield is 
notable for experiencing the smallest percent change of any community in its commercial office and 
industrial lease rates. While Springfield’s commercial non-office lease rate fell by 14.3 percent, far more 
than the state change of six percent, the change was still more modest than all of its neighboring 
communities which, with the exception of Agawam and Ludlow, have experienced very dramatic 
changes since 2007. 
 
 
Table 8:  Lease Rates, Springfield and Surrounding Communities 

Lease Rates, Springfield 
and Surrounding 
Communities, Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Commercial Office Commercial Non-Office Industrial 

Lease Rate 
Per Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Lease 
Rate Per 
Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, 
Q4 2007-
Q4 2014 

Lease 
Rate Per 
Square 

Foot (Q4 
2014) 

Percent 
Change, Q4 

2007-Q4 
2014 

Massachusetts $20.68 -21.5% $13.68 -6.0% $5.03 -21.2% 

Springfield $15.59 -1.1% $12.14 -14.3% $3.39 -3% 
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Surrounding Communities         

Agawam $16.04 -21.3% $11.00 -9.6% $4.12 -55.5% 

Chicopee $13.63 -20.8% $11.96 -44.0% $4.06 -5.4% 

East Longmeadow $17.59 -12.2% $35.00 104.9% $2.28 -57.9% 

Holyoke $12.86 -6.8% $8.45 -35.5% $2.06 -30.1% 

Longmeadow $24.44 18.9% $22.86 -30.7 N/A N/A 

Ludlow $16.41 47.0% $12.17 12.2% $5.95 15.8% 

West Springfield $15.79 -13.9% $11.29 -27.2% $3.14 -60.5% 

Wilbraham $13.40 -48.7%* $13.36 -18.9% N/A N/A 
Notes:  Lease rates are presented in real 2014 dollars. Data in this table is annual averages of quarterly data. 
Commercial non-office lease rate data for Longmeadow is not available before Q1 2008. This is the calculation from the earliest 
available point. 
Commercial office lease rates for Wilbraham are not available before Q3 2009. This is the calculation from the earliest available 
point.  
Source: The CoStar Group Inc. 
 
 

 

 
 
Endnotes  

i Host community economic profiles can be found on the SEIGMA website at: https://www.umass.edu/seigma/node/172 
ii This baseline focuses on official host communities as of winter 2015, pending host community agreement ratifications in 
Region C. 
iii In addition to the eight “official” surrounding communities, two others (Northampton and Hampden) applied to MGC for 

“surrounding community” status but were denied.  Although not included in this report, we will be including these two 
communities in future studies of prospective casino impacts. 
iv Full 2014 data is not yet available for the all communities in Massachusetts.  We have included our preliminary 2014 data in 
the statewide analysis with the intention of updating this information as soon as the new data is available.   
v The data required for a detailed spatial analysis of development impacts also readily lends itself to more sophisticated forms 
of statistical modeling, such as hedonic regressions and interrupted time series analysis with spatial decay effects. We intend to 
pursue some of these more advanced methods once a sufficient time has elapsed after the opening of the casino.  
vi The location matching process involves joining the DOR L-3A database to GIS databases of individual parcels produced by 
MassGIS and the Boston Redevelopment Authority. These GIS databases are based on digitized parcel maps, which are linked to 
assessor’s data, and can be used to identify the latitude and longitude coordinates of every matched parcel.  The vast majority 
(roughly 98 percent) of all sales were located to parcels in this first round. The remaining sales were located through street 
address matching. Our final match rates were well in excess of 99%, an amazingly high match rate for this type of work. 
vii The hot spot analysis is based on the kernel density estimation technique, which calculates the density of activity falling 
within one km of a fine grid of points across the entire study area. 
viiiAlthough we only examine sales for the 2008 to 2014 period as whole in this report, similar forms of hot-spot analysis could 
be used to examine changes in the density of home sales over time.  This might be useful to help document possible changes in 
the geography of home sales before and after the casino construction. 
ix More specifically, we use a technique called Interpolated Distance Weighting (IDW) to estimate a smooth, continuous surface 
of property sales appreciation across the study region.  
x We measure the value of residential permits as the total value of permits divided by the number of units (not permits). This 
makes it easier to compare values when grossly different numbers of units are covered under a single permit.   
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xi This abnormal rise in the value of permits coincides with the passage of the Expanded Gaming Act in November 2011.  It is 

possible that these changes are the consequence of speculative permit-seeking by Ameristar and other casino companies that 
contemplated submitting applications for casino licenses in Springfield?  Although, because Census bureau permit data only 
includes city-wide counts we cannot know for certain. 
xii For more information about CoStar Group Inc. and the CoStar database, please visit http://www.costar.com/. The data used 

for this analysis is not available for download without a CoStar subscription. 
xiii CoStar Group Inc. updates their commercial real estate database on a daily basis. For this analysis conducted in 2015, UMDI 

is analyzing up to the last quarter of calendar year 2014.For the purposes of this analysis, commercial real estate is any real 
estate that CoStar defined as Office, Retail, Flex, Hospitality, Health Care, or Sports & Recreation. Industrial real estate is any 
real estate that CoStar defines as Industrial. These definitions best approximate MA DOR classifications using CoStar real estate 
categories.  
xiv CoStar’s full definition of an office building reads as follows: “The primary intended use of an office building is to house 
employees of companies that produce a product or service primarily for support services such as administration, accounting, 
marketing, information processing and dissemination, consulting, human resources management, financial and insurance 
services, educational and medical services, and other professional services. Office buildings are characterized by work efficient 
floor plans, work areas, comfortable heating and cooling, cabling for phones and computers, and other conveniences that allow 
people conduct business. The interior finish and the structural design of the building supports the activities of the employees. 
Office buildings are typically configured for high-density use, with a ratio of people to square footage in the 150 to 300 or more 
range and less than 25% of the demised floor space allocated to industrial or retail use. Some physical characteristics of a 
building may assist in classifying the property as "office" if the property's use is not apparent.” 

http://www.costar.com/
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Mark VanderLinden 

FROM: Rachel Volberg 

SUBJECT:  Revision of SEIGMA weights and update of BGPS report 

DATE:  October 31, 2016 

  
 

Baseline population survey data were collected by NORC in 2013/2014 and provided to the 
SEIGMA research team with statistical weights that aligned the survey sample with the 
characteristics of the adult population of Massachusetts.  The weights accounted for the survey 
design, screening rates, and completion rates, and were post-stratified to the 2012 
Massachusetts population based on four variables: region (2 levels), age (4 levels), gender (2 
levels), and race/ethnicity (4 levels).  These weights were used in the analysis of data published 
in the Baseline General Population Survey (BGPS) report in May 2015.   
 
Beginning in June 2013, the MGC worked to establish a peer review group to assist in managing 
the research agenda mandated by the 2011 Expanded Gaming Act.  In mid-2013, the MGC 
invited representatives of several organizations, including the National Center for Responsible 
Gaming, the MA Council on Compulsive Gambling, the MA Department of Public Health, UMass 
Boston Institute for Asian American Studies, Harvard Medical School, and Massachusetts 
General Hospital to serve on the newly created Gaming Research Advisory Committee (GRAC).  
In December 2014, the MGC created the Research Design and Analysis Sub-Committee (RDASC) 
of the GRAC to provide input to MGC’s research partners on technical matters, including survey 
design, methods and analysis.   
 
Starting in December 2014, the SEIGMA research team met regularly with the RDASC to review 
results of the baseline survey as well as draft versions of the report.  After review of the 
preliminary results, RDASC members were concerned about the lack of individuals with lower 
education in the sample.  To compensate for potential sampling bias, RDASC members 
recommended that education be added to the weighting scheme.  The RDASC also suggested  
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that raking be used in place of post-stratification as the final step in development of the 
weights.  After consultation with additional experts, the SEIGMA research team agreed that a 
new set of weights which (1) included education and (2) used raking rather than post-
stratification would be desirable.  The SEIGMA research team and the RDASC agreed that the 
new weights would be included in the public use version of the survey data that will be made 
available to other investigators. 
 
Construction of the new weights began soon after publication of the BGPS report and was 
completed in May 2016.  The weights were modified in several ways.  First, the new weights 
accounted for household size when it was known.  Second, the new weights accounted for 
education (3 levels) in addition to the variables for region, age, gender, and race/ethnicity.  
Finally, the new weights used raking rather than post-stratification to align the survey sample 
with the adult population of Massachusetts.  After raking, the weights were trimmed so that 
the minimum and maximum weights were no smaller (or larger) than 8 times the average 
weight.    
 
