
HOUSE .... No. 1468

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ES-
TABLISHED TO MAKE AN INVESTIGA-
TION RELATIVE TO REIMBURSEMENT
OF MUNICIPALITIES FOR LOSS OF TAXES
ARISING FROM THE HOLDING OF PROP-
ERTY IN THE COMMONWEALTH FOR
PUBLIC PURPOSES.

[Taxation.]

This Commission, by the provisions of chapter 80 of
the Resolves of 1941 and by appointment, includes
Senators Arthur W. Coolidge, Charles G. Miles, Donald
W. Nicholson, Representatives Charles H. Cooke, Hollis
M. Gott, Arthur U. Mahan, Honorable Henry F. Long,
Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation, and Honor-
able Angier L. Goodwin, succeeded on his resignation by
Honorable Paul W. Foster, Chairman of the Commission
on Administration and Finance.

Action was authorized by chapter 80 of the Resolves
of 1941, which provides as follows: —■

Cfte Commontoealtl) of Massachusetts

Chapter 80, Resolves of 1941

Resolve providing for an Investigation by a Special Commis-
sion RELATIVE TO CERTAIN PROBLEMS ARISING FROM THE HOLD-
ING of Property in the Commonwealth for Public Purposes.

Resolved, That a special unpaid commission, to consist of one mem-
ber of the senateto be designated by the president thereof, one member
of the house of representatives to be designated by the speaker thereof,
the senate and house chairmen of the committee on municipal finance
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and the committee on taxation, the commissioner of corporations and
taxation and the chairman of the commission on administration and
finance, is hereby established for the purpose of investigating the ad-
visability of revising the laws of the commonwealth relative to the
reimbursement of municipalities for loss of taxes by reason of lands
therein owned by the commonwealth or a political subdivision thereof,
or by any other governmental unit, or changing the established prac-
tice of aiding municipalities in which the commonwealth or any of its
political subdivisions acquire property for any purpose. In making
said investigation the commission shall consider the subject matter of
current house documents numbered thirty-nine, three hundred and
four, three hundred and five and nine hundredand forty, and the sub-
ject of the investigation proposed by current house document num-
bered twenty-three hundred and thirty. Said commission shall also
consider the subject matter of current house document numbered
twenty-two hundred and thirty-five, relative to payments by the com-
monwealth to certain municipalities for certain school expenses in-
curred by them for the benefit of the children of certain state institu-
tional employees. For the purposes of this resolve, said commission
may expend for clerical and other services and expenses such sums, not
exceeding, in the aggregate, five hundred dollars, as may hereafter
be appropriated therefor. Said commission shall report to the gen-
eral court the results of its investigation, and its recommendations, if
any, together with drafts of legislation necessary to carry such recom-
mendations into effect, by filing the same with the clerk of the house of
representatives on or before October thirty-first in the year nineteen
hundred and forty-two. Approved October 16, 19^1.

The Commission held hearings through the year 1942.
Herewith it submits its report.

The general problem, fairly stated as being whether
cities and towns within whose limits are located public
institutions should or should not have financial assistance
from the governmental unit that controls the public
institutions, can well be separately considered as to the
following classes of property according to ownership:

1. Property of the United States.
2. Property of the Commonwealth.
3. Property of a county.
4. Property of a city or town located in a different city

or towr n.
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As to this type of property it may perhaps well be
argued that the problem is one for the Federal govern-
ment rather than for the State. To establish the prece-
dent of the State’s assuming responsibility for property
taken by the United States or its instrumentalities, espe-
cially in the light of the recent trend toward expansion
of Federal activities, would be a step that might involve
ultimately a very considerable burden to the State on
account of governmental action for which the State is
not responsible and over which it has no control. Some
of the Federal enterprises are distinctly proprietary in
nature, as, for example, Federal housing projects. Were
it not for the question raised by the doctrine of immu-
nity, it might well be that such enterprises should pay
their own way, and the property thereof be taxed in the
same manner as business property of private concerns
or individuals with which the Federal enterprises are
often in competition. But if such taxation is prohibited
under the Constitution, then it would seem that the gov-
ernment, under whose cloak the exemption arises, should
make such contribution to the public finances as will
fairly compensate the cities and towns for the burden so
imposed upon them rather than the State. Those occu-
pying these projects ordinarily enjoy the same benefits
of local government, including education, as those occu-
pying fully taxable property, and it would accordingly
seem fair that their rentals should be adjusted to a scale
sufficient to compensate the Federal government for the
assumption of full local tax liability. So far as the Fed-
eral government holds property other than for proprie-
tary purposes, it is likely to be for the general welfare of
the country as a whole, such as arsenals and the like, and
not for purposes within the scope of the functions of the
State. It may be that flood control projects, benefiting
largely areas in a particular State or neighboring States,
are of a somewhat different nature, but when it is again
considered that the Federal government controls these

1. Property of the United States.
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areas, the assumption of the annual burden with respect
to them by the States should not be lightly undertaken.

The precedent of the Commonwealth reimbursing cities
and towns to a limited extent for certain classes of prop-
erty is ahead} - long established. See General Laws, chap-
ter 58, sections 13-17, also the following special acts:
Acts of 1922, chapter 209; Acts of 1924, chapter 477;
Acts of 1923, chapter 171; Acts of 1926, chapter 119;
Acts of 1935, chapter 421; Acts of 1939, chapter 485;
Acts of 1941, chapter 650.

In considering whether such reimbursements should
be extended, it would seem pertinent to consider the uses
to which the State puts these properties, and whether
suph uses tend to reduce the extent of taxable property
in the town where located without giving compensating
benefit in return. The nature of this use is fairly well
indicated in the appended Table 3. Upon analysis, it
would seem that certain state properties are put to uses
that make them clearly undesirable in the community
wdiere located. Probably penal institutions are in this
class. Other uses are just as clearly desirable and not
infrequently towns have sought the establishment of state
institutions of a character that was believed to bring
benefit to the municipality well in excess of the loss of
taxable property. This is probably generally true of
educational institutions. In other cases, and it would
seem that these present the most numerous classes, the
State’s ownership of property may bring offsetting re-
sults to the town where located. The occupation by the
State on the one hand deprives the town of the right to
tax, but, on the other hand, the use by the State may
add in greater or lesser degree to its attractiveness and
to its commercial possibilities. Table 3 attempts a rough
classification into these three groups, but undoubtedly
there would be great differences of opinion as to how
the various types of property should be classed, and the
table merely affords a basis for possible segregation.

2. Property of the Commonwealth.
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It might seem logical to argue that -those towns in
which the State has located undesirable institutions
should receive the highest form of reimbursement. Prac-
tical considerations, however, tend to indicate that this
is not necessarily so; for example, suppose that the State
were to give as reimbursement in the case of penal in-
stitutions the full equivalent of a tax upon land and
buildings, not simply the land alone. Applying this to
the town of Norfolk, we find the town’s 1941 assessable
valuation was $1,445,526. The valuation of the state-
owned property, which might be classed as undesirable,
amounts to $2,663,629. At the Norfolk tax rate of $3O
per thousand this would produce a tax of $79,908.87,
thereby almost tripling the town’s tax levy of about
$44,000, and inviting unwarranted expenditures; indeed,
if the town did not increase its expenditures the tax rate
would drop to approximately $10.50 per thousand. In
view of the fact that the average tax rate for cities and
towns is now $32.96, it would seem that this would be
unduly extending tax relief, and where it is least needed.