Table 1 on the following page displays the demographics of the baseline population survey 
sample, using both the post-stratified weights and the raked weights.  As the table shows, the 
raked weights provide a closer match with the Massachusetts population for education 
compared to the post-stratified weights. 

Changes in Results 

Using the new raked weights, the Baseline General Population Survey report is being 
repopulated with the updated results.  The updated report will be posted on the SEIGMA 
project website (www.umass.edu/seigma) when it is complete.  While minor differences have 
been found in the results, none of these differences are large enough to affect planning for 
problem gambling prevention and treatment initiatives in Massachusetts.   

The most prominent changes are to the problem gambling and at-risk gambling rates.  The new 
rate for at-risk gambling is 8.4% (95% CI [7.5%, 9.4%]) and the problem gambling rate is 2.0% 
(95% CI [1.6%, 2.6%]).  As is evident from the overlapping confidence intervals, these rates are 
not significantly different from the original rates of 7.5% (95% CI [6.8%, 8.2%]) and 1.7% (95% CI 
[1.3%, 2.1%]) but reflect higher rates of at-risk gambling and problem gambling among adults in 
Massachusetts with lower education.   

 

http://www.umass.edu/seigma
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Table 1 Demographics of baseline general population survey sample 

  Baseline sample    Massachusetts3 

 20133 
   Post stratified Raked   

  Unweighted1 Weighted2 Weighted2   
  

N  % SE N % SE N % SE % SE 

Gender 

 

Female 5,663 59.8 0.5 2,704,78
4 

52.2 0.7 2,738,372 52.9 0.8 52.3 0.3 

Male 3,806 40.2 0.5 2,476,13
7 

47.8 0.7 2,442,115 47.1 0.8 47.7 0.3 

Age 18-20 100 1.1 0.1 123,274 2.5 0.3 211,399 4.3 0.5 5.9 0.1 

21-24 246 2.7 0.2 311,225 6.3 0.4 327,588 6.6 0.5 7.3 0.1 

25-34 1,000 11.0 0.3 1,129,03
6 

22.7 0.7 908,819 18.3 0.7 17.1 0.2 

35-54 2,904 31.9 0.5 1,697,35
0 

34.1 0.6 1,714,763 34.5 0.7 34.7 0.2 

55-64 1,982 21.8 0.4 853,518 17.2 0.4 871,326 17.6 0.5 16.3 0.2 

65-79 2,095 23.0 0.4 622,857 12.5 0.3 660,574 13.3 0.4 13.4 0.2 

80+ 778 8.5 0.3 234,805 4.7 0.2 270,293 5.4 0.3 5.4 0.1 

Ethnicity 

 

Hispanic 483 5.2 0.2 442,405 8.8 0.5 433,811 8.6 0.5 9.0 0.2 

White alone 7,824 84.6 0.4 3,837,60
2 

76.0 0.6 3,847,226 76.2 0.7 77.1 0.2 

Black alone 304 3.3 0.2 302,730 6.0 0.4 296,522 5.9 0.4 6.1 0.1 

Asian alone 359 3.9 0.2 286,044 5.7 0.3 278,857 5.5 0.4 5.7 0.1 

Some other race 
alone 

81 0.9 0.1 43,138 0.9 0.1 48,598 1.0 0.1 0.7 0.0 

Two or more races 199 2.2 0.2 136,605 2.7 0.2 144,353 2.9 0.3 1.4 0.1 

Education 

 

Less than high 
school 

398 4.2 0.2 231,641 4.5 0.3 454,695 8.9 0.6 10.1 0.2 

HS or GED 1,322 14.1 0.4 645,944 12.6 0.4 1,354,072 26.4 0.8 26.2 0.2 

Some college 2,540 27.0 0.5 1,295,61
2 

25.2 0.6 1,176,659 22.9 0.6 26.8 0.2 

BA 2,460 26.2 0.5 1,501,39
7 

29.3 0.6 1,332,864 26.0 0.6 21.2 0.2 

Graduate or 
professional degree 

2,117 22.5 0.4 1,156,04
5 

22.5 0.5 643,230 12.5 0.3 13.4 0.2 

PHD 557 5.9 0.2 300,866 5.9 0.3 173,441 3.4 0.2 2.3 0.1 

Household 
Income 

 

Less than $15,000 847 10.3 0.3 552,223 12.2 0.5 667,399 14.9 0.7 7.4 0.1 

$15,000-<$30,000 1,033 12.6 0.4 553,709 12.2 0.5 643,442 14.3 0.6 9.8 0.2 

$30,000-<$50,000 1,327 16.2 0.4 652,313 14.4 0.5 685,561 15.3 0.6 13.2 0.2 

$50,000-<$100,000 2,479 30.3 0.5 1,344,51
7 

29.7 0.6 1,247,201 27.8 0.7 30.2 0.2 

$100,000-<$150,000 1,372 16.8 0.4 787,658 17.4 0.5 719,181 16.0 0.6 19.1 0.2 

$150,000 or more 1,131 13.8 0.4 637,623 14.1 0.5 525,243 11.7 0.4 20.4 0.2 

1 Unweighted N refers to the total number of respondents who answered this question.  
2  Weighted N is the total number of respondents who answered the question weighted to the MA population. 
3 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 American Community Survey PUMS 

 
 



 
 

No Documents 
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HONORABLE MADAMS AND MESSRS.

We are pleased to deliver the fifth annual report of the Massachusetts 
Gaming Commission. This report covers the details of our operations as of 
the end of Fiscal Year 2016 (June 30, 2016), and is submitted in accordance 
with section 70 of Chapter 23K.

During FY16 we decided not to award a license to the remaining applicant 
in Region C (Mass Gaming & Entertainment) and their proposal to build a 
casino on the site of the Brockton Fairgrounds.

The first full year of operations for Plainridge Park Casino concluded on 
June 30, 2016. The total gaming tax revenues collected at the end of the 
fiscal year were $81.3 million.

The Category 1 licensees from Region A (Wynn Resorts) and Region B 
(MGM Resorts) continue to make progress in their design, permitting, 
and construction phases. Construction (foundation, civil, and structure) 
of the downtown Springfield casino is well underway while excavation 
and foundations at the site in Everett continue, as construction started in 
earnest on August 2016. 

We continue to make significant progress towards building the gaming 
regulatory framework. We remain eager to discuss with you at your 
convenience the efforts the Commission is making, the results it is 
achieving, and any other aspect of our operations about which you would 
like additional information.

Sincerely, 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission

Governor 
Charles D. Baker

Attorney General 
Maura Healey

Treasurer 
Deborah Goldberg

Chairs of the House and Senate 
Committees on Ways & Means

Chairs of the Joint Committee 
on Economic Development & 
Emerging Technologies

Clerks of the House and Senate

September 30, 2016
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The mission of the Massachusetts Gaming Commission 

is to create a fair, transparent, and participatory process 

for implementing the expanded gaming law passed by the 

Legislature and signed by the Governor in November 2011. 

In creating that process, the Commission will strive to 

ensure that its decision-making and regulatory systems 

engender the confidence of the public and participants, 

that they provide the greatest possible economic 

development benefits and revenues to the people of the 

Commonwealth, that they reduce to the maximum extent 

possible the potentially negative or unintended consequences 

of the new legislation, and that they allow an appropriate 

return on investment for gaming providers that assures the 

operation of casino-resorts of the highest quality.

MISSION
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1.  Oversaw the first full year of operations of Plainridge 
Park Casino (PPC). As of June 30 2016, Gross Gaming 
Revenues totaled $166 million resulting in gaming tax 
of $81.3 million.

2.  Concluded the review and evaluation of the remaining 
applicant for a Region C Category 1 license: Mass 
Gaming & Entertainment proposal for a casino at the 
Brockton Fairgrounds. The Commission decided not 
to award a license to the applicant.

3.  Hired Edward R. Bedrosian Jr. as its new 
Executive Director. In December 2015, MGC’s five 
commissioners voted unanimously to approve the hire 
of Mr. Bedrosian, who brings more than two decades 
of experience as a public sector manager; first, as 
a Deputy District Attorney in the Middlesex District 
Attorney’s Office and, then, as the First Assistant 
Attorney General in the Massachusetts Attorney 
General’s Office.

4.  Promulgated 13 sets of regulations that govern many 
important aspects of gaming operations including: 
gaming devices and electronic gaming equipment, 
voluntary self-exclusion, licensing, standards of 
accounting procedures and internal controls, persons 
required to be qualified, and horse racing.

5.  Released important reports as part of the 
comprehensive research agenda to study the social 
and economic impacts of expanded gaming, including 
a 6-month review of crime activity in the Plainville 
area, and an economic analysis of the construction of 
Plainridge Park Casino.