In this connection it is pertinent to note the compari-
son of tax rates in cities and towns where the principal
state institutions are located, as shown in Table 1. Even
if allowance is made for the fact that the average tax
rate for cities runs higher than the average rate for towns,
the averages for cities and towns in which these institu-
tions are located run higher than the averages for all
cities and towns, respectively. It also seems to indicate
from the angle of giving tax relief, cities and towns in
which correctional institutions are located (average tax
rate, $36.74) appear to be less in need of relief than the
cities and towns in which the educational institutions are
located (average tax rate $38.53). This undoubtedly is
largely attributable to other factors than the presence of
state institutions, but it may also be due in part to the
tendency to locate undesirable institutions in areas hav-
ing relatively low tax values, and where the institution
will harm the community as little as possible. It is also
to be noted that the institution may be placed on the
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outskirts of the'town, and, in fact, be as detrimental to
an adjoining town as to the one in whose territorial limits
it is located. Probably the State Farm at Bridgewater,
for example, to some extent affects adversely land values
in Middleborough as well as in Bridgewater.

It is suggested for the foregoing reasons that it may
well be doubted if it is desirable to grant such extensive
aid generally to cities and towns in which correctional
institutions are located as would result, from granting the
equivalent of a tax on land and buildings.

It may therefore be that it would be better to divide
the cities and towns in which such property is located
into two groups only, on the basis of listing in one group
those institutions which absorb relatively little land area
and promise more of benefit to the community than is
lost through taxes, and in the other group properties that
absorb taxable area without affording compensating bene-
fits of equivalent values.

Once such a classification is agreed upon, the extent
and manner of the reimbursement must be determined
upon. This problem requires in turn consideration of
available sources from which the State may derive the
amount needed for reimbursement. Should the required
amount be taken from existing sources of revenue, as, for
example, the income tax, or should it be raised by some
new tax or increased rate of tax upon an existing source?
There would seem many reasons for believing that under
the existing Federal burden of taxation, neither new taxes
nor increased rates are timely even though as a result in
particular cities and towns property owners would de-
rive some benefit from a somewhat lower local tax rate
through increased reimbursement from the State. If, on
the other hand, the necessary revenue needed for addi-
tional reimbursement is taken from the proceeds of the
income tax, it will mean that the amount available for
distribution on the basis of the state tax will be corre-
spondingly reduced. This would mean in substance
merely a shifting of the burden from one city or town to
another.
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In the light of these alternatives, it may seem that
there should be no radical extension of the method of
reimbursement now in effect.

Reference to the summary at the end of Table 3 may
be helpful in considering the extent to which reimburse-
ment should be enlarged, if at all. From this table it
would seem clear that if reimbursements were to be given
for all types of state-owned property on the basis of in-
cluding the value of buildings as well as land, the State
would be obliged to pay on an aggregate value (as re-
ported by the assessors) approximating $146,131,250 as
against the present reimbursement value of $4,464,403;
in other words, the cost to the State would jump from,
roughly, $150,000 a year to upwards of $4,800,000. If
the property classed as desirable property were excluded,
the cost would appear to be reduced from this figure of
$4,800,000 by about one third. This would still leave,
therefore, a very substantial amount either to be raised
by taxation by the Commonwealth or taken from exist-
ing sources of state revenue, as, for instance, the income
tax. Unfortunately, the assessors’ reports of valuations
of state property in many instances do not break the
value down so as to show buildings separately from land.
Enough is given, however, to indicate that if reimburse-
ments were limited in all cases to the value of land alone,
the cost would be very greatly reduced over the amount
required if the basis of reimbursement were extended to
include the value of buildings.

A suggestion has been made that additional relief might
be granted to cities and towns where such property is
located through allowing the basis of state taxation to
continue as in the present law, but for purposes of dis-
tribution permitting the inclusion of the value of state-
owned property. Unless present distributive methods
are altered, the only method of distribution to which
this suggestion would be apt, and at the same time affect
any substantial distributive sum, is in connection with
the income tax. Here again, however, allowance has to
be made for subtraction of the school fund portion unless
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this is to be abolished. The effect of the application of
this method is exemplified for certain municipalities on
pages 48 to 53, inclusive. It would seem doubtful if
these results would be likely to be satisfactory.

Considering present conditions, perhaps the most satis-
factory course that can be now adopted lies in the direc-
tion of extending the present method of reimbursement
to certain state-owned property for which reimburse-
ment is not now given, if the benefit arising out of state-
ownership is not adequate compensation to the munici-
pality for loss of taxes. If it seemed desirable, the added
revenue necessary for such a limited extension of the pres-
ent law could be derived by deducting the amount from
the proceeds to be distributed from the income tax with-
out greatly disturbing the finances of any municipality.

In the case of state-owned property which is leased or
rented for proprietary purposes, it would seem that ulti-
mately, after the expiration of existing leases, the prop-
erty should be subject to local taxation to the occupant,
and accordingly no occasion for reimbursement would
exist in respect to such property.

There may be instances where a particular situation
may best be cared for by special act, if, for example, a
town is in great financial difficulty and the area taken
by the State is large, but it is believed that as a rule it
is best that reimbursement should be provided under the
general laws applicable to all alike.

County Owned Lani

The provisions of the existing law relative to county
owned land are to be found in General Laws, chapter 58
section 17A. It would seem, that many of the considera-

tions that justify the State in compensating municipal!
ties apply in similar manner with respect to requiring
the county to compensate cities and towns in which
county property is held. A detailed list of the valuatio:
of such properties and a recapitulation sheet are appended
as Table 4. It is suggested that a solution of this prob-
lem may be reached along lines similar to those suggested
in the case of state-owned property.
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Provisions for payment in lieu of taxes on property
held for certain municipal purposes are to be found in
General Laws, chapter 59, section 6. Where the prop-
erty so owned is held and employed solely for non-com-
mercial purposes, it may be that the present method of
requiring the town owning the property to compensate
the town in which the property lies is by and large ade-
quate. If, however, the town operates a plant to an
extent as a commercial enterprise, deriving profit there-
from, there would seem to be reasons for contending that
the property so held should not be favored. Because of
the varied extent to which the use may be of a commer-
cial nature there may be practical reasons which make
the application of a general rule difficult. In any event,
if action is to be taken with respect to this class of prop-
erty, it would seem desirable to have a compilation of
data showing the amount and class of such property and
the extent to which it is employed for purposes of profit.

Data assembled is appended under the following
tables:

Table 1 . List of state institutions as appearing in
the Manual of the General Court, showing type of insti-
tution, location and tax rate of municipality in which
located.

Table 2. Real estate of the Commonwealth as ap-
pearing in the Eighteenth Annual Report of the Commis-
sion on Administration and Finance for the fiscal year
ending November 30, 1940, Comptroller’s Bureau, Part 11.

TableS. Compilation of valuation of state-owned
property by cities and towns as reported by assessors
and grouped under the headings of “Desirable,” “Un-
desirable,” “Offsetting.”

Table 4- Compilation of valuation of county-owned
property grouped under the headings of “Desirable,”
“Undesirable,” “Offsetting.”

In the last published annual report of the Commis-

4. Property Owned by One Municipality Located
in Another Municipality.
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sioner of Corporations and Taxation (Pub. Doc. No. 16)
reference may readily be had to the following tables:

Table 17. Showing in detail reimbursements to cities
and towns for state-owned land under the present law.

Table 18. Showing by cities and towns the assessed
valuations of real estate and tangible personal property,
the property exempt from local taxation, the revenue
distributed by the Department of Corporations and Tax-
ation, the equalization of property as used in determin-
ing state and county taxes, the state tax and the county
tax.

Table 19. Showing by cities and towns local tax
rates, valuations and direct taxes.

Table F. Showing distribution of income taxes to
cities and towns.

Table D. Showing the distribution of corporation
taxes to cities and towns.

General.

The heads of each Department were asked to make
suggestion or comment as to the effect a change in the
laws of taxation of public-owned property might have on
their Departments. Dr. Clifton T. Perkins, Commis-
sioner of the Department of Mental Health, replied with
pertinent comment. His letter is attached herewith as
Appendix A.