6.  Implemented two major responsible gaming 
initiatives: (1) We staff and operate a GameSense 
Info Center at Plainridge Park Casino, and (2) We 
deployed “PlayMyWay,” a voluntary budgeting tool for 
slot players. These programs are first-of-their-kind in 
the United States.

7.  Continued to oversee and regulate the racing and 
simulcasting operations in the Commonwealth, 
including disbursements for the benefit of horsemen 
and breeders associations for a total of $17.4 million 
($11.4 million to Standardbred and $6 million  
to Thoroughbred).

8.  Held 37 public meetings of the Commission, and 
an additional 14 public hearings. The Commission 
streams all its public meetings live via the MGC 
website and transcribes the meetings and hearings  
in full. Further, there were 23 additional open 
meetings (Access and Opportunity Committee, Public 
Trust Fund Executive Committee, Horse Racing 
Committee, etc.).

9.  Researched and authored a “White Paper on  
Daily Fantasy Sports” with recommendations for  
the legislature on the rapidly evolving arena of  
online gambling.

10.  Continued attendance by commissioners and other 
staff at numerous speaking engagements across the 
state through the Commission’s successful Speakers 
Bureau Program.

LETTER 
FROM THE CHAIR

The Massachusetts Gaming Commission (MGC) has been in existence since March 21 of 2012, and this report entails the 
fourth fiscal year of operations in the process of implementing the expanded gaming legislation (Chapter 194 of the Acts 
of 2011 – An Act Establishing Expanded Gaming in the Commonwealth) enacted by the General Court and signed into 
law by the Governor in November 2011.

The Commission made significant progress towards its mission during FY16. We continue to build both an agency and 
the regulatory framework to enable this Commission to issue, award, oversee, and regulate the gaming licenses that the 
Gaming Act allows.

DURING FY16 THIS COMMISSION:
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The second full year of operations of Plainridge Park 
Casino will conclude on June 30, 2017. Gaming revenue for 
the first quarter of FY17 was $39.8 million, which resulted in 
$19.5 million in revenues to the Commonwealth. Overall, in 
FY17 PPC could generate approximately $64 million to Local 
Aid, and $14 million to the Race Horse Development Fund.

We will continue to evaluate and improve on our 
responsible gaming initiatives. We have engaged a group 
of researchers to evaluate the GameSense program, the 
self-exclusion program, as well as the voluntary play 
management system “PlayMyWay.” The results of the 
evaluation will help us ascertain the effectiveness of these 
programs.

Harness Racing will continue at Plainridge Park 
Racecourse and increase to the statutory 125 days for 
calendar year 2017. We continue to evaluate the feasibility 
of Thoroughbred Racing given available monies for purses, 
and racing application(s) due on Oct 1, 2016.

We will continue to work to maximize the economic 
benefits from a casino. We convene and connect licensees 
to the Commonwealth’s workforce and small business 
resources. We bring together stakeholders to focus on local 
and diverse hiring and contracting, and report, monitor, 
and analyze diversity and affirmative action plans, efforts, 
and results by each licensee. Specific efforts include a 
promising expansion of apprenticeship programs within 
various union trades.

We will continue to make significant administrative 
progress in the implementation and staffing of additional 
functions. Such functions include:

•  A Licensing Unit to license and register casino and slots 
parlor employees and vendors

•  A Gaming Technology Unit for the implementation 
of testing protocols and procedures to ensure the 
machines and games on the gaming floor are operating 
as intended

•   Further regulations that govern operations and functions 
at the gaming establishments

We continue to implement rules and procedures to ensure 
the integrity of the game. These efforts include:

•  Promulgation of rules for table games in anticipation 
of workforce and training programs for dealers, 
surveillance, security, and supervisory personnel at the 
Category 1 casinos

•  Robust compliance, monitoring, and audit programs for 
the audit and oversight of operations of licensees 

•   Further regulations that govern operations and functions 
at the gaming establishments

We constantly monitor developments that affect the 
gaming industry to make policy recommendations.  
Topics like the status of the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe 
and their land-in-trust determination will continue to 
have significant implications for Region C. Further, online 
gaming, daily fantasy, charitable gaming, sports betting, 
and illegal gaming impact the young gaming industry in MA.

MAJOR MILESTONES 
ANTICIPATED FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 17
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KEY PROVISIONS 
OF THE GAMING ACT

Chapter 194 of the Acts of 2011 (“The Gaming Act”) includes significant features to ensure public confidence and a 
robust gaming industry that generates economic development while providing mitigation measures to protect potentially 
vulnerable groups.

A STRONG, INDEPENDENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

•  Five full-time commissioners appointed by the three 
constitutional officers

•  Rigorous standards for suitability and licensure of 
companies, vendors, and employees

•  On-site presence of gaming agents, state police, and 
responsible gaming (GameSense) advisors

•  Detailed regulations and strict oversight to ensure 
integrity of the operations and fairness of the games

A ROBUST AND FUNDED RESEARCH MANDATE

The gaming law enshrines the role of research in 
enhancing responsible gaming and mitigating the 
negative consequences of expanded gaming in 
Massachusetts. The Act directs the Commission to:

•  Understand the social and economic effects of 
expanded gaming including conducting a baseline 
study and subsequent studies of all relevant critical, 
social, and economic variables

•  Obtain scientific information relative to the 
neuroscience, psychology, sociology, epidemiology, 
and etiology of gambling

•  Make annual, scientifically-based recommendations 
for policy to the Legislature

STRONG LOCAL CONTROL

•  Host Communities vote on the host community 
agreement negotiated between the applicant and the 
local executive

•  Surrounding Communities have a process for 
addressing mitigation concerns (that must also be 
funded and addressed by the applicants)

•  Reimbursement to communities for mitigation costs

POLICIES TO MAXIMIZE THE BENEFITS TO  
THE COMMONWEALTH

•  A competitive and transparent process for license 
solicitation, evaluation and award of up to 3 Category 
1 Licenses and one Category 2 License to maximize 
capital investment

•  Clear directives and specific criteria to realize 
economic benefits to support local, small, and 
diverse businesses, employ the unemployed and 
underemployed, while protecting vulnerable groups 
and other Commonwealth assets, including the  
Lottery and Impacted Live Entertainment Venues
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1.  Consider addressing the expiring nature of the 
racing statutes in a permanent manner. The current 
statutes that govern live racing and simulcasting in 
the Commonwealth (G.L. c. 128A and c. 128C) expire 
on July 31, 2017. As part of the Gaming Act (c. 194 of 
the Acts of 2011, §104), the Commission was tasked 
with providing findings and recommendations to the 
Legislature (given its then pending expiration of July 
31, 2014). These recommendations were submitted on 
April 2013, in a report that included a draft proposed 
new G.L. c. 128D. While the legislature did not enact 
the proposed c. 128D, different efforts to address 
this (in the House & Senate) resulted in two annual 
extensions of sections 128A and 128C (St. 2105c. 
10 §59 and St. 2016 c.176). These extensions have 
allowed Suffolk Downs to continue simulcasting, 
while requiring they conduct at least one day of live 
racing. However, in our opinion, the current short term 
nature of the law creates uncertainty to the viability of 
live horse racing in the Commonwealth. Accordingly, 
the Commission favors an approach that includes a 
comprehensive statutory amendment that takes a 
more long term view including allowing the horse race 
development fund to provide more assistance to the 
racing industry (both Standardbred and Thoroughbred).

  2.   Consider an exemption from M.G.L. c. 268A §4 to 
enable municipal and regional planning agency 
employees to fully participate in gaming policy 
advisory committees. We recommend legislation to 
exempt municipal and regional planning employees 
who are members of the Gaming Policy Advisory 
Committee (GPAC), its Subcommittees and Local 
Community Mitigation Advisory Committees (or 
LCMACs) from Section 4 of the state’s Conflict 
of Interest Law.  M.G.L. c. 23K, §68 created the 
GPAC, subcommittees (including a Subcommittee 
on Community Mitigation) and LCMACs to provide 
advice to the Commission on gaming policy and 
related mitigation matters. By statute the LCMACs 
include appointees from the host and surrounding 
communities to the gaming facilities. It is likely 
municipal and regional planning agency employees 
that are familiar with how gaming facilities are 
being developed and operated in their communities 
are in the best position to provide informed input in 
many of these advisory roles. However, it has been 
determined that municipal and regional employees 
may be in violation of the State’s Conflict of Interest 
Law (M.G.L. c. 268A) if they provide advice to the 
Gaming Commission while also performing their local 
duties involving gaming related matters. The Gaming 
Commission worked closely with the State Ethics 
Commission to craft language to allow municipal 
and regional planning employees to provide advice 
to the Gaming Commission while also meeting their 
gaming-related local and regional duties.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
LEGISLATIVE ACTION

In accordance with Chapter 30 section 33 and c. 23 K (the gaming Act) we submit recommendations for legislative action.  
The topics for consideration are:  

MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION ANNUAL REPORT
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The Investigations and Enforcement Bureau (IEB) is 
comprised of 1) the Investigations Division, which includes 
Massachusetts State Police (MSP) staff and a team of 
civilian financial investigators; 2) the Gaming Agents 
Division, comprised of civilian agents, which is charged 
with providing regulatory oversight and on-site monitoring 
of licensed gaming establishments; and 3) the Chief 
Enforcement Counsel whose duties include legal review 
of investigations and acting as the attorney for the IEB 
in licensing and enforcement actions by the bureau. The 
Director of the IEB also oversees the Division of Licensing, 
which administers the licensing and registration functions 
on behalf of the Commission for employees of and 
vendors to the Gaming Establishments.