Special Bills.
Hearings were held on the special bills included in

the resolve. The history of special legislation for the
relief of communities in which publicly owned property
is located demonstrates that there is no yardstick of
procedure, and that relief, given or refused, is not de-
termined by any fixed rule or consistent pattern. The
whole question requires detailed study looking to some
established procedure covering the basic problem of
taxation of publicly owned property. The Commission
recommends that no further relief by special legislation
be granted until the Legislature has set some standard
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and laid down a general pattern which all legislation
should follow.

Conclusion

The limited amount of money available to the Com-
mission, set at five hundred dollars, has not permitted
the holding of hearings other than in Boston, or the
investigation of many situations and the assembling of
data which can and should be made available. Further,
the time is not appropriate either for change in the
principle of taxation of publicly owned property or for
its study and discussion. At the moment attention and
effort are properly centered on more fundamental prob-
lems pertaining to the conduct and successful termination
of the war.

Consequently the Commission makes no recommenda-
tion for legislation at the next session of the Legislature.
It does suggest that a commission be appointed for a
further study of the subject matter.

Respectfully submitted,

ARTHUR W. COOLIDGE.
DONALD W. NICHOLSON
CHARLES G. MILES.
CHARLES H. COOKE.
ARTHUR U. MAHAN.
HOLLIS M. GOTT.
HENRY F. -LONG.
PAUL W. FOSTER.



[JanHOUSE —No. 1468.12

*

Table 1. State Institutions.

Institutions under the General Supervision of the Department of
Education.

r,.. rr, Tax Rate ofCity or Town Town whwhere Located. Located.Name of Institutic

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

State Teachers College

Westfield

Bridgewater

Worcester
Fitchburg

North Ad;

Barnstabh
Lowell

BostonMassachusetts School of Art .

Bradford Durfee Textile School

Lowell Textile Institute

Fall River
Lowell

New Bedford
Needham .

New Bedford Textile School .

Massachusetts Nautical School

Massachusetts State College . Amherst

§38.53.Averag<

Institutions under the General Supervision of the
Mental Health.

§3B 60
42 80

Worcester
Taunton

Worcester State Hospita

Taunton State Hospital
31 30Northampton

Danvers
Northampton State Hospital

Danvers State Hospital .

Westborough State Hospital

Medfield State Hospital

39 60

31 00Westborough

Med field 36 00

Palmi 36 80Monson State Hospital

Average, §37.13,

STATISTICS.

Department of
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Table 1. State Institutions Continued.
Institutions under the General Supervision of the Department of

Mental Health Concluded.

Citv nr Town TaX Rate of
Name of Institution. Ze taS, TLratedere

Gardner State Hospital Gardner . . . $3O 00
Walter E. Fernald State School .... Waltham . • s • 36 40
Wrentham State School ...... Wrentham ... 28 80
Boston State Hospital Boston ... 40 60
Foxborough State Hospital ..... Foxborough . 35 60
Grafton State Hospital Grafton .

. . 51 80
Boston Psychopathic Hospital .... Boston ... 40 60
Belchertown State Hospital ..... Belchertown . . 40 00
Metropolitan State Hospital ..... Waltham ... 36 40
Hospital Cottages for Children

.... Templeton . . 45 00
Norfolk State Hospital Norfolk ... 30 00

Average, $37.13.

Institutions under the General Supervision of the Department of
Public Health.

Rutland State Sanatorium Rutland $24 40

North Reading State Sanatoriun
Lakeville State Sanatorium
Westfield State Sanatorium .

North Reading

Lakeville .

34 80
28 00

Westfield
Norfolk

38 50

Pondville Hospital 30 00

Average, $31.14

Institutions under the General Supervision of the Department of
Public Welfare.

Lyman School for Boys .

Industrial School for Girls
Industrial School for Boys

Tewksbury State Hospital

Massachusetts Hospital Sch

Westborough
Lancaster .

$3l 00
37 80

Shirley 33 00

Tewksbury 29 60

Cantoi 36 20

A ige, $33.52.
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Table 1. State Institutions Concluded.

•stitvtions under the General Supervision of the Commissioner ofIr

Tax Rate of
Town where

Located.
City or Town

where Located,Name of Institutioi

BostonPris<State

Mass? Concordachusetts Reformatory

matory for Women Framinghan

Bridgew’ater

Norfolk .

Ref<

Farmitat

Norfi >lk Colony

536.74Averagf

Boston:husetts General HospitalMi

Watertow
Boston

Institution for the BlindPerkin
Massa< ichusetts Ej'e and Ear Infirmar.

Chelsea
Boston
Boston

Home)ldi

chusetts Memorial Hospitals

Bent Brigham Hospital

M;

Pet

$10.33,Average

Various Institutions.

Correction.
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Table 2. Eighteenth Annual Report of the Commission on
Administration and Finance fob the Fiscal Year ending

November 30, 1940, Comptroller’s Bureau, Part 11.
Real Estate, etc., the Property of the Commonwealth {as of November SO,

1940).

State Capitol
Building and fixtures .... $5,009,700 00
Land 3,990,300 00

$9,000,000 00
Charitable institutions

$46,152,371Buildings and fixtures
Land 2,540,515 25

48,692,886 50
Department of Public Safety

Buildings and fixtures $563,936 85
Land 22,101 00

586,037 85
Department of Public Works

Buildings and fixtures $5,708,956 90
Docks, piers and wharves . . . 5,303,710 24
Land and flats 17,559,501 25

28,572,168 39
Division of Fisheries and Game

Buildings and fixtures $111,340 00
Land 50,121 00

161,461 00
Division of Forestry

Buildings and telephone lines . . $414,860 00
State forests 876,700 09

Educational institutions
Buildings and fixtures
Land

Military
Buildings and fixtures
Land

Reformatory and correctional institutions
Buildings and fixtures
Land

State Board of Housing;
Buildings
Land

Miscellaneous
State agricultural and industrial build-

ings
......

State library
State reservations
Weights, measures and balances

Total $114,120,098 79
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Table 3. State-Owned Property.

Desirable.

Assessors’ I?
V?lu .e for

Vfllnp Reimbmse-vame - ment.

Acushnet
Fire observator

Amherst

Massachusetts State College

Barnstable:

State Teachers Colli
Normal Beach

Bostc

Commonwealth Pier
Bunker Hill Monument
Police station, Charles River Dam
Parking space, Nashua Street

Public Works Department .

Metropolitan District Comm;

Northeast side Irvington Stn

Longwood Avenue, corner Brook 1 ini
Northeast side Ward Street .

Av

Pinof Bay State Road Extension t
a wall

347 Commonwealth Avenue
Newbury, Southwest corner Exeter

Back Street, Embankment Road
CambridgeEmbankment Road, East side, junc

Street.
Beaver Place, Embankment Road

East side Lindall Place

South side Cambridge Street
ate Housi

Commonwealth Piei
Floats and buildingi

Convenience station, 1676 Blue Hill Avenue

West Roxbury Parkway and Bellevue water tower
Soldiers’ Field
Soldiers’ Field Road

Land and boat house, North Harvard Street

Buildings, 521 Western Avenue .

Water main, North Beacon Street
$34,338,300
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Desirable Continued.

Assessors’ Value for
Value Reimburse-

, ment.

Bourne

State Pier
Bridgewater:

State Teachers College

Brim field:

Observation t

Brockton:

State exhibition buildings and land
Canton:

Massachusetts Hospital School
Charlton:

Fire tower and land
Chelmsford:

Fire t
Chelsea:

Soldiers’ Home and land
Dighton:

Bristol County Agricultural School
Duxbury:

Massachusetts State Collee
Hanson:

Fire to

Hingham:

Fire tower

Hull
Metropolitan District Commission, Na :et Beach 621,100
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Desirable Continued.

Assessors’
Value. Reimburse-

ment.

Lowell
$185,650Lowell Teachers College

Lowell Textile Institute 481,500

$667,150
Nahant

$25,000Bath house
Shelters .