The IEB conducts probity investigations to determine 
suitability for licensure and registration for all Gaming 
Establishment employees and vendors, in accordance 
with licensing regulations (205 CMR 134.00), which also 
define thresholds, standards and procedures for licensing 
and registration.

There are three levels of employee licensure; Key 
Gaming Employee – Executive, Key Gaming Employee 
- Standard, and Gaming Employee. All three levels of 
licensure require a background check before employment 
may commence at a Gaming Establishment. All other 
employees not classified by regulation as either Key 
Gaming or Gaming Employees must register as a Gaming 
Service Employees. Background checks for those 
employees may commence after employment begins. The 
depth of background check is commensurate with the 
level of licensure/registration.

During last year the IEB developed and implemented a 
hearings process to ensure that each applicant, registrant 
and licensee subject to an adverse action by the IEB is 
afforded notice and an opportunity for a hearing before an 
impartial hearing examiner, and continued to build out its 
Financial Investigations team.

In FY16 the IEB and the Division of Licensing received 
and processed over 125 applications for individual 
licensure or registration and over 570 applications for 
business entity licensure or registration.

As part of the Commission’s mission to ensure the 
integrity of the game, we anticipate the promulgation of 
an important set of regulations regarding the rules for 
table games. These rules are typically quite detailed, and 
their associated procedures are enforced and designed to 
minimize advantage play.

During FY16, we made significant progress in developing 
a “Licensing Management System” (or LMS). This 
system will greatly enhance our licensing unit’s ability 
to administer, track, document, and communicate with 
licensees and on-site staff on the status of the licenses 
and registrations.

At PPC Gaming Agents perform a variety of tasks 
including slot machines moves and inspections, 
operational audits, compliance reports, patron 
complaints, machine jackpots over certain thresholds, 
and tips from the “Fair Deal”  
tip line.

AGENCY DIVISIONS
INVESTIGATIONS & ENFORCEMENT BUREAU AND DIVISION OF LICENSING

SUPPORT HONESTY AND HELP MGC TO ENSURE A FAIR DEAL.

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE IS CRITICAL TO THE PUBLIC’S CONFIDENCE IN THE 
MASSACHUSETTS GAMING INDUSTRY. ENSURING THAT ALL GAMING ACTIVITY IS FAIR 
AND ETHICAL REQUIRES YOUR ASSISTANCE.

DO YOU HAVE CONCERNS OR PERSONAL KNOWLEDGE ABOUT UNETHICAL BEHAVIOR 
OR SUSPECTED VIOLATIONS OF THE MASSACHUSETTS GAMING LAW OR 
REGULATIONS? 

TIPS ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND YOU MAY REMAIN ANONYMOUS.

INTEGRITY TIP LINE

1-844-303-TIPS (8477)
REPORT ONLINE

MASSGAMING.COM/FAIRDEAL

SEND AN EMAIL
FAIRDEAL@STATE.MA.US

IT’S WHAT CUSTOMERS EXPECT AND WHAT THE 
MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION REQUIRES.

FAIR DEAL

Investigations and 
Enforcement Bureau
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The Ombudsman’s office is responsible for coordinating 
and communicating interactions among the Commission 
and many stakeholders: State Agencies, Applicants, 
Licensees, Host and Surrounding Communities, and 
multiple other interested parties.

The Commission’s regulations also govern certain 
interactions between applicants and Communities, 
including petitions from Communities for involuntary 
disbursements from applicants and licensees. The 
Ombudsman’s office oversees these activities and makes 
recommendations to the Commission about instances 
when the parties do not reach agreements.

COMMUNITY MITIGATION GRANTS
The Community Mitigation Fund receives monies from the 
licensing fees and the taxes on gross gaming revenues, 
and is designed to address adverse unanticipated impacts 
that may result from the construction and operations of 
casinos. When fully funded, the Community Mitigation 
Fund will have approximately $20 million annually for 
local mitigation projects.

The Ombudsman’s office reviews requests for mitigation 
dollars and makes recommendations to the Commission 
on the disbursements from the Community Mitigation 
Fund. To date, the Commission has reserved $4.26 
million in grants to host, surrounding, and neighboring 
communities. The Community Mitigation Grants are  
as follows:

1.  Planning Grants in the amount of $100,000 to assist 
Communities in preparing and determining how to 
achieve further benefits or avoid minimizing adverse 
impacts from the Gaming Facility. The following 
Communities have been awarded a $100,000 Planning 
Grant each:

 a.  Region B (MGM): Agawam, Chicopee,  
East Longmeadow, Hampden, Holyoke, 
Longmeadow, Ludlow, Northampton, Springfield, 
West Springfield, Wilbraham.

 b.  Region A (Wynn): Boston, Cambridge, Chelsea, 
Everett, Lynn, Medford, Melrose, Revere,  
Saugus, Somerville.

 c.  Plainville Region (Penn): Attleboro, Foxboro, 
Mansfield, North Attleboro, Plainville, Wrentham

2.  Specific Mitigation Grants to assist communities 
with an unanticipated or anticipated mitigation need, 
specific to the Community in question. The Specific 
Mitigation Grants are as follows:

 a.  Springfield $150,000. To fund a parking pilot 
program for the disruption of parking availability on 
Main Street in Springfield.

 b.  Springfield Preservation Trust $350,000.  
To aid with the rehabilitation, restoration or 
preservation of state register listed historic 
resources within one half mile of the project,  
in light of the demolition of certain buildings of 
some historical significance.

 c.  Hampden County Sheriff’s Department $280,000. 
To fund additional monies required from the 
displacement of the Western Massachusetts 
Correctional Addiction Center.

 d.  West Springfield $246,000. To provide funding 
for unanticipated cost increases in the design and 
permitting of a project to reconstruct Memorial 
Avenue (above an award amount granted through 
arbitration between MGM and West Springfield).

 e.  Malden $100,000. To supplement the salary of 
a senior planner to take advantage of economic 
opportunities through a Comprehensive Marketing 
Program and citizen’s engagement program.

3.  Transportation Grants to assist communities in 
transportation- and traffic-related impacts.

 a.  Chelsea $167,150. To survey, assess, and conduct 
a road safety audit of the Chelsea corridor and 
improve roadway conditions.

 b.  Everett $50,000. Additional funding for the 
Northern Strand Community Trail bike path.

 c.  Malden $100,000. To study current parking 
facilities and determine future needs, and increase 
pedestrian and bicyclists around the Malden 
Center Station area.

 d.  Medford $167,000. Transportation planner to study 
design solutions to Wellington Circle.

OMBUDSMAN’S OFFICE
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The GTU oversees the 
issuance of certifications 
and permits for the use of 
EGDs in Massachusetts.

The Technology Division (ITD) supports both internal 
and external business processes of the Commission and 
provides infrastructure, connectivity, hardware, software, 
as well as data management and security for the integrity 
and efficiency of the Commission’s operations and its 
oversight of licensees.

The Gaming Technology Unit (GTU) is responsible for 
planning, organizing, managing, and implementing the 
regulations, policies, procedures, and testing needed 
to ensure the integrity of electronic gaming devices 
(EGDs) and associated software and equipment. The 
GTU oversees the issuance of certifications and permits 
for the use of EGDs in Massachusetts. The Unit is also 
responsible for assisting with the evaluation, inspection, 
and investigation of electronic gaming devices and 
associated equipment, and the oversight of all EGD assets 
in the jurisdiction.

We have implemented a “Central Monitoring System” 
(CMS), for the oversight, reconciliation, inventory, and 
control of all activity of the EGDs (slots) at the casinos. 
This system enables the Commission to maintain a 
strict accounting and control of gaming revenues and 
corresponding taxes due to the Commonwealth in a highly 
efficient manner.

LICENSEE REPORTING & CONSTRUCTION OVERSIGHT
The Ombudsman’s office coordinates reports due to the Commission from licensees as well as developments 
regarding their progress against a large number of license conditions. This office includes the role of a “Construction 
Project Oversight Manager” for the oversight of efforts from licensees and other design, permitting, and construction 
requirements.

The Ombudsman further coordinates and supports legislatively mandated Advisory Committees and sub-committees.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DIVISION

MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION ANNUAL REPORT
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The office of Research and Responsible Gaming heads 
the Commission’s work in these areas and serves as 
key liaison to the Public Health Trust Fund. This fund 
was created by the Gaming Act, and is co-chaired by the 
Chair of the Commission and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services or their designees. When fully funded, 
the Public Health Trust Fund will direct approximately 
$15 million annually to gaming research and problem 
gambling prevention and treatment programs. This will 
make Massachusetts the state in the U.S. that dedicates 
the most resources to this specific area.

The Commission and the Executive Office of Health and 
Human Services set an annual budget for expenditures 
from the Public Health Trust Fund, which includes funding 
for the annual gaming research agenda.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF GAMBLING IN 
MASSACHUSETTS (SEIGMA)

In 2013, the Commission engaged a team at the University 
of Massachusetts Amherst to conduct a comprehensive, 
multi-year study of the “Social and Economic Impacts 
of Gambling in Massachusetts” (SEIGMA) to understand 
the impacts of expanded gaming in the state. The 
study established baselines for all social and economic 
variables that may be affected by expanded gaming. The 
research team will collect, analyze and report each year 
to identify the actual impacts, which will provide key 
information to policymakers.

As part of the ongoing baseline research efforts, this year 
the research team released a Problem Gambling Online 
Panel Survey Report (n=5,046). This study contained 
an enriched sample of problem gamblers to provide 
greater understanding of 1) negative personal impacts of 
gambling, 2) impacts of different forms of gambling on 
gambling-related problems and 3) prevention awareness 
and treatment-seeking behavior of problem gamblers.

RESEARCH & 
RESPONSIBLE GAMING

59% 
ALL  

LOTTERY

32%  
RAFFLES

22%  
CASINO

13%  
SPORTS 
BETTING

12% 
PRIVATE 

WAGERING

3% 
HORSE 
RACING

3% 
BINGO

2% 
ONLINE

72% 
OVERALL

GAMBLING PARTICIPATION BY ADULTS IN MASSACHUSETTS  
OVER THE LAST YEAR, BY ACTIVITY. 
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PROBLEM GAMBLER

1.7%

AT-RISK GAMBLER

7.5%

NON GAMBLER

27.5%

RECREATIONAL GAMBLER

63.4%

PROBLEM GAMBLING 
PREVALENCE IN 

MASSACHUSETTS

KEY FINDINGS

•  54% of problem gamblers experience financial problems because of 
gambling, but only 5% have filed for bankruptcy.

•  50% of problem gamblers have experience health or stress problems because 
of gambling, but less than 9% have sought medical or psychological help.

•  14% report relationship problems because of gambling

•  Problem gamblers report specific types of gambling contribute to their problems

 •  23% report Instant Lottery Tickets contribute more to the problems 
encountered

 • 19% report slot machines contribute more to the problems encountered

PLAINRIDGE PARK CASINO CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
Also from the ongoing SEIGMA study, the team of researchers released The 
Construction of Plainridge Park Casino: Spending, Employment and Economic 
Impacts. The study, conducted by the UMass Donahue Institute, detailed the 
exact economic impact of the construction of Massachusetts’s first casino. 

THE REPORT FOUND:
•  99% of $13.3 million of preconstruction spending and 85% of the $115.4 

million of construction spending went to Massachusetts-based businesses. 
Similarly, most of the resulting job and income creation remained in-state  
as well.

•  As far as the construction’s impact on local jobs, it created or supported an 
average of 558 full-time equivalent jobs and $46 million of wages (including 
the above direct wages) per year over 2014 and 2015, impacts that were mostly 
concentrated near the construction site in Bristol and Norfolk Counties.

•  The construction phase supported a total of 1,116 jobs with a combined 
personal income of approximately $91.5 Million. In total, over the 14-month 
process, the construction of Plainridge Park Casino added $166 million to 
total business revenues and $105 million to gross state product.

PLAINRIDGE PARK CASINO PUBLIC SAFETY IMPACTS
The research efforts this year also include the six-month results of the SEIGMA 
Crime Study. In order to better understand and respond to crime impacts 
resulting from the introduction of casinos, the MGC is working with crime analyst 
and expert in data driven policing, Christopher W. Bruce, to conduct a long term 
study of public safety in casino host and surrounding communities. The first 
report following the opening of PPC was released in April 2016. The report, which 
is subtitled Assessing the Impact of Gambling on Public Safety in Massachusetts 
Cities and Towns, analyzes changes in police data after the first six months of 
operation at Plainridge Park Casino.

THE STUDY FOUND:
•  Incidents that occurred at Plainridge Park Casino are commensurate with 

expected totals at similar facilities that draw lots of people, have a large 
parking area, offer retail, entertainment, and dining options, and serve alcohol.

•  There was a likely causal relationship to the increase in traffic-related calls 
for service, primarily in Plainville, that included improper or erratic driving, 
parking, disabled vehicles, and suspicious vehicles.

•  There was an increase in credit card fraud and drunk driving incidents; 
however, there is no evidence to support a direct link to the casino and more 
research is needed.
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The Gaming Act included important policy directives in 
the area of Responsible Gaming. Led by the Director of 
Research and Responsible Gaming, the Commission 
has designed and implemented several highly innovative 
responsible gaming initiatives:

1. THE VOLUNTARY SELF-EXCLUSION PROGRAM
As required by statute, the Voluntary Self-Exclusion (VSE) 
Program is available to assist patrons who recognize they 
have experienced a loss of control over their gambling 
and wish to invoke external controls. This program allows 
participants to voluntarily exclude themselves from all 
Massachusetts gaming venues for six months, one year, 
three years, five years or a lifetime.

•  Participants enroll at either the GameSense 
Info Center in the Plainridge Park Casino, the 
Massachusetts Council on Compulsive Gambling, or 
the Massachusetts Gaming Commission.

•  After the expiration of the selected duration of 
exclusion, participants may request their name be 
removed from the list and participate in an educational 
exit session.

•  There are currently 147 participants in the Voluntary 
Self-Exclusion Program. To date, 5 participants have 
removed themselves from the list at the conclusion  
of their term.

The program is currently under evaluation by the 
Cambridge Health Alliance, Division on Addiction to 
assess the enrollees’ experience with the Voluntary 
Self-Exclusion Program. Additional data regarding VSE 
enrollees’ gambling behaviors, mental health, and  
well-being will also be incorporated into the evaluation  
to inform future changes to the program. 

2. GAMESENSE INFO CENTERS
In its effort to promote responsible gaming practices, 
the Commission launched a responsible gaming brand, 
“GameSense”, which includes outreach methods that 
provide judgment-free gambling education to help patrons 
make informed, responsible decisions about when to 
gamble, when to stop, and how much to spend.

The only GameSense Info Center currently in place 
within the United States is located inside of Plainridge 
Park Casino. Each casino in Massachusetts will have a 
GameSense Info Center, which will serve as an in-person 
touchpoint to gather information on responsible gambling. 
In order to evolve the program before it is replicated 

throughout the Commonwealth, the Commission has 
engaged the Cambridge Health Alliance, Division on 
Addiction to perform an evaluation.

•  GameSense Advisors are on site 16 hours per day, and 
are able to build customer relationships by walking 
around the floor.

•  Information is provided in a variety of ways, including 
interactive kiosks, brochures, and demonstrations by 
GameSense Advisors.

•  87.7% of survey respondents said that their primary 
concern was resolved by visiting the GameSense Info 
Center or speaking with a GameSense Advisor.

•  82% of survey respondents said that they would visit 
the GameSense Info Center again.

Massachusetts is the only jurisdiction in the United States 
to have responsible gaming personnel on the casino floor. 

3. PLAYMYWAY
On June 9, 2016, the MGC launched an innovative budget-
setting tool known as “PlayMyWay – The Smart Way to 
Track Your Play”. This tool prompts rewards card holders 
to voluntarily choose a daily, weekly, and/or monthly 
budget to track their spending while at Plainridge Park 
Casino.

Enrolled participants receive automatic notifications as 
they approach 50% and 75% of the spend budget. Players 
will also receive a notification when they reach 100% 
of the budget and if they continue to play, notifications 
will be received at 25% intervals. A player can choose to 
stop at any point or keep playing. There is no penalty or 
consequence for playing beyond the set budget as it is 
intended to help players make decisions and monitor their 
gambling in real time. 