2,000

20,000Refreshment stand
$47,000

New Bedford
$106,750Pier, buildings and land

822,625Pier, buildings and land

Textile School 287,500

$1,216,875
Newton

366,100Metropolitan Parks
North Adams:

150,000Normal School
Plymouth:

114,000Peristyle and land
Provincetown:

60,000Pilgrim Monument
Quincy:

28.500Dorothy Q. House
Revere:

1,737.200Land and buildings

Salem:

$208,750Normal School
Practice school 95,000

$303,750

West Springfield:

State building and land $54,000

Land 2°' oo«



1943.] HOUSE —No. 1468. 19

Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Desirable Concluded.

Assessors' Value for
Value. Reimburse

ment.

Acton

State Prison wall
State Prison .

Reformatory

Ashburnham:

$23,250 $16,200

Gardner State Colony

Belchertown:
38 738

1,048,700 $456,800
648,900 48,900Psychopathic Hospital

State Hospital 3,741,900 974,100
$5,455,500 $1,479,800
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.

Undesirable Continued.

Assessors' Value for
Value. Reimburse-

merit.

$1,314,725 $113,225

1,683,861 54,068

3,500,000 72,315

8,000

1,902.376 36,910

1,037,555 58,200

1,152,851 20,736

906,821 20,481

705,834 18,000

$361,375 $16,848

71,470 16,568

State Industrial School for Girls
State Industrial School for Boy

$432,845 $33,416
Lexington

2,987,960 11,088Metropolitan State Hospital

Med field:

1,610,292 50,210State Hospital

Methuen:

75,000Armory Rifle Range

Middleton:

$51,800
18,250

Middleton Colony

18,250Land, State Hospital

$70,050
Mouse

17,645Monson State Hospit

State Rifle R;
Foxborough;

Danvers State Hospital

Dartmouth:

Foxborough State Hospital
Framingham:

Women’s Reformat
Gardner:

State Hospital for Inst
Grafton:

Grafton State Hospital
Lakeville:

Lakeville Sanatorium
Lancaster:
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Table 3.:— State-Owned Peopeety Continued.

Undesirable Continued.

Assessors’ „
V?lu ® for

Value. Reimburse
ment.

Norfolk

State Prison Colon;
Pondville Hospital

$1,879,114 $49,789

784,515 13,840

$2,663,629 $63,629
North Readinj

State Sanatorium

Northampton:

674,814 11,168

2,452,167 174,490State Hospital
Northborough:

Westborough State Hospital $20,600 20,480

Westborough State School

$20,890
Phillipston

W. E. Fernald State School
Royalston:

1,056 1,0;

W. E. Fernald State School
Rutland:

996

State

Sherborr

land

Shirley

Industrial School for Boy
Shrewsbury:

Grafton State Hospital

Worcester State Hospita

Taunton
Taunton State Hospital

Davis Colony Hospital

Templet'

W. E. Fernald Schoc
Tewksbury:

State Hospital and Infirm:
Wakefield:

Curtis Guild Rifle Range 3,000
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Undesirable Concluded.

$929,313 $100,472Walter Fernald State School
Metropolitan State Hospital 305,450 60,590

$1,234,763 $161,062
‘Stborough

Grafton State Hospifc
Lyman School
Westborough State Hospital

;stfield

State Sanatorium

?stminster

Gardner State Hospital

illiamsburg:

Northampton State Hospital

>ter

Worcester State Hospital

Summer Street Asylum

renthai

Wrentham State School
Totals

Pondville Hospital,

Assessors’ or
Value. Heimburse-

State Prison Colony



HOUSE —No. 1468.1943. 23

Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting.

Assessors’ p
V?lu® for

Value, Reimburse-
raent.

Acushnet:
Land westerly of Mendall Road $lOO

Adams:
Greylock Reservation $117,205

State Forestry 2,400 $2,400

State Armory 55,000

$174,605
Agawam:

Robinson State Park
Andover:

75,645

Harold Parker State Forest $40,261

40,750

$Bl,Oll

10.861
Police Barracks and land

Arlington

Metropolitan Water and Sewerage Board
Ashburnham:

201,500

Bird sanctuary and fish hatcher
State Forests

Ashby

Willard Brook State Forest

Game preserve

Ashfield
State Forest

Ashland:

Metropolitan District Commissic
Athol:

State Forest
Attleboro:

Armory

Forest Reservation

Ayer

Bird sanctuar;

Ayer game farm

Fish Hatchery, etc
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ K
V fiu, e for

Value. Reimburse-
ment.

Barnstable:
State Forests $295 8190

Barre*.
State Forest 2,345 2,345

Beeket:
State Forest 11,775 11,816

Belchertown:
Metropolitan Water District 32,680

Belmont:
Metropolitan Water .......

81,950

Metropolitan Park • 25,500

$27,450
Berkley:

State Forest 48 48

Beilin:
Metropolitan Water Board 994

Billerica:
Wood land 8,355 3,828

Blandford:
Forest 10,065 10.307

Boston:
Vacant land $67,600

Metropolitan Sewerage andlPumping Station . 262,700

Vacant land 500
4.600,800Boston Airport

1,800Vacant land, airport

29,000

4,700
ur track

213,700

82,000

171,000

Pumping station, Deer Island

Pumping station, Alford Street
State Armory

,800House and lots, Chapman Street

Flats, Warren Street bridge . ,900

,000Flats, Commercial
1,086,300Buildingsand land, South Boston

Now United States,
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ Value fOT
V^ue.

Street . . $747,800

413.200
51,000

1,060,600

625.000
146.000

on .
.

. 997,200
503.200

•n Street 67,200

t . 115,000
35,600

400
288,300

16,700

3,000

300
900

66,200
82,800

Boston Concluded.

Building by State and U. S. A., 540 T
and flats, E Str

655 Summer Street Extension

Vacant land, Farragut Road
Vacant land, Northern Avenue .

Buildings, Transit Department .

Vacant land and buildings, South Be
Land, Roxbury

....

Old Colony Parkway and Mount Verm
Old Colony Parkway and Walnut Street
West side Neponset River
Land, East side Central Avenue

•ati<

West Roxbury Parkv
Parklawn Road

West Roxbury Parkv,

Hollywood Road .

West Roxbury Parkway
Stony Brook Reservatic

Bay State Road, Essex Street, Commonwealth ASt. Paul and Beacon Streets, land.
'harles River Reservatic
acant land, Western Avenue

acant land, Reservation, North Beacon Street
Charles River Reservation ....

B.

ite Forest

C. Phillips, grant

Massachusetts Federation of Bird Glut
Lawrence B. Fletcher, grant

D. Carleton, gran

George F. Carleton, gran:
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*

Value for
Reimburse

Boxford Concluded.
Chester Killam, grant

$8,40(Game preserve
State Forest . ,182

$10,588
Braintre

Lots and buildings

Lots, Quincy Avenue and Granit
Blue Hill Reservation

Brewstei

350

Bridgewater:

State Forest
Brim field

11,71iState Forest
Brockton:

State Armory and land
Brookline:

8;

Charles River Road
Miscellaneous lots, etc

Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.

Offsetting Continued.

$8,557,200
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.

Offsetting Continued

Assessors' Value fc
Value. Reimbun

merit.

State Reservation, Deer Hill
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued,

Offsetting Continued.

Value fiAssessors’ i T<
Value. 11 bui

iu

irtmouth
$3OOGlendale Villa

dham:
$10,300Charles River Hillside

Washington Street lot
Neponset River Reser

300

10,000

$20,600
‘rfield

Woodland (State Forest
mglas:

10,798

Dover:

Land, Medfield State Hospital 4

Dn •acut

.4:State Forest
istham;£

>OO

E

E

Armory
....

Land, Vale Street and Pai
250
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ V?h»e for
Assessors ReimburseValue' ment.