As of September 2016, over 5,000 Plainridge Park Casino 
patrons have enrolled during the first three months of the 
program’s operation, and enrollment continues to grow. 
To evaluate the effectiveness of the play management 
system, the MGC is working with the Cambridge Health 
Alliance, Division on Addiction. Information from 
this evaluation project will play a significant role in 
determining whether the MGC will require licensees to 
adopt the play management tool.

RESPONSIBLE GAMING INITIATIVES
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CASINO PROPERTY & 
PROJECT SUMMARIES
PLAINRIDGE  
PARK CASINO

Plainridge Park Casino is the Category 2 licensee in 
Plainville, MA. The facility also hosts the Standardbred 
live racing and simulcasting operations. 

Conditional Award of the License February 2014

Operations Certificate/Date Opened June 24, 2015

Gaming Space 43,800 square feet

Capital Investment Amount $250 million

Slots/Gaming Positions 1,250 slots/1,414 Gaming Positions

Table Games N/A

Amenities  2 Full Service Restaurants (“Flutie’s Sports Bar” and “Slack’s 
Oyster House & Grill”), 3 food court style eateries (“B-Good” 
“The Bean” “Slice”), Live Entertainment (“Revolution Lounge”), 
Additional racing concessions/outlets

Licensed Employees  503 employees as follows: 35 Key Gaming Employees, 190 Gaming 
Employees and 278 Service Employees

Tax on Gross Gaming Revenues 49%
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WYNN BOSTON 
HARBOR

Wynn Boston Harbor is the Category 1 licensee for 
Region A in Everett, MA. The facility will sit on  
the formerly contaminated site on the banks of the 
Mystic River at the site of the former Monsanto plant.

Conditional Award of the License September 2014

Projected Opening Date June 2019

Gaming Space 190,461 square feet

Total Investment Amount $2.1 billion

Slots 2,574 Slot Machines

Table Games 141 gaming tables, 91 poker tables 

Other Amenities  5-star hotel (671 rooms), 56,602 sf retail space, 10 outlets of Food & 
Beverage, multipurpose venue, spa/gym, convention space, outdoor 
space, indoor garden

Parking 2,931 underground on site, 800 offsite

Total Employment 4,000 permanent jobs (projected)

Tax on Gross Gaming Revenues 25%
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MGM SPRINGFIELD MGM Springfield is the Category 1 licensee for Region 
B in Springfield, MA. The facility will be located in 
approximately 14 acres in downtown Springfield in 
the congregation of parcels generally bound by Main, 
State, Union and E. Columbus streets. 

Conditional Award of the License June 2014 

Projected Opening Date September 2018

Gaming Space 126,262 square feet

Total Gross Area 759,157 square feet 

Total Investment Amount $950 Million

Slots 3,000

Table Games 100

Other Amenities  4-star hotel (250 rooms) 8 outlets for Food & Beverage, 26,000 sf  
of retail space, bowling alley, cinema and 54 residential units

Parking 3,375 covered on site

Total Employment 2,000 permanent jobs (projected)

Tax on Gross Gaming Revenues 25%
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The Commission is also responsible for the operational 
and fiscal oversight of the Standardbred and 
Thoroughbred racing operations and pari-mutuel facilities 
in the Commonwealth (under M.G.L. c 128A & 128C).

FY16 marked the second year that the Race Horse 
Development fund had monies available to supplement 
purses, and accordingly the Commission approved 
disbursements for the prescribed purposes.

LIVE RACING AND SIMULCASTING AT  
LICENSED FACILITIES

STANDARDBRED RACING
On October 1, 2016, the Commission received the live 
racing application for Penn National at Plainridge Park 
Racecourse to conduct 125 days of harness live racing 
during calendar year 2017. The number of race days in 
calendar year 2016 was 115. Live harness racing will be 
conducted from April 10 through November 24, 2017. For 
the meet, the Division of Racing expects to issue 1,004 
occupational licenses at Plainridge.

The Gaming Act requires 125 racing days for calendar 
year 2017 for Penn National. The number of race days in 
calendar year 2018 will be determined by the Commission. 
In doing so, the MGC will solicit public comment and 
conduct public hearings to obtain input from stakeholders 
(operator, horsemen, etc.).

During FY16, Plainridge Park Casino continued to  
upgrade the racing facilities, totally redoing the inside  
of the paddock, and adding ship-in stalls.

THOROUGHBRED RACING
For calendar year 2016, live thoroughbred racing was 
conducted at Suffolk Downs for a total of 6 days. For the 
meet, the Division of Racing issued approximately 1,006 
occupational licenses.

SIMULCASTING
Simulcasting is conducted year-round on seven licenses 
at the following facilities:

• Plainridge Park Racecourse

• Raynham Park

•  Suffolk Downs, including: Twin Spires, TVG, 
Xpressbets, Wonderland

For 2016, total pari-mutuel handle in the commonwealth 
is expected to reach $201,893,976.

During FY16, the Division of Racing continued efforts to 
enhance the safety and welfare of racing participants, as 
well as monitor and regulate the racing operations in the 
Commonwealth. Key activities included:

•  Participation in the annual Association of Racing 
Commissioners International (ARCI) conference

•  Working with Suffolk Downs to obtain reaccreditation 
of their National Thoroughbred Racing Association 
(NTRA) racing safety and integrity alliance

• Cutting-edge updates to racing regulations

THOROUGHBRED RACING IN MASSACHUSETTS  
GOING FORWARD

On October 1, 2016, the Commission received one racing 
application (from Suffolk Downs) to conduct thoroughbred 
racing for six (6) days with a possible extension to twelve 
(12). This application requires monies from the Race 
Horse Development Fund to supplement purses and  
other expenditures.

RACING OPERATIONS
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        TOTAL IN 
       TOTAL IN COLLECTED 
      TOTAL IN COLLECTED STATE TAXES AND  
      COLLECTED RACE HORSE  RACE HORSE 
 MONTH COIN IN  SLOT GGR HOLD % PAYOUT % STATE TAXES ASSESSMENTS ASSESSMENTS

June 24-30, 2015 $ 60,641,793.30 $ 6,137,976.28 10.12% 89.88% $ 2,455,190.51 $ 552,417.87 $ 3,007,608.38

July 2015 $ 182,591,850.53 $ 18,155,783.86 9.94% 90.06% $ 7,262,313.54 $ 1,634,020.55 $ 8,896,334.09

August $ 166,244,497.24 $ 15,228,050.58 9.16% 90.84% $ 6,901,220.23 $ 1,370,524.55 $ 7,461,744.78

September $ 146,966,787.00 $ 12,625,157.80 8.59% 91.41% $ 5,050,063.12 $ 1,136,264.20 $ 6,186,327.32

October $ 149,099,458.52 $ 12,876,375.54 8.64% 91.36% $ 5,150,550.22 $ 1,158,873.80 $ 6,309,424.01

November $ 138,983,092.23 $ 11,939,949.56 8.59% 91.41% $ 4,775,979.82 $ 1,074,595.46 $ 5,850,575.28

December $ 135,626,938.11 $ 11,267,254.41 8.31% 91.69% $ 4,506,901.76 $ 1,014,595.46 $ 5,520,954.66

January 2016 $ 147,802,417.63 $ 12,531,140.69 8.48% 91.52% $ 5,012,456.28 $ 1,127,802.66 $ 6,140,258.94

February $ 153,714,821.12 $ 12,669,678.44 8.24% 91.76% $ 5,067,871.38 $ 1,140,271.06 $ 6,208,142.44

March $ 181,989,615.17 $ 13,496,232.21 7.42% 92.58% $ 5,398,492.88 $ 1,214,660.90 $ 6,613,153.78

April $ 174,794,153.72 $ 13,306,466.10 7.61% 92.39% $ 5,322,586.44 $ 1,197,581.95 $ 6,520,168.39

May $ 174,847,659.99 $ 13,488,794.58 7.71% 92.29% $ 5,395,517.83 $ 1,213,991.51 $ 6,609,509.34

June $ 160,637,888.04 $ 12,324,076.83 7.67% 92.33% $ 4,929,630.73 $ 1,109,166.91 $ 6,038,797.65

June $ 1,973,940,888.04 $ 166,046,936.88 N/A N/A $ 66,418,774.75 $ 14,944,224.32 $ 81,361,999.07

The Commission’s Division of Administration and Finance 
(A&F), led by the CFAO, is responsible for the strict 
oversight of the revenues at the casinos and the collection 
of taxes due to the Commonwealth from those operations. 
The taxes and assessments on gross gaming revenues for 
the license currently operating (Plainridge Park Casino) 
is 49%.

The division is also in charge of completing all financial 
transactions and coordinating with other functional areas 
to complete all administrative functions. The division is 
responsible for accounting, budgeting, payroll, HR, and 
classification and compensation functions within the  
MGC structure.

GAMING REVENUES AND TAX COLLECTIONS

For the period of June 24, 2015 (opening day) through 
June 30, 2016, Plainridge Park Casino reported $166 
million in gross gaming revenues which generated $66.4 
million in tax dollars to local aid, and $14.9 million in 
assessments to the racehorse development fund. Below is 
a chart by month. The same information can be found on 
the MGC’s website under the revenue section.

TAX COLLECTIONS & 
AGENCY FINANCES

SLOT MACHINE REVENUE



MASSACHUSETTS GAMING COMMISSION ANNUAL REPORTPAGE 24

For the first quarter of FY17 (July – September of 2016), PPC brought in ~$39.8 million in Gross Gaming Revenues (GGR) 
for a total of $19.5 million in taxes and assessments due to the Commonwealth. If the current trend continues, FY17 
could reach ~$160 million in total GGR or ~$80 million in taxes (similar to FY16).

AGENCY FY16 FINANCIAL RESULTS 

The MGC approved an initial FY16 budget of $28.3 million from the Gaming Control Fund. In order to meet the projected 
spending, the MGC required an assessment of $22.21 million to licensees.

The final expenditures for FY16 were $27.29 million, approximately $1 million less than anticipated. Revenues for FY16 
were $30.83 million, which were $2.5 million above initial projections and $3.53 million above expenditures. Of the $3.53 
million in surplus FY16 revenues, $2.55 million was rolled to FY17 and is attributed to timing of receipt of slot fees that 
were scheduled for FY17 revenue and the remaining $987,000 will be credited to licensees. Throughout the course of 
FY16, MGC decreased the assessment on licensees from $22.21 million to $18.89 million due to balance forward of FY15 
revenues. Below is a summary of spending and revenue for the Gaming Control Fund.
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10500001 GAMING CONTROL FUND 2016 BUDGET PROJECTIONS ACTUALS

Expenses Initial Projection Actuals Total

AA REGULAR EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION 6,277,143.16 5,630,381.67

BB REGULAR EMPLOYEE RELATED EXPEN 90,900.00 74,633.07

CC SPECIAL EMPLOYEES 130,506.15 234.821.00

DD PENSION & INSURANCE RELATED EX 1,873,197.89 1,767.913.14

EE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 476,600.16 2,117,689.48

FF PROGRAMMATIC FACILITY OPERATIONAL SUPPLIES 500.00 56,342.15

GG ENERGY COSTS AND SPACE RENTAL 1,129,453.26 1,130,556.49

HH CONSULTANTS SVCS (TO DEPTS) 5,221,776.14 4,496,365.83

JJ OPERATIONAL SERVICES 3,107,792.97 3,602,022.44

KK Equipment Purchase 80,000.00 236,232.45

LL EQUIPMENT LEASE MAINTAIN/REPAIR 25,617.71 27,486.98

MM PURCHASED CLIENT/PROGRAM SVCS 35,000.00 —

NN INFRASTRUCTURE — 2,084.19

PP STATE AID/POL SUB 3,011,010.00 2,754,726.37

TT LOANS AND SPECIAL PAYMENTS (reimbursement 0810-1204) — 57,105.44

UU IT Non-Payroll Expenses 4,483,188.84 3,651,942.35

ISA to DPH, AGO, ABCC, POL & EOHHS 2,369,684.91 1,453.090.43

Grand Total 28,312,371.19 27,293,393.47

REVENUE PROJECTIONS ACTUALS

Revenues Initial Projection Actuals Total

Gaming Control Fund Beginning Balance — 3,326,752.71

Phase 1 Collections (restricted) — 189,704.24

Phase 1 Refunds — (78,820.74)

Phase 2 Category 1 Collections (restricted) — —

Region C Phase 1 Investigation Collections 200,000.00 433,760.65

Region C Phase 2 Category 1 Collections 800,000.00 580,000.00

Grant Collections (restricted) 400,000.00 —

Region A Slot Machine Fee 1,945,200.00 1,945,200.00

Region B Slot Machine Fee 1,800,000.00 3,600,000.00

Slots Parlor Slot Machine Fee, REG B 750,000.00 1,500,000.00

Gaming Employee License Fees (GEL) 30,000.00 116,400.00

Key Gaming Executive (GKE) 35,000.00 5,000.00

Key Gaming Employee (GKS) 20,000.00 50,000.00

Non-Gaming Vendor (NGV) 30,000.00 47,800.00

Vendor Gaming Primary (VGP) 45,000.00 83,429.22

Vendor Gaming Secondary (VGS) 40,000.00 95,000.00

Gaming Service Employee License (SER) — 39,975.00

Subcontractor ID Initial License (SUB) — —

Temporary License Initial License (TEM) — —

Veterans Initial License (VET) — —

Transfer of Licensing Fees to CMF — —

Assessment, REG B, REG A and SLOT Parlor 22,217,171.19 18,890,418.52

MISC — 6,275.00

Grand Total 28,312,371.19 30,830,894.60

Ajustment Move to FY17 for REG B and Slots Parlor Slot FEe (2,550,000.00)

FY16 Revenue Surplus/(Shortage) 987,501.13
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WORKFORCE, SUPPLIER & 
DIVERSITY DEVELOPMENT

The Commission established processes and systems to ensure business and workforce development and diversity during 
construction and operations, including requirements to:

•  Set diversity hiring goals and submit strategic plans 
for the inclusion of minorities, women, and veterans in 
the workforce and during construction 

•  Support workforce development programs and develop 
affirmative action plans for the training and hiring of 
underemployed and unemployed

•  Regularly report progress towards diversity goals

•  Coordinate with stakeholders and representatives from 
across the commonwealth to strategize and support 
the hiring of MA residents and contracting with local 
diverse small businesses 

ACCESS & OPPORTUNITY COMMITTEE

We closely oversee the activities and efforts of licensees 
regarding vendor and workforce diversity, as well as 
local purchasing and other commitments to host and 
surrounding communities. We have convened an “Access 
and Opportunity Committee” (AOC) to supplement these 
efforts as well as keep licensees accountable for the 
goals they have set for workforce and supplier diversity. 
The monthly AOC meetings include community groups, 
unions, the Commission, the Licensees, and their 
contractors. The AOC meetings are open to the public, 
and alternate between Springfield and the Boston area.

We perform proactive outreach and communication 
to engage diverse stakeholders regarding issues and 
community concerns as well as potential impact. This 
effort has offered a voice to individuals and community 
coalitions that include women, minority, and ethnic 
communities and veterans.

BUSINESS AND SUPPLIER DIVERSITY EFFORTS

•  Presentations to chambers and trade associations 
across MA

•  Governor’s MA Supplier Diversity Regional Series in 
Roxbury, New Bedford, and Springfield

•  Greater New England Minority Supplier Development 
Council  

•  MA Minority Contractors Association Business 
Diversity Forum

In addition, the Commission has set up grant programs 
to fund capacity and technical assistance to small 
businesses. On FY16 a $25,000 grant was awarded to 
the Blackstone Valley Chamber of Commerce. The 
Commission anticipates expanding its capacity and 
technical assistance grant program in FY17.

The Commission’s Vendor Advisory Group brings 
together 10 state agencies and more than a dozen 
economic development organizations to coordinate 
support and communicate opportunities to small 
businesses, and provide information to casino licensees 
throughout the commonwealth. The group includes the 
MA Dept. of Veterans’ Services, MA Office of Supplier 
Diversity, Center for Women in Enterprise, Greater New 
England Minority Supplier Development Council, and the 
MA Growth Capital Corporation.
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RESULTS ON DIVERSITY HIRING & CONTRACTING

At the conclusion of their construction, Penn National and its contractor Turner Construction awarded a total of $128.7 
million in direct pre-construction and construction contracts. The contractor reported that as of June 30, 2016 $30.8 
million (32%) of the contracts have gone to minority-, women-, and veteran-owned businesses. $7.8 million (10%) of 
total contracts was awarded to MBEs, $9.5 million (13%) of total contracts to WBEs, and $7.7 million (9%) to VBEs. The 
Category 2 Licensee surpassed their diversity goals which were 4% MBE, 7% WBE, and 3% VBE.