5199,250

7,550

17,100 $8,432»

$223,900

SIBO $lOO

ary Reservation ....
2,182 2,745

$2,362 $2,845

5120,000

735 735
$120,735

25,579 25,594

12,800 2,586

ct Commission, Water Division . $2,112,300
s 230,653

and 70,000 111,198

$2,412,953

6,380 3.814

16,104 16,014

slso 150
iwood Street

....
1,250

$1,400

4,945 4,945

58,000

st 28,024 27,478

6,500 6,000

Fall River

Armory

Dwelling

All other landi

Falmouth
State Forest

Massachusetts Military Reser

Fitchburg

Armory

State Forest

Florida:

State Forest

Foxborough:

State Forest
Framingham:

Metropolitan District Commii
State Police barracks
Military Camp Ground

Franklin:

State Forest
Freetown:

State Forest
Gardner:

State Forest
House and land, Linwood Str

Georgetow

State Forest
Gloucester:

Armory
Goshen:

D. A. R. State Forest
Gosnold:

Penikese Island

State Forest



HOUSE-—No. 1468. [Jan30

ft

Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.

Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ Valuefor
Value. Reimburse-

ment.

Granville
$8,265 $8,265State Forest

Great Barrington:

State Forest .

East Mountain, land

$21,587 22,711

2,460

$24,047
Greenfield

48,000State Armory

Hancock:

$lOO $2,275 1Gravel bank

State Forest

Haverhill:
Armory

Hawley:

State Forest
Heath:

State Forest
Hingham:

Armory

Holden;

State Police barn
State Forest .

State Sanatorium, Rutlari

Hollist

1,000Land on Lake Winthrop

Holyoke:

Mount Tom Reservation
State Arm

Hopedale
Land 48

Hopkinton
$4,881Metropolitan Water Distrii

State Forest .
2,3142,314

$7,195

i Game Preserve,

$31,800

81,480

$113,280
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ I nYf‘Uh
e
,,

f"
™ue I “T-

Hubbardston:
Metropolitan land and building $100,450
State Forest 5,470 $6,971

$105,920
Hudson:

State Forest . 1,025 1,068

Huntington:

State Forest 1,764 1,764

Ipswich:

State Forest 43,505 43,505

Kingston:

State Forest 584 584
Lancaster:

State Forest 575 575
Lanesborough:

State Forest 1,939 1,939
Lawrence:

Armory 89,250
Lee:

State Forest 9,698 9,390
Leicester:

State Forest 100 100
Lenox:

State Forest 3,310 3,110
Leominster:

State Forest 6,032 6,032
Leverett:

State Forest 270 270
Leyden:

State Forest . , 915 915
Lincoln:

Walden Pond Reservation 1,000
Lowell:

Armory $361,150

Barn, Hildretl? Street
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors' V? 1™ forvXe Reimburse-value' ment,

Lowell— Concluded.
Shed, Broadway 518.250
Lots .......... 26,350

Department of Conservation 12,000 $1,300*

$429,200
Ludlow:

State Forest $ 250

Burr and Munsing lot
$525

Lunenburg:

State Forest 340 340
Lynn:

Armory $80,500

5,325Land, Pleasant Street
$85,825

Lynnfield

$18,500Land off Bay State Road
1,000 280State Forest

$19,500
Malden

$107,500Armor;

50.000

$157,500
Marlboroug

$43,880Arm
944170Concord Road, land, Forestry Service

Metropolitan Water and Sewerage Bo£

Marshfield

Statebird fai
Mashpee:

Military Resi
Mattapoisett:

Farm Island bird paradist
Maynard:

Forest land
Medfield:

Forestry Depart:

State Forest.

Fellsmere Park
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Table 3. —■ State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

A<np*mr*’ Value fo!Assessors Reimburs.Value.
>r

ment

Medford

Metropolitan Water and Sewerage Boai
Metropolitan District Commission
Vacant land

Melrose:

Metropolitan District Commission
Middleborough:

Lakeville State Sanatorium
Commonwealth of Massachusetb

State Highway Commission

Middlefield
Farms and lots

Middleton:
State Forest

Milford:

Arm<

Milton

Reservations, Neponset River, Blue Hill, etc.

Monroe:

State Forest
Monson:

Police barracks
State Forest .

Montague

State fish hatchery

Land, MontaguePlain:

Monten

State Forest
Buildings

Mount Washington

State Forest
Reservation

State Forest

10,000,000
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ or
Value. Reimburse

ment.

Nahant

Land
H. C. Lodge Bird Sanctuary

Nantucket:
State Forest

Natick:
Armory

Commonwealth depot

Needham
Hemlock Gorge

Metropolitan District Commission, Water Division

New Ashford:
State Reservation

New Bedford:
Armory

New Marlborough:
State Forest .

New Salem
Department of Conservation
Metropolitan District Commission

Newton:

Aqueducts

Armory

Norfolk:

Wrentham School
North Adams:

House

State Armory

State Forest

North Andover

State Forest
North Brookfield

State Forest

1 Military purposes.
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors' Value for
vS£" Reimburse-

ment.

North Reading:

State Forest $1,927 $1,927

Northampton:

Armory $25,000

Police barracks 50,000 -

$75,000
Northborough:

Metropolitan District Water Commission . . 7,600

Northbridge:

State Forest 1,362 1,362

Northfield:
State Forest 5,206 5.206

Norwell:
Police station 35,000

Norwood:
Armory 157,150

Oakham:
Metropolitan District Water Commission
State Forest

$27,145

4,655 4,62!

$31,800
Orange:

Armory $111,190

1,710Land, East Main and Bacon Streets
State Forest 3,685

$116,585

3,685

Otis:
State Forest

Oxford:
11,944 11,919

State Forest
Palmer:

150 150

State Fish and Game Reservation
Pelham:

14,890 3.890

State Forest $ll5 115

Stone quarry 100
$215Peru

State Forest 11,615
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors' J?1"5 for
Value. Reimburse-

ment.

Petersham:
State Foi

Phillipston:

State Foi

Metropolitan District Water Commission
Shaw lot ...

Pittsfield
Armory

State Police barracks
State Forest .

Plainfield
State Forest

Plainville:
State Forest

Plymouth:

Armory

State Forest

Princeton

Wachusett Mountain Reservat
Bird sanctuary

Metropolitan District Water Commissi tn

State Forest

Provincetown

Province lan

Land, Bradford Street

Quine
$142,000

192,000

200.800
$534,800

Arm

Blue Hill Reservation
Miscellaneous plots

Randolph

Metropolitan District Commission Reservation
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.

Offsetting Continued

Assessors’ Value for
Value, Reimburse-

merit.

$27,550 $26,825

280 100

$27,830 526,92;

$30,000

18,350

Rehoboth

F d State Fore

Rochester

Gull Island
Rockport:

Bird* sanctui

Row

State Fore
Rowley:

State Foi
Royalston:

State Fc
Russell:

Police ba
Rutland:

State F
alem:

Armi

Buildi

isbury

Reservatic
Game pres

Forest

Various vacant land

Metropolitan District Commission built
Camp Curtis Guild, buildings
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ j} ôr
Value. Reimburse-

ment.

Sandwich

Fish and Game Reservation
Shawme Forest
Military Reservation
Vacant lands

Saugus

Breakheart Hill Forestry Reservation
savc

State Forest
Sheffield:

State Forest
Shelburne:

Police barracks
State Forest .

Shirley

State Forest
Shutesbury:

State Forest
Somerville:

Armory

Eight lots of land
Reservations

Pumping stations

Spencer

State Forest
Springfield:

Armory

Sterling:

Metropolitan Water Works
State Forest .

Stockbridge

224State Forest
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors' „

V ?lue for
Value. Reimburse

ment.