See charts below:

PLAINRIDGE PARK CASINO (PPC) WORKFORCE/SUPPLIER DIVERSITY
AS OF JUNE 30, 2016

WORKFORCE CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS

Demographic Goal Results Goals Results

Minority 16% 17% 10% 16.3%

Women 7% 4% Not Stated 49%

Veteran 3% 7% Not Stated 3%

SUPPLIER DIVERSITY CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS

Demographic Goal Results Goal Results

MBE 4% 10% 6% 1.64%

WBE 7% 13% 12% 16.34%

VBE 3% 9% 3% 3.51%

Plainridge Park Casino (PPC) workforce participation and supplier diversity goals and results (both construction and operations phases) are as follows (total 
diverse construction spending: $30.8 million; total diverse operation spending: $1.06 million – as of June 30, 2016):
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MGM SPRINGFIELD WORKFORCE/SUPPLIER DIVERSITY
AS OF JUNE 30, 2016

WYNN BOSTON HARBOR WORKFORCE/SUPPLIER DIVERSITY
AS OF AUGUST 31, 2016

WORKFORCE CONSTRUCTION

Demographic Goal Results

Minority     15.3% 21.7%

Women     6.9% 5.2%

Veteran     3% 6.1%

SUPPLIER DIVERSITY CONSTRUCTION

Demographic Goal Results

MBE     5% 6.7%

WBE     5.4% 5%

VBE     1% 0.7%

WORKFORCE CONSTRUCTION

Demographic Goal Results

Minority 15.3% 26.94%

Women 6.9% 9.47%

Veteran 8% 9.17%

SUPPLIER DIVERSITY CONSTRUCTION

Demographic Goal Results

MBE 5% 5.60%

WBE 10% 13.80%

VBE 2% 7.10%

MGM Springfield workforce and supplier diversity goals and results (construction phase only) are as 
follows (construction diverse spend $3.6 million as of June 30, 2016):

Wynn Boston Harbor workforce and supplier diversity goals and results (construction phase only) 

are as follows (construction diverse spending $24.4 million as of August 31, 2016):
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AGENCY HEADCOUNT & DIVERSITY 

The chart below represents the recent and current headcount by department. The numbers below do not include state 
police assigned to the Commission, or FTE’s in the Attorney General’s Gaming Enforcement Division:

REGULAR EMPLOYEES

The chart below depict the diversity and female/male ratios of the Commission as of the end of FY16:

HEADCOUNT BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION HEADCOUNT FY14 HEADCOUNT FY15 HEADCOUNT FY16

Commissioners & Staff 7 8 8.5

Executive Director & Staff 2 2 3

Communications 2 2.5 2

Investigations & Enforcement 5 17 17

Licensing 5 6 6

General Counsel, Legal & Policy 9 13 11

Human Resources 2 3 2.5

Finance 4 5.5 5.5

Information Technology 3 5 5.5

Racing1 7 6 3

  46 68 64

1Racing numbers do not include seasonal employees

DEMOGRAPHIC FY15 FY16

Caucasian 76% 72%

Diverse 24% 28%

Female 50% 47%

Male 50% 53%
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CITY OF BOSTON/REVERE/MOHEGAN SUN ET AL. V. MGC

On September 22, 2015, Judge Sanders, in the Suffolk 
Superior Court-Business Litigation session, heard oral 
argument on the MGC’s motions to dismiss concerning 
the claims asserted by the City of Boston, City of 
Revere, Mohegan Sun, the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers 103 (“IBEW”), and individual citizens. 
These claims (by the non-Boston entities) included 
allegations that the MGC failed to follow the gaming act, 
that the gaming act and certain of its regulations were 
unconstitutional, and that the MGC violated the open 
meeting law.

On December 3, 2015 the MGC’s motion was granted and 
all of Boston’s claims were dismissed. On that same 
date, the Court dismissed all of the claims of the IBEW, 
Revere, Mohegan Sun, and the individual citizen plaintiffs 
except for Mohegan’s claim of a right to certiorari review. 
All of the parties except for Boston appealed to the single 
justice of the Appeals Court but were denied. The MGC 
then appealed to the full Appeals Court and also sought 
direct appellate review by the Supreme Judicial Court. The 
matter is now pending in the Supreme Judicial Court and 
Mohegan has filed an opposition to the appeal.

The other dismissed plaintiffs (aside from Boston) have 
appealed their respective dismissals to full Appeals Court.

CITY OF SOMERVILLE V. MGC (THE LICENSING CASE)

Somerville brought a complaint against the MGC and 
the individual commissioners challenging the decision 
granting Wynn a gaming license for various infractions, 
primarily the fact that the license was granted before 
MEPA review was completed and alleging that the license 
fails to account for the prospective environmental harm 
to Somerville as a surrounding community. The MGC filed 
a motion to dismiss the complaint in its entirety arguing 
that the plaintiffs lack standing, that the Gaming Act 
precludes judicial review, that Somerville cannot meet 
the requirements for certiorari review, and that its claims 
are time barred. Somerville opposed this motion and the 

motion was scheduled for a hearing; however, Somerville 
recently agreed to dismiss its claims. A stipulation of 
dismissal with prejudice was entered on August 30, 2016. 

CITY OF SOMERVILLE V. WYNN AND MGC  
(THE MEPA CASE)

Somerville filed a complaint challenging the decision 
by the Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and 
Environmental Affairs to award MEPA approval to Wynn. 
Somerville alleges that the Secretary’s decision to issue 
the SSFEIR certificate was arbitrary and capricious and 
lacked a rational basis. Similarly, Somerville alleges 
that the MGC’s decision to issue section 61 findings 
are similarly faulty and thus the Court should set aside 
the SSFEIR and Section 61 findings and remand them 
for further MEPA review. Somerville additionally moves 
for declaratory judgment certifying that its claims are 
timely and that the Section 61 findings are arbitrary and 
capricious and should be vacated.

Somerville recently entered into a settlement 
agreement with Wynn and dismissed all of its claims 
in this matter with prejudice. The Court entered that 
stipulation on August 26, 2016.

OTHER MATTERS – THE LAND-IN-TRUST CHALLENGE 
TO THE TRIBE

LITTLEFIELD ET AL. V. UNITED STATES DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR 
ET AL. (D. MASS. 2016) 
The MGC is not a party to this legal challenge, but as an 
interested observer and as directed by Statute, the MGC 
will continue to monitor the developments and status of 
the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe (“Mashpee” or “Tribe”) 
and their efforts to build a casino in Taunton.

In this matter the plaintiffs and defendants filed cross-
motions for summary judgment on the plaintiff’s first 
cause of action concerning the Tribe’s eligibility as 
beneficiaries under the Indian Reorganization Act (“IRA”) 
and the authority of the Secretary of the Department of 

LITIGATION MATTERS
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the Interior to take land into trust for their benefit. In 
finding for the plaintiffs, Judge Young interpreted the 
definition of “Indian” set forth in section 479 of the IRA. 
The definition states:

The term ‘Indian’ as used in this Act shall include [1] 
all persons of Indian descent who are members of any 
recognized Indian tribe now under Federal jurisdiction, 
and [2] all persons who are descendants of such 
members who were, on June 1, 1934, residing within the 
present boundaries of any Indian reservation, and shall 
further include [3] all other persons of one half or more 
Indian blood.

The Supreme Court decision of Carcieri v. Salazar 
previously held that the term “now under Federal 
jurisdiction” refers to those tribes that were under federal 
jurisdiction when the IRA was enacted in 1934. The 
Mashpee in this case were arguing that they qualified as 
Indian under the IRA pursuant to the second definition; 
however, such an argument necessarily turns on the 
interpretation of the term “such members.” The plaintiffs 
argued that the term “such members” referred to the 
preceding use of “members” and thus the descendant 
of a recognized Indian tribe could only qualify as Indian 
for land in trust purposes if that tribe was under federal 
jurisdiction in 1934. The Mashpee were not federally 
recognized until 2007. The government, in turn, argued 
that the term “such members” was ambiguous.

Judge Young reviewed the definition and use of the word 
“such” in several other cases ultimately concluding 
that the Secretary erred in finding that the Mashpee fell 
within the second definition of “Indian” in the IRA. He 
explained that the Mashpee were not a tribe under federal 
jurisdiction in 1934 (taking them out of the first definition) 
and that the term “such members” from the second 
definition referred back to the use of members in the 
first definition. Given that recognition under the second 
definition requires descent from members of a tribe 
under Federal Jurisdiction in 1934 and the Mashpee were 
not recognized until nearly 70 years later, Judge Young 
concluded that the Secretary lacked the authority to 
acquire land in trust for the Mashpee and remanded the 
matter to the Secretary for further proceedings consistent 
with his opinion.

At this point, it is unclear whether the decision by Judge 
Young will result in a temporary setback for the Tribe, 
and/or whether their efforts to build a casino in Taunton 
will be delayed indefinitely.
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