Stoneham
Armory

Middlesex Fells Reservation
Metropolitan Water System
Land, Jerry Jingle Highway

StOM

State Forest
Sturbridge:

Cottages and land, Alum and Leadmine Pond:
Sudbury:

State Forest

Buildings, land, et

Sunderland
Hatchery and building:

Toby Reservation, pond and buildings

Sutton

Fish hatchei
State Forest

Purgatory Reservation

Swarapscott

Metropolitan District
Taunton:

Armory

Templeton:

Forest lands

Tolland

State Forest
Topsfield:

Police barracks
State Forest .

Townsend
State Forest 17,097
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Table 3. - State-Owned Property Continued.
Offsetting Continued.

Assessors’ pYf'U,f
Value. Reimburse-

ment.

Tyngsborough:

State Forest §B3O §B3O

Tyringham:

State Forest 1,262 1,262

Upton:

State Forest 9,497 9,906

Uxbridge:

State Forest 1166

Wakefield:
Armory 137,500 j

Wales:
State Forest 5 '601 5 '487

Walpole:
Woodland 7’ 274

Waltham:
Armory ®44 ’ 200

Experimental Station, etc. 68,500

Land 46 '800
5159,500

Wareham:
Experimental station 3,225

Warwick:
State Forest 77 '785 77,785

Washington:
a . . « * 90.080 90,080State Forest

Wayland:
rm i 15,000Three gate houses

Wellesley:
i;i„ CAmmiesinn . 32,300

Metropolitan District Commission

Wellfleet:
2,550

Fire tower, Department of Conservation

Wendell:
Lots $1,500

20,752 17,846
State Forest
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Contin ued.

Offsetting Continued.

Value for
Reimburse-Assessor

Value. !Ut

West Bridgewater

Land $2,523 51,510

West Brookfield
Land 1,025 1.335

West Springfield

Lots of land 5

West Tisbury:

State Forest 6,614 164

Westborough

Metropolitan Water System

Westfield:
11,980

Dwelling

State Armory

Westminster
Forest land 6.170

Wachusett Mountain Reservath

Weston

Metropolitan Parks
Riverside Recreation grour

Metropolitan Water Board

Wilbraham
State Game Farm

Williamsburg:

3,270

State Forest
Wilmington:

>0

Land, North Reading State Sanatorium
Winchendon:

208 >OB

State Forest
Winchester:

7,345 6,219

Land 800

Windsor
State Forest 7,060 ,0f

Westfield State Sanatorium

Robinson State Park
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Table 3. State-Owned Property Concluded.
Offsetting Concluded.

Assessors' for
Value. Re‘“bTSe'

merit

Winthrop

Woburn:
Armory

Worcester

Worthington:

State Forest
Wrenthai

Department of Forestry

Yarmouth;

Aggregate Aggregate
Value as Value for

reported by Reimburse-
Assessors. raent.

$47,934,792 $27,072

50,964,100 3,171,627

47,232,358 1,265,704
$146,131,250 $4,464,403

Desirable property
Undesirable property
Offsetting property

Total
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Table 4. County-Owned Property.

Desirable.

Valuation.

584,765

lOO,OOO

57,000,000
123,100

se 212,500
258.700
400,000

$7,994,300

louse 193,650

5786,800

659.800
$1,446,600

225,000

5402,000

298,000

183.000
$883,000

35,000

y of Deeds 510,350

Attleboro:

Court House
Barnstable:

Court House
Boston:

Court House
Roxbury Court House

West Roxbury Court House
Dorchester Court House
Brighton Court House

Brockton

Plymouth County Court House
Cambridge:

Court House

Registry of Deeds

Danvers:

Essex Agricultural School
Dedham:

Court House
Registry of Deeds
District Court

Edgartown

Court House
Fall River:

Superior Court and Registry of Deeds
Fitchburg:

Court House
Greenfield:

163,000

Court House $219,600
Old Court House 40,000

$259,600Hingham

Court House
Lawrence:

37,250

Court House 282,000
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Table 4. County-Owned Property Continued.
Desirable Concluded.

Court House
District Court buildir

Malden

Court Hous
New Bedford:

Third District Court He

Bristol County Court Housi
Registry of Deeds

Court House
Newton

Court Hous<

Northampton

Court Hou!
Pittsfield:

Court He
Plymouth

Court Plouse, police stat
Registry of I

Quincy

Court He
Salem

Court House

Court Horn
Springfield

Court Houses and Hall of Records

Taunton:

Superior and District Court

Walpole:
155,369.1Norfolk County Agricultural Schoc

Walthai
159,000

Court H
Worcester

953,600
Court House

$18,192,394
Total

Newbury port

1,136,900

390,000
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Table 4. County-Owned Property Continued.
Undesirable.

Valuation.

Agawam:

Jails, etc $210,200

Attleboro:
Tuberculosis Hospital (buildings only)

.....
212,050Tuberculosis Hospital (buildings only)

Barnstable:

Tuberculosis Hospital
Boylston:

Tuberculosis Hospital
Braintree:

Tuberculosis Hospita
Cambridge:

Jails, etc

Chelmsford:
Training Schc

Dedham
Jails,

Edgartown:
Jails, etc

Fitchburg

Jails, e

Greenfield:
Jails, etc

Hans<

Tuberculosis Hospita
Lawrence:

Jails, etc 710,200
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Table 4. County-Owned Property Continued.
Undesirable Concluded.

Valuation.

Lexington

Tuberculosis Hospital

Middleton:

Jails, etc.

Tuberculosis Hospital

New Bedford
Jails, etc.

Northampton

Jails, etc.

Tuberculosis Hospital

Pittsfield:
Jails, etc

Plymouth:

Jails, etc,

Salem:
Jails, etc

Springfield:

Jails, etc

Taunton:
Jails, etc.

Walpole:

Training School
Waltham:

Tuberculosis Hospital

West Boylston:

Jails, etc.

Tuberculosis Hospital

Worcester

Jails
Total

$18,453,095
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Table 4. County-Owned Property —• Concluded.
Offsetting.

Valuation.

Barnstable:
County Farm $19,100

Concord:
Middlesex County Extension Service 6,500

Dedham:
Land and buildings, Village Avenue ...... $10,300

Bates and High Streets 1,000

Ames Street .......... 1,200
$12,500

Edgartown:

South Beach Park .........
2,000

Gay Head:
Park area 13,200

Hadley:

Hampshire County, land ........
4,700

Haverhill:
Land 2,250

New Bedford:
Land 3,650

Rockland:
Land 500

Salem:
South Essex sewerage

........

21,780South Essex sewerage

Topsfield:

Undesirable
Offsetting . 123,111
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Exemplified Method.
(See Page

Savoy.

Valuation for state tax apportionment .... $175,000
Exempted property of State 66,689

$241,689
241,689
—— =.0000354

6,826,107,392

175,0001 =.00002619
6,679,976,142

Savoy would have paid under
present method $0 03 of each $l,OOO state tax

04 amount Savoy would receive of
each $l,OOO to be distributed
on state tax basis

Increase $0 01

Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Savoy would receive an
increase of $120.00.

$l2O 00 increase in distribution
2,484 59 actual reimbursement in 1940

Loss

Westborough.
$4,676,973

1,956,189
Valuation for state tax apportionment
Exempted property of State

1940.

1940.

56,633,162
6 ’ 63-^2

= .00097173
6,826,107,392

4,676,973 =.00070014
6,679,976,142

Westborough would pay
under present method $0 70 of each $l,OOO state tax

97 amount Westborough would
receive of each $l,OOO to be
distributed on state tax bash

Increase $0 27
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Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Westborough would
receive an increase of $3,240.

$3,240 00 increase in distribution
2,609 26 actual 1940 reimbursement
$630 74 additional aid

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls in
accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in the
future.

1940.

Danvers.
Valuation for state tax apportionment
Exempted property of State

113,694,869
3,500,000

$17,194,869
17,194,869

= 0025189
6,826,107,392

13’ 694’ 869
= .0020501

6,679,976,142

Danvers would pay under
present method . 12 05 of each $l,OOO state tax

2 52 amount Danvers would receive
of each $l,OOO to be dis-
tributed on state tax basis

Increase $0 47

Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution after deducting the school fund, Danvers would receive
an increase of $5,640.

$5,640 00 increase in distribution
2,632 27 actual 1940 reimbursement

$3,007 73 additional aid

Note. —- This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls
in accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in
the future.
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Norfolk.
Valuation for state tax apportionment .... $1,666,719
Exempted property of State 2,668,985

$4,335,704
= .0006356,826,107,392

1,666,719
= .0002495096,679,976,142

Norfolk would have paid
under present method '. 25 of each $l,OOO state tax$0

64 amount Norfolk would receive
of each $l,OOO to be dis-
tributed on state tax basis

Increase $0 39

Example; If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Norfolk would receive
an increase of $4,680.

$4,680 00 increase in distribution
2,511 05 actual 1940 reimbursement

$2,168 95 additional aid

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls
in accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in the
future.

1940.

Taunton.
336,463,774

2,620,981
Valuation for state tax apportionment
Exempted property of State

$39,084,755

■g’ggg-.005725
6,826,107,392

Actual 36,463,774
= Q054586

Actual 6,679,976,142

1940.

Taunton would have paid
under present method 46 of each $l,OOO state tax$5

73 amount Taunton would receive
of each $l,OOO to be distrib-
uted on state tax basis

5

27Increase $0
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Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Taunton would receive
an increase of $1,760.34.

$3,240 00 increase in distribution
1,479 66 actual 1940 reimbursement

$1,760 34 additional aid

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls
in accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in
the future.

1940.

Boston.
Valuation for state tax apportionment . . . $1,646,494,727

54,502,100Exempted property of State
$1,700,996,827

=.249189
6,826,107,3921

1’ 646 ’494 ’ 727 =.2464821
6,679,976,142

Boston would have paid
48 of each $l,OOO state taxunder present method . $246
19 amount Boston would receive

of each $l,OOO to be distrib-
uted on state tax basis

249

71Increase $2

Example; If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Boston would receive
an increase of $32,520.

$32,520 00 increase in distribution
53,864 72 actual 1940 reimbursement

Loss

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls
in accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in the
future.

1 Total valuation of State for state tax apportionment .... $6,679,976,142
Exempted property belonging to the Commonwealth .... 146,131,250

$6,826,107,392
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Bridgewater.
Valuation for state tax apportionment §6,296,328

2,147,567
$8,443,895

Exempted property of State

8,443,895
-— =.001237

6,826,107,392

■ 6 ’296 ' 328
= .00094256

6,679,976,142

Bridgewater would have paid
under present method 94 of each $l,OOO state tax$0

24 amount Bridgewater would re-
ceive of each $l,OOO to be dis-
tributed on state tax basis

1

Increase $0 30

Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Bridgewater would re-
ceive an increase of $3,600.

$3,600 00 increase in distribution
4,132 02 actual 1940 reimbursement

Loss

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls
in accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in
the future.

1940.

Springfield.
$280,786,724Valuation for state tax apportionment

Exempted property of State 226,700
$281,013,424

. 281 ’° 13-’
4g-4

= .041167
6,826,107,392

280 ’786 ’7?4
=

. 042034
6,679,976,142

Springfield would have paid
03 of each $l,OOO state taxunder present method . $42
17 amount Springfield would re-

ceive of each $l,OOO to be dis-
tributed on state tax basis

41

1940,

Loss $0 86
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Example: If there should be 812,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Springfield would suffer
a loss of $10,320.

110,320 decrease in distribution
none no reimbursement
110,320 loss

Worcester.
1940.

Valuation for state tax apportionment
Exempted property of State

$299,406,942
5,120,150

5304,527,092
3°4

’527 ’ 092
= .044612

6,826,107,392

-

2"’406 ’ 942
= .0448215

6,679,976,142

Worcester would have paid
under present method . $44 82 of each $l,OOO state tax

44 61 amount Worcester would re-
ceive of each $l,OOO to be dis-
tributed on state tax basis

Loss $0 21

Example: If there should be $12,000,000 income tax available for
distribution, after deducting the school fund, Worcester would suffer
a loss of $2,520.

$2,520 00 decrease in distribution
12,217 91 actual 1940 reimbursement

$14,737 91 loss

Note. This has been computed on the basis of eliminating polls in
accordance with the provisions for determining the state tax in the
future.
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Department of Mental Health,
Room 701, 100 Nashua Street, Boston, November 27, 1942.

Hon. Arthur W. Coolidge, Chairman, Recess Commission on the
Taxation of Public-Owned Property, 68 Devonshire Street, Boston,
Massachusetts.

Dear Senator Coolidge: At a meeting of the Recess
Commission on the Taxation of Public-Owned Property, held
in Room 433, State House, on July 15, 1942, you requested that
I give some thought to the general proposal of taxing property
controlled by this Department with the objective of reimburs-
ing the communities in which such property is located. You
further requested that I submit such thoughts, with certain
figures, to you in writing and in the form of twelve copies.
Your requests are fulfilled, to a degree, herewith.

1. Appendix No. 1 of this communication lists the public
institutions under the jurisdiction of this Department; the
location of the real estate per institution; the book or state
not local assessors (§ 13, ch. 17, G. L.) valuation of the land,
buildings and betterments; the same valuation according to
city or town location; the 1942 tax rate in such city or town;
the total tax which would be paid to individual cities or towns
based on their 1942 tax rates and on the valuation of our
property in those locations; and, finally, the total tax which
would be allocated per institution. You will note that this
ultimately totals $1,436,886.89 as a theoretical tax which we
would have paid in 1942 on the above basis.

2. Appendix No. 2 summarizes in more general terms the
same information concerning the institutions as was contained
in Appendix No. 1. Using the overall average tax rate of
$35.53, we would have paid a theoretical tax of $1,380,421.87
in 1942.

Appendix A.

Clie Commontoealtl) of Massachusetts:
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3. Following page 58 is a map indicating the general location
of property listed in Appendix No. 1; i.e., 15 indicates the
four widely scattered locations of property of the Walter E.
Fernald State School, such property being in Waltham, Tem-
pleton, Phillipston and Royalston.

4. While I am not at all convinced that our property should
be subject to taxation, and am most desirous of doing nothing
to unnecessarily increase our departmental expenditures, never-
theless, I do firmly believe that the question of local commu-
nity subsidy for state agencies is one which should not be
dismissed without considerable careful thought and study.

To illustrate what is meant by such subsidy, I will mention
a few hospitals at random. According to Appendix No. 1, the
Foxborough State Hospital has property only in the town of
Foxborough. In 1941, 242 patients were admitted to that
hospital, but only 8 patients from the town of Foxborough
were admitted to any public mental hospital in the State dur-
ing that year. It might be argued that for the care of its eight
newly admitted patients the town of Foxborough were subsi-
dizing, by exemption from taxation, facilities caring for 242
new cases and 1,100 of longer residence in the hospital.

As another example, the Danvers State Hospital, with
property in Danvers and Middleton, received 811 new patients
in 1941. During the same year Middleton sent only 7 patients
to mental hospitals, and the town of Danvers sent 27 such.

Similarly, the Worcester State Hospital has property in
Worcester and Shrewsbury. It received 927 new patients in
1941. Shrewsbury sent but 9 patients to mental hospitals
during that year, and the city of Worcester sent 335.

In Boston the situation is somewhat reversed. The Boston
State Hospital property is all located in the city of Boston.
The hospital received 1,158 new patients in 1941. The city
of Boston, however, had to have 1,964 patients admitted to
mental hospitals during that year, and a large number had to
be hospitalized outside of Boston proper.

Thus, subsidy of state institutions through exemption from
taxation, as now practiced, together with an inkling of its
problems, is illustrated briefly. The importance of thorough
study may be deduced.

5. History indicates that there might have been a time
when certain communities owed their existence to the state
hospitals in their midst. If that were a fact, that day has
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passed in many instances. It is true that in more nearly nor-
mal times (1939-40), certain of our institutions employ a fair
percentage of the total people employed and actually working
and living in the local community. The hospitals located in
North Grafton, Medfield, Foxborough, Belchertown, etc., are
illustrative. They normally employ 464, 480, 335 and 302, re-
spectively. This number of employees making their homes in
those communities can hardly be overlooked, and undoubtedly
contribute somewhat to the support and livelihood of their
respective communities.

On the other hand, it is doubtful if the 732 people normally
employed at the Boston State Hospital form an important
factor in the employed community of the city of Boston. The
same may be said of other hospitals located in metropolitan
areas and serving sections of the State which are thickly popu-
lated.

6. Conversely, it has-been said that state hospitals are just
liabilities to certain communities. Such comments have ap-
peared to me to be based on emotionalisms not on intellect
or on facts. I believe it is correct to state that the employees
of most hospitals definitely contribute to the total welfare of
their communities, as do the relatives and friends of patients
who go to the hospitals for visiting purposes. Through their
time, effort and money they participate in local civic affairs,
they become actively interested in local churches and schools,
and they contribute to the maintenance of local stores, places
of amusement, and transportation lines.

While it is correct that the local communities provide auxili-
ary fire and police protection to the hospitals, provide school-
ing for children of hospital employees, etc., it is likewise cor-
rect that the hospitals, as such, contribute something to their
communities. Many hospital purchases are made locally. In
many instances, particularly in small communities which would
benefit most from the taxation proposed, there are close tie-
ups between the hospitals and the necessary community serv-
ices. For instance, the town of Medfield receives its water
supply from the Medfield State Hospital; the sewerage dis-
posal of the town of Belchertown is intimately connected with
the disposal plant at the Belchertown State School; the Dan-
vers State Hospital and the town of Danvers are in partnership
on an almost irrevocable contractual basis in supplying water
to both the hospital and the town, etc. These represent a fine
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type of co-operative enterprise. The goodwill attained thereby
likewise has a high merchandising value.

These are important considerations to be looked into more
carefully before embarking upon a program of taxation of pub-
lic property.

7. If taxation of state institutions were to start, where would
such taxation stop? Logically, it would have to extend, even-
tually, at least, to all state property including state buildings,
forests, roads, etc. If the ball got rolling, might not such a
program extend to such semi-public institutions as non-profit
hospitals? Or possibly to institutions of learning or worship?
These are definite dangers in a democracy, which I am sure
you have not overlooked.

8. If it is desired to pursue further the question of taxation
of state property, why not take two years to make a real study
of certain specific communities?

For example, an analytical study of the town of Foxborough
would be interesting and might be illuminating. Please accept
the figures given here as general and as coming from impres-
sions or statements of individuals rather than accurate figures,
except in those quoted for the State Hospital. They are in-
tended only to illustrate certain possible lines of study, which
might be elaborated by those who are expert in such lines.

The town of Foxborough, with a population, roughly, of
6,000, has essentially two major industries for the employment
of Foxborough residents, the Foxborough Company and the
Foxborough State Hospital. The Foxborough State Hospital
cares for 1,350 mental patients and normally (1939-40) em-
ploys 335. In times of industrial pick-up, such as at the present,
these employees substantially decrease in number, and migrate
voluntarily to more lucrative employment. At the moment
the Foxborough State Hospital has 214 employees. Nearly
all employees reside in the town of Foxborough, normally and
at present. Other pertinent facts regarding property are briefed
in Appendix No. 1.

It is reported that the Foxborough Company normally
(1939-40) employs, roughly, 500-550 people, of whom it is esti-
mated about 450 live in the town of Foxborough. The remain-
der reside generally in surrounding communities. At the pres-
ent time it is reported that this company employs much in
excess of this number, but for obvious reasons figures are not
available. Thus, it appears that normally there is relatively
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little variation between the number of people living in Fox-
borough who are employed by a private industrial concern
(the Foxborough Company) and those who are employed by a
tax-exempt public institution (the Foxborough State Hospital);
but in time of industrial improvement, the private industry
far surpasses the state institution in employment and probably
in wages paid. The latter, however, acts as a backlog for local
employment in times of industrial depression.

Would not a study of such a relatively uncomplicated town
be of value in the question at hand? What are the variations
between 1939 and 1942? What are the differences in the use
of local banks, stores, theatres, etc., over that period of time
by these two groups of employees? What differences in their
activities in community life and civic affairs? What are the
local purchases by the two concerns involved during those
years? These, and many more pertinent questions might be
answered in such a relatively controlled situation.

The town government of Foxborough, in all its aspects, cost
approximately $588,000 last year. The approximate major
items of expense to the town were for schools, $76,000; for
charities, $55,000; for highways, $54,000; for water, $25,000;
and for the protection of people and property, $25,000. From
Appendix No. 1, if the Foxborough State Hospital were to be
taxed on the local tax rate, it would have paid to the town
over $73,000 enough to practically pay for maintenance of
the school department, which is the largest single item of ex-
penditure by the town. Would this be equitable? The total
valuation of property in the town of Foxborough was listed as
$6,069,510 in 1941. The valuation of the State Hospital prop-
erty is recorded as being $2,264,518.82.

I will mention one other community Northampton
which might be worthy of study if you follow up the thoughts
expressed by the commission last July. In the local environs
of that city of approximately 25,000 are located several im-
portant private industries, a large state hospital, a large Fed-
eral hospital, and a large private educational institution
more complicated than Foxborough, but would be extremely
interesting for study. The total valuation of property in that
city is listed at $27,164,726 in 1941, and the State Hospital
property is valued at $2,951,391.44. If taxes were paid on
that property to Northampton in 1942, they would have
amounted to $94,444.52.
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9. Finally, I would like to suggest that the question of taxa-
tion of state property, as it affects this Department, is not to be
determined hastily on a basis of temporary expediency. Un-
less it can be determined on the basis of a long-range policy
as a result of careful study within this State and outside its
boundaries, by a proper legislative committee working in con-
junction with other bodies expert in taxation problems and
with the affected agencies, then I believe that it would be well
to follow the old adage “let a sleeping dog lie.”

I hope I have not burdened you too much with these thoughts,
but you asked for them and here they are. I have given this
whole question some serious thought and a bit of study not
that I pretend to have any intimate knowledge of taxation
problems, but because I felt it my duty to do so in view of the
suggestion made by your commission on July 15.

Sincerely yours

CLIFTON T. PERKINS, M.D.,
Commissioner.
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Appendix No. 2

Department of Mental

Total
Valuation
Land, Build- Remarks.

ings and
Betterments.

$459,664 92Psychopathic

Boston .

Property located in 30 cities and towns,
Average tax rate, $35.53.4,725,561 75

Danvers Total acreage, 11,694.26.2,839,817 78
Foxborough

Gardner

2,264,518 82
Land valuations as per § 13,c. 17,G. L.1,544,718 43

2.141,487 52Grafton Buildings and betterments, valuations
by Comptroller and Institutions
Commissioner.

Med field 1,812,456 33
4,434,094 83
2,952.266 44
2,544,926 18
1,711,272 65
2,790,495 75
1,944,930 76
2,434,832 68
2,521,639 48
1,729,598 67

Depreciation rate, 3 per cent
Metropolitan

Northampton
Taunton

Valuations as of November 30, 1941

Westborough

Worcester

Monson

Belchertown .

Fernald
Wrentham

Total valuation $38,852,282 99

Health Real Estate Data.
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